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ABBREVIATIONS 
 

ADB – Asian Development Bank 
ADF  – Asian Development Fund 
AfDF – African Development Fund 
CPA – country performance assessment 
DMC – developing member country 
FCAS  – fragile and conflict-affected situations 
IDA – International Development Association 
IMF – International Monetary Fund 
NCBP – non-concessional borrowing policy 
PBA – performance-based allocation 
SDFP 
SIDS 

– 
– 

Sustainable Development Finance Policy 
small island developing states 

 
 
 
 
 
 

NOTE 
 

The fiscal year (FY) of the International Development Association ends on 30 June. “FY” before 
a calendar year denotes the year in which the fiscal year ends, e.g., FY2022 ends on 
30 June 2022. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In preparing any country program or strategy, financing any project, or by making any 
designation of or reference to a particular territory or geographic area in this document, the 
Asian Development Bank does not intend to make any judgments as to the legal or other 
status of any territory or area.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This paper responds to requests from donors to discuss in greater detail and with stronger 
rationale the proposal to enhance debt sustainability under the Asian Development Fund 
(ADF) 13. Based on feedback from donors, this paper also explores additional options for a 
comprehensive approach in line with the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank.   

The Asian Development Bank (ADB) has provided ADF grants since 2007 to help members with 
the weakest repayment capacity to improve and ensure future debt sustainability. ADB’s policy 
provides grants to developing member countries (DMCs) with weaker finances, as assessed 
using the joint IMF–World Bank debt sustainability framework. ADB’s grant policy adopted a 20% 
discount on grant allocations “to avoid rewarding poor performance”, and a provision similar to 
the non-concessional borrowing policy of the International Development Association (IDA) to 
encourage prudent public financing decisions.  

The share of ADF grants in ADB’s concessional assistance country allocations has decreased. 
However, the incentive system is becoming less relevant over time and with the changing client 
profile of ADF. The static discount no longer functions effectively as a signal or an incentive since 
ADF recipients have become accustomed to it. The non-concessional borrowing policy is limited 
by its narrow focus on borrowing. Most of the remaining countries at high and moderate risk of 
debt distress are not highly indebted but they still need assistance to ensure sustainable financing.  

Other institutions are revising their policies. IDA’s new Sustainable Development Finance Policy 
(SDFP) will focus on policy dialogue and actions, consistent with the IMF’s policy. The SDFP will 
allow for country specific considerations—important for fragile and small island states—to 
encourage country ownership. The African Development Fund is reinforcing the reward to 
countries with improved policies.  
 
ADB considered several options to improve debt sustainability in all ADF-eligible countries for 
ADF 13. Aligning with IDA’s SDFP would shift DMCs’ focus more effectively and proactively to 
policy actions in a broader area of public financial management. Rewarding improvements in 
public financial management performance through the consolidated thematic pool will reinforce 
the incentives while balancing the needs of weaker DMCs and the performance of stronger DMCs. 
ADB will continue to help DMCs strengthen their public financial management policies and 
institutions through technical assistance and policy advice.  
 
ADB seeks donors’ endorsement of the following proposals as part of a comprehensive package 
to enhance debt sustainability in ADF 13.  
 
(i) Aligning with IDA on the SDFP assessments and incentive system, replacing the static 

20% discount on ADF grants with an interactive incentive scheme, and  
 
(ii) Rewarding improvements in public financial management policies with preferential access 

to the thematic pool to reinforce the performance-based incentive system.  
 





 

 

I. BACKGROUND 

1. This paper responds to requests from donors to discuss in greater detail and with stronger 
rationale the proposal to enhance debt sustainability under Asian Development Fund (ADF) 13.1 
Based on feedback from donors, this paper also explores additional options for a comprehensive 
approach in line with the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank. A brief review 
of the grant policy of the Asian Development Bank (ADB), along with updates on similar reviews 
in other development finance institutions, is provided.  
 
