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ACCESS TO FINANCE OPERATIONS: PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS 
 
A. Portfolio Description 
 
1. During 2005–2017, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) provided nearly $4.7 billion through 128 
operations to support small and medium-sized enterprise (SME) access to finance in 22 countries. On 
average, $359 million was financed per year. About 64% of the access to finance funding was provided 
through nonsovereign operations (NSOs) and the rest through sovereign operations. Of the 128 access 
to finance operations, 47 were completed and evaluated. Figure 1 shows the annual approvals of the 
access to finance portfolio by value and number of operations. 
 

 
NSO = nonsovereign operations, SOV = sovereign.  
Source: Evaluation team compiled from the Asian Development Bank operations database. 

 
2. Table 1 shows the country distribution of access to finance operations. India (over $1.1 billion) 
and Kazakhstan ($1.0 billion) were the largest recipients with a combined share of 47% of the total access 
to finance operations. Together, the top 10 countries comprised 87% of the total, while the remaining 
12 countries accounted for 8%. Regional operations comprised 5% of access to finance operations by 
value. India (13) and Kazakhstan (12) had the most operations. 
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Figure 1: Access to Finance Operations Annual Approvals by Value and Number of 
Operations
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Table 1: Access to Finance Operations by Country, 2005–2017 

No. Country 
Number of 
Operations 

Amount  
($ million) 

Amount 
(%) 

1 India 13 1,114.6 23.9 
2 Kazakhstan 12 1,075.7 23.0 
3 Bangladesh 3 306.0 6.6 
4 Sri Lanka 10 275.0 5.9 
5 Georgia 8 256.1 5.5 
6 Viet Nam 7 255.6 5.5 
7 Azerbaijan 9 231.75 5.0 
8 Mongolia 12 220.52 4.7 
9 Uzbekistan 6 207 4.4 

10 Cambodia 3 115.6 2.5 
11 Indonesia 4 102.5 2.2 
12 Armenia 7 91.6 2.0 
13 PRC 3 53.0 1.1 
14 Philippines 2 43.4 0.9 
15 Pakistan 2 40.0 0.9 
16 Maldives 4 22.0 0.5 
17 Kyrgyz Republic 2 20.0 0.4 
18 Tajikistan 2 8.0 0.2 
19 Samoa 1 5.0 0.1 
20 Lao PDR 1 1.5 0.0 
21 Timor-Leste 1 0.8 0.0 
22 Bhutan 1 0.5 0.0 
 Regional 8 132.9 3.0 
 Regional - Southeast Asia 4 45.5 1.0 
 Regional - Central Asia 1 20.0 0.4 
 Regional - South Asia 1 17.5 0.4 
 Regional - Pacific Islands 1 5.0 0.1 
  Total 128 4,666.9 100.0 

  Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, PRC = People’s Republic of China. 
                 Source: Evaluation team calculated from Asian Development Bank operations database. 
 
3. Access to finance operations were concentrated in Central and West Asia and South Asia, which 
accounted for a combined 79% of access to finance operations by value (Table 2). 
  

Table 2 Access to Finance Portfolio Summary by Region, 2005-2017 

No. Region 
Number of 
Operations 

Amount  
($ million) 

Percent 
(by amount) 

1 Central and West Asia 49 1,950.1 41.8 
2 South Asia 32 1,735.6 37.2 
3 Southeast Asia 21 564.1 12.1 
4 East Asia 15 273.5 5.9 
5 Pacific Islands 3 10.8 0.2 
6 Regional 8 132.9 2.8 
  Total 128 4,666.9 100.0 

 Source: Evaluation team calculated from Asian Development Bank operations database. 
 
4. Among the six financing modalities used in access to operations, loans for onlending to SMEs 
through financial intermediaries dominated with nearly 80% of the total access to finance portfolio. 
Financing through leasing and equities were a small proportion of the access to finance portfolio, and 
their shares have declined over time. Leasing declined from 6% in 2005–2008 to 5% in 2013–2017 and 
equities from 22% to 6% (Table 3).  
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Table 3: Access to Finance Operations by Financing Modality, 2005-2017 

Financing 
Modality 

2005–2017 2005–2008 2009–2012 2013–2016 
$ million % $ million % $ million % $ million % 

Loans for 
Onlending  3,718.6  79.7  391.0  43.8  736.6  92.9  2,591.0  86.9  

Loans for 
Leasing 197.0  4.2  57.0  6.4  0 0 140.0  4.7  

Credit 
Guarantees 285.9  6.1  225.9  25.3  0 0 60.0  2.0  

Equity 
Investment  415.5  8.9  200.5  22.4  46.0  5.8  169.0  5.7  

Grants  24.2  0.5  14.7  1.6  4.5  0.6  5.0  0.2  
Technical 
Assistance 25.83  0.6  4.4  0.5  5.5  0.7  15.9  0.5  

Total 4,666.9  100.0  893.5  100.0  792.5  100.0  2,980.9  100.0  
Source: Evaluation team calculated from Asian Development Bank operations database. 

