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LINKED DOCUMENT 1: ASSESSMENT OF ADB POLICY-BASED LENDING 

VALIDATION REPORTS, 2008–2016 

 

A. Introduction 

 

1. This document analyzes the performance of the Asian Development Bank’s policy-based lending, 

as measured by IED evaluations through project completion report validation reports (PVRs) completed 

over the period 2008–2016. The analysis is based exclusively on the information contained in the 99 PVRs 

(of the total of 102)
1
 completed by IED between 2008 and 2016. They concern policy-based lending 

operations approved by ADB’s Board of Directors between 1998 and 2013. Because some of the PBL 

operations were programmatic, the number of operations analyzed in several tables is 116.
2
  

 

2. The analysis (including the examples provided in boxes) is entirely based on the PVRs, plus the 

design and monitoring frameworks (DMFs) and policy matrixes in the program completion reports (PCRs). 

The results are compared with the practices of other international financial institutions, particularly the 

World Bank. Ratings have been converted to a numeric scale using the values that ADB staff uses for 

calculating the weighted averages for overall assessments. For effectiveness, for example, ineffective is 

0, less than effective 1, effective 2, and highly effective 3. The same applies to the other criteria. 

 

1. Rating of Relevance 

 

3. Relevance is broken down into three components: relevance of objectives, relevance of design, 

and appropriate choice of loan or grant instrument (which is often discussed under relevance of design). 

All 99 PVRs discussed the relevance of objectives, 93 discussed the relevance of design, and only 44 

analyzed the appropriateness of the modality (Box A1.1).   

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
  The analysis is based on 99 PVRs out of 102 because it was not possibly to download the information contained in 3 scanned 

documents to the software that was used to undertake this analysis. 

2
  Subprograms are approved by ADB’s Board separately and therefore have different dates, disbursement amounts, and policy 

actions. However, subprograms are often evaluated together as part of a programmatic series. In this analysis, they are 

separated, with the overall evaluation ratings applied to all. This was necessary to link program features and evaluation ratings 

whenever multiple dates, actions, commitments and disbursements were present.  
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4. The relevance of objectives was usually discussed in terms of their coherence with government 

development plans as well as with ADB’s country and often sector strategies and policies at appraisal, 

and, in a few cases, at the time of evaluation. Relevance seems to have been rated more generously than 

other elements of performance, as none of the 99 PVRs analyzed rated a program irrelevant: the 

minimum rating was less than relevant (Table A1.1).  

 

Table A1.1: ADB Relevance and Overall Assessment Ratings  

Relevance 

PBOs  

(No.)
a
 

Share of 

Total 

(%) 

Highly 

Successful 

(%) 

Successful 

(%) 

Partly 

Successful 

(%) 

Unsuccessful 

(%) 

3 15 13 20 80   

2 81 70  67 32 1 

1 20 17   60 40 

Grand Total 116 100 2 57 33 8 

No = number, PBO = policy-based lending operation. 

a
 Number of programs approved between 2000 and 2013. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

Box A1.1: Relevance of Objectives 

 

In a few cases, the relevance of objectives was strongly criticized.  

 

Cook Islands: Economic Recovery Support Program (2009). The program completion report validation report found 

that the rationale for the program was inconsistent with the Asian Development Bank own policy guidance issued in 

the high-profile 2009 publication, Taking the Helm: A Policy Brief on a Response to the Global Crisis, in which ADB 

specifically cautioned against further fiscal stimulus in the Cook Islands, arguing that it was among the four Pacific 

economies that had “already relaxed fiscal policy too much.” ADB had also cautioned against financing new public 

works as a short-lived fiscal stimulus measure, unless projects were already very well advanced in terms of their 

planning and readiness, exactly what the Economic Recovery Support Program ended up doing: funding a short-lived 

fiscal stimulus through projects that were not ready for implementation. It was found after Board approval of 

Subprogram 1 that none of the infrastructure projects was ready for implementation.  

 

Pakistan: Rural Finance Sector Development Program (2002). This included support for restructuring a state-owned 

bank despite its “questionable solvency, high liquidity, poor profitability, inefficient intermediation, and high loan 

arrears” at the time of appraisal. ADB appears to have overestimated the government’s commitment to prudent 

financial governance and its ability to enforce measures to achieve this. A fundamental lesson from similar state bank 

restructurings—only recapitalize banks after substantial restructuring has taken place—seems to have been ignored.    

 

Pakistan: Private Participation in Infrastructure Program (2006). This program focused on the enabling environment for 

private participation in infrastructure, but the program completion report validation report noted that “one needs to 

not only address private participation in infrastructure  considerations (policies, processes, systems, procedures, 

incentives, support viability funding, investor protection, among others), but also deficiencies and gaps in the expanded 

framework of an enabling environment for private sector operations.”  

 

Viet Nam: Microfinance Development Program (2012, 2014). The policy actions did not sufficiently address the 

elimination of subsidized lending by a state-owned bank. The continued existence of subsidized lending, with this bank 

as a dominant player, fragmented the market and discouraged the entry of private sector players.  

 

Viet Nam: Agriculture Sector Development Program (2002): Greater benefits could have accrued by linking research 

and extension to some of the allied institutions, covering such areas as land tenure, land use, land distribution and 

classification, marketing, agricultural credit, more extensive extension training, and human resource development. 

Instead the program concentrated on small and medium-sized enterprises , which in the end focused mainly on 

nonagricultural activities.  

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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5. Evaluation of the relevance of design was often focused on the design and monitoring framework 

(DMF) and the number and complexity of policy actions. The most common criticisms concerned the 

overestimation at appraisal of the capacity or commitment of the host government, the excessive number 

of policy areas to be covered, and the unrealistically tight timing between approval and program closure, 

as well as between tranches. Similarly, the type of reforms attempted were often more driven by “best 

practices” than linked to country conditions. Government commitment was often confused with 

eagerness to gain fiscal space through borrowing (in other words, interest in the loan rather than the 

reforms). Examples of all these elements can be seen in Box A1.2. 

 

6. Lack of adequate preparatory work was often blamed for poor design. Pakistan’s Access to Justice 

Program, for example, focused on reforms for the judiciary and for the police. However, police reforms 

proved too difficult to carry out, because of the various layers of changes that had to be managed. The 

fact that the police force was a provincial function should have been known from the very beginning. 

This oversight, combined with the fact that no project management units were envisaged at the 

provincial level, shows that the program design had some information gaps and shortcomings. 

 

7. A common criticism was that design placed little emphasis on developing an effective monitoring 

and evaluation (M&E) mechanism or on establishing baselines for the output and outcome indicators. 

Even when M&E systems were included in the design, including impact studies, they tended to be 

forgotten or were not implemented or poorly implemented (over a third of the PVRs mentioned this 

issue). This is a serious problem because it affects ADB’s ability to determine the program’s impact and, 

ultimately, results on the ground. 

