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LINKED DOCUMENT B: SUMMARY CASE COUNTRY ASSESSMENTS 
 
1. This summary presents the key findings from case country reports prepared to inform the 
Corporate Evaluation of the Asian Development Bank’s Multitranche Financing Facility (MFF) 2005-2008: 
Performance and Results Delivered. The MFF modality was introduced in 2005 and mainstreamed in ADB 
operations in 2008. Case county assessments were prepared for  People’s Republic of China (PRC), 
Georgia, India, Papua New Guinea (PNG), and Viet Nam.1 The methodology for the case country 
assessment is in Supplementary Appendix 3, while the detailed individual country reports are in 
Supplementary Appendixes 4–8, respectively. Supplementary Appendixes are listed in the report’s table 
of contents and are available upon request. 
 
2. For each of the five case countries, the report outlines answers to three key evaluation questions. 
(i) Responsiveness and relevance: to what extent do MFF projects help ADB and the country respond to 
the need for long-term programmatic financing of national development priorities?2 (ii) Efficiency 
improvement: to what extent do MFF projects help to improve the utilization of financial and staff 
resources in ADB and the country?3 (iii) Performance and development results: does the use of the MFF 
improve project performance (i.e., likely success) and the delivery of results, compared with stand-alone 
investment projects?4 
 
3. The assessments are based on: an analysis of relevant documents; ADB portfolio data on MFFs 
for each country; a review of applicable ADB policies and strategies; structured key informant interviews 
with staff at the ADB headquarters and resident missions, and representatives of central government 
agencies, and executing and implementing agencies; field visits to selected project sites; and interaction 
with other relevant stakeholders, including the development partners active in each country. Where 
relevant, the assessment compares MFF performance to that of stand-alone projects, drawing on findings 
from project case assessments undertaken for the evaluation.5  

 
4. Individual country reports contain detailed assessments, portfolio data, and tabulations of the 
replies to structured questionnaires used during and in preparation for the country field visits. Some 
aggregate tables (occasionally with breakdowns at the country level) are contained in the main report or 
its appendixes. The case country consolidated tables in the Appendix at the end of this linked document 
contain tabulations of the questionnaire replies.  
 

 
1  The methodology for selection of case countries in the evaluation approach paper. (IED. 2018. Corporate Evaluation of the 

Asian Development Bank’s Multitranche Financing Facility (MFF) 2005-2008. ADB: Manila)  
2 Responsiveness and relevance was assessed using 10 indicators: alignment with country strategies, support for a programmatic 

approach at sector level, size and nature of MFF operations, macroeconomic impact, appropriateness of the 10-year limit, 
programming flexibility, learning and adaptation in design and implementation of subsequent tranches, impact of changes in 
ADB MFF procedures and regulations, overall satisfaction with MFF and likelihood of future use. 

3 Efficiency improvement was assessed using nine indicators: reduction in commitment fees, promotion of cofinancing and 
partnerships, simplification of national procedures, preparation of six preconditions, acceleration of ADB processing schedules, 
reduction of ADB staff requirements and other processing inputs, preparation of tranche and facility project completion reports, 
number and size of procurement packages, and ADB resource allocation to implementation supervision 

4 Portfolio performance was assessed using eight indicators: start-up and early implementation, contract awards and procurement, 
disbursements, scope changes (minor and major), duration and extensions, application of ADB safeguards, procurement 
integrity, compliance with undertakings and covenants, performance ratings and Borrower and ADB performance. Development 
results were assessed based on success rating, promotion of policy reform, capacity building, and results achievement.  

5 See Linked Document C for the Consolidated Case Project Case Report, Supplementary Appendix 9 (Guide for Project Case 
Assessment, and Supplementary Appendix 10 (Individual Project Case Assessments).   
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A. People’s Republic of China 
 

1. Multitranche Financing Facility Portfolio  
 
5. The PRC's MFF portfolio includes four MFFs, amounting to a total approval envelope of  
$1.6 billion. The MFFs cover three sectors: (i) energy (five tranches, $150 million, 9.3%), (ii) regional 
cooperation and integration (two tranches, $450 million, 28.2%), and (iii) transport (five tranches,  
$1.0 billion, 62.5%). From 2006 to 2018, the total MFF approval amount was equivalent to about 6.9% 
of ADB’s portfolio (loans and grants) to the PRC. By the end of 2018, ADB had approved 12 tranches 
equivalent to $1.46 billion (91.25% of the total MFF amount approved for the four facilities). The 
investment projects emphasized the use of innovative technology and management practices. ADB’s PRC 
COBP, 2019-2021 contains two additional MFFs (Xinjiang Regional Cooperation and Integration 
Investment Program and Inner Mongolia Regional Cooperation and Integration Investment Program).  
 

2. Overall Assessment 
 
6. The four MFFs have supported unique areas of operations in PRC at the provincial level, and the 
support has been instrumental in introducing new technology and management practices. The MFFs have 
contributed to clean energy development, energy efficiency, safety in railway operations, and promotion 
of regional cooperation and integration, most notably cross-border trade with Viet Nam. These programs 
are consistent with ADB's inclusive economic growth and environmentally sustainable growth agendas 
and the core areas of operations in infrastructure, environment and regional cooperation and integration 
under ADB's Strategy 2020. Access to sizable finance over 10 years has supported the provincial 
governments' development plans, helped them implement their development programs, and contributed 
to an improvement in the quality of life for the people in the MFF-supported provinces. 
 

3. Responsiveness and Relevance 
 
7. MFFs were responsive and relevant at the time of their approval, but less so at the time of the 
evaluation. The MFFs were fully aligned with the government's policies and five-year development plans 
and remained consistent with ADB's policies and strategies. The focus of MFFs on environmentally 
sustainable growth, clean energy, energy efficiency, and regional cooperation and integration was 
appropriate for the PRC. Among the stakeholders, the satisfaction with the MFF as a financing modality 
is high, as reflected by a score of 2.68 out of maximum 3.00.6  
 
8. MFFs represent only about 6.9% of ADB's sovereign lending to PRC. They have had no impact on 
the government's ability to borrow from ADB (using other modalities) or from other development 
partners. MFFs account for only 0.09% of the PRC's external debt. The 10-year time limit on the use of 
MFF resources has not been a severe issue in the PRC. About 72% of the stakeholder respondents said 
that the time limit of 10 years was acceptable, 17% preferred a longer time frame, and 11% opted for 
shorter MFF duration. The respondents felt that the MFF modality was inflexible because it did not permit 
adjustments over the life span of the MFF. They assumed that the tranche projects were identified a priori 
at the time of the MFF approval. 
 
9. The average size of an MFF in the PRC was $400 million, and the average approved size of an 
MFF tranche was $132.7 million (about 27% smaller than the average size of a stand-alone project in the 
PRC—$168.1 million) The small average size of MFF tranches is due to the small MFF for the rural 
hydropower development investment program ($50 million). Without it, the MFF tranche average size is 
comparable with the size of stand-alone projects. Of the four MFFs approved, one (for the railway 
subsector) was considerably larger than the comparable stand-alone projects. The changes in the 

 
6 Stakeholders were asked to rank their satisfaction with MFFs on a scale from 0 (unsatisfied) to 3 (very satisfied). See 

Supplementary Appendix 2 for interview questionnaires.  
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procedures and requirements for the MFF modality have had no significant impact on access to finance 
by the borrower and the executing agencies. The MFF stakeholder respondents also agreed that the 
experience from earlier tranches had been useful and lessons had been incorporated into subsequent 
tranches. The turnover of senior project management staff in the government was on average about 2.38 
per MFF, which was substantially less than the turnover of ADB project team leaders (3.75 per MFF). The 
high turnover of the ADB team leaders affected the timely incorporation of learning from one tranche to 
another. Despite the limitations of the MFF modality, about 79% of stakeholder respondents said that 
their agencies were likely to use MFF modality in the future. 
 

4. Efficiency  
 
10. MFFs were less efficient than stand-alone projects. Commitment fee savings were not considered 
significant by ADB respondents, reflected by a score of 1.50 out of maximum of 3.00. However, for 
executing and implementing agency respondents, commitment fee savings were felt to be quite 
important for their agencies (score 2.38 out of 3.00).  In the case of the Guangxi Regional Cooperation 
and Integration MFF, implementing agency respondents reported a rough estimate of about $1.7 million 
in commitment fee savings compared with a stand-alone project of a similar size, a saving of about 50%. 
The MFF modality does not seem to be important for the development partners in the PRC and, contrary 
to expectation, MFFs have not been able to generate any cofinancing. Interestingly, the World Bank has 
no immediate plans to roll out a multi-phase programmatic approach in the PRC. 
 
11. The PRC government has a streamlined approval process. The State Council approves MFFs, while 
approval of the tranches is delegated to the National Development and Reform Commission (NDRC). 
Nevertheless, fulfilling the six preconditions for the MFFs was perceived to be quite demanding both for 
ADB and government staff as shown in an average score of 2.46 out of 3.00. The process involves scrutiny 
before and during MFF approvals. In terms of processing time, the MFF modality is about 25% faster 
than stand-alone projects in nominal terms, although the difference is not statistically different. On 
average, it took 378 days from management review meeting (MRM) to loan effectiveness for MFFs 
compared to 506 days for stand-alone projects. 
 