 
5. Figure 2 shows the portfolio distribution by country classification, disaggregated by sovereign 
and NSOs. Only a marginal proportion of the portfolio was provided to Asian Development Fund (ADF)-
only countries (4% of volume, 11% of number of operations). Countries eligible to borrow from both the 
ADF and ordinary capital resources (OCR) accounted for half of the volume and number. OCR-only 
countries represented 38% of the volume and 30% of the number. Support for access to finance was 
initially provided mostly through NSOs (86%) and then through a mix of nonsovereign and sovereign 
operations during the later years. Overall, about 60% of finance was provided through NSOs and 40% 
through sovereign operations. 
 

 
B. Portfolio Performance Assessment 
 
6. The performance of access to finance operations was assessed for relevance, effectiveness, and 
efficiency. Relevance was assessed by five indicators: (i) alignment of the intervention with the 
government’s priorities, ADB’s country strategies, and ADB corporate priorities in terms of improving 

Figure 2: Distribution Access to Finance Operations Distribution, 2005-2017 

 
  
ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources, NSO = nonsovereign operations, REG = regional, SOV = 
sovereign. 
Note: “Blend” countries can borrow from either the Asian Development Fund or ordinary capital resources. 
Source: Evaluation team calculated from Asian Development Bank operations database. 
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access to finance for SMEs; (ii) the additionality of the project, i.e., how essential was the ADB 
involvement, was the value addition of the ADB intervention substantial, and how innovative was the 
project;1 (iii) appropriateness in the choice of instruments and financing products; (iv) appropriateness 
of partners selected; and (v) timing of the project, within the project and sequencing across projects in 
the country. Effectiveness was assessed by the achievement of intended outputs, outcomes, and sector 
impacts. Efficiency was assessed by the use of economic resources (economic efficiency) and the 
efficiency of implementation processes. Relevance was assessed for all the 128 access to finance 
operations provided, while effectiveness and efficiency were assessed only for 47 completed operations 
for which self or independent evaluations were available. Table 4 and Table 5 present summary 
performance assessment results. 
 

Table 4: Summary Performance Assessment Access to Finance Operations, 2005–2017 
Indicator Score Number of Operations 
Relevance (number=128) - HR R LR IR 
Overall 1.7 0 63 63 2 
Alignment 2.0 12 102 14 0 
Additionality 1.6 7 74 46 1 
Instrument 1.6 11 52 55 10 
Partners 1.7 9 90 25 4 
Timing 1.7 9 58 58 3 
Effectiveness (number=47) - HE E LE IE 
Overall 1.1 1 19 17 10 
Outputs 1.4 3 23 17 4 
Outcomes 1.0 1 19 17 10 
Sector Impacts 1.0 1 13 24 9 
Efficiency (number=47) - HE E LE IE 
Overall 1.2 0 14 24 9 
Economics 1.2 2 20 18 7 
Processes 1.2 0 18 24 5 

Source: Evaluation team assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
1   In line with nonsovereign operations guidelines for project evaluation, additionality is included as sub-criterion under relevance 

for access to finance operations, since about 60% of the funding is provided through NSOs. In order to improve the allocation 
of risk and responsibilities, the indicator measures the extent to which ADB finance was a necessary condition for the timely 
realization of the project and ADB’s contribution to the design of the project. An evaluation of additionality should consider (i) 
financial additionality in providing funding or catalyzing other funding; and (ii) nonfinancial additionality in improving the 
project’s risk profile, design, functioning, and development impact 
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Table 5: Summary Performance Scores by Financing Modality of Access to Finance Operations, 