 

8. Participatory design was frequently mentioned as a positive feature of some policy-based 

operations. This was the case with the Bangladesh Secondary Education Sector Development Program 

and the Assam Governance and Public Resource Management Sector Program. Programs prepared in this 

fashion tend to be more realistic and better sequenced. In the case of Assam program, buy-in of 

stakeholders helped ensure design relevance. While the scope and number of conditions included in the 

policy matrix were ambitious, they were essential for addressing the fiscal reform needs in the proper 

Box A1.2: Complexity of Design and Overestimation of Government Capacity and Commitment 

 

Afghanistan: Post-Conflict Multisector Program (2002). This program included 55 conditions to be accomplished before 

approval, without any bank or treasury or infrastructure, and 30 conditions for the second tranche to be completed within 

6 months from effectiveness. By contrast, emergency policy-based lending tends to be remarkably simple and quick, e.g., 

the Crisis Recovery Support Program (2009) in Armenia.  

 

Lao People’s Democratic Republic: Banking Sector Reform Program (2002). This was found to be too complex for the 

country’s implementing capacity. 
 

 

Mongolia: Second Phase of the Governance Reform Program (2003). More careful analysis at the start might have resulted 

in a more measured and successful approach to reforming public-sector management. The government ultimately passed 

a new budget law and canceled the second subprogram. 

 

Mongolia: Social Security Sector Development Program (2001). The intended social welfare benefit system was replaced by 

a universal benefits system following improvements to the government’s budgetary situation after a surge in copper prices, 

and the program’s last tranche was cancelled.  

 

Pakistan: Baluchistan Resource Management Program (2004). This demonstrates an unusual combination of all the above 

problems in a single operation: the design of the program was too ambitious and complex for Balochistan’s capacity and 

level of development. It could not have produced most of the expected outputs. There were far too many conditions, and 

they did not take into consideration the vested interests affecting each action; this resulted in reversals and partial 

compliance. The conditions were also very complex in design and required several actions to be taken for full compliance. 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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sequence. The loan tranches adequately covered the adjustment costs and helped mitigate potentially 

adverse effects on the labor market and the budgetary burden of the public-sector enterprise 

restructuring. 

 

9. Donor coordination was another positive feature of the design of several programs. Such 

programs were either part of multi-donor supported poverty reduction efforts (e.g., the Poverty 

Reduction Support Credit series in Viet Nam) or part of macro support measures led by the IMF and World 

Bank (e.g., State Owned Enterprise, Governance and Privatization and Industrial Competitiveness 

Programs in Indonesia, Capital Market Reform and Energy Sector Restructuring Programs in Pakistan, the 

Growth Recovery Support Program in Georgia, and the Economic Recovery Program in the Maldives). 

Such coordination led to gains in terms of process efficiency. 

 

10. Sector development programs (SDPs), which were more common in the first half of the period 

under analysis, combined program and project loans as well as TA to group together policy reforms, 

investment, and capacity building (Box A1.3). Non-policy components have declined as an element of 

ADB funding for policy reform, and several PVRs have identified the lack of support for capacity building 

in countries with capacity gaps as a design weakness. A program cluster with strong non-policy elements 

in the early stages was often seen as a preferable alternative to policy-only operations. At the same time, 

SDPs also tend to have multiple goals and to be complex. There have been performance issues with SDPs 

Box A1.3: Sector Development Programs 

 

Lao People’s Democratic Repiublic: Rural Finance Sector Development Program (2006). In this case, the sector development 

program modality—a program and a project loan supported by a technical assistance project and two grants—was deemed 

appropriate to meet the need for sector reform, capacity building, and expanding the supply of microfinance services.  

Nepal: Governance Reform Program (2001). During processing, repeated attempts were made to draw attention to the 

need for technical assistance. In the management review meeting in ADB, Management stressed the need to ensure the 

availability of technical assistance on a grant basis before the launch of such an ambitious and complex program. Similar 

concerns were expressed during the staff review committee meeting. However, the project team was optimistic about the 

government’s ability to source grant funds from other development partners. During Board consideration, one bilateral 

donor expressed doubts about his government providing any firm understanding to provide grant funds for the technical 

assistance. Thus, an important aspect of the program design was left unattended, and the resulting inadequate technical 

assistance seems to have reduced the likelihood of achieving the program objectives.  

Pakistan: Improving Access to Financial Services Program (2006). The program completion report found that a program 

loan was an appropriate modality in this case in view of the reform momentum and foreign reserves of the country. 

However, the program completion report validation report noted that capacity development might have been better 

addressed under an sector development program-type lending modality.  

Pakistan: Road Sector Development Program (2001). The program completion report  and program completion report 

validation report  found that the policy loan should have been implemented with accompanying technical assistance, 

particularly for the transport policy and road safety themes.  

Sri Lanka: Financial Markets Program for Private Sector Development (2004). This attempted to implement reforms across 

a wide range of finance subsectors through a cluster program, in which two subprograms were to support various reform 

measures for private sector development over a long period. Even so, the capacity constraints turned out to be more serious 

than envisaged at the time the program was designed, causing a significant delay in completing the whole reform package.  

Tajikistan: Microfinance Systems Development Program (2003). A sector development program modality was adopted so 

the program could put in place a combination of policy reforms, a project to finance a Brindisi support facility, lines of 

credit to commercial banks for loans intended for small and medium-sized enterprises, ADB’s partial guarantee for 

commercial cofinancing for the commercial banks to enhance on-lending to small and medium-sized enterprises , and a 

technical assistance grant. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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in countries with low government capacity. Capacity building can be addressed through parallel 

operations, possibly before the policy elements of a PBL. 

 

11. Program clusters, with two or three subprograms over a few years, are usually praised because 

they provide the ability to adjust reform initiatives over time while providing medium-term and 

predictable support to the reformers in government. Single-tranche programs are usually found to be 

more appropriate than multitranche programs, for example, the Punjab Resource Management Program 

(2005) in Pakistan (Box A1.4). 

 

 

12. Stand-alone single tranche program loans have emerged as a common tool for one-off reform 

efforts that do not require continuity of support, for example for policy-based operations for emergency 

operations (Box A1.5).  

Box A1.4: Programmatic Policy-Based Operations
a
 

 

Indonesia: Series of Development Policy Support Programs (2005, 2007). These programs helped develop an atmosphere 

of mutual trust and understanding between the government and its principal development partners. Macroeconomic 

stability was removed as a core policy area as it was no longer deemed necessary by the government and its development 

partners. 