A. Review of ADB’s Debt Sustainability Framework, 2007–2019 

2. ADB has provided ADF grants since 2007 to help members with the weakest repayment 
capacity improve and ensure future debt sustainability. ADB’s policy provides grants to developing 
member countries (DMCs) with weaker finances based on assessments made using the joint 
IMF–World Bank Debt Sustainability Framework for Low-Income Countries. ADB’s grant policy 
adopted two measures: (i) a 20% discount on the grant portion of country allocations “to avoid 
rewarding poor performance”, and (ii) a provision similar to the non-concessional borrowing policy 
(NCBP) of the International Development Association (IDA) to encourage prudent public financing 
decisions.2 These incentives became part of ADB’s performance-based allocation (PBA) system 
for concessional resources3 though they have become less relevant over time and with the 
changing client profile of ADF.  
 
3. The share of ADF grants in ADB’s concessional assistance country allocations has 
decreased since the introduction of the 2007 grant policy (Figure 1). Soon after the 2008 global 
financial crisis, the share of ADF grants peaked to 
a quarter of concessional assistance in ADF X, 
before falling by half by the time of the proposal 
made during ADF XI to combine ADF lending 
operations with the ordinary capital resources 
balance sheet. Risks associated with sovereign 
debt have mounted again under ADF 12, but the 
share of grants remain below ADF X.  
 
4. The need for grants remains strong among 
the small island developing states (SIDS). The 
number of concessional assistance-only countries 
classified as SIDS which are at high risk of debt 
distress increased from two in 2007 to eight in 
2019 (Figure 2). The fact that these are the 
smallest DMCs mitigates the impact on grants 
(para. 3), but the challenge of ensuring 
sustainable financing for ADF-eligible DMCs 
remains. The increase in the number of high-risk 
SIDS also partly reflects adjustments in the 
framework, most recently in 2017, to incorporate 

 
1 ADB. 2019. ADF 13 Strategic Directions and Resource Allocation Framework: Towards a Sustainable Future for the 

Most Vulnerable in Asia and the Pacific. Paper prepared for the first  ADF 13 replenishment meeting.  Philippines. 
5–7 November. paras. 39–40, 56–60. 

2  ADB. 2007. Revising the Framework for Asian Development Fund Grants. Manila. The discount was not applied to 
DMCs in post-conflict situation. 

3  ADB. 2016. Concessional Assistance Policy. Manila. 

Figure 1: Share of Grants in Concessional 
Assistance Country Allocation 

 
ADF = Asian Development Fund. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

Figure 2: Debt Sustainability of SIDS and 
Non-SIDS

 
SIDS = small island developing states. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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more country-specific information such as the average long-term costs of natural disasters and 
climate change in the baseline for small states. 
  
5. Countries at high risk of debt distress do not necessarily have high accumulated debt 
(Figure 3 and Figure 4). The debt sustainability framework is forward looking and takes future 
spending plans into consideration as well as debt carrying capacities based on institutional 
strengths.4 Several high-risk countries have no comparable debt data from standard sources 
indicating that data reporting systems may be inadequate.5  
 

Figure 3: General Government Debt as % of Gross Domestic Product 

 
FSM = Federated States of Micronesia, RMI = Republic of Marshall Islands. 
Source: International Monetary Fund World Economic Outlook Database October 2019 edition. 
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2019/02/weodata/index.aspx 

Figure 4: External Debt as % of Gross National Income 

 
Source: World Bank World Development Indicators (accessed 10 May 2019). 
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/DT.DOD.DECT.GN.ZS 

 
6. There is room for improvement in all ADF-eligible DMCs. Weak institutions affect DMCs’ 
debt carrying capacity in relation to future expenditure plans as well as their capacity to manage 
risks associated with vulnerabilities. It is not only their debt management capacity that needs to 
be strengthened but public financial management more broadly. More than half of the high-risk 
countries qualify as fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) because of low country 
performance assessment (CPA) scores. Figure 5 shows the public financial management scores 

 
4  International Monetary Fund. 2018. Guidance Note on the Bank-Fund Debt Sustainability Framework for Low Income 

Countries. Washington, D.C. 
5  One DMC (Tonga) does not have data on general government debt as a share of gross domestic product in the IMF 

database, while five DMCs (the Federated States of Micronesia, Kiribati, Nauru, the Republic of Marshall islands, 
and Tuvalu) are missing data on external debt as a share of gross national income from the World Bank’s database. 

 

https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2019/02/weodata/index.aspx
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/DT.DOD.DECT.GN.ZS
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of the 15 ADF-eligible countries.6 Only the two DMCs at low risk of debt distress scored higher 
than 4.   
 