2005–2017 

Indicator 
Portfolio-

wide 

Loans for 
on-

lending 
Loans for 
leasing Guarantees Equities Grants TAs 

Relevance                
Number of Operations 128 65 8 5 19 3 28 
Volume ($ million) 4,666.9 3,718.6 197.0 285.9 415.5 24.2 25.8 
Overall Score 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.8 
1. Alignment 2.0 2.1 2.0 1.7 2.0 2.0 1.9 
2. Additionality 1.6 1.6 1.9 1.5 1.3 2.0 2.0 
3. Instrument 1.6 1.7 1.7 0.9 1.2 0.8 1.7 
4. Partners 1.7 1.8 2.0 1.2 1.7 2.0 1.8 
5. Timing 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.0 1.7 1.0 1.4 
Effectiveness               
Number of Operations 47 27 5 4 5 1 5 
Volume ($ million) 1,447.6 1,062.0 57.0 225.9 83.0 14.7 4.4 
Overall Score 1.1 1.2 1.7 0.2 1.0 1.8 1.5 
1.  Outputs 1.4 1.5 2.1 0.6 1.1 2.0 1.8 
2.  Outcomes 1.0 1.1 1.7 0.1 1.1 2.0 1.5 
3.  Sector Impacts 1.0 1.2 1.2 0.0 0.8 1.0 1.0 
Efficiency               
Number of Operations 47 27 5 4 5 1 4.4 
Volume ($ million) 1,447.6 1,062.0 57.0 225.9 83.0 14.7 4.4 
Overall Score 1.2 1.1 1.4 1.0 1.8 1.5 1.1 
1. Economics 1.2 1.1 1.5 1.0 1.9 2.0 1.4 
2. Processes 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.0 1.7 1.0 0.8 

Source: Evaluation team assessment. 
 
7. Relevance. ADB’s SME access to finance operations were well-aligned with the governments’ and 
ADB’s strategies to address the need to improve SMEs’ access to credit. However, operations did not 
have significant additionality or innovation as most focused on providing credit to participating financial 
institutions (PFIs) for onlending to SMEs.  

 
8. ADB attempted to address a wide range of access to finance issues facing SMEs, as indicated by 
the number of operations and amount of financing provided (Table 6). However, most operations ended 
up with PFIs providing standard loans to SMEs that were often no different from those they were already 
offering. Financial intermediary loans (FILs) comprised nearly 80% of access to finance financing and 
limited efforts were made to support banks to develop new products or to simplify loan procedures for 
SMEs, especially smaller companies. Likewise, little was done to improve the capacity of SMEs to prepare 
loan applications. Of the 128 operations assessed, 65 operations or 51% were assessed less than 
satisfactory in terms of choice of instruments.  
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Table 6: Top Access to Finance Issues Facing Small and Medium Enterprise and Asian Development 
Banks’s Efforts to Address Them 

Rank SME Access to Finance Issues Frequency 

ADB 
Operations 
Attempted 
to Address 
(number) 

ADB 
Financing 
($ million) 

1 High cost and/or limited availability of long-term loans for SEs 
and/or MEs 

18 128 4,667 

2 Weak financial management and loan proposal writing 
capabilities among SMEs 

14 25 1,288 

3 Particularly limited availability of financing for SMEs outside 
major cities 

13 64 2,747 

3 Overly onerous collateral requirements for SMEs (e.g., 
undervaluation of assests, real-estate only, low valuation 
capabilities) 

13 16 365 

5 Banks have weak financial management systems and lack of a 
risk-based approach 

10 31 1,997 

6 High cost and limited availability of long-term financing (loans 
or deposits) for banks 

9 59 3,606 

6 Government is overly involved in the banking sector (through 
ownership and/or undue levels of control) 

9 58 3,201 

8 Lack of equity or profit-sharing mechanisms for SMEs 7 12 230 
9 Underdeveloped leasing sector 6 5 42 

10 Many banks and NBFIs are too small to benefit from 
economies of scale for SME lending 

5 7 167 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ME = medium enterprise, NBFI = non-bank financial institution, SME = small and medium-sized 
enterprise, SE = small enterprise, SME = small and medium-sized enterprise. 
Notes: The above were based on interventions mentioned in the reports and recommendations of the President (RRPs). It is possible 
that some operations eventually did try to deal with the issues mentioned, but are not included, because this was not part of the 
rationale nor the key activities as stated in the RRP. 
a The amounts stated were the total volumes committed for operations with a link to these issues. This does not mean that most 
of this funding was necessarily targeted only on addressing the issue concerned. Also, the number of operations refers only to 
operations defined by this evaluation as access to finance. Some other operations not included in this list may also have targeted 
these barriers. 

Sources: Evaluation team compiled from reviews of literature and RRPs of the evaluation operations. 
 

9. In the PFIs’ survey carried out for this evaluation, fund availability and the low cost of funds were 
the most common of the top five reasons for participating in ADB program cited by PFIs in Armenia, 
India, and Mongolia (Table 7). Box 1 illustrates the two case country programs, India and Mongolia. 
 