 

Lao People’s Democratic Republic: Private Sector Development Program (2007, 2009). The policy triggers for the follow-

on subprogram did not need to be overly prescriptive at the outset. This phased approach reflected the reality of policy 

making by the government which required time-intensive consensus building for policy reforms. In addition, the program 

engaged with the new Lao Business Forum, which offered a vehicle for broader dialogue with the private sector, other 

stakeholders, and development partners, and for monitoring the program. Greater stakeholder participation helped sustain 

the continued commitment of the government.  

 

Nepal: Rural Finance Sector Development Program (2006). The program approach provided support for sequenced reforms. 

These were appropriate in the context of Nepal’s rural finance sector, which was hampered by a lack of a favorable policy, 

legal and regulatory environment; weak institutional capacity; and a politically challenging environment. The program 

approach provided flexibility for ADB and the government to refine policy actions for the succeeding subprogram.  

 

Pakistan: Punjab Resource Management Program (2003). The program modality was appropriate given the comprehensive 

nature of the reform initiatives, which were to address governance and public resource management issues, and the 

inherent complexity of the links between the initiatives. The modality enabled many initiatives to be started in the first 

subprogram and then for more focused work to be done in succeeding subprograms.  

 

Philippines: Local Government Financing and Budget Reform Program (2007, 2009). The programmatic approach was 

optimal as the use of prior actions allowed the government, ADB, and Agence Française de Développement to be flexible 

in engaging with each other in the context of a medium-term reform framework.  

 

Philippines: Financial Market Regulation and Intermediation Program (2006, 2010). Taking advantage of the inherent 

flexibility of the programmatic modality, subprogram 2 had to be reformulated in 2010 to address the risks from the global 

financial crisis. This enabled the government to focus on strengthening financial sector stability and supervision, and on 

redressing weaknesses in the Securities Exchange Commission and Insurance Commission while undertaking “initiatives to 

preempt the effects” of the 2008 global financial crisis. ADB and the government showed flexibility in turning the program 

around through a skillful reformulation.  

 

Marshall Islands: Public Sector Program (2010). Given the fragile fiscal condition of the Marshall Islands, the use of a 

program modality was considered appropriate since it allowed for ongoing policy dialogue with the government and for 

initial actions from subprogram 1 to be built into subprogram 2.   

 

a
  Each date indicates a sub-program, not the duration of the program. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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2. Theory of Change and the Design and Monitoring Framework (DMF)  

 

13. PVRs were assessed to examine how relevant the underlying theory of change of the PBL 

operations were to the development constraints being addressed, e.g.., as shown in the results chain of 

the design and monitoring framework (DMF) linking inputs to outputs and outcomes. The assessment 

examined whether the expected outcomes and outputs were realistic given the proposed inputs, and 

how suitable the indicators for measuring the delivery of outputs and achievement of outcomes were. 

 

14. Of the PVRs examined, 84 DMFs were assessed by IED. Of these, 9 (11%) did not provide enough 

information to enable the evaluation to determine whether they were credible and realistic, while 65 

(77%) criticized the program’s theory of change or the realism of whole or parts of the DMF. Criticisms 

included: impact and outcomes were too ambitious, timing was too short, capacity was insufficient, 

government commitment was overestimated or misjudged, and sequencing of reforms was wrong and 

therefore they could not be implemented.  

 

15. However, there were good examples of credible theories of change and DMFs, and of well 

sequenced reform plans. Ten programs (12%) showed credible theories of change with fully realistic 

indicators (a high bar). A few of these are briefly discussed in Box A1.6. The weaknesses described above 

did not make the other programs impossible to implement but revealed flaws in their design that reduced 

their performance. 

 

16. The most common factors that undermined the program’s theory of change or the DMF’s realism 

were: 

(i) impact and outcomes were overambitious, or the government’s commitment and 

capacity had been overestimated (Box A1.7); 

(ii) the amount of the loans or grant was too small to be able to influence change or to 

cover a good part of the cost of the proposed reforms; and 

Box A1.5: Stand-Alone Single Tranche Operations 

Solomon Islands: Economic and Financial Reform Program (2013). The policy-based grant program modality was appropriate for 

a small, fragile, post-conflict island state. It was in line with the country partnership strategy’s call for the Asian Development Bank 

to support government-led public-sector management reforms through policy-based program grants or loans every other year. 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 

 

Box A1.6: Strong Design and Monitoring Frameworks and Well-Sequenced Reforms 

 

India: West Bengal Development Finance Program (2012). The measures included in the program were not excessive, but they were 

challenging, meaningful, and achievable. The policy measures were designed together with the Government of West Bengal and 

therefore had government buy-in.  

 

India: Assam Governance and Public Resource Management Sector Development Program (2004, 2008). This was a very complex but 

relevant and well sequenced program that was implemented over several years.  

 

Kazakhstan: Countercyclical Support Loan (2009). A theory of change was relevant with clear links from outputs to outcomes. The 

amount of the financing, including cofinancing by the Government of the Republic of Korea, was significant. 

 

Lao People’s Democratic Republic: Health Sector Development Program (2009). The results chain of the design and monitoring 

framework was logical, with appropriate links from outputs to outcomes. Most the output and outcome performance indicators were 

appropriate, but some could have been better defined.  

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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(iii) the performance indicators in the DMF were unrealistic or impossible to measure because 

they lacked a baseline or were not quantified (Box A1.8). 
 

17. The most common weakness of the DMFs was a weak link between outputs and outcomes (an 

issue highlighted by 47 out of 84 PVRs with a DMF that could be reviewed). 
 
 

 

Box A1.7: Overambitious Impact and Outcomes or Overestimation of Government Commitment and Capacity 

 

India: Assam Power Sector Development Program (2003). This was a very complex program with many moving parts. It was overly 

ambitious, and it was unclear whether the amounts were relevant in the context of Assam. 

 

Marshall Islands: Public Sector Program, Subprograms 1 and 2 (2010). The program completion report assessed the program design 

and design and monitoring framework as being overambitious in scope. The timeframe for achieving the challenging targets, which 

included parliamentary approval of key legislation to fully implement the reforms, was too short. The program completion report  stated 

that the outcome of the government achieving fiscal sustainability could not be achieved in the period covered by the two subprograms 

and would depend highly on factors beyond the control of the program. The program completion report  indicated that the output, 

“government’s fiscal discipline improves over the medium term,” would have been more appropriate as the program’s intended 

outcome, since achieving it was partly dependent on completing the policy actions. The validation agreed, noting that the issue of time 

involved in the approval of new legislation was addressed by adjusting the triggers, but these should have been anticipated at design 

preparation. 

