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9. Project performance reports show that portfolio performance is satisfactory, but
these reports are generally overoptimistic. Based on performance in the last 9 years
(1998-2006), 94% of ongoing projects (average of 32 projects per year) were rated satisfactory,
4.7% (an average of 2 per year) partly satisfactory, and the rest (1.3%) unsatisfactory. The
percentage share of projects and programs rated “satisfactory” was higher than the ADB-wide
average (83%). On average, two or three projects per year (7%) were reported at risk during
2001-2006." This increased to eight projects (17%) in 2006, higher than average in the South
Asia region (12%) and ADB-wide (10%). Projects at risk were associated with implementation
delays, problems with compliance of loan covenants, and disbursement delays. Other factors
that affected portfolio performance included (i) the December 2004 tsunami, (ii) resurgence of
civil conflict, and (iii) weak capacity at the local government levels. The evaluation team
reviewed all existing (41) project performance reports for the current portfolio of active projects.
This revealed a number of issues related to project performance reports: (i) inconsistent
information and inaccurate data transcription from other sources; (ii) loan closing dates not
extended, or loans not closed on time; (ii) underestimated time allocations for loan
effectiveness; (iv) planned project implementation periods cut short; and (v) unrealistic project
implementation schedules as a result of delayed start-ups. Overall, the performance ratings in
the project performance reports are not a reliable indicator of portfolio performance. They are
useful mainly for identifying implementation issues, risks, and projects that perform relatively
less well in the portfolio. Nonetheless, since project management and monitoring is a shared
responsibility between ADB and developing member countries, efforts should be undertaken to
achieve better development results.

10. The average supervision intensity® for Sri Lanka in 2006 was 24%, slightly lower
than the regional and ADB-wide intensity levels. The number of project administration
missions fluctuated during 2003-2006 to reflect the increasing number of projects for review. In
the last 4 years, an average of 47 missions involving 689 staff-days per year was devoted to
supervision of 29 projects. This represents a staff-days/project ratio of 23.8, which is lower than
both the averages for 2003 and 2004, as well as for South Asia (27.4) and ADB (25.6).
Increasing delegation of loans to the Sri Lanka Resident Mission (SLRM) to possibly improve
project performance should be reviewed, given implications on resident mission staff capacity.
Most loans administered by SLRM are ongoing.

11. Improving portfolio performance calls for several measures. These include (i)
learning from the experience of lending and nonlending operations; (ii) improving quality at entry
of ADB assistance; (iii) improving sector focus/selectivity; (iv) reviewing the appropriateness of
ADB’s processes and loan conditions; (v) revisiting supervision intensity and delegation of loans
to SLRM; (vi) strengthening the objectivity of the project performance report system; and (vii)
promoting results-based monitoring and evaluation to increase development effectiveness.

" Data are available from 2001 onwards.
® This refers to total staff-days for missions divided by the number of projects.



Table A6.2: Sectoral Composition of ADB Public Sector Loans to Sri Lanka, 1968—-2006

1968-2006 19862006 1997-2006
Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount

Sector/Subsector Loan Project M %Share Loan Project M %Share Loan Project M %Share
Agriculture and Natural Resources 38 35 797.7 21.6 23 21 607.1 18.8 12 10 240.3 12.9
Agriculture Production, Agroprocessing, and Agrobusiness 14 14 309.2 8.4 6 6 186.3 5.8 1 1 35.0 1.9
Agriculture Sector Development 7 6 232.3 6.3 7 6 232.3 7.2 4 3 70.0 3.7
Fishery 6 5 79.9 2.2 3 2 46.0 14 2 1 20.0 11
Environment and Biodiversity 3 3 68.7 1.9 3 3 68.7 2.1 2 2 52.0 2.8
Forest 3 3 475 13 2 2 375 1.2 1 1 27.0 1.4
Water Resource Management 2 2 36.3 1.0 2 2 36.3 1.1 2 2 36.3 1.9
Livestock 1 1 15.2 0.4
Irrigation and Drainage 2 1 8.6 0.2
Transport and Communications 16 15 623.8 16.9 11 11 584.1 18.1 7 7 431.5 23.1
Roads and Highways 11 11 565.0 15.3 9 9 533.0 16.5 6 6 4215 225
Telecommunications and Communications 3 2 46.2 13 1 1 411 13
Ports, Waterways, and Shipping 2 2 12.6 0.3 1 1 10.0 0.3 1 1 10.0 0.5
Finance 14 11 445.0 12.1 10 7 400.0 124 5 2 135.0 7.2
Banking Systems 10 8 280.0 7.6 6 4 235.0 7.3 3 1 70.0 3.7
Finance Sector Development 3 2 145.0 3.9 3 2 145.0 4.5 2 1 65.0 35
Housing Finance 1 1 20.0 0.5 1 1 20.0 0.6
Multisector 17 14 439.3 11.9 12 11 364.6 11.3 8 7 243.0 13.0
Multisector 17 14 439.3 11.9 12 11 364.6 11.3 8 7 243.0 13.0
Energy 10 9 371.8 10.1 5 4 319.1 9.9 2 1 130.0 7.0
Energy Sector Development 3 2 204.3 55 3 2 204.3 6.3 2 1 130.0 7.0
Transmission and Distribution 4 4 138.5 3.8 2 2 114.8 3.6
Hydropower Generation 2 2 255 0.7
Conventional Energy Generation (other than hydropower) 1 1 35 0.1
Education 10 10 286.9 7.8 9 9 270.8 8.4 6 6 188.8 10.1
Technical, Vocational Training, and Skills Development 4 4 90.9 25 3 3 74.8 2.3 2 2 38.8 2.1
Basic Education 2 2 81.0 2.2 2 2 81.0 25 1 1 50.0 2.7
Tertiary Education 2 2 65.0 1.8 2 2 65.0 2.0 2 2 65.0 35
Senior Secondary General Education 1 1 35.0 0.9 1 1 35.0 1.1 1 1 35.0 1.9
Education Sector Development 1 1 15.0 0.4 1 1 15.0 0.5
Water Supply, Sanitation, and Waste Management 7 5 315.3 8.5 7 5 315.3 9.8 5 3 245.3 13.1
Water Supply and Sanitation 6 4 265.3 7.2 6 4 265.3 8.2 4 2 195.3 10.4
Integrated 1 1 50.0 14 1 1 50.0 1.6 1 1 50.0 2.7
Industry and Trade 10 6 193.2 5.2 6 4 155.0 4.8 3 1 86.0 4.6
Small- and Medium-Scale Enterprises 5 3 131.0 3.5 5 3 131.0 4.1 3 1 86.0 4.6
Industry 5 3 62.2 1.7 1 1 24.0 0.7
Law, Economic Management, and Public Policy 6 3 183.0 5.0 6 3 183.0 5.7 5 2 170.0 9.1
Economic Management 2 1 100.0 2.7 2 1 100.0 3.1 2 1 100.0 5.3
Public Finance and Expenditure Management 4 2 83.0 2.2 4 2 83.0 2.6 3 1 70.0 3.7
Health, Nutrition, and Social Protection 2 2 35.4 1.0 1 1 26.1 0.8
Health Systems 2 2 354 1.0 1 1 26.1 0.8

