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LINKED DOCUMENT A: METHODOLOGY NOTES 
 

A. Results of t-tests Comparing Multitranche Financing Facilities with Stand-Alone Investment Projects 

Test  
No. Hypothesis and T-test 

Comparison 
Groups 

Group 1 Group 2 

Statistical 
Significance 

No. of  
Observations Mean 

No. of  
Observations Mean 

A. MFF Provides Longer-Term Sector Financing in Larger Amounts 
      

1. MFF Duration is Longer Than Project Duration 
      

1.1 Average implementation duration from effectiveness (days) MFF vs. Comp 29 2,877.45 135 2,221.41 *** 
1.2 Average implementation duration from effectiveness (days) T vs. Comp 115 1,874.30 168 2,195.93 ** 
1.3 Average implementation duration from effectiveness (days) T1 vs T2+ 47 2,273.91 68 1,598.10 *** 
1.4 Average implementation duration from approval (days) MFF vs. Comp 29 3,091.76 135 2,444.96 *** 
1.5 Average implementation duration from approval (days) T vs. Comp 115 2,073.97 168 2,412.55 ** 
1.6 Average implementation duration from approval (days) T1 vs T2+ 47 2,485.94 68 1,789.24 *** 

2. MFF Tranches are Larger than Projects 
      

2.1 Average approved principal amount ($ million) T vs. Comp 274 137.97 632 103.15 *** 
B. MFF Generates Financial Efficiency 

      

3. MFF use generates savings in commitment fees 
      

3.1 Commitment fee per approved amount (%) MFF vs. Comp 19 0.26 106 0.24 NS 
3.2 Commitment fee per approved amount (%) T vs. Comp 103 0.30 128 0.22 * 

4. MFF use generates higher level of cofinancing 
      

4.1 Cofinancing amount per approved amount (%) T vs. Comp 267 20.37 541 20.16 NS 
4.2 Collaborative cofinancing per approved amount (%) T vs. Comp 30 142.18 43 105.38 NS 
4.3 Proportion of projects with cofinancing (%) T vs. Comp 274 24.09 652 32.06 - 
4.4 Proportion of cofinanced projects with collaborative cofinancing (%) T vs. Comp 66 46.97 209 20.57 - 

C. MFF Facilitates Operational Efficiency 
      

5. Subsequent MFF tranches process more quickly than projects 
      

5.1 Average time elapsed from PFR or fact-finding start to MRM (days) T2+ vs Comp 87 56.44 446 98.44 *** 
5.2 Average time elapsed from MRM to approval (days) T2+ vs Comp 109 110.49 458 191.50 *** 
5.3 Average time elapsed from PFR or fact-finding start to approval (days) T2+ vs Comp 136 139.10 466 289.47 *** 

6. MFFs and tranches reach effectiveness sooner 
      

6.1 Average time elapsed from approval to effectiveness (days) T vs. Comp 259 204.61 469 211.72 NS 
7. MFFs require less staff time to prepare 

      

7.1 Average time elapsed from PPTA to approval (days) T1 vs Comp 34 775.24 328 774.50 NS 
7.2 Average time elapsed from PPTA to approval in 2005–2008 (days) T1 vs Comp 12 721.75 88 817.02 NS 
7.3 Average time elapsed from PPTA to approval in 2012–2015 (days) T1 vs Comp 5 1,006.40 94 782.62 NS 
7.4 Average time from PFR or fact-finding start to approval (days) T2+ vs Comp 136 139.10 466 289.47 *** 
7.5 Average time from PFR or fact-finding start to approval in 2005–2008 

(days) 
T2+ vs Comp 4 147.00 125 293.98 * 

7.6 Average time from PFR or fact-finding start to approval in 2016–2018 
(days) 

T2+ vs Comp 30 167.90 114 249.04 ** 
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Test  
No. Hypothesis and T-test 

Comparison 
Groups 

Group 1 Group 2 

Statistical 
Significance 

No. of  
Observations Mean 

No. of  
Observations Mean 

7.7 Average staff time per project for processing (hours) T vs. Comp 116 1,017.89 118 997.83 NS 
7.8 Average staff time across Ts for processing (hours) T1 vs T2+ 29 1,313.77 87 919.26 NS 
7.9 Average staff time per project for processing (hours) T1 vs Comp 30 1,287.01 118 997.83 NS 