 

Mongolia: Second Phase of the Governance Reform Program (2003). The program tried to apply New Zealand's output budgeting 

approach without paying sufficient attention to the local context. The pacing and sequencing of the reforms were not appropriately 

linked to the required process of producing the intended outcomes. As noted in the project completion report validation report, the 

design was overly ambitious given (i) the implementation time frame (2 years), (ii) the unstrategic and unsequenced approach to 

implementing the most critical public sector management and finance law reforms, (iii) the available resources, including the Capacity 

Building for Governance Reform (particularly as it did not provide sufficient technical assistance resources to achieve the required 

capacity development outcomes), and (iv) Mongolia’s institutional capacity (including limited staff numbers, a shortage of relevant 

skills, and high turnover of professional staff), which hindered agencies from implementing key reform measures. Risks were not 

sufficiently identified or managed in view of planned comprehensive and complex governance reforms. 

 

Mongolia: Social Sectors Support Program (2009). The policy matrix unrealistically capped the duration at 20 months. The matrix 

underestimated the complexity involved, expertise required, and issues to be taken up during implementation. There was clearly a need 

to distinguish between the urgent and the important, in the wake of the global economic and financial crisis. The original closing date 

was 31 December 2010—too short for the many tasks to be accomplished on time. As designed, the project was very ambitious. It had 

to be extended three times before it was finally closed on 30 September 2012. 

 

Pakistan: Decentralization Support Program (2002). The scope of the program, which involved over 6,000 structures spread across more 

than 300 sub-districts, was too ambitious and the links to ongoing ADB programs in some other provinces was not clarified.  The report 

and recommendation of the President did not specify the sequencing of steps required.  

 

Pakistan: Access to Justice Program (2001). While the design was innovative and comprehensive, but, as noted in the program 

completion report , it turned out to be “too ambitious based on its broad scope and formidable implementation risks.” Intervening in 

two broad areas of reform proved too difficult because of the various layers of changes that had to be managed, especially in the police 

sector. 

 

Pakistan: Punjab Government Efficiency Improvement Program (2007, 2009). The program completion report concluded that the 

program was too ambitious in scope, and that the depth of engagement should have been given more importance than the breadth 

of reforms. The validation agreed with the program completion report  that improving the efficiency of a government is a complex 

undertaking and requires major changes in institutional arrangements, human resource capacity, and legal and regulatory frameworks. 

 

Pakistan Punjab Millennium Development Goals Program (2008, 2010). The program duration was too short. It was unrealistic to expect 

the program to achieve the the expected reforms, which would necessitate a complete change in processes, procedures, and behavior 

of both the health providers and the target population. The performance indicators set in the design and monitoring framework were 

too ambitious. 

 

Philippines: Health Sector Development Program (2004). The program’s outputs and outcomes were ambitious and not commensurate 

with the policy interventions, which were focused on initial reform actions and the limited ($23 million) investment assistance for 

selected health facilities. The assessment of institutional capacity at appraisal was inadequate, and a longer period was needed to bring 

about the change of behavior desired.  

 

Tonga: Economic Support Program (2009). The timetable for reform was overambitious given capacity constraints, a lesson that has 

emerged from several reform programs in the Pacific and elsewhere. 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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Box A1.8: Unrealistic or Unmeasurable Performance Indicators 

 

Indonesia: Local Government Finance and Governance Reform Sector Development Program (2005). The design and monitoring 

framework did not include any impact indicators or targets for effective delivery of services, or for improvements to government 

capacity, although these are clearly part of the stated objective. Instead it focused on more effective and efficient delivery of basic 

public services by local governments, measured largely through budget and financial indicators such as more equitable and efficient 

fiscal transfers, increases in special purpose grants through greater devolution of centrally financed initiatives, more regional spending, 

improved financial reporting, and more access to local government financial information. However, no specific targets were included 

other than “increases and/or improvements” and no baseline conditions were cited, although budgets for the preceding years existed. 

 

Lao Peoples Democratic Republic: Rural Finance Sector Development Program (2006). The program completion report alluded to a 

potential weak link between the program’s design and its goal of reducing poverty. The outreach of the program’s policy actions and 

activities was modest. Most outcome indicators were not precisely set or were vague. 

 

Indonesia: Second and Third Development Policy Support Programs (2006, 2007). It is not clear from the report and recommendation 

of the President  what outcomes the different triggers or outputs for decentralization and intergovernmental fiscal relations were 

meant to achieve. What did “improved on-granting procedures” mean, more or less national government assistance to local 

governments?  

 

India: Rural Cooperative Credit Restructuring and Development Program (2006). Impact indicators were achieved but were poorly 

specified and links between increased rural incomes, improved social indicators, and reduced poverty with the reforms were weak. 

 

Micronesia: Private Sector Development Program (2001). The link between outputs and outcomes was not convincing. The design and 

monitoring framework was not a good planning tool and did not have monitorable baselines and targets. 

 

Nepal: Governance Support Program, Subprogram 1 (2008). The validation noted that the three program outcome statements were 

essentially the three output statements. Output indicators were more appropriate for tracking outcome progress since the outcome 

indicators as presented in the design and monitoring framework were not easily monitored (they were qualitative with no baselines 

or targets). 

 

Pakistan: Small and Medium-Sized Enterprise Sector Development Program (2003). The program completion report found the selected 

performance indicators and targets lacked the clarity needed for monitoring and evaluating the program’s goals or objectives. The 

validation concurred. The impact statement was too broad, outcome indicators did not match the outcome statement, and output 

indicators focused narrowly on the completion of agreed actions, rather than on achievement of underlying principles. 

 

Pakistan: Rural Finance Sector Development Program (2002). The report and recommendation of the President  did not provide baseline 

or target benchmarks to enable an assessment of whether envisaged project and program impacts were attained. The design and 

monitoring framework made little use of quantifiable indicators, and, when it did, it did not always include baseline data or meaningful 

targets. It did not capture some of the result indicators in the report and recommendation of the President. ADB review missions did 

not appear to have used the design and monitoring framework for program monitoring and evaluation effectively. 

 

Pakistan: Punjab Resource Management Program, Subprogram 2 (2005). Each of the reforms this subprogram pursued was 

undoubtedly important for the rapid and sustainable growth of the province, but they should have been in smaller packages to allow 

the tasks to be completed within the stipulated time. Packaging them together raised the odds against achieving the objectives.  

Finance is central to many development activities; if a financial governance program does not delimit its scope rigorously, it runs the 

risk of becoming overloaded and unwieldy. 

 

Philippines: Microfinance Development Program (2005). The design and monitoring framework  did not contain any quantifiable 

impact, or output indicator, or baseline. It therefore is impossible to say whether the underlying theory of change was sound or 

realistic. 

 

Tajikistan: Strengthening Public Resource Management Program (2011). The program completion report  stated that the timeline for 

compliance with some of the conditions was overoptimistic at the design stage. The descriptions of outputs in the report and 

recommendation of the President  and program completion report  were not clearly spelled out. The major output, according to the 

RRP, was “the improvement of selected aspects of tax policy and administration” but it was difficult to pin down what exactly these 

were. It was difficult to track the achievement of outputs, which were only clearly listed in a succinct manner in the activities section 

of the design and monitoring framework in the program completion report. 