Figure 5: Public Financial Management Scores by Country 

 SIDS Non-SIDS 

  
SIDS = small island developing states. 
Note: Each line represents a member country. Scores are the average for: (i) fiscal policy, (ii) debt policy, (iii) the 
quality of budgetary and financial management, and (iv) the efficiency of resource mobilization. Scores range from 
a low of 1 to a high of 6. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
7. Even among SIDS with their acute challenges, some have been better able than others to 
build up their capacities to manage public finances. Several SIDS have adopted official public 
debt ceilings to promote longer-term sustainability. The latest publicly available Public 
Expenditure and Financial Accountability reports show Samoa, Tonga, and Vanuatu doing 
relatively well, along with Kyrgyz Republic and Nepal, with a rating of A or B in 39%–45% of the 
indicators.7  
  
8. Assessment of ADB’s policy. ADB’s PBA system has a 20% discount on grants and a 
provision against non-concessional borrowing as incentives to promote debt sustainability. 
The static discount no longer functions effectively as a signal or an incentive since ADF recipients 
have become accustomed to it. Most of the remaining countries at high and moderate risk of debt 
distress (Appendix, para. 1) are not highly indebted though they still need assistance to ensure 
sustainable financing. The NCBP, as IDA’s review found, is limited by its narrow focus on 
borrowing.8  
 

 
6  Scores are the average of four criteria: (i) fiscal policy, (ii) debt policy, (iii) the quality of budgetary and financial 

management, and (iv) the efficiency of resource mobilization. 
7  Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability is the acknowledged standard for public financial management 

performance assessments. It identifies 94 dimensions across 31 key indicators of public financial management in 
7 broad areas of activity. Reports are not publicly available for Kiribati and the Federated States of Micronesia. 

8  Development Finance Corporate IDA and IBRD. 2019. IDA’s Non-Concessional Borrowing Policy: 2019 Review. 
Washington, D.C. 
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B. Review of the Policies in Other Institutions 

9. Other institutions are revising their policies. The IMF and the World Bank reviews are part 
of their joint multi-pronged approach for addressing emerging debt vulnerabilities.9  
 
10. The IMF’s Debt Limits Policy links public debt vulnerabilities and the public debt 
conditionality included in lending program arrangements.10 For countries assessed at low risk of 
debt distress, program conditionality normally need not include limits on public external borrowing. 
Countries at moderate risk would typically have a limit on the present value of new external debt. 
Countries at high risk of debt distress would mostly have set nominal levels of external debt. 
Certain circumstances may warrant special considerations, such as countries at moderate risk of 
debt distress where the quality of debt monitoring is weak may require targets to be set on nominal 
external debt levels. The IMF is considering ways to introduce more flexibility aimed at improving 
the effectiveness of the policy. It is expected to issue a revised guidance note by the end of 2020.  
 
11. IDA18 relied on the NCBP as the main incentive mechanism to link IDA terms and debt 
sustainability. The 20% grant discount was removed primarily to benefit countries in FCAS, 
with the added benefit of simplifying the allocation framework and enhancing its transparency. 
The NCBP uses the same debt limits, which are disclosed publicly, as the IMF. Exceeding debt 
limits triggers a review that may lead to a prescription of remedies such as reducing the resources 
allocated to a country or hardening the lending terms or both. IDA’s last review of its NCBP 
implementation noted the limitations of a narrow focus on borrowing and on the need for greater 
transparency and more reward-oriented measures (footnote 8).  
 
12. IDA19 will replace the NCBP with the Sustainable Development Finance Policy (SDFP).11 
The focus of SDFP is on policy actions to improve debt sustainability. Actions will be agreed upon 
with members every year in the context of IDA’s country programs. It will be based on analyses 
of the sources of vulnerabilities affecting debt sustainability, allow for country specific 
considerations, particularly for FCAS and SIDS, and encourage country ownership. No more than 
three policy actions will be expected per year, preferably one each in fiscal policy, debt 
management (including debt limits), and debt reporting. As with the NCBP, a committee will 
review country performance under the SDFP.  
 