7.10 Average staff time per project for processing (hours) T2+ vs Comp 87 919.26 118 997.83 NS 
7.11 Average staff time spent processing per project approved in 2012 

(hours) 
T vs. Comp 17 1,001.52 10 1,254.70 NS 

7.12 Average staff time spent processing per project approved in 2016 
(hours) 

T vs. Comp 11 1,362.30 12 1,315.25 NS 

7.13 Average staff time spent processing per project approved in 2012 
(hours) 

T1 vs T2+ 5 982.00 12 1,009.65 NS 

7.14 Average staff time spent processing per project approved in 2016 
(hours) 

T1 vs T2+ 3 1,817.10 8 1,191.75 NS 

8. MFFs require overall fewer PPTA resources to prepare 
      

8.1 Average PPTA amount per total approved (%) T1 vs Comp 35 1.37 320 1.59 NS 
8.2 Average PPTA amount per total approved (%) T2+ vs Comp 31 0.72 320 1.59 *** 

9. ADB allocates more staff resources to MFF supervision 
      

9.1 Average total staff time spent in project admin per project (hours) T vs. Comp 227 338.54 215 244.26 *** 
9.2 Average total staff time spent in project admin per project (hours) T1 vs T2+ 97 1,993.59 130 1,160.29 *** 

10. MFF early implementation is faster than project implementation 
      

10.1 Average time from approval to effectiveness (days) T vs. Comp 117 198.39 270 210.46 NS 
10.2 Average time from approval to effectiveness (days) T1 vs T2+ 259 204.61 469 211.72 NS 
10.3 Average time from effectiveness to first contract (days) T vs. Comp 104 221.02 155 193.61 NS 
10.4 Average time from effectiveness to first contract (days) T1 vs T2+ 129 225.89 297 236.28 NS 
10.5 Average time from first contract to disbursement (days) T vs. Comp 55 221.60 74 229.08 NS 
10.6 Average time from first contract to disbursement (days) T1 vs T2+ 216 350.98 380 332.61 NS 
10.7 Average time from approval to first disbursement (days) T vs. Comp 89 272.80 127 405.76 * 
10.8 Average time from approval to first disbursement (days) T1 vs T2+ 242 474.26 418 599.77 NS 

11. MFF disbursement performance is better than project disbursement performance 
11.1 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 01 (%) T vs. Comp 193 26.76 316 20.77 NS 
11.2 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 02 (%) T vs. Comp 169 42.32 289 38.12 NS 
11.3 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 03 (%) T vs. Comp 148 59.72 247 49.30 ** 
11.4 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 04 (%) T vs. Comp 127 72.84 221 65.11 * 
11.5 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 05 (%) T vs. Comp 105 83.46 192 78.66 NS 
11.6 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 06 (%) T vs. Comp 70 88.17 154 88.86 NS 
11.7 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 07 (%) T vs. Comp 52 94.59 102 93.45 NS 
11.8 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 08 (%) T vs. Comp 28 97.28 63 96.65 NS 
11.9 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 09 (%) T vs. Comp 11 99.99 23 99.74 * 
11.10 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 01 (%) T1 vs T2+ 78 22.65 115 29.54 NS 
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Test  
No. Hypothesis and T-test 

Comparison 
Groups 

Group 1 Group 2 

Statistical 
Significance 

No. of  
Observations Mean 

No. of  
Observations Mean 

11.11 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 02 (%) T1 vs T2+ 70 37.11 99 46.00 NS 
11.12 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 03 (%) T1 vs T2+ 62 51.89 86 65.37 ** 
11.13 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 04 (%) T1 vs T2+ 58 67.67 69 77.19 NS 
11.14 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 05 (%) T1 vs T2+ 48 77.18 57 88.75 ** 
11.15 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 06 (%) T1 vs T2+ 39 84.57 31 92.70 * 
11.16 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 07 (%) T1 vs T2+ 28 91.51 24 98.18 ** 
11.17 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 08 (%) T1 vs T2+ 19 96.23 9 99.48 NS 
11.18 Cumulative disbursements by year following effectiveness - Year 09 (%) T1 vs T2+ 10 99.99 1 100.00 NS 