12. The use of project preparatory technical assistance (PPTA) was found to be less common for MFFs 
than for stand-alone projects (two MFF tranches used PPTA compared with 15 out of 18 of comparator 
stand-alone projects, 83%). The average MFF PPTA amount ($300,000) was less than half that of stand-
alone projects ($700,000). The MFF modality had no efficiency gain in the preparation of PCRs over stand-
alone projects. For both modalities, 60% of PCRs were completed within 24 months. According to the 
stakeholders interviewed, the financing modality did not have a strong influence on the number and size 
of contract packages as reflected by an average score of 1.5 out of 3.0. Also, ADB's resource requirement 
for implementation supervision was similar under both modalities, and MFFs had no significant efficiency 
gains. 
 

5. Portfolio Performance 
 
13. MFFs and stand-alone projects were assessed to perform equally in terms of portfolio 
performance. Of the ten measures of portfolio performance, for nine the two modalities performed 
equally, and for one (disbursement) MFFs performed less well than projects. Overall, the start-up and 
early implementation measured in terms of time elapsed between MRM and the first disbursements was 
similar: 1,194 days for MFF and 1,184 days for stand-alone projects. In absolute terms, the time elapsed 
from loan effectiveness to first contract awards and from first contract awards to first disbursements was 
faster for MFFs, but the difference was not statistically significant. While the cumulative disbursement 
was faster for MFFs, the time elapsed from first contract award and first disbursement took longer for 
the first tranche of an MFF (635 days) than for a stand-alone project (440 days). However, subsequent 
tranches were faster (160 days) than for stand-alone projects (440 days).  
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14. Project scope changes were rare for both financing modalities. Only one comparator project had 
two minor scope changes. Three tranches of the 12 MFF tranches required an extension to project 
completion. On average, MFFs required one extension compared with 1.5 for stand-alone projects. 
Although the length of the extension in MFF tranches was slightly longer (18.3 months) than for stand-
alone projects (15.5 months), the difference was not statistically significant. 
 
15. Similarly, compliance with safeguards, financial integrity, and covenants, as well as portfolio 
performance, were similar for both financing modalities. All MFF tranches, including those ongoing, were 
on track with regard to timeliness, undertaking compliance, tranche performance, and overall MFF 
performance. The PCRs for the completed projects show that the performance of the borrower and ADB 
was highly satisfactory overall for MFFs and satisfactory for stand-alone projects. 
 
16. At the end of 2018, five out of the 12 MFF tranches had had partial loan cancellations, amounting 
to $30.8 million, representing 2.1% of the approved amount. Of the 18 comparator projects, seven had 
partial cancellations amounting to $51.3 million (1.7% of the approved amount). Given the small size of 
the loan cancellations, it is likely that they had no adverse impact on the development results of either 
the MFFs or the stand-alone projects. The cancelled amounts merely represented the remaining unused 
loan amount at loan closing. 
 

6. Development Results 
 
17. Five MFF tranches and five stand-alone comparator projects had PCRs and PVRs. The MFFs were 
assessed highly successful while the stand-alone projects were assessed successful (based on the project 
evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability). The success rates in the PCRs 
and PVRs were consistent.  
 
18. MFFs have been successful in introducing key policy reforms. For example, under the Gansu Heihe 
Rural Hydropower Development Investment Program, a uniform power tariff for urban and rural 
residences was implemented in Zhangye City 3 years ahead of the target year of 2012. The Guangdong 
Energy Efficiency and Environment Improvement Investment Program developed new policies and 
guidelines for energy efficiency financing, creating a demonstration effect. The guidelines were highly 
effective and have been adopted by other provinces. Policy reforms promoted under the stand-alone 
projects were limited compared with those under the MFF modality. 
 
19. Capacity development under MFFs was assessed highly satisfactory, compared with satisfactory 
under stand-alone projects. For example, under the Gansu Heihe Rural Hydropower Development 
Investment Program, experience accumulated during implementation of the first tranche allowed the 
executing agency to implement the second tranche smoothly and effectively. Financial governance was 
promoted by adopting computerized accounting systems and through monitoring by independent 
auditors. Consultants provided training implementing agency staff on construction, financial 
management, project management, and ADB procurement procedures. Overseas study tours were 
organized for advanced construction and the operations of hydropower plants. The Gansu MFF also 
provided capacity building for Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) registration. On-the-job training 
was provided to mainstream environmental and social issues in project development, design, and 
implementation. Capacity on seeking carbon revenues from clean energy project development was 
reinforced. The Guangdong executing agency hosted seminars and workshops and conducted training 
on energy power plant modalities and financing opportunities for energy efficiency and trained sub-
borrowers on investment, procurement, and disbursement in these plants. It helped improve the capacity 
of energy-saving companies and lending institutions to assess energy efficiency feasibility and returns, 
allowing a broader base to implement and finance energy efficiency projects.  
 
20. The results achieved under the MFF modality were assessed highly satisfactory, exemplified by 
comparing the Gansu MFF to stand-alone comparator projects. The Gansu Heihe Rural Hydropower 
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Development Investment exceeded its design capacity and contributed to 24-hour electricity supply in a 
region which had previously suffered from prolonged outages. The additional supply enhanced economic 
growth in remote rural areas. The second MFF program promoted the adoption of international best 
practices on energy-saving and emission-reduction projects in Guangdong Province. It also contributed 
to the establishment of guidelines for energy-efficiency financing and the adoption of the energy power 
plant (EPP) model in Guangdong and other provinces. The MFF demonstrated new lending practices such 
as flexible guarantees and collateral requirements that made borrowing by project sub-borrowers more 
accessible. The MFF helped the energy service company industry and third-party energy measurement 
and verification agencies to develop. The comparator project strengthened institutional reforms and 
corporate governance, which improved tariff collection and the financial performance of district heating 
supply companies. The MFF was registered with the CDM, further increasing its financial viability as a 
result of realized carbon credits. By contrast, in the comparator Tianjin project, outputs were not verified, 
and the collapse of carbon prices led to the project abandoning CDM registration.  
 

7. Lessons 
 
21. The PRC’s experience with the MFF modality from 2006 to 2018 provides the following lessons;  
 

(i) The MFF modality can deliver better results than stand-alone project financing because 
a stable investment program management team is tasked with implementing and 
completing all projects within the MFFs. It also allows for knowledge transfer and 
learning from one tranche to another, contributing to (i) better design of subsequent 
tranches, (ii) greater familiarity with ADB business processes for subsequent tranches, 
and (iii) assurances that funding is available over a 10-year period. Furthermore, detailed 
designs of the subsequent tranches can be prepared by an early tranche, which is not 
necessarily feasible for stand-alone projects. With a stable project management team, 
the 10-year limit on MFF funding will be less of a concern. 
 

(ii) Executing and implementing agencies do not thoroughly understand the benefits of 
substantial savings in commitment fees. There is no established practice of assessing how 
these agencies can derive one of the prime benefits of the MFF modality. 
 

(iii) There is a lack of clarity in the business processes for MFF and stand-alone project 
financing modalities, and as a result, other benefits of MFFs are not fully exploited by 
executing and implementing agencies. The uptake of the MFF modality will remain 
limited in the PRC unless its comparative advantage is understood by executing and 
implementing agencies. 

 
8. Issues and Recommendations 

 
22. Several factors constrain the uptake of MFF modality in PRC. At the province level, there is strong 
demand for development finance, but the benefits of MFFs are not fully understood or exploited by the 
provincial authorities. There is a perception among executing and implementing agencies that the 
modality is not flexible enough to accommodate needs that may emerge during the 10 years of an MFF. 
The share of MFFs in ADB's PRC lending portfolio during 2006–2018 was only 6.9% despite the fact that 
executing and implementing agencies were satisfied or very satisfied with MFFs (based on a score of 2.8 
out of maximum 3.0). The PRC has not maximized the benefits from MFFs, although the government has 
a streamlined approval process. 
 
23. ADB (and the borrower) should conduct a series of MFF dissemination workshops in prospective 
provinces with the aim of explaining: (i) the comparative advantage of MFFs, including empirical data on 
potential commitment fees savings for executing and implementing agencies; (ii) the flexibility that the 
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modality offers through implementation of a series of tranche projects; and (iii) the provision of approval 
of a larger envelope such as MFF as a facility by the State Council and tranche projects by the NDRC. 
 
B. Georgia 
 

1. Multitranche Financing Facility Portfolio 
 
24. For Georgia, ADB approved $1.3 billion for three MFFs during 2009–2011 covering two sectors: 
(i) transport, two MFFs, $0.8 billion (61.5% of the country MFF approvals); and (ii) water and other urban 
infrastructure and services (WUS) sector, one MFF, $0.5 billion (38.5%). These MFFs comprised three 
tranches for the Road Corridor Improvement Program, five tranches for the Sustainable Urban Transport 
Program, and six tranches for the Urban Services Improvement Investment Program. At the end of 2018, 
all 14 tranches had been approved amounting to $1.158 billion (89% of the total MFF envelope for the 
three facilities), with the last tranche approved in December 2017. All 13 tranches were ongoing. Of the 
14 approved tranches, one (tranche 2, under the Road Corridor Improvement Program for $150 million) 
was cancelled at the request of the government. The cancelled loan amount was made available to 
complete the project under the first tranche of the program. The planned closing date for the two 
ongoing tranches of the program is September 2019. The Sustainable Urban Transport Program will close 
in 2020 and the Urban Services Improvement Investment Program will close in 2021. A new MFF for the 
Liveable Cities Investment Program ($650 million) is expected to be approved in 2020.  
 