13. IDA plans to disclose review results before each fiscal year on their website for greater 
transparency.12 The first year of IDA19 is for transitioning and maintaining the status quo (i.e., no 
reductions, no increases). If the policy actions are not achieved by the second year, 20% of 
country allocations will be set aside for members to recover before the third and final year of 
IDA19. IDA can also harden terms when warranted in exceptional cases.  
 
14. The African Development Fund (AfDF) is proposing to reinforce the incentive structure of 
the PBA system by rewarding countries with improved policies. The AfDF has retained the 20% 
discount on grants, part of which will be used to reward eligible countries. All AfDF-only countries 
will be eligible, and also fragile states qualified for supplemental financing.  

 
9  The multi-pronged approach has four pillars: (i) improving debt analysis and early warning systems; (ii) enhancing 

debt transparency to better guide borrowers in maintaining sound macro-fiscal policy frameworks; (iii) strengthening 
debt management capacity through stronger public debt reporting, prudent borrowing strategies, and adequate 
monitoring of fiscal risks; and (iv) reviewing debt policies to provide stronger incentives for sustainable borrowing and 
lending, and to promote the timely restructuring of debt when necessary. 

10  IMF. 2014. Reform of the Policy on Public Debt Limits in Fund-Supported Programs. Washington, D.C. 
11  IDA’s Board is expected to approve the Sustainable Development Finance Policy by early 2020. 
12  IDA. Debt. http://ida.worldbank.org/debt 

http://ida.worldbank.org/debt
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II. OPTIONS CONSIDERED 

15. ADB considered several options to improve debt sustainability in all ADF-eligible countries 
for ADF 13. These include (i) increasing the PBA weights for public financial management, 
(ii) adopting IDA’s SDFP, and (iii) reinforcing the reward system through the thematic pool.  
 
A. Increasing the Performance Weights for Public Financial Management 

16. Increasing the weights in the PBA formula of the four CPA criteria pertaining to public 
financial management would lead to either marginal change or mixed results. The relative sizes 
of ADF-recipient DMCs results in 85% of PBA going to three of the 13 DMCs. Where changing 
the weights would have significant impact, it would be more on the larger countries. The share of 
FCAS would invariably fall, except in one scenario where the share of one ADF recipient, the 
largest by population, rises but all others fall. The formula, weights, and simulation results are 
briefly described in the Appendix, paras. 2–3. 
  
B. Adopting the Sustainable Development Finance Policy 

17. The objectives of the SDFP are the same as ADB’s. The combined impact of coordinated 
action by ADB and IDA would amplify its effect. ADB adopted the NCBP of IDA, continuing with 
the SDFP would be consistent. Coordination would be facilitated by the public disclosure of 
prescribed actions at the start of each operational year.  
 
18. ADF 13 will adopt the SDFP of IDA to focus on joint policy dialogue and on DMCs’ actions 
to improve the sustainability of public finances. ADB supports country ownership. When one set 
of policy actions has been agreed upon, ADB will collaborate with IDA on policy assessments. 
However, ADB’s fiduciary responsibility will require ADB staff to confirm the results of 
assessments. ADB will make its own assessment of the policy actions of ADF grant recipients 
that are not IDA members.  
 
19. The reward system for ADF is formulated similarly to IDA’s for consistency. However, 
DMCs will have three chances instead of two to fully recover their ADF allocations with policy 
actions because the ADF cycle is longer than IDA by a year. Table 1 illustrates the scheme and 
how the annual allocations of the ADF could work in sync with the fiscal years of IDA. 
Assessments will be made before the start of each year. 
  

Table 1: Illustrative ADF 13 Allocations 

IDA’s SDFP Assessments by Fiscal Year 2021 2022 2023 2024 ADF 13 

Case 1: Policy actions achieved every year  100 100 100 100 400 

Case 2: Not achieved for FY2022 100 80 120 100 400 

Case 3: Not achieved for FY2022–FY2023 100 80 80 140 400 

Case 4: Not achieved for FY2024 100 100 100 80 380 

Case 5: Not achieved for FY2022–FY2024 100 80 80 80 340 
ADF = Asian Development Fund, IDA = International Development Association, FY = fiscal year, SDFP = Sustainable 
Development Finance Policy. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 



6   

 

(i) Case 1. If policy actions are achieved every year, the DMC receives its full allocation 
without adjustments.13  

(ii) Cases 2 to 5. For each year that actions are not achieved, 20% of country allocations is 
withheld.  
(a) Case 2. If the DMC is unable to take the agreed action by mid-2021 but succeeds 

by mid-2022, it receives its full allocation in 2023 and the amount withheld from 
2022. 

