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LINKED DOCUMENT 1: EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
 
1. An approach paper set the overall framework and methodology for the evaluation.1 The 
assessment had a process-oriented focus and aimed to provide an independent, early assessment of the 
implementation of the results-based lending (RBL) pilot program. The assessment focused on the 
identification, design, and early stage implementation of the RBL programs and related technical 
assistance (TA) approved from June 2013 through to the end of 2016.  
 
2. The evaluation was guided by an overarching evaluation question: to what extent were RBL 
programs being identified, designed, and managed to add value and achieve their intended results and 
stated program objectives? Four subsidiary questions were critical to answering the overarching question. 
(i) How effectively has the Asian Development Bank (ADB) worked with clients to identify appropriate 
sector programs to be supported by RBL programs, as set out in the RBL policy paper and staff guidance? 
(ii) What is the quality of ADB’s due diligence efforts, in terms of pre-design diagnostics and assessments 
and the design of RBL programs? (iii) How effectively has ADB supported and monitored implementation 
of RBL programs? (iv) To what extent have RBL programs added value in terms of using and strengthening 
program systems, complementing other ADB lending modalities, and leveraging additional financing? 
Each of the questions relied on an additional set of sub-questions (footnote 1). 

 
3. As set out in the evaluation approach paper, the evaluation adopted a mix of analytical methods, 
which consisted of:  

 
(i) Consultative meetings on evaluation design. Several meetings were undertaken to seek 

views and help in the formulation of the evaluation approach. These included: 
 
(a) Conceptualization meeting. This was a brainstorming session involving the 

evaluation team and the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) leadership 
team. It focused on identifying the evaluation’s key issues and formulating the 
overarching evaluation question and sub-questions. 

(b) Consultations with ADB staff. This was an information gathering exercise to 
collect initial information and expert advice from ADB staff in order to prepare 
the evaluation approach paper and to help the evaluation team understand the 
context, situation, and constraints and challenges of the RBL program and 
enhance buy-in and generate interest in and awareness of the evaluation. 

(c) Consultations with selected members of the Board of Directors and the 
Development Effectiveness Committee. The meetings were held to hear views on 
the evaluation topic from the Board prior to the finalization of the evaluation 
approach paper. 

(d) Consultations with other development partners. A mission composed of the 
evaluation team leaders was undertaken in March 2017 to Washington, DC for 
consultations at the World Bank and at the Interamerican Development Bank to 
hear their experiences with results-based financing. 

 
(ii) Technical assessment review. This entailed an in-depth quality-at-entry review of ADB’s 

upfront assessment covering program soundness (relevance and justification, adequacy, 
implementation arrangements), expenditure and financing (expenditure framework and 
financing plan), and results and links with disbursements (outcomes, outputs, other 
results, and links with disbursements). A detailed review and assessment instrument was 
developed and used for this exercise. The review covered all 12 ongoing RBL programs. 
 

                                                            
1 Independent Evaluation Department. 2017. Evaluation Approach: Corporate Evaluation of ADB’s Results-Based Lending (RBL) 

Modality. Manila: ADB. Online: https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/evaluation-document/317151/files/eap-ces-rbl.pdf 
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(iii) System assessments review. This entailed an in-depth quality-at-entry review of ADB’s 
upfront assessments of key systems. The review covered all 12 ongoing RBL programs. 
The system assessments review had three major components, each guided by a detailed 
review and assessment instrument: (a) monitoring and evaluation systems; (b) fiduciary 
systems (includes program financial management and procurement assessment); and  
(c) safeguard systems. Specialized assessments were done for fiduciary and expenditure 
frameworks as well as safeguards. 
 

(iv) Portfolio and data analysis. A portfolio analysis exercise was undertaken of all approved 
RBL programs and related TA, including the reports and recommendation of the 
President (RRP), supervision reports, and related background analytical work on public 
expenditures and/or sector analysis. A separate data analysis was also undertaken of the 
disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs) database and the performance indicators in the 
design and monitoring frameworks (DMFs) for all approved RBL programs.  

 
(v) Program case studies. Of the ongoing RBL programs, 10 of the 12 were assessed in-depth 

through country missions to 9 countries (Armenia, India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, the 
Philippines, the People’s Republic of China, Solomon Islands, and Sri Lanka). 
Standardized evaluation instruments were used in all case studies. 

 
(vi) Survey. This was aimed at gathering feedback from relevant developing member-country 

(DMC) government counterparts and ADB staff on the design and use of the RBL 
modality, its added value, and achievement of expected results and benefits. Survey 
respondents were categorized into: (a) officials and staff of DMC national or central 
government agencies in the nine countries implementing RBL operations; (b) officials and 
staff of executing and implementing agencies and local offices of government agencies 
involved in the implementation of the 12 RBL projects in the nine countries; and (c) ADB 
program team leaders and other staff of the 12 RBL operations. Three survey 
questionnaires were designed for each group of respondents and were administered 
electronically using the Survey Monkey online tool.  Questionnaires were sent to 96 
respondents and to date, the response rate is 60%. 