12. MFF flexibility results in fewer scope changes 
      

12.1 Average number of major scope changes for closed projects (instances) T vs. Comp 124 0.07 281 0.16 NS 
12.2 Average number of major scope changes for closed projects (instances) T1 vs T2+ 49 0.16 75 0.01 ** 
12.3 Average number of minor scope changes for closed projects (instances) T vs. Comp 124 2.27 281 1.82 NS 
12.4 Average number of minor scope changes for closed projects (instances) T1 vs T2+ 49 3.20 75 1.65 ** 
12.5 Average number of scope changes for closed projects (instances) T vs. Comp 124 2.34 281 1.99 NS 
12.6 Average number of scope changes for closed projects (instances) T1 vs T2+ 49 3.37 75 1.67 ** 

13. MFFs’ longer implementation period results in fewer extensions 
      

13.1 Average delay in closing per planned duration for closed projects (%) T vs. Comp 103 0.51 158 0.37 ** 
13.2 Average number of extensions for closed projects (instances) T vs. Comp 124 1.15 281 0.74 ** 
13.3 Average number of extensions for closed projects (instances) T1 vs T2+ 49 1.41 75 0.99 NS 

D. MFFs Lead to Better Project Performance and Development Results 
      

14. Project performance is better under MFFs 
      

14.1 Average rating for overall performance - PVR (0~3) T vs. Comp 37 1.73 102 1.79 NS 
14.2 Average rating for overall performance - PCR (0~3)  

only when PVR not available 
T vs. Comp 9 2.11 22 1.86 NS 

15. Relevance is higher under MFFs 
      

15.1 Average rating for relevance - PVR (0~3) T vs. Comp 37 2.00 102 2.07 NS 
16. Effectiveness is higher under MFFs 

      

16.1 Average rating for effectiveness - PVR (0~3) T vs. Comp 37 1.70 102 1.88 NS 
17. Efficiency is higher under MFFs 

      

17.1 Average rating for efficiency - PVR (0~3) T vs. Comp 37 1.78 102 1.75 NS 
18. Sustainability is higher under MFFs 

      

18.1 Average rating for sustainability - PVR (0~3) T vs. Comp 37 1.59 101 1.76 NS 
19. Achievement of results is higher under MFFs 

      

19.1 Results - ENE1_Greenhouse_Gas_Reduction per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 6 6,816.31 13 27,069.94 NS 
19.2 Results - ENE3_Generation_Installed per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 7 15.23 10 31.53 NS 
19.3 Results - ENE4_Transmission_Installed per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 11 5.60 12 7.81 NS 
19.4 Results - ENE5_Distribution_Installed per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 4 87.66 5 47.46 NS 
19.5 Results - TRA1_Use_of_Roads per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 14 3,889.00 41 61,595.83 NS 
19.6 Results - TRA2_Built_Upgraded_Roads per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 18 6.82 57 7.95 NS 
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Test  
No. Hypothesis and T-test 

Comparison 
Groups 

Group 1 Group 2 

Statistical 
Significance 

No. of  
Observations Mean 

No. of  
Observations Mean 

19.7 Results - WUS1_New_Improved_Water per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 11 730.78 34 2,988.30 ** 
19.8 Results - WUS2_New_Improved_Sanitation per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 8 248.81 29 1,553.28 ** 
19.9 Results - WUS3_Wastewater_Treat per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 4 634.10 23 1,300.70 NS 
19.10 Results - WUS4_Water_Supply_Pipes per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 7 5.19 33 19.79 * 
19.11 Results - WUS5_Land_Irrigation per $ million disbursed T vs. Comp 8 14,943.43 23 1,086.07 * 

Comp = comparator stand-alone project, - = no test was performed, MFF = multitranche financing facility, MRM = management review meeting, NS = not statistically significant, PFR = periodic 
financing request, PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance, PVR = project completion report validation report, T = tranche, T1 = tranche 1, T2+ = T2 and subsequent tranches. 
*, **, *** = Statistical significance level at 90%, 95%, and 99%, respectively. 

      

Sources: IED evaluation team estimates based on portfolio data collected from eOps; Controller’s Department; Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department; and Budget, Personnel, 
and Management Services Department Time Management System data. 
Analyses Nos. 1, 3 were done with ADB internal data for all closed projects as of 3 June 2019. 

     

Analyses Nos. 2, 5–11, 14–18 were done with ADB internal data for all projects as of 3 June 2019. 
     

Analysis No. 4 was done with ADB internal cofinancing data for all projects as of 10 May 2019. 
     