Table 7: Top Five Reasons for Participating Financial Institutions in Armenia, 
India, and Mongolia to Participate in the Asian Development Bank Program 
Armenia (number=8) India (number=4) Mongolia (number=3) 

1. Funds available 
2. Low cost of funds 
3. Collateral requirement 
4. Fast and simple process 
5. Local currency available 

1. Funds available 
2. Financial product  
3. Sharing risk with Asian 

Development Bank  
4. Collateral requirement 
5. Low cost of funds 

1. Long tenor 
2. Funds available 
3. Reputational implications 
4. Low cost of funds 
5. Technical assistance 

N = number of respodent pariticipating financial institutions 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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10. Sovereign operations had consistently higher scores than NSOs in terms of the appropriateness 
of financing modalities (FILs, leasing, guarantees, and technical assistance [TA]) (Figure 3). Sovereign 
operations using project loans, program loans, and TA projects were assessed relevant. However, only 
NSO leasing was found to have been relevant. Some may argue that the less than satisfactory use of 
instruments for NSO is because NSO need to consider market pricing and investment profitability, and 
therefore do not have the high subsidy that sovereign financing offers, particularly in terms of sub-market 
priced financing. 
 
11. Effectiveness. As shown in Table 8, the 
evaluation found that access to finance operations 
were better at delivering the intended outputs (e.g., 
loan disbursement) than outcomes and sector 
impacts. Sovereign operations tended to be more 
effective than NSOs (Table 4). Overall, access to 
finance operations were less than effective. Of the 
47 completed operations, 20 were effective and 27 
or 57% were less than effective. 

 

Box 1: What Worked and What Didn’t in Access to Finance Programs in Mongolia and India  
 
The Asian Development Bank (ADB) provided support for access to finance operations in Mongolia ($220 million) 
and India ($1.12 billion). In Mongolia, ADB’s additionality was mixed. A loan to Khan Bank provided long-term 
funding but did not include elements such as innovation, local currency funding, associated technical assistance 
(TA), identification, or measurement of sub-borrowers. The Tenger Group loans had similar shortcomings but 
had one notable feature: 20% of the loan proceeds were targeted at ger districts. This loan also supported 
Mongolia’s first financial leasing company. The loan for a credit guarantee appeared relevant in reducing 
dependence on collateral and trying a new model that could lead to lower interest rate.  
 
In India, the two equity funds, BTS India and Blue River Capital, had more potential than the other operations, 
but their additionality was limited because of the small amount provided ($15 million to BTS India and $20 
million to Blue River Capital). The equity element of the loan to RBL Bank was used to generate further equity 
capital for the bank. Without the equity component, the RBL Bank loan would have been a typical credit line for 
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). The partnership with SIDBI and Exim Bank had some additionality 
as these both planned to target lagging states (although these was not achieved). The four loans to private 
sector participating financial institutions (PFIs) did not appear to have any transformative effect as they targeted 
the same SMEs as those the PFIs were already targeting.  
 
In both countries, none of the PFIs appeared to identify ADB-financed sub-borrowers from the outset and many 
of the PFIs lent to borrowers who were much larger than their country’s definition of SMEs with the exception 
of. Axis, Yes, and RBL banks in India, which did the opposite and lent to micro-enterprises rather than SMEs.  
 
PFIs in Mongolia were not provided with TA as part of their loans. In India, Yes, Axis, RBL, SIDBI, and Exim banks 
received TA support but, in most cases, the TA was provided after most or all the financing was disbursed. 
 
Apart from the two equity funds in India, ADB partnered with large PFIs (by ADB standards, not necessarily by 
India standards) that already had many international financial institutions and multilateral development bank 
partners and with lending portfolios that were much larger than the financing from ADB.  
  
Source: Evaluation team findings from country mission.  
 

Table 8: Effectiveness of Access to Finance Operations, 
2005-2017 

Indicator 

Number of Operations  
Rated Effective and Above 

All (n=47) SOV (n=16) NSO (n=31) 

Overall 20 (43%) 9 (57%) 11 (35%) 

Output 26 (55%) 11 (69%) 15 (48%) 

Outcome 20 (43%) 9 (57%) 11 (35%) 

Impact 14 (30%) 6 (38%) 8 (26%) 
n = number, NSO = nonsovereign operation, SOV = 
sovereign operation. 
Source: Evaluation team assessment. 
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–  
         TA = technical assistance. 

Source: Evaluation team assessment. 
 

12. Of the three effectiveness indicators, delivery of outputs had the highest scores with over half of 
operations assessed effective (26 out of 47 operations), followed by outcomes and sector impacts (in 20 
sovereign and 14 NSOs, Table 8). The output that was most often delivered was loans disbursed to PFIs 
and subsequently onlent to SMEs. For TA projects, the targeted number of training events were also 
generally met.  