25. The three MFFs accounted for 39% of ADB's sovereign portfolio from 2009 to 2018 and 
represented 6.3% of Georgia's external debt. The average size of the MFFs ($433 million) was more than 
four times the size of an average comparable stand-alone project ($101 million).  
 

2. Overall Assessment 
 
26. The MFFs have strengthened the partnership between ADB and the government of Georgia by 
giving the government access to a significant amount of development finance to implement programs 
of national importance. They increased ADB’s financing position in the country by 356% (from $365 
million to $1.665 billion) within a period of 3 years after ADB established its presence in the country in 
2007. The programs were consistent with ADB’s inclusive economic growth agenda under Strategy 
2020.7 The MFFs specifically supported the government's sector road maps for transport and urban 
development and provided a firm commitment of resources over a 10-year period. The MFFs have played 
an important role in improving (i) connectivity at strategic points for the movement of people and goods 
and services, and (ii) access to water supply and sanitation in major urban centers. ADB’s MFF support 
complements its other financing modalities and the efforts of other development partners in supporting 
Georgia’s development objectives. ADB has remained a trusted and major development partner of 
Georgia.  
 

3. Responsiveness and Relevance 
 
27. The evaluation assesses that the MFF modality was responsive and relevant at the time of facility 
approval, and that it remained relevant at the time of the evaluation. At the time of approval, Georgia 
had just emerged from the Abkhazia and South Ossetia conflict and was actively implementing reform 
measures but it did not have access to the required development finance to support the improvement 
and expansion of its important infrastructure. While other development partners showed interest in 
supporting the country, funding remained limited. ADB’s support through these MFFs targeted areas of 
critical need: transport and urban services. The aim was to help Georgia attain sustainable inclusive 
growth by improving connectivity for trade and transit and improving the quality of life for urban 
residents. The MFFs were fully aligned with the government’s policies and development strategies and 

 
7 ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020–The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank 2008–2020. Manila.  
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remained consistent with ADB’s relevant policies and strategies. Overall, stakeholder satisfaction with the 
use of the MFF was high, as reflected in an average score of 2.50 out of 3.00. MFFs complemented other 
financing modalities and did not constrain Georgia’s access to development finance from ADB or from 
other development partners. The government views the MFF modality as a flexible instrument that can 
accommodate projects of national importance because it provides assurances for funding over a 10-year 
period.  
 
28. On average each tranche was extended at least once. The average duration of the extension was 
54 months for the first tranche and 34 months for subsequent tranches, which indicates the complexities 
of the modality. An overwhelming majority of the stakeholder respondents (12 out of 13, or 92%) 
perceived the 10-year limit for the use of MFF resources to be too short for large and complex projects 
where project preparation and implementation usually take more time than planned. A short extension 
of the MFFs if the tranches are about to be completed could be considered to ensure the achievement of 
project outputs and outcomes. The stakeholders’ perception is that staff turnover is too high, both 
among the ADB MFF team leadership and among the senior management in the executing and 
implementing agencies (on average, an MFF had 3.1 ADB project team leaders and 4.3 executing and 
implementing agency project directors). The changes in the procedures and requirements for the MFF 
modality had no significant impact on access to finance for the borrower and the executing agencies. 
Despite these limitations, about 77% of the stakeholder respondents said that their agencies were likely 
to use the MFF modality in the future.  
  

4. Efficiency  
 
29. The MFF modality is assessed to have been less efficient than the stand-alone projects. The 
reduction in commitment fees for the government was not significant (based on data provided by the 
Ministry of Finance) and the perception of stakeholder respondents. This was despite estimates that 
borrowers would save $0.13 to $0.23 in commitment fees per $100 MFF loan. All three MFFs in Georgia 
were approved after 2007 when ADB had already reduced its commitment fee rate to 0.15% of the 
undisbursed amount.  
 
30. All three MFFs needed to be extended, while all comparator projects were closed by their planned 
dates. Stakeholder respondents’ perceptions of savings in commitment fees were moderate (a score of 
1.75 out of 3.00). The modality did not leverage significant cofinancing. Only one MFF tranche (for the 
Road Corridor Improvement Program) had cofinancing (with Japan international Cooperation Agency for 
$170 million), while none of the stand-alone comparator projects had cofinancing.  
 
31. Of the nine efficiency indicators assessed, MFFs outperformed stand-alone projects on two: (i) 
acceleration of ADB processing schedules; and (ii) reduction of ADB staff requirements and other 
processing inputs. Projects under the MFF modality were processed more quickly than stand-alone 
projects. From management review meeting (MRM) to loan effectiveness took 131 days for the facility 
and first tranche approval and 125 days for the subsequent tranches. This compares with 352 days for 
stand-alone projects. An average tranche project needed $160,000 in project preparatory technical 
assistance (PPTA), far less than for stand-alone projects, which required $972,000 on average. ADB staff 
thought that the MFFs required less effort, partly due to the streamlined MFF business process (a score 
of 1.80 out of 3.00), but government staff considered the MFF modality required more efforts from 
government staff as they prepared to meet the six preconditions (2.70 out of 3.00). The evaluation could 
not assess the efforts required to prepare tranche project completion reports (PCRs) because the only 
PCR that was prepared was for a cancelled tranche. However, based on a limited number of cases, a 
statistical analysis of the difference in ADB staff time required in the processing schedule between the 
two modalities showed that the difference was not statistically significant. The MFF modality did not 
show significant operational efficiency gains over stand-alone projects. On the government side, all 
tranche projects were subjected to the same approval processes as stand-alone projects.  
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32. Although there were limited data on procurement packages, the experience of the United Water 
Supply Company of Georgia for Sustainable Urban Transport Program MFF suggested that MFF contract 
packages tended to be three times larger than an average stand-alone financed project. The stakeholder 
respondents did not think that larger procurement packages attracted international contractors (a score 
of 0.54 out of 3.00). ADB staff resource requirements for the project supervision was similar for the two 
modalities (two of the five staff thought MFF and stand-alone modalities required the same level of 
efforts while the other three felt that MFFs required more resources). 
 

5. Portfolio Performance 
 
33. Overall, the evaluation finds that the MFF portfolio performed less well than the stand-alone 
projects. Except in the start-up and early implementation indicator of performance where both modalities 
performed similarly (the time elapsed between MRM and first disbursement was 588 days for MFFs and 
589 days for stand-alone projects), against all other indicators, including (i) contract award and 
procurement, (ii) cumulative disbursement rates, (iii) scope changes, and (iv) number and duration of 
extensions, MFFs performed less well than stand-alone projects. The MFFs took 173 days longer for 
procurement (from first contract award to the first disbursement), experienced slower cumulative 
disbursement rates, required a number of scope changes (two major and 26 minor under MFFs, none for 
stand-alone projects), and more and longer extensions (an average of 1.0 extension for the first tranche 
and 0.72 for the subsequent tranches, none for stand-alone projects). The extension for an average 
tranche was quite long (54 months for first tranche and 34 months for the subsequent tranches); by 
contrast, all stand-alone comparator projects closed within the envisaged closing date.  
 
34. All MFF tranches are reportedly on track based on the extensions approved by ADB, and all 
undertakings are being complied with. Portfolio performance ratings are assessed "on track" on 
timeliness, undertaking compliance, tranche performance, and overall portfolio performance. 
Government and ADB performance are both rated satisfactory.  
 

6. Development Results 
 
35. None of the MFF tranche projects has been completed. Of the six comparator projects, three 
were completed, and all three were rated successful. Based on the progress of the MFF tranche projects 
to date, the evaluation anticipates they are likely to be successful. The 10-year limit on the use of MFF 
funding does not appear to have had an adverse impact on project performance because all tranches are 
on track. 
 
36. The MFFs’ and stand-alone projects' development results in terms of the promotion of policy 
reforms and results achievement are broadly similar. Progress is being made in the areas of water tariff 
reform and institutionalization of performance-based road maintenance under MFF programs, and 
improvements are expected in budgeting, municipal finance, and operational performance under stand-
alone projects. Overall, both MFFs and stand-alone projects have contributed to improving access, the 
flow of goods, movement of people, access to water supply for almost 24 hours a day and improved 
sanitation. In terms of capacity building, the MFF modality has made a greater contribution than that of 
stand-alone projects, particularly in terms of the ability of government agencies to design and implement 
high-quality projects such as the Kobuleti bypass under the Road Corridor Improvement Program. The 
engagement of consultants over a longer period and across tranches and projects has made a positive 
contribution to the capacity development of project staff in the executing and implementing agencies, 
such as support for the formulation of business plans and financial models under the Urban Services 
Improvement Investment Program.  
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7. Lessons 
 
37. Georgia’s experience with the MFF modality from 2009 to 2018 provides the following lessons: 

 
(i) Proper sequencing of MFF tranches, with adequate spacing of the subsequent tranches, 

is essential in MFFs. It helps if ADB conducts community consultations, produces better 
designs, implements projects with realistic cost estimates and critical due diligence, 
incorporates learning from the earlier tranches by subsequent tranches, and introduces 
policy reforms, if required. For example, experience under the Road Corridor 
Improvement Program reinforced the importance of appropriate engineering designs, 
costings, and safeguard assessments. The Urban Services Improvement Investment 
Program MFF demonstrated that issues connected with tariffs, metering, and the 
payment of sewerage treatment need adequate resources, realistic timelines and 
community consultation. 