Analyses Nos. 12–13 were done with ADB internal data for either closed projects or all projects as noted in each indicator as of 3 June 2019. 
Analysis No. 19 was done with ADB internal results data for all projects as of 31 December 2018. 
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B. Simulation Methods 
 

1. The evaluation performed two simulations, one to estimate the commitment fee savings and the 
other to estimate the savings in processing time from the use of multitranche financing facilities (MFFs) 
instead of stand-alone projects. The simulations were based on MFF counterfactual values for the 
commitment fee and processing time.1 In particular, the first simulation was based on the counterfactual 
MFF commitment fee estimated using two approaches that compare actual commitment charges paid 
on MFF with (A) those that would have been paid by using standalone projects that committed the entire 
MFF amount up front, and followed the same disbursement profile of each MFF; and (B) those that would 
have been paid by replacing each MFF with a standalone project that committed the entire amount up 
front, but followed the disbursement profile and implementation schedule of stand-alone projects.  
Sensitivity analysis was performed along four dimensions: (i) use of total approved amount or net loan 
amount to simulate undisbursed balances; 2  (ii) changes in commitment fee rates; (iii) sector composition; 
and (iv) loan duration and implementation speed. The estimates were conducted using the 28 completed 
MFFs with commitment fees fully paid, and where necessary a comparator sample of 105 closed 
standalone projects. 
 
2. The second simulation of the processing time savings started with a “base case” comparison of 
one four-tranche MFF to be replaced by four stand-alone projects, based on the MFF policy paper3 and 
2012 real-time evaluation (RTE)4 and on average sizes of $498 million for MFFs, $139 million for tranches 
and $79 million for stand-alone projects during 2005–2018, derived from portfolio analysis. Sensitivity 
analysis was undertaken using an alternative scenario for MFFs (three tranches) and three alternative 
scenarios for stand-alone projects (two, three, and five stand-alone projects replacing an MFF).  
 

1. Commitment Fee Savings 
 

3. The simulation was based on ordinary capital resources (OCR) loans approved during the study 
period (2005–2018) that have completed implementation and that had a closing date before 
31 December 2018, since the complete disbursement history is needed. Asian Development Fund (ADF) 
and other concessional loans (COL) were excluded because they do not pay commitment fees. In addition, 
since MFFs tend to be considerably larger than stand-alone projects (average size during the period was 
$498 million for MFFs and $126 million for projects), the bottom 20% by size of the stand-alone loans 
were discarded, to reduce the number of small countries and projects in the comparator sample for 
approach B. These would have disbursement patterns that are too dissimilar from the cases where MFFs 
are utilized.5 The simulation was therefore based on a total of 28 MFFs, 80 tranches, and 105 comparator 
projects. 
 
4. Approach A combined the disbursement history of all tranches under each MFF as if the whole 
amount had been approved up front, but disbursed when it was actually disbursed under the MFF. Thus, 
for example, if tranche 3 was approved in the seventh year of MFF implementation and started disbursing 
in year 8, commitment charges would be paid since the beginning on the whole (undisbursed) amount 

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

had it used a stand-alone investment modality instead of an MFF. An MFF counterfactual processing time is the amount of time 
that would had been taken had the loan been borrowed as a stand-alone investment project instead of an MFF.  

2  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..  

3 ADB. 2005. Innovation and Efficiency Initiative: Pilot Financing Instruments and Modalities. Manila. 
4   IED. 2012. Real-Time Evaluation of the Multitranche Financing Facility. Manila: ADB. 
5 If we include additional or supplementary financing in the original project amount, the average for stand-alone projects increases 

to $138 million (IED data as of 17 May 2017). In our analysis, additional financing is considered a separate project, but it is more 
likely to be dropped because the size tends to be smaller than an original project. 
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of tranche 3 for the first seven years, and on the undisbursed amount from year 8 on. This overestimates 
commitment charges for the counterfactual and savings resulting from MFF use, since it is not likely that 
the scope of a tranche in the distant future would have been included in the original project scope, if it 
had been processed as a stand-alone. Approach A utilized the total approved amount to estimate 
undisbursed balances on which the commitment fee is levied, again overestimating the commitment 
charges paid under the counterfactual and the savings resulting from MFF use. Using total loan amount 
implies that cancellations only happened at the end of the MFF, which is not likely since cancelled 
amounts reflow to the MFF and are normally utilized in subsequent tranches, creating an incentive to 
early cancellation. This potential bias was addressed through sensitivity analysis using as an alternative 
the net loan amount (total approved less cancellations). 