 
13. Of the six financing modalities used in access to finance operations (loans for onlending, loans 
for leasing, guarantees, equity investments, grants, and TA), only grants were effective (Table 5). One 
might have expected that the most widely used modality, loans for onlending to SMEs, would have had 
higher effectiveness scores than they did (1.2) because there is no learning curve for this modality and 
the markets were well-established. Surprisingly, ADB loans for leasing scored higher than loans for 
lending,2 although this was based on only a few completed and assessed operations (5). The low portfolio 
score of equity operations (1.0), which was also based on only five completed and assessed operations 
suggests that finding SMEs that are ready for equity investments and providing such investments 
affordably given the small investment size of ADB equity funds remains a challenge. The very low scores 
for guarantees (0.2, ineffective) was also based on only four completed and assessed operations. 
Guarantees were offered in markets where (i) bankers were generally unwilling to take a risk on SMEs 
even with a partial guarantee (as was the case in Mongolia, due to macroeconomic instability); (ii) other 
funds existed that competed with the new guarantee products (such as in the Philippines, where local 
government units also offered guarantees); and (iii) the state-owned PFI offering the partial guarantees 
was inefficient and/or had a poor reputation in the market (e.g., S.B. Corp. in the Philippines). 
 
14. As shown in Table 9, sovereign access to finance operations consistently had a higher 
effectiveness score overall (1.5) than NSO operations (0.9). More sovereign operations were rated 
effective (8 of 14, 60%) than NSO (11 of 32, 33). While sovereign operations were effective in delivering 
outputs, they were still less than effective in delivering outcomes and impacts and were therefore 
assessed less than effective overall. NSOa were less than effective across all three indicators (Table 9). 

 
 
 
 

                                                
2 Loans for leasing were assessed effective (1.8) while loans for onlending were assessed less than effective (1.2).  
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Figure 3: Relevance of Access to Finance Operations
Sovereign and Nonsovereign Operations, 2005-2017

Sovereign operations Nonsovereign operations



Support for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises, 2005–2017:  
Business Environment, Access to Finance, Value Chains, and Women in Business 

Linked Document C 
Access to Finance Operations: Performance and Results 

 

9 
 

 
Table 9: Effectiveness of Sovereign and Nonsovereign Access to Finance Operations, 2005–2017 

Indicators 
Sovereign (n=16) Nonsovereign (n=31) 

Score HE E LE IE Score HE E LE IE 
Overall 1.5 1 8 6 1 0.8 0 11 11 9 
Output 1.8 1 10 5 0 1.1 2 13 12 4 
Outcome 1.3 1 8 5 2 0.8 0 11 12 8 
Impact 1.5 1 5 9 1 0.7 0 8 15 8 
E = effective, HE = highly effective, IE = ineffective, LE = less than effective, n = number. 
Source: Evaluation team assessment. 

 
15. Operations with associated TA had slightly higher effectiveness scores than those without TA, 
although both were less than effective. Operations with TA were better at delivering outputs, outcomes, 
and impacts, and had more operations with effective ratings (9 of 19 sovereign operations or nearly half, 
versus 10 of 27 NSO, about one-third). This suggests capacity building through TA helps in delivering 
planned outputs, contributing to the likely effectiveness of SME finance operations (Table 10). Box 2 
summarizes the key reasons for the less than effective performance of access to finance operations. 

 
16. Operations that included a focus on serving women-owned SMEs had higher effectiveness scores: 
16 of the 47 ($540 million, 37%) completed operations focused on serving women. The overall 
effectiveness score of these operations was 1.5, while operations that didn’t focus on women received 
only a 0.8 score (less than effective). This may be partly because women-focused operations included 
targets on the proportion of women financed and/or trained, which tended to be achieved more often 
than other targets. This could also be linked to the fact that 81% of gender-focused operations with 
project completion reports and/or extended annual review reports had a TA component (integrated or in 
a parallel operation, which contributes to effectiveness). 

 

Table 10: Effectiveness of Access to Finance Operations With and Without Related TA Operations, 
2005–2017 

Indicators 
With TA  

(n=21, $651.6 million) 
Without TA 

(n=26, $796 million) 
Score HE E LE IE Score HE E LE IE 

Overall 1.2 1 9 8 3 1.0 0 10 9 7 
Output 1.5 1 12 7 1 1.3 2 11 10 3 
Outcome 1.1 1 9 7 4 0.9 0 10 10 6 
Impact 1.2 1 7 10 3 0.8 0 6 14 6 
E = effective, HE = highly effective, IE = ineffective, LE = less than effective, n = number, TA = technical assistance. 
Source: Evaluation team assessment. 

Box 2: Key Reasons for Less than Effective Performance of Access to Finance Operations 
 

• Poor or loose targeting and inadequate monitoring and mid-course adjustments during implementation. 
• Operations focused on loan disbursement (i.e., they were supply-driven) and paid inadequate attention to 

smaller and less proven small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). 
• Participating financial institutions were mostly major national financial institutions with little or no SME 

strategic focus. 
• Operations were often provided without complementary support, including capacity building technical 

assistance to assist SMEs to prepare loans and to assist banks to develop new loan products or simplify 
loan requirements for SMEs. 