 
(ii) Assessing the risk that projects may not be completed, especially if they are complex, is 

a critical part of the justification for the choice of MFF modality. The limit on the 10-year 
timeframe for the MFF and the strict requirements for extensions beyond that period are 
the key factor when choosing the modality over a stand-alone financing. The MFF 
modality is chosen to ensure completion of projects and delivery of results.  

 
(iii) An MFF preparation facility at the country is essential before the approval of full MFFs. 

This will ensure that the MFF-supported projects are designed properly, safeguard 
compliance requirements are met, and the implementation capacity of the executing and 
implementing agencies are strengthened.  

 
8. Issues and Recommendations 

 
38. All MFF tranches have been extended until the full 10-year limit, with lengthy extensions due to 
inadequate preparation, design shortcomings, and limited project management and implementation 
capacity of executing and implementing agencies. While the government is prepared to complete the 
unfinished work (if any) at the end of the MFF availability period, consideration should be given to 
introducing more flexible procedures to extend MFFs beyond the 10-year availability period for ongoing 
tranches that are already substantially complete. 
 
39. While an MFF offers flexibility to projects of strategic and national importance, the ensuing 
projects need to be properly sequenced for approval and implementation. Ideally, detailed project 
designs for the subsequent tranches should be completed while earlier tranches are being implemented.  
 
40. There is also a need for an MFF preparation facility at the country level, which can ideally 
complete all the preparation for the investment projects in tranches. An MFF’s efficiency, effectiveness, 
and results are likely to be better if preparation is more thorough, including compliance and covenant 
requirements, realistic cost estimates, and strong project management and implementation capacity. 
 
41. The following recommendations are based on Georgia's experience with the use of the MFF 
modality: 
 

(i) ADB should introduce more flexible procedures for extending MFF tranches to allow 
project completion based on substantial progress (e.g., 80% of physical completion). 

 
(ii) ADB should ensure that, under an MFF tranche, projects are adequately sequenced so 

that there is enough time for learning and incorporating learning from previous tranches 
in subsequent tranches. MFFs should not be approved unless all required preparatory 
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tasks have been completed. While the choice of modality rests on the borrower (the 
government), ADB should encourage the use of MFFs for capital-intensive large projects, 
particularly those that employ a phased approach. However, this would require a better 
understanding of product differentiation in terms of the use of financing modality. 

 
(iii) ADB should support the establishment of an MFF preparation facility at the country level 

to ensure all necessary preparatory tasks are completed before the MFF approval. The 
borrower could make use of stand-alone loans for the preparation of MFFs as a new 
project or as part of an ongoing project to ensure that the MFFs are finance ready. 

 
C. India 
 

1. Multitranche Financing Facility Portfolio 
 

42. India was the first ADB member to use an MFF when this financing modality was introduced in 
2005, and has been the leading user since then, with 40 approved MFFs worth $15.5 billion as of  
31 December 2018, out of a total ADB-wide MFF portfolio of 105 MFFs totaling $52.5 billion. Facility 
approvals reached a high of $1.93 billion in 2008 and remained at an average of $1.28 billion till 2014. 
Since then, there has been a decline to an average of $583 million per year. Of the 115 tranches expected 
at design, 100 have been approved, totaling nearly $12.4 billion or a conversion rate of 79.8% of the 
total approved financing envelope.8 Over the period 2005–2018, MFF tranche approvals constituted 56% 
of total India sovereign approvals. MFFs have been the preferred modality for infrastructure financing, 
with energy, transport and WUS accounting for 75% of the total number of MFFs and 74% of the total 
amount in India. The largest number and volume of MFF approvals were for transport (nine MFFs, 28.7% 
of the total volume), energy (nine MFFs, 24.9%), and WUS (12 MFFs, 20.7%). Other sectors had few MFF 
operations and much smaller amounts, including industry and trade (one MFF, 3.2%), agriculture (four 
MFFs, 4.9%), and finance (four MFFs, 17.6%). 
 

2. Overall Assessment 
 

43. Based on assessments of: (i) responsiveness and relevance, (ii) efficiency, and (iii) operational 
performance and development results in India, the answer to the overarching evaluation question9 is 
mixed. MFFs have clearly been responsive and relevant to India’s development needs, especially in 
infrastructure. They have provided the benefits expected when they were established: predictable and 
larger financing, extended timeframes, flexible implementation, and lower commitment fees. Clients 
have been satisfied. Development contribution and impact, as well as success ratings, have been 
satisfactory. However, the expected value additions, compared with those of stand-alone projects, in the 
areas of efficiency, portfolio performance and results have not materialized. It may be that the 
expectations of change were too high for a single modality. Other changes in ADB’s processes and 
products since MFFs were introduced mean that their comparative advantages over other modalities 
(such as longer time frames, larger amounts, lower commitment fees, and flexible implementation) have 
diminished. Notwithstanding the expressed preference of authorities for MFFs, the declining numbers of 
MFF approvals since 2015 and the limited number of new proposals in the country operations business 
plans (COBPs) for 2019–2021 may reflect an understanding of these changes, and India’s recognition 
that it can choose from a wider menu of ADB lending products. 
 

 
8 Of the 100 tranches approved, $1.56 billion, about 13% of loan amounts, have been cancelled in 59 tranches, whereas two 

tranches of about $50 million for MFF 0022 (Orissa Integrated Irrigated Agriculture and Water Management Investment Program) 
were dropped. 

9 The overarching evaluation question is “To what extent has the MFF achieved it’s intended design objectives?” 
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3. Responsiveness and Relevance 
 
44. This assessment found that MFFs have been responsive and relevant to India’s development 
needs. They have been very closely aligned with national development plans and development objectives, 
supporting ADB’s country strategy of infrastructure-led growth, with over $11,500 million (74% of the 
India MFF portfolio by amount) provided to the transport, energy and WUS sectors. At an average size 
of $388 million, MFFs are larger than stand-alone projects (average size $175 million), although individual 
tranches tend to be of a similar size to stand-alone projects. The larger funding provided under an MFF’s 
longer term of 10 years enables clients to undertake programmatic forward planning in key sectors. While 
official development assistance (ODA) is a very small element of overall development investment in India, 
MFFs’ value lies in the support they provide to projects at the state and agency level, where the local 
availability of finance and capacity are often limited. Flexibility of design and implementation, reduced 
commitment fees, and long-term ADB commitment of funds were seen by stakeholders as the key 
benefits of MFFs. The 10-year limit on MFF has meant some projects have closed with important 
components incomplete. Stakeholders at all levels were positive in their perception of MFFs and expected 
to use them again in future. The Department of Economic Affairs of the Ministry of Finance indicated 
that MFFs will remain a preferred modality, depending on the requirements of the project. 
 

4. Efficiency 
 
45. MFFs are assessed to be as efficient as stand-alone projects. Commitment fees are small in value 
and not significant relative to India’s external debt or credit access. For cofinancing, MFFs generated 
$1.18 billion or 7.6% of the total MFF portfolio of $15.5 billion. Expected processing gains were limited. 
MFFs (the facility and the first tranche) take longer to process at all stages: PPTA approval to loan 
effectiveness takes 47 months, compared with stand-alone projects which take 40 months. The extensive 
preparatory work required for MFFs because of their six preconditions and the requirement for PCRs for 
each tranche means that there are no overall gains in time or reduced staff resources. Procurement 
efficiency is very similar: contract package sizes are not significantly different from those of stand-alone 
projects. Within India, processing requirements are similar for both modalities, the only exception being 
a one-time approval of the MFF as a whole at the central government level, which also offsets expected 
benefits from faster ADB processing.  

 
5. Portfolio Performance 
 

46. In portfolio performance, the results are similar. Approval to effectiveness times are similar for 
both: 8.5 months for MFFs and 7.5 months for stand-alone projects. First contract awards take longer 
for first tranches than for stand-alone projects, with MFFs taking 8.4 months and stand-alone projects 
7.5 months. Disbursement data show no difference in aggregate performance. On average, MFFs 
undergo fewer major changes in scope (MFFs average one major change in scope and stand-alone 
projects three), but more minor changes (73 for MFFs and 62 for projects) and more extensions (56% for 
MFFs and 37% for projects), which is surprising considering the extensive preparatory work required for 
MFFs. While the large number of minor scope extensions may be seen as a consequence of flexibility and 
adaptation in implementation, the high level of extensions also indicates that there has been a 
considerable underestimation of the project implementation period across the India MFF portfolio.  
 