 
5. Approach B compared the actual amount of commitment fees paid by the 28 MFFs that meet 
the criteria described in the previous paragraph with the amount that would have been paid if the same 
amount had been borrowed in a single loan, and disbursed following average standalone project 
disbursement patterns of 105 closed stand-alone projects. The key differences are the result of (i) the 
different implementation duration, and (ii) different disbursement patterns. If the duration and 
disbursement patterns of MFF tranches and loans are the same, it can be demonstrated that the 
commitment fee will also be the same, regardless of whether the tranches are “stacked” (i.e., all starting 
at the same time), “overlapping” (i.e., a second or subsequent tranche starts before the previous tranche 
closes), or “sequential” (i.e., tranche n starts when the previous tranche [n-1] finishes. This approach used 
net loan amount (total approved less cancellations), to further bracket the simulation results. 
 
6. To create an “average” disbursement pattern for stand-alone projects, annual disbursement data 
were re-based, so that, for each loan, the year of effectiveness was defined as Year1, the following one 
as Year2, and so on. This allowed comparing and adding disbursement patterns across loans. By adding 
all disbursements for the loans in the group for each re-based year, and dividing the result by the total 
loans amount, the average percentage of disbursement for the whole group of 105 comparators in the 
first, second, etc. year of implementation was calculated. Performing the same operation for all years 
during which disbursements took place generated a “typical” loan disbursement profile based on all 
loans in the group. The undisbursed share—to which the commitment fee applies—can be computed by 
subtracting the cumulative percentage disbursed from 100%. The same approach can be applied to 
subgroups, for example all loans in a given country or sector. Table 1 illustrates the concept in the case 
of three loans implementing during a 5-year period. 
 

Table 1: Calculation of Average Disbursement Patterns 

Loans 

Annual Disbursements Rebased Disbursements 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015   
Year 

1 
Year 

2 
Year 

3 
Year 

4 
Loan 1 ($100 million) 20 40 30 10 

 
  20 40 30 10 

Loan 2 ($50 million) 
  

5 30 15   5 30 15 
 

Loan 3 ($200 million) 
 

50 100 50 
 

  50 100 50 
 

Total $350 million        
    

Annual Disbursement  
($ million) 

20 90 135 90 15 Disbursement Profile 
($ million) 

75 170 95 10 

  
     

Disbursed (%) 21% 49% 27% 3% 
  

     
Cumulative (%) 21% 70% 97% 100% 

  
     

Undisbursed (%) 79% 30% 3% 0% 

Source: IED evaluation team. 

7. One additional methodological step was necessary, because commitment fee levels changed 
twice during the study period, as shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Commitment Fees (% per year) 

Negotiation Date 
Project 
Loans 

Policy-Based loans Results-Based 
Loans CSF Others 

On or before 1 January 2007, with undisbursed balance as of 1 
January 2007 

0.75a n.a. 0 n.a. 

After 1 January 2007 and before 1 October 2007 0.35 n.a. 0 n.a. 
On or after 1 October 2007 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 
a progressive.  
CSF = countercyclical support facility, n.a. = not applicable.  
Source: ADB. 2017. Annual Report 2016. Manila.           

8. Since out of 80 tranches6 in the closed MFFs, nine were negotiated before 1 January 2007 and a 
further seven between then and 1 October 2007, the applicable commitment fees for those periods 
applied to them. To make the simulation more accurate, the commitment fee rate was calculated as the 
weighted average of the fee rate for the three periods, using the net approved amount of those tranches 
as a share of the closed MFF to which they belong as weights (Table 3).7 
 

Table 3: Weights Used to Determine the Average Commitment Fee Rate 
 
 
Period 

Tranche 
Amount,  

$ Million (a) 

16 Closed MFF 
Amount,  

$ Million (b) 
% Weight 
(c=a/b) 

Applicable 
Fee (d) 

Result 
(c x d) 

Before 1 January 2007 793.81 9326.84 8.51 0.75 0.0638 
January–September 
2007 

609.00 9326.84 6.53 0.35 0.0229 

After 1 October 2007 7924.03 9326.84 84.96 0.15 0.1274 
Weighted Average     0.2141 

Source: IED evaluation team based on IED database and ADB. 2017. Annual Report 2016. Manila. 