Source: Evaluation team compiled from a review of completed operations. 
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17. Efficiency: Access to finance operations were less than efficient in the use of economic resources 
and implementation processes. Overall, of the 47 completed operations, 33 operations (70%) were less 
than efficient or inefficient.  

 
18. Overall, NSO had higher efficiency scores (1.2) than sovereign operations (1.0), although both 
were less than efficient. NSO had more operations rated efficient (12 of 31, 39%) than did sovereign 
operations (2 of 16, 13%).3 NSOs were also more efficient in terms of both economics and processes 
(Appendix 4, Table 11). 
 

Table 11: Efficiency of Sovereign and Nonsovereign Access to Finance Operations, 2005–2017 

Indicators 
Sovereign (n=16) Nonsovereign (n=31) 

Score HE E LE IE Score HE E LE IE 
Overall 1.0 0 2 12 2 1.2 0 12 12 7 
Economics 1.0 0 6 8 2 1.2 2 14 10 5 
Processes 1.1 0 5 10 1 1.2 0 13 14 4 

  E = effective, HE = highly effective, IE = ineffective, LE = less than effective, n = number. 
  Source: Evaluation team calculation. 
 
19. The evaluation used the percentage of funds utilized with achieved outcomes as a proxy indicator 
for economic efficiency, in the absence of a robust indicator to assess the use of economic resources for 
access to finance operations. 4 The efficiency of the 14 completed sovereign access to finance operations 
suffered because ADB resources that were utilized only partially achieved the intended outcomes. Overall, 
about 44.8% of the funds utilized were used in projects that were assessed effective, with only 42.2% of 
the funding for onlending used in effective operations (Table 12).  
 

Table 12: Fund Utilization in Sovereign Access to Finance Operations, 2005–2017 (n=14) 

Financing Modality 
Total Number 

of Projects 
Total Approved 

($ million) 

Volume in 
Operations with 
Effective Rating 

($ million) 
Effective Ratio 

(%) Rating 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) = (d)/(c) (f) 

Loans for Onlending 9 511 216 42.2 Unsatisfactory 
Guarantees 1 7.5 7.5 100.0 High 
Grants 1 14.72 14.72 100.0 High 
Technical Assistance Projects 5 4.7 3.1 65.9 Satisfactory 
Overall 16 537.9 241.3 44.8 Unsatisfactory 
Rating benchmarks: Highly satisfactory: ≥85%; Satisfactory: ≥65% - 85%; Less than satisfactory: ≥45% - 65%; Unsatisfactory: 
<45%. 
Source: Evaluation team calculation. 

 
20. By financing modality, sovereign loans for on-lending were also not process-efficient, with 
effectivity delays of 13 months, an average delay of 5.4 months for first disbursement, and closing delays 
of 17 months. Sovereign guarantees took even longer with first disbursement taking 14 months, and 
closing delays of 15 months. NSOs were generally disbursed as planned (Table 13). Among the 32 
completed NSOs, 5 had low returns because of underutilization and 6 had negative financial returns. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
3 Of the 14 completed sovereign operations, 13 (93%) were less than efficient, while 20 of 32 completed NSO or 65% were less 
than efficient. 

4 More specifically, this was defined as the ratio between the amount utilized for operations that were assessed effective in 
achieving intended results over the total utilized fund.  



Support for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises, 2005–2017:  
Business Environment, Access to Finance, Value Chains, and Women in Business 

Linked Document C 
Access to Finance Operations: Performance and Results 

 

11 
 

Table 13: Access to Finance Operations, Implementation (Average, Months), 2005–2017 

Financing Modality  

Sovereign Operations  
(n=16) 

Nonsovereign Operations 
(n=31)  

Effectivity Delays  First Disbursement  Closing Delays  First Disbursement  
Loans for Onlending 12.5 5.4 16.9 1.5 
Loans for Leasing … … … 1.3 
Guarantees … 13.6 25.4 … 
Equities … … … 2.0 
… = not available. 
Source: Evaluation team calculation. 

 
21. Of the completed operations, 29 out of 47 (62%) had communication and work quality problems 
between ADB staff and stakeholders. There were also instances where stakeholders complained about 
the length and complexity of ADB approval process. For instance, during the discussion with SIDBI in 
India during the evaluation mission, bank officials said that assistance provided by other multilateral and 
bilateral institutions was more successful than that of ADB primarily because of (i) the less than adequate 
design of the ADB program, and (ii)  the complexity of ADB processes. Delays were also sometimes caused 
by environmental safeguard compliance issues. For instance, during the country evaluation mission, PFIs 
in Armenia said that they found ADB’s environmental safeguard requirements too cumbersome and one 
bank even withdrew from the program for this reason. A PFI in Viet Nam had a similar opinion, further 
stating that it would not partner again with ADB for this reason. See Box 3 for an assessment of efficiency 
in the five case countries. 