6. Development Results 
 
47. The performance ratings for MFFs in India have been good. Of the 26 MFFs rated on a facility 
basis for overall performance in the MFF Annual Report 2018, 25 were on track, and one was rated as 
having a potential problem. In the project performance reporting (PPR) system, MFF tranches and stand-
alone projects have similar overall ratings. Of the five MFF facility completion reports available, four MFFs 
were rated successful (80% success rating). The only available project validation report (PVR) was for the 



12 Linked Document B 
 

 

MFF for the India Infrastructure Project Financing Facility, which was also rated successful. Tranche PCRs 
have an average success rate of 88% and a PVR success rate of 69%. For stand-alone projects, the PCR 
success rate is 75% and the PVR rate 100%.  
 
48. MFFs have made valuable contributions to major government programs at sector and state levels. 
ADB has provided MFFs totalling $4.45 billion to the transport sector since 2005. National highway length 
increased from 71,000 kilometres (km) in 2010–2011 to 101,000 km in 2015–2016, and state highways 
from 164,000 km to 176,000 km. In the energy sector, ADB has provided MFFs of $3.470 million. From 
2005–2006 to 2015–2016, installed generating capacity (thermal and hydro) rose from 121,000 MW to 
299,000 MW. For instance, the Madhya Pradesh Power Sector Investment Program installed 2,889 km of 
transmission lines, and 30,564 km of distribution lines. The Rural Roads Sector II Investment Program 
provided 13,136 km of new and upgraded roads; the Rajasthan Urban Sector Development Investment 
Program provided 96,232 households with a new or upgraded water supply, and 19,789 households 
with sanitation.  
 
49. To place in perspective the similarity between MFFs and stand-alone projects, it is important to 
point out that in India, while MFFs are the predominant means of ADB assistance (56% by financing 
volume of sovereign operations 2005–2018), stand-alone projects are also used in the same sectors, 
geographic areas, and often through the same executing agencies. On a positive note, this ensures that 
both modalities closely support agreed sector strategies and policy agendas. However, this can result in 
projects under both modalities having similar designs, undergoing similar processes, facing similar 
capacity constraints, and differing mainly in scale. Once approved, loan tranches are processed and 
implemented in the same way as stand-alone projects. To some extent, therefore a convergence of 
performance is to be expected. Similarly, both MFFs and stand-alone projects contribute to development 
results.  
 

7. Recommendations 
 
50. The MFF modality can be strengthened in order to address some areas of weakness identified in 
this assessment. The following changes could restore some of the original intention of financing 
transformative projects and increasing efficiency through the project lifecycle.  
 

(i) The selection of projects for MFF financing should be much more rigorous, and should 
aim to identify a limited number of projects where large, long-term finance will have an 
exceptional physical and non-physical impact on a sector, state or executing agency. They 
should not be a default for all operations. 

(ii) Special procedures for MFFs should be agreed with the authorities on the basis that a 
transformative project needs accelerated and simplified processes to be effective. 

(iii) ADB should reduce the preparatory requirements that can be found elsewhere, such as 
strategic frameworks and sector road maps, which are included in country partnership 
strategies.  

(iv) ADB should revise the requirement that each tranche and the facility as a whole should 
have a PCR. Instead it should have a single intermediate assessment for each MFF, after 
50% of the planned duration has been completed. This could be followed by a facility 
PCR after the project closes. 

(v) ADB should take a more flexible approach to using extension options beyond the 10-year 
limit, with simpler approval procedures that would allow completion of projects that face 
exceptional circumstances. 
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D. Papua New Guinea 
 
1. Multitranche Financing Facility Portfolio 

 
51. The MFF modality has become central to ADB’s business model in Papua New Guinea (PNG) 
during the last 10 years. Starting in 2008, ADB processed four facilities (two for road transport, one for 
civil aviation, and one for electrification), for a total of $1.68 billion, of which $1.21 billion (72%) had 
been converted into tranches by end 2018. One or two more MFFs are planned for 2019–2021.  
 
52. Between 2008 and 2018, MFF tranches accounted for 69% in value and 53% in number of ADB 
projects in PNG. In the same period, stand-alone operations were used for transport, microfinance, health 
and electrification. The country therefore presents an interesting case; in the same sectors (transport and 
energy) both MFFs and stand-alone approaches have been utilized. With an average tranche size ($134 
million) that is double that of stand-alone projects, and a facility size 6.5 times larger, MFFs have played 
an important role in expanding the level of ADB lending to PNG, and increasing the absolute level of 
disbursements, turning the net resource transfer from a negative $36 million outflow in 2007 (before the 
first MFF was approved for PNG) to strongly positive from 2012 onward, when MFF implementation 
kicked in after initial delays. 
 

2. Overall Assessment 
 

53. MFF utilization in PNG has broadly achieved its intended objectives. MFFs have invested in large 
and potentially transformative projects in a programmatic manner, maintained or improved efficiency in 
the utilization of external financing, provided some financial and operational flexibility, and made some 
contributions to institutional reform and capacity development, while supporting investment with 
potentially transformational impact. They are, and are likely to continue to be, an important instrument 
for ADB operations. 
 
54. Strategic motivations of ensuring long-term engagement with ADB and financing for priority 
sectors were higher on the government’s agenda than the potential efficiency savings through lower 
commitment fees and faster processing. MFFs were used in parallel with stand-alone projects in both the 
transport and energy sectors, leaving sufficient flexibility to respond to emerging priorities, but 
promoting discipline in subproject selection. 
 

3. Responsiveness and Relevance 
 
55. The use of MFFs in PNG has been highly responsive and relevant to the country’s development 
and financing needs. MFF operations during 2008–2018 were well aligned with national strategies that 
emphasized the extension of economic growth benefits to the most disadvantaged regions and 
communities through more effective transport and utilities networks. MFFs prioritized sectors of ADB 
engagement by responding to government requests for a programmatic approach featuring long-term 
predictable financing at the sector level. The government and ADB users have declared a high level of 
satisfaction with the modality, whose use is expected to continue: in the 2019–2022 PNG country 
program, MFFs represent 59% of lending volume and 40% in number of projects. 
 
56. MFFs in PNG have used the flexibility of periodic tranche releases to incorporate lessons learned 
during earlier implementation, including changes in the share of ADB financing, adjustments in 
subproject selection to mitigate safeguard-related delays, consolidation of project management offices, 
and refinement of procurement methods and cost estimates. No facility has closed yet, but all tranches 
have required considerable closing date extensions (from 11 months to 5.6 years), and two out of four 
facilities have already been extended, suggesting that the requirement for a 10-year duration may need 
revisiting. Most stakeholders indicated that 10–12 years would be optimal. 
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57. Because of their larger size and broad scope, MFFs changed the nature of ADB operations in PNG 
in two fundamental ways: (i) by addressing development constraints on a scale previously unseen (for 
example, by improving access to internal and external markets through the combined development of 
regional roads and airports in the Highlands, and connecting the local road network to Lae Port); and  
(ii) by attracting international contractors and supervising engineering firms because of the larger 
procurement packages (as opposed to national contractors supervised by employer’s engineers that was 
typical of earlier, smaller projects). This increased the level of professionalism and competition, but 
limited the development of national capacity, both in the domestic construction industry and in executing 
agencies. 
 

4. Efficiency 
 
58. When compared with stand-alone ADB investment operations in PNG, MFFs were equally or more 
efficient, showing advantages only in selected areas. Cofinancing involved fewer partners and 
considerably smaller amounts, mobilizing $25 million for the three mature MFFs (3% of ADB lending) 
compared with $67 million (13% of lending) for comparator stand-alone projects in the transport and 
energy sectors. The same high levels of government approvals were required for tranche effectiveness or 
contract awards. The perceived increase in implementation supervision by ADB can be attributed more 
to the delegation of administration to the ADB resident mission and outposting of safeguard and 
procurement staff than to attention caused by the larger size of the loans. The reduction in commitment 
fees was considered a positive attribute, but did not feature prominently as an advantage. 
 
59. MFFs and subsequent tranches took more time to process (140 days, equivalent to 20% of total 
processing time) than comparable projects (26 days, 10%). Preparation of the six preconditions placed 
some additional burden on ADB staff, but led to strong government involvement, particularly in the 
preparation of sector road maps, policy frameworks, strategic context and undertakings. MFFs have a 
distinctive efficiency advantage for the delivery of large investment programs compared with a 
combination of individual projects: a simulation of alternative processing options shows that MFFs can 
shorten the cumulative processing duration by at least 9 months (20%). MFFs also require considerably 
less PPTA resources: $1.9 per $ million committed, versus $9.4 per $ million for projects. Finally, MFFs 
allowed for more efficient procurement. In the road sector, MFF tranches averaged 3.7 contracts to bid 
and manage instead of 10.7 for projects, in spite of being 2.5 times larger than stand-alone projects (an 
average of $173 million compared with $69 million for projects). In the power sector the advantage was 
less pronounced: five contracts for MFFs and six for projects. 
 