9. By applying the weighted average commitment fee rate (0.2141%) to the undisbursed amounts 
over the life of a “typical” loan (of $100 million, for simplicity) and adding the annual payments, it was 
possible to determine the total paid in commitment fees and the incidence of these payments over the 
total loan amount. This incidence was compared to the incidence of the actual commitment fee paid on 
the closed MFF, to determine the size of the relative savings. 
 
10. Sensitivity analysis was performed along three dimensions: (i) sector composition, (ii) loan 
duration and disbursement profile, and (iii) commitment fee level. 

11. To gauge the impact of sector composition, the analysis was repeated using two groups of 
comparators to derive the disbursement profile. The first group comprised all closed loans that met the 
criteria described in para. 3. The second group was limited to loans in three sectors: transport, energy, 
and water and other urban infrastructure and services. The three sectors combined represent slightly 
more than 80% of all MFFs approved in both number or amount, and are representative of the preferred 
utilization of MFF. These comparators are likely to have similar implementation challenges and 

 
6 Six out of 86 tranches have no negotiation completion date. 
7   Since 92% of MFF tranches were approved after 2007, the simulation adopts the calculation method introduced in 2007 (payment 

of the commitment fee on the full amount of undisbursed loan balances). Previously instead of using the full loan amount as 
the basis to calculate the undisbursed balance, the reference amount was a predetermined and growing share of the loan 
(typically 15% during the first year, 45% during the second, 85% during the third and 100% from the fourth year onward), to 
account for the gradual disbursement pattern observed over the life of the loan. To check for relevance of the simulations, they 
were repeated using the pre-2007 calculation method, but the results were very similar: savings in the base case and in the 3-
sector comparison declined by 0.03% and 0.04% to 0.16; They fell by 0.01% in the comparison with fast implementing loans to 
-0.02; by 0.04% to 0.037 in the comparison with slow implementing loans; by 0.12% to 0.57 when using the 0.75% commitment 
fee, and by 0.03% to 0,11 when using the 0.15% commitment fee in the sensitivity analysis. Both the sign and the magnitude 
of the results were quite comparable regardless of the calculation method for undisbursed amounts, but the size of the 
commitment charges paid declined under the earlier approach, since the undisbursed amount on which they were applied was 
reduced during the first three years. 
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opportunities as most MFFs. The second group included projects in all sectors. Since stand-alone projects 
have a wider sector and country distribution, they are likely to include more small countries and non-
infrastructure sectors, both of which are under-represented in the MFF group. As a result, this second 
calculation of commitment fee incidence is in theory likely to magnify the commitment fee benefit, by 
utilizing a more “relaxed” implementation profile than the core infrastructure sectors would feature. 

12. To analyze sensitivity to loan duration and disbursement profile, the stand-alone comparator 
group was divided into three subgroups, based on duration (from loan effectiveness to actual closing). 
The group that included the one third of loans with the shortest implementation duration was called 
“fast implementers,” and the loans’ disbursement profile was calculated. The group that included the 
one third of loans with the longest duration was called “slow implementers” and their disbursement 
profile was also calculated. By applying the commitment fee to the two disbursement profiles and 
comparing the total paid to the earlier computation based on the “typical” loan profile, it is possible to 
gauge the impact of implementation performance on commitment fee payments on the basis of actual 
data. 

13. The last sensitivity analysis was performed on commitment fees levels. When the MFF was 
introduced on a pilot basis in 2005, the commitment fee was a fairly high 0.75% of the undisbursed 
amount, albeit on a complex progressive scale that was lower during the first years of implementation. 
This explains why a reduction in commitment fees paid features prominently among the MFF benefits. 
This situation was radically altered by the 80% reduction in the commitment fee that affected all loans 
negotiated after 1 October 2007, relatively early in the study period. To simulate the initial situation, the 
0.75% rate can be applied to the disbursement profile. This is the “high fee” scenario. By applying the 
more recent 0.15% commitment fee, we can calculate a “low fee” scenario, whereas the “base case” 
calculation uses the weighted average of the actual fees applied during the period, representing 
counterfactual based on the “actual” situation. 
 

2. Processing Time Savings 

14. To simulate the comparison between MFFs and stand-alone projects, several assumptions 
supported by data are necessary: (i) the number of stand-alone projects that would replace an MFF;  
(ii) the time intensity (elapsed time or staff weeks) for MFF, tranche, and stand-alone project processing 
and administration; and (iii) the duration of MFF, tranche and stand-alone project implementation. 
 