(b) Case 3. If the DMC is unable to take the agreed action by mid-2022, it will not be 
able to recover its IDA allocation but still has until mid-2023 to recover its full ADF 
allocation. 

(c) Case 4. A discount still applies in 2024. However, as this is the last year of ADF 
13, the DMC will not be able to recover the amount withheld. 

(d) Case 5. Regularly missing committed actions during ADF 13 will result in the DMC 
foregoing at most 15% of its allocation.  

 
20. Any amount withheld will have to be redistributed in the last year. The ADF 12 framework 
reallocates the resources generated from the grant discount as reward to countries at low risk of 
debt distress proportionally, but in concessional lending resources. Under ADF 13, the amount 
withheld could be redistributed to remaining grant recipients that complied with their agreed 
actions but the amount could be too small to make an impact. Alternatively, any unused amount 
withheld could go to the thematic pool as part of a larger reward system. This will be a more 
effective use of the withheld amounts.  
 
C. Reinforcing the Reward System through the Thematic Pool  

21. ADB is proposing to consolidate the set-asides for disaster risk reduction and for regional 
cooperation and integration into a single thematic pool.14 The consolidated thematic pool can be 
used to reward all ADF-eligible DMCs that show improvements in public financial management, 
as measured using the CPA criteria in para. 16. A link to CPA in the proposed thematic pool under 
ADF 13 will complement the performance-based mechanism in the country allocations. The two 
main components of the proposed ADF 13 allocation system—the country allocations and the 
thematic pool—representing over 80% of allocations can reinforce each other. Together they 
provide stronger motivation for improved public financial management. An advantage of having 
the criteria in the thematic pool is that high scorers can redouble their efforts, but even low scorers 
will be able to compete and encouraged to improve.  
 
D. Summary 

22. Based on these discussions of the options considered, changing the PBA weights is least 
likely to send clear signals and be effective. Aligning with IDA’s SDFP would shift DMCs’ focus 
more effectively and proactively to policy actions in a broader area of public financial 
management. There would be a clear and direct link between the DMC’s policy actions and 
recovery of their full ADF 13 resources. Rewarding improvements in public financial management 
performance through the consolidated thematic pool will reinforce the incentives while balancing 
the needs of weaker DMCs and the performance of stronger DMCs.  
 

 
13  It is expected that allocations and actual resources will be updated every year and country performance assessments 

will be updated every 2 years.  
14  Other proposals for the thematic pool are presented in a separate paper. ADB. 2020. ADF 13 Thematic Pool. Paper 

prepared for the second ADF 13 replenishment meeting. Philippines. 11–12 February. 
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23. ADB will continue to help DMCs strengthen their public financial management policies and 
institutions through technical assistance and policy advice in discussions leading to the country 
partnership strategy, the annual programming exercise, or around specific policy-based 
operations, in coordination with other partners.15 The biennial CPA exercise provides another 
platform for policy dialogue. ADB will continue the commitment under ADF 12 to focus on the 
analysis of existing problems and countries’ potential to increase domestic resource mobilization.  
 

III. ISSUES FOR DONORS’ CONSIDERATION 

24. ADB seeks donors’ endorsement of the following proposals as part of a comprehensive 
package to enhance debt sustainability in ADF 13.  
 
(i) Aligning with IDA on the SDFP assessments and incentive system, and replacing the static 

20% discount on ADF grants with an interactive incentive scheme; and  
 
(ii) Rewarding improvements in public financial management policies with preferential access 

to the thematic pool to reinforce the performance-based incentive system.  
 .  

 
 

  

 
15 ADB’s country partnership strategy template provides guidance to discuss how ADB will deliver its support for each 

strategic objective. Priority policy, regulatory, or institutional reform areas that ADB will seek to address should be 
identified within this discussion. 
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1.SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION  

1. Country classification. Of the 15 developing member countries (DMCs) eligible for the 
Asian Development Fund (ADF) as of the end of 2019, 10 are at high risk of debt distress: 
9 receive 100% grant allocation, and 1 receives 50% grant allocation as a non-concessional 
borrowing policy remedy. Three are at moderate risk and receive 50% grant allocation, and two 
are at low risk and receive 0% grant allocation except for some limited uses, such as disaster risk 
reduction. 
 