 

Tajikistan: Microfinance Systems Development Program (2003). The components and outputs in the design and monitoring framework 

simply referred to the policy matrix, while at the outcome level it presented three vague indicators (i) more nongovernment 

organization microfinance institutions registered, (ii) more microfinance institutions licensed and regulated and (iii) donor and 

nongovernment organization activity directed to form microfinance institutions). 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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Box A1.9: Weak Link between Outputs and Outcomes 

Georgia: Social Services Delivery Program (2010). The program contained too many actions, and some were 

unrelated to impact, e.g., it is unclear why increased social spending should increase gross national savings. 

 

India: Rural Cooperative Credit Restructuring and Development Program (2006). While the impact indicators 

were achieved, they were poorly specified and the link between the reforms and increased rural incomes, 

improved social indicators, and reduced poverty was weak. 

 

Kyrgyz Republic: Investment Climate Improvement Program (2008, 2014). The program focused too much on 

improving Ease of Doing Business Indicators, which are measurable but not necessarily binding weaknesses of 

the investment climate. Prior actions were very clearly linked to outputs, but the link between outputs and 

outcomes was less convincing. 

 

Mongolia: Agriculture Sector Development Program and Project (2000). The link between outputs and outcomes 

was very weak.  All conditions were lumped into two outputs that were not clearly linked to any outcome. 

 

Lao People’s Democratic Republic: Rural Finance Sector Development Program (2006). The program completion 

report (PCR) alluded to a potential weak link between the program’s design and its goal of reducing poverty, as 

evidenced by the modest breadth of outreach of the program’s policy actions and activities. Most outcome 

indicators were not precisely set or quantified. 

 

Mongolia: Financial Regulation and Governance Program (2005). The program included easily available 

performance indicators to evaluate impact and outcomes, but these were too ambitious as there was no direct 

link between the proposed reforms and the intended impact and outcomes. 

 

Mongolia: Social Security Sector Development Program (2001). The amounts involved were tiny compared with 

the hundreds of thousands of beneficiaries.  

 

Nauru: Public Financial Management Reform Program (2012). While the program’s intention of delivering 

improved social services to the population of Nauru (outcome) could have led to improved living standards 

(impact), the link between the outputs and the intended outcome was weak. Improving procurement, increasing 

tax collection, reducing debt, cutting subsidies, and increasing dividend payments may altogether create more 

fiscal space, but achieving them provides no assurance that the government would then be able to deliver better 

and more equitable social services. A more appropriate outcome would have been improved fiscal management 

because of reforms in public financial management, state-owned-enterprise, and other areas. 

 

Nepal: Governance Reform Program (2001). The impact indicators were vague, the three outcome indicators 

called for technical assistance to develop indicators by tranche 2 or 3.  

 

Myanmar: Support for Myanmar’s Reforms for Inclusive Growth Program (2013). There was a disconnect 

between the precision of the impact target and the outcome indicators that were not “SMART” or quantified. It 

is difficult to say whether the impact indicator was realistic; outcome indicators were often expansion of outputs 

or conditions and therefore seemed realistic. For example, an output was the introduction of a public expenditure 

tracking survey in two ministries on a sample basis while the outcome was an increase in use of public 

expenditure tracking survey  beyond those two ministries. However, how the combination of reforms could 

reduce poverty from 35% to 25% (and not to 30% or 20%) is unclear, nor is attributing the reduction that took 

place. The overall theory of change in the design and monitoring framework was confusing: three outputs were 

really an outcome (increased number of corporate taxpayers, increased foreign direct investment, and share of 

financial assets over gross domestic product increased by 3%). The theory suggested that a reduction in import-

export licenses and the time to start a business plus more loans to rural households and greater investment in 

education would have resulted in the per capita consumption of the poorest household growing by 15% within 

4 years. 

 

Nepal: Governance Support Program Subprogram I (2008). The validation noted that the three program outcome 

statements were essentially like the three output statements. Further, the output indicators were more 

appropriate for tracking outcome progress, since the outcome indicators as presented in the design and 

monitoring framework were not easily monitored (they were qualitative with no baselines or targets). 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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18. Most prior actions were inserted in DMFs as outputs (78%) or as activities (Table A1.2). 

 

Table A1.2: Policy-Based Prior Actions in Design and Monitoring Frameworks by Type 

Prior Actions  

in DMF 

PBOs 

(No.) 

Programs with Prior 

Actions in DMF (%) 

Percentage of All 

Programs 

Outputs 56 78 57 

Activities 10 14 10 

Activities and Outputs 4 6 4 

Outputs and Outcomes 2 3 2 

Total Programs with Prior Actions in DMF 72 100 73 

No DMF or Policy Matrix 22  22 

Not in DMF 5  5 

Total Programs 99  100 

DMF = design and monitoring framework, PBO = policy-based lending operation. 

Note: Number and % shares – programs approved between 2000 and 2013. 

Source: Asian Development Bank database. 

 

19. The 70 programs reviewed
3
 included a detailed list of policy conditions. The analysis classified 

these as either completion of activities, delivery of outputs, or achievement of outcomes. This 

classification was not done by looking at the position of the prior conditions in the DMF but by checking 

the description of each condition individually and determining the nature of the conditions themselves. 

While this process is subjective, the “completion of activities” was any process that was fully controlled 

by the borrower (for example, setting up a working group, completing a study, tabling a bill in 

                                                           
3
  The number reviewed is 70 because these PVRs contained the list of policy actions in them. 

Box A1.9: Weak Link between Outputs and Outcomes (continued) 

Pakistan: Sindh Growth and Rural Revitalization Program (2008, 2010). The design and monitoring framework  was 

a key design weakness of the program. The links between the program reforms, the envisaged outcome, and the 

ultimate impact (i.e., inclusive and balanced economic growth with reduced poverty and rural–urban inequality in 

Sindh) were not clearly established. Further, between subprograms 1 and 2, there was a change and/or weakening 

in the impact goal—from higher and sustained economic growth to inclusive and balanced growth). The requisite 

planned reforms under subprogram 3 were not carried out, and the subprogram 2 target outcomes (and those in 

DMF) were revised into much less ambitious outcomes, with unclear baselines and/or use of more qualitative 

indicators, as compared to the original outcome targets. 

 

Pakistan: Improving Access to Financial Services (Phase I) Program (2006). The program completion report validation 

report found that the design and monitoring framework had shortcomings in (i) establishing meaningful 

connections between outputs and outcomes and between outcomes and impact; and (ii) choosing useful outcome 

indicators. 