15. The data now available for 2005–2018 indicate that the ADB-wide average MFF size was 
$498 million, with average tranches of $139 million, compared with stand-alone projects of $79 million. 
For the most recent period (since 2012), the average MFF size has been 5% larger ($523 million), the 
average tranche size has been 4% larger ($144 million), and the average stand-alone project has been 
18% larger ($93 million). MFF, tranche, and stand-alone project sizes vary considerably across countries 
as shown in Table 12 in the main text.  
 
16. The ratio of the average approved MFF facility to the average tranche was 3.6 in 2005–2018 and 
in the more recent 2012–2018 period. The ratio was somewhat higher (3.75) for the three key 
infrastructure sectors (energy, transport, and water and other urban infrastructure and services), where 
most MFFs are concentrated. Depending on the average stand-alone project size in each country, 
delivering the same amount of funding as an average MFF would require processing varying numbers of 
stand-alone projects (Table 12 in the main text, column “Ratio a/c”), with a minimum of 2.1 projects of 
average size in India and a maximum of almost 20 in Papua New Guinea.  
 
17. The above analysis suggests that the comparison between a four-tranche MFF and four stand-
alone projects used in the 2008 MFF mainstreaming paper8 to discuss processing efficiency is a reasonable 
base case scenario. In addition, sensitivity analysis has been performed along three dimensions: (i) use of 

 
8  ADB. 2008. Mainstreaming the Multitranche Financing Facility. Manila. 
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MFFs with three tranches, since tranche size has been increasing over time; (ii) use of fewer or more 
stand-alone projects (two, three, and five) to replace a single MFF, to reflect the range of country 
circumstances shown in Table 12 of the main text; and (iii) additional time required for tranche 
processing.9  
 
18. The MFF mainstreaming paper also included estimates of time spent annually on implementation 
of MFFs and stand-alone projects, and explicitly suggested that “the MFF will save considerable resources 
at the processing level, at least over the medium term. These resources can be reallocated to focus on 
implementation, as well as other transactions.”10 To check this assertion, the simulation was therefore 
extended to cover the implementation period, multiplying annual staff time inputs for the average 
duration of MFF first tranches, MFF subsequent tranches, and stand-alone projects.11 Finally, processing 
and implementation time requirements were added to estimate the total amount of resources required 
by the two modalities to deliver an equivalent amount of development finance from start to finish,  
i.e., from the processing of the first project preparatory technical assistance (PPTA) to closing of all Ts or 
stand-alone projects that could be used in the place of MFF. This can be considered the “all in” efficiency 
comparison, over the entire lifetime of the two modalities. 
 
19. The simulation was performed using two units of measurement:  

(i) Elapsed time between processing milestones: (a) from PPTA approval to Board approval 
of the ensuing project to compare processing of (1) MFF facilities with first tranches and 
(2) stand-alone projects, since most of them were prepared using PPTA; and (a) from the 
date when the periodic financing request (PFR) for a subsequent tranche was received to 
the date of the President’s approval for subsequent tranches, since only 4% of 
subsequent tranches used PPTA.12 Data on relevant milestones were sourced from E-Ops.  

(ii) Staff time dedicated to (i) processing and implementation of the preparatory PPTA and 
then to processing of (a) the MFF facility with first tranche or (b) a stand-alone project, 
and (ii) processing of a subsequent tranche. Staff time data were sourced from ADB’s 
Staff Time Management System, which asked staff to record time spent on various tasks 
and associate the information to specific project codes between 2011 and 2016 (a core 
period when MFF processing and implementation had stabilized, after the 2008 
mainstreaming and the 2011 issuance of detailed regulations).13 
 

 
9 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 effort does not begin at the time of PFR reception because considerable work takes place leading up to 
that step. To correct for this possible underestimation, sensitivity scenario EP (extended processing) (i) applies the same time (9.7 
months) elapsed from fact-finding to approval for stand-alone projects to subsequent MFF tranches instead of the average of 
4.6 months, or (ii) adds to all subsequent tranches the time needed to process and implement a PPTA for a subsequent tranche 
(0.8 months), under the assumption that ADB staff would spend a comparable amount of time interacting with executing 
agencies and their consultants during this preliminary phase as they would under a PPTA.  

10 ADB. 2005. Innovation and Efficiency Initiative: Pilot Financing Instruments and Modalities. Manila, para 71. 
11 See the row “Total Implementation” in Table 4. 
12 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. 