 

 
22. The evaluation observed several pertinent issues, concerns, strengths and weaknesses associated 
with ADB’s access to finance operations. However, most of the important issues are related to a lack of 
focus on development impact, and they can be grouped into three areas: (i) lack of focus on 
developmental indicators and data capture; (ii) lack of additionality and innovation in access to finance 
operations, including in the selection of target DMCs and PFIs; and (iii) lack of adequate resources and 
of adequate systems to ensure higher levels of developmental impact. See a summary of ADB’s access to 
finance operations in India in Box 4. Key issues and lessons are summarized in Box 5. Details are in 
Supplementary Appendix D.     

Box 3: Efficiency of Access to Finance Operations in the Case Countries 
 
Resources used in Armenia’s nonsovereign operations  
delivered the intended outcome of enhancing the capacity  
of participating financial institutions (PFIs) to provide financial 
services to small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).  
PFIs’ SME portfolio grew by 10%–90% during implementation. 
The profitability of Asian Development Bank (ADB)  
investment was satisfactory, with loan pricing based on ADB’s 
pricing model and interest margin in line with comparable  
market transactions. The loans did not have payment delays.  
In terms of process efficiency, processing was efficient with  
first disbursements released within 1 month from date of  
effectiveness.  
 
In India, Mongolia, and Viet Nam, access to finance operations were less than efficient. The resources used did 
not lead to increased SME access to finance. In India, Exim Bank did not realize the expected results and projected 
income did not materialize because the loan was prepaid with no penalties. The committed amount to SIDBI 
was not fully utilized because of failure of direct lending operations. Only 4% of the approved amount for direct 
lending to entrepreneurs was disbursed. On average it took 4 months from approval date to release the first 
disbursement of non-sovereign loans in Mongolia and 3 months in Viet Nam. 
 
Source: Evaluation team assessment. 
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Box 4: India Small and Medium-Sized Enterprise Access to Finance Operations, 2005–2016a   
 
During 2005–2016, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) approved 18 operations totaling almost $1.4 billion to support 
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in India. Of this amount, $408.0 million (about 30%) were cancelled due to 
poor partner selection or inadequate project design.  
 
Of the $959.6 million provided, $865 were provided as intermediary loans for onlending to SMEs though four 
commercial entities (Axis, Yes, RBL, and Au Financier) and two state-owned apex financial institutions (SIDBI and EXIM 
Bank), $86 million were provided as equity through private equity funds BTS India ($15 million), Blue River Capital ($20 
million) and RBL Bank ($51 million), and $8.6 million (including a $3 million from the Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction) 
were provided as technical assistance to support capacity building for various institution. ADB did not provide support 
for the business environment and for access to value chains in India. 
 
ADB partnerships with EXIM Bank and SIDBI had little success. EXIM Bank discontinued the re-financing of SME loans 
as it did not have a defined SME business line and its SME portfolio declined during 2013–2016, compared to prior to 
ADB’s intervention. ADB had to take corrective actions and that led to delays in loan disbursements. SIDBI cancelled 
over 95% of the direct financing component of the ADB loan ($14.29 million of the $15 million loan), because of the 
Andhra Pradesh microfinance crisis, and because SIDBI's reorientation of its business model away from direct loans. The 
crisis in Andhra Pradesh was because the state government, in response to news reports of suicides among over-
indebted borrowers from the large microfinance companies, passed a restrictive ordinance severely curtailing the 
microfinance institutions operating in the state. For financing micro, and small and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs), 
SIDBI acts as a refinance institution as it has only a limited branch presence (79 branches throughout India) for a direct 
outreach to micro andsmall and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs). With the reduction of its direct financing 
operations, SIDBI asked for reallocation of the direct financing component to indirect financing, but the participating 
financial institutions (PFIs) could not provide appropriate alternatives. 
 
ADB loans to the commercial banks provided funds for MSMEs, although without clear information on firm size, some 
of the funds meant for SMEs may have ended up with micro-enterprises or with larger corporate entities. The direct 
lending of RBL, Axis Bank, and Yes Bank were small loans at interest rates of 24–26% to small farmers and to women 
in self-help groups or joint liability groups, and 75% of the women borrowed for children’s education rather than for 
business. For the most part, the subloans did not reach the core group of SMEs in the missing middle of financing. The 
PFIs surveyed for this evaluation indicated, on average their SME loans to total loans remained at 13% at the start of 
the ADB program and as end of 2016. Equity provided through BTS India and Blue River Capital were not successful. 
Their investments were made to large corporates outside the country’s definition of SMEs, with average volume of $6 
million and $11 million, respectively.   
   