 

Pakistan: Sindh Devolved Social Services Program (2003). The theory of change was not convincing; prior actions 

were outputs, but outcomes were very broad. while impact indicators were non-existent. Most prior actions were 

formulated in way that allowed token achievements that would not lead to outcomes, even if they had been credibly 

linked to outputs.  

 

Samoa: Economic Recovery Support Program, Subprograms 1 and 2 (2010, 2011). The program’s targets and 

indicators in the design and monitoring framework  could have been identified better as some were too ambitious 

and could have been easily affected by factors outside the control of the program. The theory of change was 

confusing: real gross domestic product growth was both an impact and an outcome and improvements in 

worldwide governance indicators and budget deficit reductions do not necessarily lead to gross domestic product 

growth, particularly in the short term. There are significant problems of attribution when the impact indicator is 

real gross domestic product growth. 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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parliament, issuing a regulation, approving a new law), and did not include implementation on the 

legislative front. Outcomes were those defined that were in the DMF as such.  

20. The 70 programs analyzed included 2,094 policy conditions. Of these, the clear majority, 1,802 

(86%) concerned completion of activities. Of the remainder, 288 (13.8%) dealt with the delivery of 

outputs, and only 4 (0.2%) the achievement of outcomes.  

 

21. A total of 42 out of 85 programs benefited from prior policy diagnostic work, including a previous 

TA, the multi-donor studies that preceded the Viet Nam’s Poverty Reduction Support Credits, joint reviews 

(e.g., the ADB-Government-donor review of the decentralization reform program in Indonesia), or prior 

country, sector or program evaluations (e.g., the 2008 subprogram 2 of the Assam Governance and 

Public Resource Management Sector Development Program benefited from two studies published by IED 

in 2007: a Special Evaluation Study: ADB Support to Public Resource Management in India, and the  India 

Country Assistance Program Evaluation). Only in a few cases was the analysis carried out just before or 

during appraisal. The design of the program in the Kyrgyz Republic, for example, benefited from a 

comprehensive private sector study that covered the overall legal, regulatory, policy, and institutional 

aspects, as well as sector-specific constraints.  

 

3. Effectiveness 

  

a. Rating of effectiveness  

 

22. Of the 98 PVRs that measured effectiveness, 46 did so by focusing only on the achievement of 

outcomes, 46 on a combination of achievement of outcomes and delivery of outputs, and the balance 

on outputs alone (4), achievement of outcomes and delivery of activities (1), or all three (1). Other 

organizations analyze effectiveness only in terms of outcomes, with inputs and outputs used simply to 

determine plausible causality. In the PVRs analyzed, there was no discussion of the counterfactual (i.e., 

what other, non-project factors led to these outcomes, or would it have been achieved without the PBL?).    

 

23. Attribution of outcomes was a major problem for several programs, particularly when their 

outcome indicators were set at too high a level, and this led to the use of delivery of outputs as the key 

factor for determining success and failure. Accelerated per capita GDP growth for private sector 

development, stronger agriculture programs, or improved service delivery for programs supporting 

decentralization are classic examples of outcomes that cannot be attributed to a single factor. Finally, 

many programs whose designs envisaged an impact study that would have helped in quantifying 

outcomes and attributing their achievements were often cancelled during implementation (Box A1.11). 

 

24. When attribution cannot be assessed, effectiveness is determined by relying on outputs as the 

key factor (Box A1.12). The approach of using delivery of outputs to determine effectiveness is troubling 

because outputs are often identical to policy actions, and the speed of delivery of such conditions 

determines the process efficiency that often drives efficiency ratings, and ultimately the overall 

assessment of performance. In single-tranche operations, outputs are speedily achieved at approval, and 

an output-driven assessment is a foregone conclusion. It is hardly surprising that only 5 (4%) of programs 

and subprograms analyzed were found to be ineffective (Table A1.3). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box A1.11: Impact Studies and Performance Management Systems 

 
Armenia: Crisis Recovery Support Program (2009). It was envisaged that a regional technical assistance project would support 

public expenditure monitoring in Armenia, Georgia, and Tajikistan. The regional technical assistance  would have included a 

social impact assessment. However, after the tranche release of the Crisis Recovery Support Program, the regional technical 

assistance  was not pursued. As a result, implementation procedures, portfolio monitoring, and loan conditions cannot be 

tracked as had been envisaged at appraisal. The government’s monitoring system cannot adequately capture or produce the 

required data on performance against indicators. Consequently, budget execution and program-supported expenditure 

cannot be monitored and social protection outlays on pension, family benefits, and unemployment insurance are not 

adequately tracked. 
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 Box A1.11: Impact Studies and Performance Management Systems (continued) 

 

Bangladesh: Secondary Education Sector Development Program (2006). A covenant to carry out a baseline indicator study within 

6 months after project effectivity to refine and expand verifiable indicators of project inputs, outputs, and impact was not 

complied with (program completion report, Appendix 6, para. 29). The reason given for noncompliance was the “lack of 

necessary financial provisions,” which was not explained further in the program completion report. This raises questions over 

whether the project was funded adequately. Monitoring and evaluation was an important component of project design and 

another covenant stipulated that a monitoring and evaluation system that was acceptable to ADB be established within 1 year 

of effectivity to ensure better accountability and transparency in school management. While a monitoring and evaluation system 

was reportedly put in place by the project implementation unit, the absence of a baseline survey puts into question how the 

system will monitor and evaluate project performance effectively.  

 

Cambodia: Education Sector Development Program (2001). The targeted improvements in the fiscal and education indicators 

were fully achieved, but most educational attainment targets were missed. Some indicators related to project objectives were 

never measured because of lack of data. Precisely measuring the impact of the program without an effective monitoring and 

evaluation framework is a challenge. 

 

Georgia: Growth Recovery Support Program (2009). During the early stages of processing this program, the Independent 

Evaluation Department drew attention to an important point about the evaluability of the program. IED noted that however 

urgent the processing and the need to support developing member countries, ADB still needed to monitor the support properly 

and to follow up on the beneficiaries and stakeholders. This does not seem to have been done. 

 

Lao PDR: Private Sector and Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises Development Program Cluster, Subprograms 1 and 2 (2007, 

2009). An independent performance monitoring framework and monitoring system with indicators was lacking. However, an 

ex-post performance-based framework was added in 2008, with external assistance from Germany. 

 

Myanmar: Support for Myanmar’s Reforms for Inclusive Growth Program (2013). During processing, assurance was given that 

a program impact assessment would be prepared to identify the sources of funds for government reforms. The mission leader 

recognized the significance of such an impact assessment. However, the program completion report  did not mention or use 

such an assessment. 