5. Portfolio Performance 
 
60. The MFF modality performed about the same as comparator stand-alone projects during 
implementation. MFF tranches and projects in the PNG portfolio have faced many of the same initial 
difficulties, including limited project readiness and time-consuming government procedures, but MFFs 
have managed to award contracts and disburse considerably sooner, and, because of the procurement 
efficiencies resulting from larger contract packages, to maintain a better contract award and 
disbursement profile. Contract awards reached 83% by year 7 compared with 69% for projects, and 
disbursements were 45% completed by the fifth year of implementation (compared with 34% for 
projects). Implementing agencies appear to have capitalized on the experience gained, made fuller use 
of advance procurement actions, and, as a result, second tranches reached even higher disbursement 
levels (64%) by the fifth year.  
 
61. During implementation, MFFs and projects suffered from the same issues of procurement 
integrity, lack of counterpart funds, and protracted resettlement processes caused by customary land 
ownership. While the few available PCRs and PVRs rated borrower and ADB performance for MFFs 
somewhat lower than for comparator projects, the real problem area for MFF is the tendency to 
significantly exceed planned closing dates. Most ADB projects suffer from optimistic implementation 
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schedules, but in the case of MFFs the 10-year duration of the facility can remove the sense of urgency. 
The two closed MFF tranches exceeded the original closing date by 3.6 years (88%) on average, and the 
closing dates for all tranches at the moment show a 2-year (61%) delay compared with the originally 
planned duration. Stand-alone projects in PNG performed better: closed projects exceeded their originally 
planned duration (4.8 years) by 3.0 years (63%), and the average delays for all projects amount to 2.4 
out of 5 years (48%). One of the four MFFs has already been extended beyond the 10-year duration, and 
there is a real risk that subprojects already prepared and contracts already awarded may not be 
completed even within the extended time frame. 
 

6. Development Results 
 
62. When compared with stand-alone ADB investment operations in PNG, the MFF modality appears 
to have achieved satisfactory development results. The only MFF tranche evaluated (Civil Aviation 
Development Investment Program Tranche 1) has the same rating as four comparators: relevant, less 
than effective, less than efficient, less than likely sustainable, and less than successful.10 MFFs have 
supported policy reforms such as the reorganization of sector institutions in both road transport and civil 
aviation, but have allocated few resources to this purpose. They have promoted a programmatic 
approach to investment planning and budgeting and more rigorous criteria for project prioritization. 
MFFs have underlined the importance of long-term infrastructure maintenance, but reallocated project 
funds for this purpose to cover cost overruns in civil works, thus blunting ADB’s efforts to champion the 
concept.  
 
63. MFFs have supported implementing agencies’ capacity by offering medium-term career prospects 
for young graduates and nurturing familiarity with ADB and government procedures. This has resulted 
in substantially faster implementation progress in later tranches. The procurement model, which was 
based on larger contracts attracting international firms with a comparative advantage, has, however, 
limited the ability of domestic contractors to bid successfully for ADB contracts, limiting their role to 
subcontractors for land clearance and earth-moving activities.  
 
64. Evidence from PCRs, social monitoring reports, mission field visits and other sources on the results 
achieved by MFFs beyond the direct employment and purchasing impact on the local communities shows 
that transportation improvements funded by MFFs have improved mobility and access to markets, and, 
as a consequence, the purchasing power of the surveyed families whose income increased from the level 
of 24% below the poverty line to 3% above it in 5 years. More significant synergies can be expected once 
interconnected transport investment strengthen the link between the Highlands region and Lae Port and 
domestic and external markets and economic opportunities. The qualitative difference between MFFs 
and stand-alone projects probably lies in the magnitude of the investment they can support and impacts 
they can generate, but the argument for the moment is based on limited information, and cannot be 
substantiated empirically. 
 

7. Issues and Recommendations 
 

65. The key issues related to MFFs in PNG are: (i) insufficient project readiness at approval; (ii) a 
missed opportunity to streamline government approval procedures for subsequent tranches; (iii) the side- 
lining of domestic contractors from international competitive procurement; and (iv) a routine need for 
extensions due to a lack of timely completion. The issue of whether it is advisable to require PCRs and 
PVRs after each tranche did not surface, since only two tranches have been completed to date, and only 
one PCR and PVR prepared.  
 

 
10  The  best  performing  comparator  project,  Rehabilitation  of  the  Maritime  Navigation  Aids  System,  was  rated  relevant,  effective,  likely 

sustainable, and successful overall. 
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66. The recommendations are as follows: 
(i) Rigorous enforcement of project readiness filters, including use of advance procurement 

action and demonstrable progress on the bidding process, is needed prior to ADB 
approval. 

(ii) ADB should engage with the government to promote streamlined approval procedures 
for individual tranches following agreement on the overall MFF framework. 

(iii) ADB should promote joint ventures with domestic contractors when preparing future 
MFF contract packages, to encourage participation by and the growth of the local 
construction industry. 

(iv) The optimal duration and tranching of MFFs should be reconsidered. Possible measures 
include allowing approval of subsequent tranches for sector-type MFFs even if only 
partial progress on the previous tranche has been achieved, extending MFF durations, 
and/or transferring prepared subprojects to a subsequent ADB operation. 

 
E. Viet Nam 
 

1. Overall Assessment 
 
67. ADB approved $4.4667 billion for six MFFs In Viet Nam during 2007–2011, of which 14 tranches 
of $3,715.7 million were approved during 2007–2016. MFF approvals accounted for about 24.9% of the 
ADB’s sovereign operations in the country during 2007–2018. Of these MFFs, three (with six tranches) 
are now closed and the other three (with eight tranches) are ongoing. The six approved MFFs (comprising 
14 tranches) covered: energy ($1,392.8 million, 37.5%), transport ($1,176.0 million, 31.6%), public sector 
management ($450.0 million, 12.1%), and WUS ($697.5 million, 18.8%). The tranche approvals 
accounted for 83.2% of the approved facility amounts. No new facility has been approved for Viet Nam 
since December 2011. 
 

2. Overall Assessment 
 
68. MFFs supported the government’s socioeconomic development objectives and helped it address 
its development financing gap. However, the responsiveness and relevance of MFFs when compared with 
stand-alone projects has declined over time. There is no apparent efficiency gain in using the MFF 
modality and the development results have been comparable with those of stand-alone projects. The 
government has taken note of the country’s burgeoning external debt and has been taking steps to 
manage it. The authorities closely scrutinize any capital-intensive projects. Viet Nam is not likely to make 
further use of the MFF modality over the next 3 years (the Work Program and Budget Framework, 2019–
2022 does not have a provision for any new MFFs, and the government does not have an appetite for 
more at this point).  
 

3. Responsiveness and Relevance 
 
69. The MFF modality responded to the government's development finance gap. The MFFs were 
responsive and relevant at the time of investment program design and approval. The main strategic 
reason for MFF borrowing by Viet Nam was to ensure long-term financing for priority projects, and the 
leading efficiency reason cited was anticipated faster preparation of subsequent tranches. However, at 
the time of this evaluation, the relevance of MFFs had declined because of: (i) the government’s 
preference for stand-alone projects as these allowed the authorities to respond to the changing needs of 
the sector during project implementation, (ii) the large funding that is available for stand-alone projects, 
(iii) the availability of sufficient liquidity in the domestic market, and (iv) the government’s emphasis on 
managing Viet Nam’s external debt. As a result, this evaluation rates the MFF modality less than relevant 
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and responsive. The most recent MFF was approved for Viet Nam in December 2011 and the government 
has not requested any more.  
 
70. The MFFs in Viet Nam are unlikely to be completed within the 10-year limit because of start-up 
delays associated with safeguard compliance and procurement challenges, which resulted in the delayed 
completion of planned initial tranches, leaving very little time to complete the subsequent tranches, and 
consequently cancellation of a portion of the total loan approved under the facility. The government has 
been able to borrow large amounts equivalent to or higher than MFF tranches for stand-alone projects 
from ADB and other sources. The appeal of MFFs has waned because, in the executing and implementing 
agencies’ view, the modality does not respond to changing contexts and sector needs since tranche 
projects are more or less decided at the time of the facility approval. The average tranche size of $265 
million was comparable to the average size of a stand-alone project ($238 million). The MFF portfolio at 
the end of 2018 comprised 24.9% of ADB sovereign operations for Viet Nam, and MFFs have had minimal 
adverse impact on the national borrowing capacity and the level of external public debt.  
 

4. Efficiency 
 
71. MFFs are assessed to be as efficient as stand-alone projects. The MFF modality was expected to 
generate substantial commitment fees savings for the government but this has not materialized. One 
executing agency estimated that it had saved about $2 million for an MFF of $500 million. With regard 
to cofinancing, Viet Nam has been successful in generating substantial cofinancing for large MFFs as well 
as stand-alone projects. Cofinancing (parallel finance) represented $2.02 billion of MFF approvals 
totalling $3.51 billion (57.4%). Cofinancing represented $1.37 billion for stand-alone projects that 
totalled $1.00 billion. On average, therefore, $1 of MFF financing generated $0.57 in parallel financing 
(cofinance), significantly less than the for stand-alone projects where $1 of financing generated $1.37.  
 