 
(vii) Key informant interviews. Semi-structured interviews were conducted in ADB 

headquarters, during case study missions, and via conference calls with a cross-section 
of ADB staff and management, DMC government officials (including those from 
executing and implementing agencies), development partners, project cofinanciers, and 
other stakeholders. 
 

(viii) Document review. This involved a comprehensive review of ADB RBL-related institutional 
documents (RBL policy paper, RBL midterm review, staff guidance, RBL document 
templates), RBL program-specific documents (reports and recommendations of the 
President, technical and system assessments, program action plans), and other (non-
ADB) references, including several from the World Bank (World Bank Program for Reform 
[PforR] Policy Paper, World Bank Two-Year PforR Self-Review, World Bank PforR 
Evaluation). 

 
4. The evaluation also drew on relevant lessons from ADB’s prior experience with similar programs 
as ADB had already experimented with projects and programs that had features similar to RBLprograms, 
in terms of linking financing to some form of results.  
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Table A1: Results-Based Lending Desk Review Guidance Questionnaire (Template) 
Project Name and No.  

Lead Reviewer  Fiduciary Reviewer  

Peer Reviewer  Safeguards Reviewer  

 
Summary Assessment 
Likelihood of Achieving Program Development Outcome 
Overall Program Design (from sections A, B, and C) 
ADB Performance 
Assessment Dimensions (include a summary statement from the respective sections) 
A. Technical Assessment 
1. Program Soundness  
2. Expenditure and Financing  
3. Results and Links with Disbursements  
B. System Assessment 
4. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) 
5. Fiduciary systems 
6. Safeguard systems  
C. Integrated Risk Assessment  
7. Risk ratings and risk management/mitigation? 
A. Technical Assessment 
 1. Program Soundness 
1.1 Sector analysis and strategy of the Government program? 
1.2 Existence of clear and credible Government program with results and expenditure framework? 
1.3 Relevance and justification of results-based lending (RBL) program, including delimitation of program 
boundary and relationship to Government program? 
1.4 Program adequacy in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and economy, and sustainability in addressing 
relevant development challenges? 
1.5 Program Action Plan (PAP) – adequacy of key priority actions to achieve the capacity building needs of RBL 
program? 
1.6 Program implementation arrangements? 
1.7 Evidence of strong government commitment to provide funds, deliver results and improve program 
systems? 
1.8 Partnership arrangements with other donors in RBL program or Government program? 
 2. Expenditure and Financing 
2.1 Adequate definition of the RBL program’s expenditure framework? 
2.2 Extent to which results can be achieved within the program’s resource envelope? 
2.3 Predictability and sustainability of the financing plan for the program? 
3. Results and Links with Disbursements 
3.1 Clear identification of a results framework for the RBL program with a credible results chain linking outputs 
and intermediate results to final results (program outcomes)? 
3.2 Specification of SMART [6] indicators to monitor results? 
3.3 Existence of baselines and annual targets for results indicators? 
3.4 Selection of Disbursement Linked Indicators (DLIs)? 
3.5 Adequacy of verification protocols for DLIs? 
3.6 Appropriateness of disbursement plan (i.e., linkage between allocation of Asian Development Bank financing 
and significance of DLIs to program outcomes)? 
B. System Assessment 
 4. Monitoring and Evaluation System 
4.1 Assessment of capacity, staffing and resources for program M&E? 
4.2 Assessment of M&E experience (in case of ongoing programs)? 
4.3 Adequacy of reporting, information sharing and disclosure arrangements (including stakeholder oversight, if 
any)? 
4.4 Adequacy of measures to strengthen M&E system and capacity (including those in PAP)? 
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 5. Fiduciary Systems (to be assessed by fiduciary specialist) 
5.1 Adequacy of Financial Management System (FMS) Assessment and program FMS? 
5.2 Adequacy of Procurement System Assessment and program procurement system? 
5.3 Adequacy of fraud and corruption risk assessment and program-specific system to handle fraud and 
corruption? 
5.4 Appropriateness of measures to strengthen program's fiduciary systems and governance, including in the 
area of anticorruption (including those in PAP)? 
 6. Program Safeguard Systems (to be assessed by safeguard specialist) 
6.1 Adequacy of safeguards screening and categorization, and safeguard exclusions [8] from RBL program? 
6.2 Adequacy of Program Safeguard Systems Assessment (PSSA), including consultations and disclosure of 
PSSA? 
6.3 Adequacy of actions to strengthen program safeguards systems in the PAP? 
6.4 Adequacy of measures to monitor and supervise program performance on safeguard actions in the PSSA 
and PAP?  
C. Integrated Risk Assessment  
 7. Appropriateness of risk rating and proposed actions 
7.1 Design risks, including selection of results and DLIs? 
7.2 Expenditure and financing risks? 
7.3 Fiduciary risks? 
7.4 Safeguard risks? 
7.5 Operating environment? 
7.6 Other relevant risks, if any? 

Note: All questions were rated using the following 6-point scale, and were averaged at the next higher level. (6=highly satisfactory; 
5=satisfactory; 4=moderately satisfactory; 3=moderately unsatisfactory; 2=unsatisfactory; 1=highly unsatisfactory). 
Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 
 
 