 

Nauru: Public Financial Management Program (2012). The outcome indicator of a 5% increase in real budget allocation to the 

recurrent expenditures on education and health by 2014 was exceeded. The actual increase in education expenditure was 148% 

while for health it was 116%. This can largely be largely attributed to an inflow of windfall revenue, which was directed toward 

increased spending in education and health. 

 

Pakistan: Energy Sector Restructuring Program (2000). The program achieved most of the planned outcomes, although there 

was no direct quantitative monitoring or evaluation of these outcomes reported in the program completion report. 

 

Philippines: Grains Sector Development Program (2000). Consultants were recruited to develop monitoring and evaluation, and 

management information systems but their services were ended at program closure. 

 

Sri Lanka: Financial Markets Program for Private Sector Development (2004). The Ministry of Finance and Planning was not able 

to facilitate People’s Bank’s compliance with the loan covenants on monitoring reports. 

 

Pakistan: Punjab Millennium Development Goals (2008, 2010). The program completion report validation report concluded that 

the program’s monitoring design, implementation, and utilization, both by the executing agency and ADB, were inadequate. 

The monitoring systems of the PMU and the executing agency were weak. 

 

Philippines: Local Government Financing and Budget Reform Program Cluster (2007, 2009). Neither during nor after the program 

was there any effort to monitor results. Monitoring and evaluation during the program was focused on the policy matrix, as 

frequently happens. Monitoring of program implementation by the executing agency, ADB, and technical assistance consultants 

focused on ensuring that outputs were accomplished, particularly the policy triggers for subprogram 2. Broader monitoring of 

program progress was presumably done by the government through the Coordinating Committee on Decentralization. However, 

there is no information in the program completion report  to suggest that a mechanism or routine exercise was in place to 

manage the program outcomes and impact progress. 

Viet Nam: Third Financial Sector Program (2007, 2010). The program design did not envisage a program performance 

management system to monitor and evaluate program performance. It called only for periodic reviews of progress in program 

implementation and impact assessment based on the design and monitoring framework and policy matrix, which was complied 

with. 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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Table A1.3: Policy-Based Lending Effectiveness Scores and Overall Assessment Ratings  

Effectiveness 

Score 

 

PBOs 

(No.)
a
 

Share of 

Total 

Highly 

Successful Successful 

Partly 

Successful Unsuccessful  

3 2 2% 50% 50%   

2 67 58% 3% 91% 6%  

1 42 36%  9.5% 81% 9.5% 

0 5 4%    100% 

Grand Total 116 100% 2% 57% 33% 8% 

PBO = policy-based operation. 

a
 Number of programs approved between 2000 and 2013. 

Source: Review of 99 project completion report validation reports issued for 116 policy-based lending operations between 2008 

and 2016. Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

25. A common complaint in the effectiveness section of PVRs concerns the limited ambitions of the 

outputs and policy conditions, and the excessive focus of monitoring (including ADB’s) on the policy 

matrix rather than on the DMF. In the case of Mongolia’s Second Phase of the Government Program 

(2003), for example, the PVR found that the focus was on technical compliance with tranche conditions, 

rather than on policy dialogue on implementing effective and sustainable reforms and achieving targeted 

outcomes. Despite the fact that the DMF indicators for the main policy conditions of the program were 

complied with, and many of the expected outputs were achieved, particularly in accounting and auditing 

reform areas, most of the desired outcomes were far from being achieved. The PVR on Pakistan’s 

Box A1.12: Examples of Effectiveness Ratings Without Attribution 

 
Afghanistan: Agriculture Sector Program (2004). It was not possible to attribute any progress on agriculture 

growth to the project. Almost no progress has been made on poverty reduction. Some progress was made on 

capacity building due to support from many donors and several state-owned enterprises were privatized. There 

was practically no progress on food security. 

 

Bangladesh: Secondary Education Sector Development Program (2006). Five out of seven outcome indicators 

were achieved, and one partially achieved, but attribution is difficult as many other similar programs and projects 

were ongoing at the same time. 

 

Georgia: Social Services Delivery Program (2010). The program helped the government implement reforms to 

make social service delivery more gender-responsive and to increase social services’ coverage of the poor. It is 

difficult to attribute any reduction in incidence of poverty to the program. 

 

Indonesia: Local Government Finance and Governance Reform Sector Development Program (2005). The 

program completion report rated the program loan effective, noting that it met the principal objective of 

enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of the delivery of basic public services by strengthening the policy, 

legal, and regulatory framework for decentralization and developing local capacities. The program completion 

report provided little discussion of outcome achievements, focusing instead on achievement of outputs. 

However, the impacts cited are not solely attributable to the program loan, although satisfaction ratings for 

health and education improved and a more equitable allocation of funds was achieved. However, these are 

output-level achievements (e.g., improvements in time delays in reporting, increased number of budget 

submissions). 

 

Micronesia: Private Sector Development Program (2001). The program completion report claimed that the 

program loan supported the intended development of a sound economic and legal environment conducive to 

private sector development, indicating that the average business performance was improved by 3.9%, as 

measured by an increase in business turnover between 2004 and 2008. The program completion report  also 

claimed that the intended economic and legal reforms were largely achieved. No data were provided, but the 

program completion report validation report did not disagree. 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending program completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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Decentralization Support Program (2002) concluded that the PCR records the progress of the 

implementation of the DSP against the policy matrix rather than the program framework, which was 

designed to measure results. For this reason, the validation found the report on program outputs to be 

incomplete. The Philippines Pasig River Development Program of 2000 was an "action plan policy action" 

program: 6 out 20 conditions concerned action plans that were prepared and not implemented. In the 

case of Tonga’s Economic Support Program (2009), the tranche progress matrix included in the DMF and 

the policy matrix was used by ADB to monitor and report the progress of the reform program and tranche 

release conditions. However, monitoring of outcomes was insufficient. 

 

26. In 38 out of 93 PVRs there seems to have been a strong link between prior actions completed 

and program results.  Of these PVRs, 15 had a strong link with outputs and outcomes, and 22 only with 

outputs. Only in 12 out of 98 PVRs was there an assessment of the criticality of prior actions.  In the case 

of Pakistan’s Road Sector Development Program (2001), for example, the PVR concluded that “the PCR 

states that the lack of resources brings the continued implementation of all aspects of the policy reform 

into doubt. Therefore, while the initial efforts to set up new policies might have been largely successful, 

since they are largely on paper or the responsibility of newly established agencies, any possible positive 

effect might be lost as if nothing ever happened without proper follow-up.”  

 

4. Efficiency 

 

a. Rating of Efficiency  

 

27. For program loans, an efficiency assessment considers resource efficiency, process efficiency, and 

efficiency of supporting TA (if applicable). Resource efficiency assesses, to the extent possible, how well 

resources were used to achieve intended outputs and outcomes. Process efficiency considers how the 

program was implemented at different stages and within planned timelines, including implementation 

of core program activities and components and policy actions. Most PVRs (48 out of 93 where the rating 

methodology was identifiable) used process efficiency as the main criterion, 10 used only resource 

efficiency, and 35 used both process and resource efficiency.  