Table A.1: List of ADF-eligible Countries (2019) 

ADF-Only 
(100% grant) 

ADF Blend 
(50% grant) 

COL-Only  

Afghanistan ƒ 
Federated States of Micronesia ƒσ  
Kiribati ƒσ 

Kyrgyz Republic 
Maldives σ 
Solomon Islands ƒσ 

Cambodia 
Nepal 

Marshall Islands ƒσ Vanuatu σ 
 

Nauru ƒσ 
Samoa σ 
Tajikistan 

 
 

Tonga σ 
Tuvalu ƒσ 

  

ƒ = fragile and conflict affected situation, σ = small island developing states, ADF = Asian Development Fund, 
COL = concessional ordinary capital resources lending, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
2. Performance-based allocation formula. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) uses the 
same questionnaire and the same criteria as the World Bank in rating the performance of 
concessional assistance countries for purposes of allocating concessional resources. ADB uses 
the formula provided in Table A.2. Two performance criteria in the economic management cluster 
(criteria 2 and 3) and two performance criteria in the governance cluster (criteria 13 and 14) relate 
to public financial management. 

 
Table A.2: Performance-Based Allocation Formula 

 

[ PIR0.35 • Gov0.5 • PR0.15 ]4 • Population in millions0.6 • Per capita income-0.25 
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  A. Economic Management (Average of criteria 1–3) 
1. Monetary and Exchange Rate Policies  
2. Fiscal Policy  
3. Debt Policy and Management 

35% 

B. Structural Policies (Average of criteria 4–6) 
4. Trade  
5. Financial Sector  
6. Business Regulatory Environment 

C. Social Inclusion and Equity (Average of criteria 7–11) 
7. Gender Equality  
8. Equity of Public Resource Use  
9. Building Human Resources  
10. Social Protection and Labor  
11. Policies and Institutions for Environmental Sustainability 
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Performance Cluster and Criteria Weight 
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D. Public Sector Management and Institutions (Average of criteria 12–16) 
12. Property Rights and Rule-based Governance  
13. Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management  
14. Efficiency of Revenue Mobilization  
15. Quality of Public Administration  
16. Transparency, Accountability, and Corruption in the Public Sector 

50% 

Criteria 17. Portfolio Rating (PR) 15% 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
3. Effects of changing the performance weights of public financial management 
criteria. Simulation was carried out to assess the effects on allocation shares through changing 
the performance weights of those criteria and clusters that relate to public financial management. 
The latest performance scores are used as baseline reference. Changes were introduced at the 
criteria level (Scenario A), the cluster level (Scenarios B and D), and directly in the formula 
parameters such as policy and institutional rating (PIR) and governance (Scenarios C and D). A 
multiple of 3 was considered a significant increase and applied in the simulations. Scenario D was 
included in both the cluster level and formula parameters’ simulations because the governance 
parameter has only one cluster. Results of the simulations are summarized below (Figure A.1).  
 
(i) Scenario A. Multiplying the weights of criteria 2, 3, 13, and 14 by 3 times results in only 

one DMC (the largest by population) with increased shares and lower for all others. 
 
(ii) Scenario B. Multiplying the weight of cluster A by 3 times results in very marginal 

changes.  
 
(iii) Scenario C. Multiplying the weight of the policy and institutional rating by 3 times results 

in the fragile and conflict-affected situations decreasing among the bigger countries. 
 
(iv) Scenario D. Multiplying the weight of governance by 3 times results in the same changes 

as Scenario C yet with larger impact. 
 
4. In summary, where changing the weights would have significant impact, the impact would 
be mostly on the larger DMCs, with, in most scenarios, a decrease in the allocations to the fragile 
and conflict-affected countries.  
 

Figure A.1: Results of Simulations 

 
AFG = Afghanistan, KGZ = Kyrgyz Republic, Ref = baseline reference, SIDS = small island developing states, TAJ = 
Tajikistan. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 