72. The government does not have a streamlined approval process for MFFs, and each tranche project 
is assessed on its merits just like a stand-alone project and must comply with all of the required 
undertakings. Hence, there are no efficiency gains in approval and implementation of MFF tranches over 
stand-alone projects. MFF tranches have encountered the same implementation challenges as stand-
alone projects and these have led to delays in completion. On average, the number of extensions and the 
overrun of implementation periods were similar in both MFF and stand-alone modalities as reflected by 
a 0.7 extension with 45% time overrun in MFF financed projects compared to 1.0 extension with a 40% 
time overrun for a stand-alone project. All six closed MFF tranches required extensions beyond the 
original completion date ranging from 3 to 57 months.  
 
73. Overall, the six preconditions for MFFs were more demanding in terms for ADB staff and for staff 
from executing and implementing agencies. ADB processing time from MRM to approval for the facility 
and first tranche (190 days) was somewhat shorter than that for stand-alone projects (239 days) but the 
difference was not statistically significant. However, the time elapsed between the Board approval of an 
MFF and first tranche to loan effectiveness (334 days) was longer than for stand-alone projects (232 days) 
a difference that is statistically significant.  
 

5. Portfolio Performance 
 
74. The MFF and stand-alone portfolios performed equally. This assessment is based on the 
government's single-track processing and needs to be followed by an assessment of compliance with 
safeguards, financial integrity and covenants. There is no separate mechanism in Viet Nam to fast-track 
processing and implementation of MFF tranches. On average, the time between loan effectiveness and 
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first contract award was shorter for MFFs (320 days) than for stand-alone projects (520 days). However, 
the time between first contract award to first disbursement was longer for MFFs (194 days) than for 
projects (113 days). On completion, MFF projects required fewer extensions (an average of 0.7 per MFF) 
than for stand-alone projects (an average of 1.0 per project), and the duration of the extensions was 
shorter for MFFs (1.4 years) than for stand-alone projects (2.4 years). At the end of 2017, of the nine 
MFFs and 14 tranches, nine tranches were on track (64%), four were an actual problem and one was a 
potential problem. By the end of 2018, of the eight tranches associated with four MFFs, six (75%) were 
on track, one was a potential problem, and one was an actual problem. None of the tranches was at risk 
in 2017 and 2018. Overall, the speed of disbursement was faster for MFFs than for stand-alone projects.  
 

6. Development Results 
 
75. Overall, MFF tranches and stand-alone projects had equally satisfactory project performance and 
development results based on the very few projects that had been completed at the time of the 
evaluation. In terms of project performance, MFF-supported projects demonstrated results that were 
similar to those of stand-alone projects, with a 100% success rate based on successful or highly successful 
project performance and development results. Statistically, the difference in the project performance and 
development results for the two modalities was not significant for overall performance or for relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability.  
 
76. Two projects financed under the MFF modality were found to have contributed to ADB’s 
development results in Viet Nam. The Mong Duong 1 Thermal Power Plant led to 1,080 megawatt 
equivalent renewable energy generation capacity. Similarly, tranche 2 of the Power Transmission Line 
Investment Project installed or upgraded 466 km of transmission lines. Tranche 2 of the Water Sector 
Investment Program supported Viet Nam’s water supply reform agenda, including setting water supply 
tariffs at full cost recovery. It has been adopted by all participating water companies. Tranche 1 of the 
SOE Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program MFF led to the successful restructuring of 
two state-owned entities (SOEs) and their equitization. The knock-on effect that occurred with SOE 
reforms in the following decade indicates that the MFF has had a significant impact on policy reforms. 
The project demonstrated a comprehensive restructuring approach and triggered wider SOE reforms, 
including Prime Minister’s Decision 929 and Decree 71/2013 which mirrored the project’s approach by 
directing SOEs to focus on their core business and to divest from noncore and non-essential businesses. 
Similarly, while the Ho Chi Minh City MRT has been significantly delayed, it is likely to deliver results that 
are at least at par with those of the comparator Hanoi MRT upon completion.  
 
77. Of the 14 tranches, 12 had partial loan cancellations, amounting to $420.05 million. ADB expects 
the cancellation of an additional $632.7 million under three tranches in 2019–2020. The total cancellation 
amount is likely to be about 28% of the total approved amount for the 14 tranches of the six MFFs. 
Approximately 16% of the approved loan cancellations were related to the 10-year threshold for MFF 
utilization. The cancellations have had an adverse impact on expected project development results.  
 

7. Lessons 
 
78. Viet Nam’s experience with the MFF modality provides the following lessons: 

 
(i) It is important to ensure that adequate preparatory work, including safeguard 

compliance, is accomplished before loan effectiveness to avoid start-up implementation 
delays.  

(ii) The MFF modality is more appropriate in relatively well-developed sectors and subsectors, 
with implementing agencies that have adequate capacity. It may not be suitable for 
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complex longer-term projects such as an MRT, which may be better served by a stand-
alone project (which can have a duration longer than the MFF’s maximum available 
period). 

(iii) The fixed 10-year timeframe for an MFF comes with a risk that some of the projects 
funded by later tranches cannot be completed and will need to rely on the government’s 
internal sources of funds, which may not necessarily be available when needed.  

(iv) Sector needs and the government’s development priorities tend to change over the 10-
year period, which may make MFFs less appealing to the borrower. 

 
8. Issues and Recommendations 

 
79. Government regulations and procedures do not treat MFF tranches any differently from stand-
alone projects. Executing and implementing agencies perceive that MFF tranches do not allow a change 
in the scope of the project in response to the changing needs of the sector. Also, the 10-year time limit 
for MFF fund utilization does not provide adequate time for continuing and completing subsequent 
tranches, given that each tranche in Viet Nam takes 5 to 7 years to implement and on average projects 
experience implementation delays of 2 to 3 years. While ADB’s MFF policy allows an extension of MFFs 
beyond 10 years in exceptional circumstances, there is a perception among both ADB staff and the 
government agencies that the process requires substantial efforts to seek ADB's Board of Directors 
approval and that such extensions are not, therefore, pursued. 
80.  
81. The following recommendations are suggested to address the issues identified: 
 

(i) ADB should promote the MFF modality for investment projects that are transformative 
in nature. Given the large size of such projects, in order for them to be completed within 
the project timeframe, ADB should work closely with the government to develop and 
implement a streamlined approval and implementation process.  

(ii) The selection of the MFF modality needs to be justified. MFFs should not be used for 
regular business-as-usual projects, which are more suited to the stand-alone project 
approach. 

(iii) ADB should approve future MFFs only after the projects are finance-ready, which means 
that all undertakings and safeguard issues have been addressed and completed upfront 
by acquiring another source of funding, including a sector project preparation facility. 
This will speed up project implementation and result in timely completion and delivery 
of results. 

(iv) ADB should develop knowledge products that describe MFF case studies, demonstrating 
to decision makers the modality’s comparative advantages backed by empirical evidence 
from other countries and MFFs. 

(v) ADB should be flexible and allow short extensions beyond 10 years if most of the project 
activities are near completion. Extensions can use the balance of funds under the 
approved MFF. 
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APPENDIX: CASE COUNTRY CONSOLIDATED TABLES 

Table A1: Main Efficiency Reasons for Using MFFs Instead of Stand-alone Projects 
(weighted average score of level of importance) 

Reason 
Total  

(Average) 

People’s 
Republic 
of China Georgia India Pakistan 

Papua 
New 

Guinea Viet Nam 
No of Respondents 118 26 16 23 13 18 22 
STRATEGIC REASONS        
1. Ensure Long-Term 
Financing for a Priority 
Project 

2.5 2.8 2.4 2.4 2.8 3.0 2.0 

2. Finance a Bigger 
Project 

2.0 2.3 1.9 1.9 2.2 2.4 1.6 

3. Promote Long-Term 
ADB Engagement in 
the Sector 

2.3 2.7 1.9 2.3 2.7 2.4 1.8 

EFFICIENCY REASONS        
4. Reduce the 
Commitment Fees 
Paid 

1.8 1.9 1.8 2.5 1.6 1.6 1.3 

5. It is Faster to 
Prepare Tranches that 
Full Follow-Up Projects 

2.0 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.1 1.4 1.6 

6. Implementation is 
Smoother 

1.2 1.9 0.7 1.2 1.8 0.6 1.2 

7. Larger Procurement 
is Possible, Attracting 
More (International) 
Contractors 

1.1 1.2 0.5 0.7 1.6 2.2 0.8 

8. Other – Flexibility in 
Planning and 
Implementing 
Tranches 

1.7 2.0 1.6 1.5 2.0 3.0 1.5 

Note: Level of importance: 0 = not important, 1 = somewhat important, 2 = quite important, 3 = highly important.  
Source: Evaluation team interviews. 
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Table A2: Perception of MFFs’ Suitability for Cofinancing 
(weighted average score of level of importance) 

Co-Financier 

Similar 
Development 

Objectives 

Large Size of 
Investment 

Project 

Lower 
Administration 

and 
Transaction 

Cost  
for Your 

Organization 
Longer-Term 
Commitment 

Faster 
Delivery of 

Loans 
Reputation 

of ADB 
All Countries 
Number of 
Respondents 14 14 14 14 14 14 

Score 2.8 1.8 1.5 1.8 1.7 1.9 
Georgia 
Number of 
Respondents 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

Score 3.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 
India 
Number of 
Respondents 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Score 3.0 1.3 1.3 0.7 1.7 1.3 
Pakistan 
Number of 
Respondents 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Score 3.0 2.5 2.0 3.0 3.0 1.5 
Viet Nam 
Number of 
Respondents 

5 5 5 5 5 5 

Score 2.6 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.4 2.2 
ADB = Asian Development Bank; MFF = multitranche financing facility.  
Level of importance: 0 = not important; 1 = somewhat important; 2 = quite important; 3 = highly important. 
Source: IED evaluation stakeholder interviews. 