 

28. Only one PVR, the Bangladesh Secondary Education Sector Development Program (2006) 

included an economic rate of return for both the policy program and the investment project (12%). Four 

of the PVRs were of programs with a TA or investment component and calculated an economic rate of 

return (ERR) for the non-policy components. This is in line with IED guidelines that note that benefits 

from policy-based operations are often diffuse and distant, extending well beyond the program period. 

Cost and benefit effects are often felt sector- and even economy-wide and require an analysis other than 

the traditional rate of return calculation. Counterfactuals will be hard to establish in such cases.   

  

29. Only one PVR, the Nepal Governance Support Program (2008), included an estimation of the 

economic benefits of the reform program. This was due to the Department for International Development 

of the United Kingdom, whose completion report of 2013 estimated that the total benefits of the 

program were 2.4 times the size of the program cost. 
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30. Only three PVRs mentioned the need to undertake an economic cost–benefit analysis of the 

program. Five argued against such analysis (Box A1.13). The remaining 91 did not mention the need for 

such an analysis.   

 

31. However, three RRPs included an estimate of the benefits and costs of reforms, and another 18 

included an estimate of the cost of reforms to justify the size of the program loan. Only in two cases did 

the PCR try to estimate the actual cost of reforms and compare it to the appraisal estimate. 76 PVRs and 

PCRs did not attempt to assess economic returns or benefits. 

 

5. Impact of Efficiency Ratings on the Overall Evaluation Rating 

 

32. The link between efficiency ratings and number of policy actions and tranches confirming the 

overwhelming focus on process efficiency when rating efficiency, as shown in Table A1.4. 

 

Table A1.4: ADB Efficiency Scores and Overall Assessment Ratings  

Efficiency 

Score 

PBOs  

(No.)
a
 

Share of 

Total 

(%) 

Highly 

Successful 

(%) 

Successful 

(%) 

Partly 

Successful 

(%) 

Unsuccessful 

(%) 

3 8 7 25 75   

2 55 47 2 93 5  

1 46 40  19 74 7 

0 7 6   14 86 

Grand Total 116 100 2 57 33 8 

PBO = policy-based operation. 

a
  Number of programs approved between 2000 and 2013. 

Source: Review of 99 PVRs issued for 116 policy-based operations between 2008 and 2016. Independent Evaluation 

Department. 

 

6. Sustainability 

 

a.  Rating of Sustainability 

 

33. As shown in Table A1.5, most programs were evaluated sustainable (only relevance had a higher 

number of “2” and “3” ratings), and all likely to be sustainable programs were also rated successful.  In 

other words, there does not seem to be any sustainable ADB-fund PBL that is not successful. 

Box A1.13: Five Reasons to Avoid Cost–Benefit Analysis 

 

India: Assam Governance and Public Resource Management Sector Development Program (2004). Calculation of 

rates of return is not appropriate or feasible for such a program. Program efficiency needs to be related to efficiency 

of progress in implementation of reforms, and to efficiency of program processes, including design and tranche 

releases. 

 

Myanmar: Support for Myanmar’s Reforms for Inclusive Growth Program (2013). In the absence of any economic 

investments, the usual criterion of economic reevaluation is not applicable. 

 

Philippines: Local Government Financing and Budget Reform Program Cluster (2007, 2009). A program can be 

assessed only on the timeliness of its processes and output achievements. 

 

Philippines: Financial Market Regulation and Intermediation Program (2006, 2010). Determining efficiency in the 

financial sector is especially difficult given the fluidity of the sector markets and its dynamics. 

 

Tonga: Economic Support Program (2009). The grant was provided as budget support to help address the impact 

of the crisis and to avoid expenditure cuts in some social sectors. Therefore, the size of the grant was not related 

to any calculation of the cost of reform, and thus a rate of return calculation is not appropriate, nor possible. 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department policy-based lending project completion report validation reports, 2008–2016. 
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Table A1.5: ADB Sustainability and Overall Assessment Ratings by Number of Programs and 

Subprograms 

Sustainability 

Score 

PBOs 

(No.) 
a
 

Share of  

Total 

(%) 

Highly 

Successful 

(%) 

Successful 

(%) 

Partly 

Successful 

(%) 

Unsuccessful 

(%) 

3 8 7 37 63   

2 71 47  80 20  

1 31 40  13 74 13 

0 6 6   17 83 

Grand Total 116 100 2 57 33 8 

PBO = policy-based operation. 

a
  Number of programs approved between 2000 and 2013. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
34. As shown in Table A1.6, out of 70 programs with an effective or highly effective performance, 

only 6 were less than likely sustainable and none was unlikely sustainable. 16 out of 49 programs that 

were less effective or ineffective were instead likely to be sustainable – what was sustainable is unclear 

given their limited results. 

 
Table A1.6: ADB Sustainability and Effectiveness Ratings by Number of Programs and Subprograms 

 Effectiveness Rating 

Sustainability 0 1 2 3 

0 1 5   

1 4 23 6  

2  16 55 1 

3   7 1 

Note: Number – programs approved between 2000 and 2013 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

b.  Timing of Policy-Based Lending PVRs and their sustainability assessments  

 

35. Programs were validated by IED on average within 4.1 years from closing. The gaps ranged from 

9 months for a program in the Kyrgyz Republic to a 10 year for a program in Mongolia. In most 

validations, therefore, sufficient time had passed since closing to allow a fair assessment of the program’s 

sustainability.  

 

36. The two main issues considered in determining sustainability
4
 were government commitment (45 

operations, 29% of the total factors mentioned), and institutional capacity (44 programs, 28% of the 

total factors mentioned). These were followed by donor and/or ADB support (10%), policy framework 

(9%), financial sustainability (9%), macro instability and risk of external shocks (7%), and others (8%). 

These factors impacted sustainability either in a positive (e.g., through a strong policy framework) or 

negative (e.g., the program had experienced several policy reversals) direction. 

 

37. A clear majority of programs (87 out of 99) had no measures in place to monitor results over the 

longer term.
5
 Of the 12 programs that had such measures, four used a post-program partnership 

framework, three the poverty reduction support credit monitoring system, three a national monitoring 

system used during the program, one fora and platforms with the private sector, and one monitoring of 

the IMF program. 

 

 

                                                           
4
  As each program could point to more than one factor, the total occurrences of the different factors are greater than the number 

of programs analyzed. 

5
  The assessment in these pages is based on what was mentioned in the PVRs.  The lack of mention does not necessarily mean 

they did not exist. 