Results of ADB SME operations were limited and the interventions did not have catalytic or demonstration effects as 
they did not introduce innovative products to serve SMEs in India. ADB did not assist banks to develop new products 
based on cash flows, non-collateral lending for SMEs, especially smaller ones. One project with a potential 
demonstration effect through partial credit guarantees was cancelled. Among other DFIs, the International Finance 
Corporation (IFC) supported an initiative - “India Collateral” - to help MSMEs in India to use their movable assets to 
borrow more easily from financial institutions. As a result of this initiative, the Indian government introduced a new 
rule permitting lenders to register their moveable assets as collateral. Separately, the World Bank provided a $500 
million loan to support start-up debt development and franchising finance to India. Debt financing for early stage 
companies is virtually non-existent in India and MSMEs also lack mezzanine risk capital products. The World Bank loan 
supported SIDBI to lend to start-ups (including providing non-collateralized loans) and early stage enterprises that focus 
on innovation and technology. Another area where traditional bank lending has not catered well to the needs of small 
businesses is the lack of franchising financing frameworks. The World Bank MSME project in India aimed to support the 
development of innovative financial products to franchisees as well. 
 
Direct lending, including lending to women-led SMEs under the sovereign operations, was largely cancelled and 
therefore did not benefit women-led SMEs. NSOS served individual women in petty trade activities and not formal 
women SMEs as they did not provide financial products suitable for them. The banks established scalable financing 
models for women in informal groups, but focused solely on lending and did not have a transformative effect on 
women and gender equality, The SMEs surveyed for this evaluation indicated that 3% were women-owned (the world-
wide average is about 30%) and 5% had women in top management. The PFIs surveyed indicated, on average, the 
share of women SME clients remained the same at 33% at the start of ADB program and as end of 2016. 
--------------------- 
a This box does not cover the 2 new projects, $150 million each, approved in September and December 2017: (i) L-7522: Capital 
First Limited (Debt Financing) (Expanding Micro, Small and Medium Enterprise Lending); and (ii) L-7537: Cholamandalam 
Investment and Finance Company Limited (Debt Financing) (Expanding Credit Delivery for Micro-, Small-, and Medium-Sized 
Enterprises). 

Source: Evaluation team assessment. For more detail see Linked Document F. 
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Box 5: Key Issues and Lessons Drawn from Access to Finance Operations   
 
Issue 1: Lack of Focus on Development Indicators and Data Capture 
Main Lessons: 
 Poor quality indicators in the design and monitoring (DMF) prevent most operations from addressing the 

key developmental issues. 
 When operations fail to identify sub-borrowers at the time of disbursement, it is not possible to measure 

development indicators at the level of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) other than number of 
clients and volume disbursed to understand whether the project has met its development targets.  

 It is impossible to determine an operation’s performance without: (i) having accurate and up-to-date 
baseline data, and (ii) measuring not only financing volumes, but also methodologies used to assess 
whether participating financial institutions (PFIs) are strengthening their operational approach to address 
the development aspects identified in the report and recommendation of the President (RRP). 

 DMF indicators are of little use if data are not adequately collected and reported on. With operations 
having better indicators in recent years, the need for data will increase, and data collection must improve.  

 With the current project design and monitoring practices, in most cases there is no way to assess 
accurately to what extent SMEs’ financing requirements are being met, nor what other impacts (e.g., the 
levels of employment or the profitability of SMEs) the operations may have. 

 
Issue 2: Lack of Additionality and Innovation, including with Selection of PFIs and Target Countries 
Main Lessons: 
 Additionality needs to be more clearly defined and given greater importance in project approval. 
 Currently, there is no motivation or reward to staff to target projects with stronger additionality and/or 

innovation, whether in terms of product offered, target beneficiaries, methodologies used, or partners 
selected; or to target less developed DMCs. 

 TA support, although increasingly present, is rarely long-term and is too seldom involved in assisting 
with project monitoring and data collection. 

 
Issue 3: Inadequate Resources and Systems to Ensure Higher Levels of Development Impact 
Main Lessons: 
 Project officers are over-worked and are under too much time pressure to attempt to design more 

innovative projects, on a regular basis, or to launch operations, in less developed and therefore more 
challenging countries. 

 Projects need more and longer-term TA resources to be more successful, but so far budgetary 
allocations have been insufficient for this. 

 The project classification system is failing to identify truly SME projects accurately. 
 Existing internal procedures is not facilitating departments working together – there is a clear lack of 

coordination, mutual information, and jointly accepted standards. 
 Existing project and procurement approval policies force project staff to simplify projects and reduce 

risks (and therefore innovation). Occasionally, partners abandon ADB for simpler sources of financing. 
 
Source: Evaluation team synthesis. For more detail see Supplementary Appendix D. 
 