13 The system suffers from several weaknesses, including coding errors that mean it is not always possible to match staff time data 
to specific operations (for example, only one subsequent tranche PPTA observation is available). Early data (for 2011) tend to be 
incomplete. Internal consistency checks were limited. The time management system originally included only the regional 
departments, thus underestimating staff inputs. The abundance and systematic collection of the data is in any case vastly greater 
than the survey of 26 mission leaders on which the RTE analysis was based. Furthermore, data biases are likely to affect in equal 
measure both MFF tranches and stand-alone projects, so the relative comparison should remain valid. 
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20. Table 4 summarizes the key parameters used for the simulation from the two data sources. 
 

Table 4: Key Parameters for Processing and Implementation Efficiency Simulation  
(months) 

 
Activity 

MFF and 
Tranche 1 

Tranche 2 and 
Subsequent 

Tranches 
Stand-Alone 

Project 
N Time a N Time b N Time c 

Time Elapsed Between:       
  PPTA Approval and Project Approval 34 25.84 n.a. n.a. 328 25.82 
  From MFF PFR or FF to Approval 34 11.85 136 4.64 466 9.65 
  From Approval to Closing 47 82.9 68 59.6 135 81.5 
Staff Time Spent on:       
   PPTA Processing [memo item for T2]a 3 1.66 1 [0.38] 26 1.65 
   PPTA Implementation [memo item for T2]a 15 2.14 1 [0.42] 316 2.89 
   Loan/Grant Processing 22 10.94 67 5.66 42 6.84 

Total Processing n.a. 14.74 n.a. 5.66 n.a. 11.38 
Implementation (Annual) 76 2.46 83 1.75 136 1.56 

Total Implementation b n.a. 16.73 n.a. 8.58 n.a. 10.45 
Memo Item: IEI Loan Processing b n.a. 20.79 n.a. 6.93 n.a. 17.32 
Memo Item: RTE Processing (loan) c 
Memo Item: RTE Processing (PPTA+loan) d n.a. 

14.67 
36.33 n.a. 

7.27 
n.a. n.a. 

n.a. 
n.a. 

Memo Item: IEI Implementation (annual) n.a. 4.62 n.a. 4.62 n.a. 3.00 
n.a. = not applicable, not available or not computable. Shaded grey rows contain the inputs used for the simulation 
N = number of observations in the sample. For implementation, N is the average number under implementation annually 
during 2011–2016 for which staff time data are available.  
FF = fact-finding, IEI = Innovation and Efficiency Initiative, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PFR = periodic financing 
request, PPTA = project preparation technical assistance, T2 = tranche 2. 
a  PPTA processing and implementation is not included in the processing time for second and subsequent tranches because 

PPTA is very seldom used for these tranches.  

b  Total implementation inputs are obtained by multiplying annual inputs for the average duration (6.8 years for first tranches, 
4.9 years for second and subsequent tranches, and 6.7 years for stand-alone projects). 

c  Comparable to line 3 “loan/grant processing”.  
d  Comparable to line 4, “Total processing”.  
Sources: For elapsed time, IED database, based on E-Ops. For staff time, BPMSD Staff Time Management System, elaborated 
by IED.  
 

21. Table 5 presents the results of the simulation when we apply the parameters shown in Table 4 
to the three MFF scenarios (four tranches as the base case, three tranches, and four tranches with 
extended preparation time for tranches after the first) and to the four alternatives based on replacing an 
MFF with two, three, four (base case), and five stand-alone projects. 

 
Table 5: Results of the Processing and Implementation Efficiency Simulation 

(months) 
 

Scenarios 

Time Elapsed  Staff Time  

Processing Implementation Total Processing Implementation Total 

MFF 4 Tranches 39.6 261.7 301.3 31.7 42.5 74.2 
MFF 3 Tranches 23.9 202.1 226.0 26.1 33.9 59.9 
MFF 4 Tranches EP 54.9 261.7 316.6 35.3 42.5 77.7 
2 Stand-Alone Projects 51.6 138.2 189.8 22.8 20.9 43.7 
3 Stand-Alone projects 77.4 207.3 284.7 34.1 31.4 65.5 
4 Stand-Alone projects 103.2 276.4 379.6 45.5 41.8 87.3 
5 Stand-Alone Projects 129.0 345.5 474.5 56.9 52.3 109.2 

EP = extended processing time for the second and subsequent tranches, MFF = multitranche financing facility.  
Source: IED evaluation team simulation.  