 
Table A3: ADB Staff Perceptions of the Time and Effort to Prepare an Initial MFF 

and a Stand-Alone Project  
Time and Effort to Prepare an 
Initial MFF versus a Stand-Alone 
Project 

MFF Facility 
(n=48) 

MFF Tranches 
(n=48) 

Number of Respondents Number of Respondents 
Same 10 7 
More  23 3 
Less 0 28 
Not Available 15 10 

Source: IED evaluation stakeholder interviews. 
 

Table A4: Perceptions of Time Spent on Implementation Supervision for MFFs and Stand-Alone Projects  
Item Overall ADB Staff EA/IA Cent. Gov. 
Number of Respondents 101 48 43 10 
Implementation Supervision     
Same 29 18 7 4 
More 30 17 9 4 
Less 8 5 3 0 
No reply 34 8 24 2 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, Cent. Gov. = central government representatives, EA/IA = executing or implementing agency 
personnel.  
Source: IED evaluation stakeholder interviews. 
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Table A5: Perceptions of Time and Effort Needed for Procurement for MFFs and Stand-Alone Projects 
Item Overall ADB Staff EA/IA Cent. Gov. 
Number of Respondents 101 48 43 10 
Time and Effort Needed for Procurement      
Same 50 23 22 5 
More 12 9 3 0 
Less 19 10 7 2 
No Reply 20 6 11 3 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, Cent.Gov = central government representatives, EA/IA = executing and implementing agency 
personnel.  
Note: Comparison between MFFs and MFF tranches and stand-alone project loans.  
Source: IED evaluation stakeholder interviews. 

 
Table A6: Perceptions of Speed of Disbursement for MFFs and Stand-Alone Projects  

Item Overall ADB Staff EA/IA Cent. Gov. 
Number of Respondents 101 48 43 10 
Speed of Disbursement      
Same 34 12 18 4 
Slower 10 4 5 1 
Faster 10 2 7 1 
No reply 47 30 13 4 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, Cent. Gov. = central government representatives, EA/IA = executing and implementing agency 
personnel.  
Note: Comparison between MFFs and MFF tranches and stand-alone project loans.  
Source: IED evaluation stakeholder interviews. 

 
Table A7: Perceptions of Complying with ADB Environment and Resettlement Requirements for MFFs 

and Stand-Alone Projects  
 Overall ADB Staff EA/IA Cent. Gov. 
Number of Respondents 101 48 43 10 
Complying with ADB Environmental and 
Resettlement Requirements  

    

Same 42 15 22 5 
Harder 3 1 1 1 
Easier 12 2 9 1 
No reply 44 30 11 3 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, Cent. Gov. = central government representatives; EA/IA = executing/implementing agencies 
personnel.  
Note: Comparison between MFFs and MFF tranches and stand-alone project loans.  
Source: IED evaluation stakeholder interviews. 

 
Table A8: Perceptions of the Requirement that a PCR is Required  

for Each MFF Tranche and for the Full Facility  
Item Overall ADB Staff EA/IA 
Number of Respondents 91 48 43 
Extra Workload for the Project Team     
Yes 14 9 5 
No 7 2 5 
No reply 70 37 33 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, Cent. Gov. = central government representatives, EA/IA = executing and implementing agency 
personnel.  
Note: Except time slices. Comparison between MFFs and MFF tranches and stand-alone project loans.  
Source: IED evaluation stakeholder interviews. 
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Table A9: Number of Respondents to Key Interview Questions  

Question Overall ADB Staff 
ADB 

Management EA/IA Cent. Gov. 
Main Reason for Using MFFs 
instead of Stand-alone Loans 

     

People’s Republic of China 26 8 7 9 2 
Georgia 16 8 3 4 1 
India 23 9 3 10 1 
Pakistan 13 9 0 3 1 
Papua New Guinea 18 8 1 7 2 
Viet Nam 22 6 3 10 3 
Views on MFF Duration       
People’s Republic of China 19 8 NA 9 2 
Georgia 16 8 3 4 1 
India 23 9 3 10 1 
Pakistan 13 9 NA 3 1 
Papua New Guinea 17 8 NA 7 2 
Viet Nam 22 6 3 10 3 
Overall Satisfaction with MFFs To 
Date and Future Plans  

     

People’s Republic of China 19 8 NA 9 2 
Georgia 16 8 3 4 1 
India 23 9 3 10 1 
Pakistan 13 9 NA 3 1 
Papua New Guinea 17 8 NA 7 2 
Viet Nam 22 6 3 10 3 
ADB Staff Burden and Government 
Involvement in Preparing the Six 
Preconditions  

     

People’s Republic of China 8 8 NA NA NA 
Georgia 2 2 NA NA NA 
India 8 8 NA NA NA 
Pakistan 9 9 NA NA NA 
Papua New Guinea 2 2 NA NA NA 
Viet Nam 6 6 NA NA NA 
Perceptions of ADB Staff Time 
Spent on Implementation 
Supervision  

     

People’s Republic of China 19 8 NA 9 2 
Georgia 13 8 NA 4 1 
India 20 9 NA 10 1 
Pakistan 13 9 NA 3 1 
Papua New Guinea 17 8 NA 7 2 
Viet Nam 19 6 NA 10 3 
Perception of ADB Staff on Recent 
MFF Approvals  

     

People’s Republic of China NA NA NA NA NA 
Georgia NA NA NA NA NA 
India NA NA NA NA NA 
Pakistan NA  NA  NA NA NA 
Papua New Guinea 2 2 NA NA NA 
Viet Nam NA NA NA NA NA 
Perception of MFF Suitability for 
Cofinancinga 

     

People’s Republic of China 3 NA NA NA NA 
Georgia 1 NA NA NA NA 
India 3 NA NA NA NA 
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Question Overall ADB Staff 
ADB 

Management EA/IA Cent. Gov. 
Pakistan 2 NA NA NA NA 
Papua New Guinea 3 NA NA NA NA 
Viet Nam 5 NA NA NA NA 
Perception of Time and Effort 
Needed for Procurement 

     

People’s Republic of China 19 8 NA 9 2 
Georgia 13 8 NA 4 1 
India 20 9 NA 10 1 
Pakistan 13 9 NA 3 1 
Papua New Guinea 17 8 NA 7 2 
Viet Nam 19 6 NA 10 3 
Perception of Speed of 
Disbursement 
 

     

People’s Republic of China 19 8 NA 9 2 
Georgia 13 8 NA 4 1 
India 20 9 NA 10 1 
Pakistan 13 9 NA 3 1 
Papua New Guinea 17 8 NA 7 2 
Viet Nam 19 6 NA 10 3 
Perception of Complying with ADB 
Environment and Resettlement 
Requirements 

     

People’s Republic of China 19 8 NA 9 2 
Georgia 13 8 NA 4 1 
India 20 9 NA 10 1 
Pakistan 13 9 NA 3 1 
Papua New Guinea 17 8 NA 7 2 
Viet Nam 19 6 NA 10 3 
Perception of the Requirement for 
PCR for each MFF Tranche and for 
the Full Facility 

     

People’s Republic of China 17 8 NA 9 NA 
Georgia 12 8 NA 4 NA 
India 19 9 NA 10 NA 
Pakistan 12 9 NA 3 NA 
Papua New Guinea 15 8 NA 7 NA 
Viet Nam 16 6 NA 10 NA 
ADB Staff Perception of Staff Time 
and Effort to Prepare an Initial MFF 
versus a Stand-Alone Projectb 

     

People’s Republic of China 8|8 8|8 NA NA NA 
Georgia 2|7 2|7 NA NA NA 
India 7|8 7|8 NA NA NA 
Pakistan 6|5 6|5 NA NA NA 
Papua New Guinea 4|3 4|3 NA NA NA 
Viet Nam 6|6 6|6 NA NA NA 

ADB = Asian Development Bank; EA/IA = executing and implementing agency personnel, Cent.Gov. = central government 
representatives; NA = not applicable. 
a Number of respondents in the stakeholder column represents data from co-financers interviewed during the mission. In PNG the 

mission met with three co-financiers but survey data are not available.  
b Number of respondents in the overall and ADB staff columns is shown as “.|.”, which refers to number of respondents to the 

question under MFF facility (left) and MFF tranches (right).  
Source: Stakeholder interviews conducted by the evaluation team. 