Total 130 110 3,691.2 100.0 90 76 3,225.1 100.0 53 39 1,869.9 100.0

ADB = Asian Development Bank.

Source of Basic Data: Lotus Notes Database on Loans, Technical Assistance, Grants, and Equity Approvals.
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Table A6.3: Sectoral Compaosition of ADB Technical Assistance to Sri Lanka, 1968-2006
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1968-2006 1986-2006 1997-2006
Amount Amount Amount

Sector/Subsector Number $ ('000) %Share Number $('000) %Share Number $('000) %Share
Agriculture and Natural Resources 65 26,328.1 28.0 47  23,086.1 26.4 15 11,180.0 21.3
Agriculture Production, Agroprocessing, and Agrobusiness 23 7,753.0 8.3 17 6,692.0 7.6 4 2,750.0 5.2
Environment and Biodiversity 10 5,750.0 6.1 8 5,330.0 6.1 8 5,330.0 10.1
Water Resource Management 2 3,070.0 3.3 2 3,070.0 35 1 1,500.0 29
Agriculture Sector Development 8 2,542.1 2.7 8 2,542.1 2.9

Fishery 8 2,455.0 2.6 4 1,735.0 2.0 1 800.0 15
Forest 4  2,066.0 2.2 3 1,972.0 2.3 1 800.0 15
Irrigation and Drainage 7 1,742.0 1.9 3 995.0 1.1

Livestock 3 950.0 1.0 2 750.0 0.9

Transport and Communications 27 14,319.0 152 24 13,771.0 157 16 9,786.0 18.6
Roads and Highways 21 10,949.0 11.7 18 10,401.0 11.9 12 7,226.0 13.8
Ports, Waterways, and Shipping 2 1,610.0 1.7 2 1,610.0 1.8 2 1,610.0 3.1
Telecommunications and Communications 3 1,610.0 1.7 3 1,610.0 1.8 1 800.0 1.5
Railways 1 150.0 0.2 1 150.0 0.2 1 150.0 0.3
Law, Economic Management, and Public Policy 22 10,829.0 115 21 10,822.0 124 12 9,953.0 19.0
Public Finance and Expenditure Management 6 4,700.0 5.0 6 4,700.0 5.4 3 4,560.0 8.7
Economic Management 10 4,576.0 4.9 9 4,569.0 5.2 6 4,275.0 8.1
Subnational Government Administration 2 970.0 1.0 2 970.0 1.1 2 970.0 1.8
National Government Administration 4 583.0 0.6 4 583.0 0.7 1 148.0 0.3
Multisector 24  8,5785 9.1 21 8,003.5 9.1 7 3,206.5 6.1
Multisector 24  8,578.5 9.1 21 8,003.5 9.1 7 3,206.5 6.1
Finance 21 8,183.2 8.7 19 8,017.0 9.2 3 2,850.0 5.4
Finance Sector Development 3 2,630.0 2.8 3 2,630.0 3.0 1 1,700.0 3.2
Housing Finance 4 1,713.0 1.8 4 1,713.0 2.0

Banking Systems 6 1,562.2 1.7 4 1,396.0 1.6

Capital Markets and Funds 6 1,128.0 1.2 6 1,128.0 1.3

Microfinance 2 1,150.0 1.2 2 1,150.0 1.3 2 1,150.0 2.2
Education 19 7,198.0 7.7 17 6,890.0 7.9 9 4,220.0 8.0
Education Sector Development 5 2,707.0 2.9 5 2,707.0 3.1 3 2,000.0 3.8
Technical, Vocational Training, and Skills Development 8 2,684.0 2.9 7 2,534.0 2.9 4 1,470.0 2.8
Tertiary Education 4 1,157.0 1.2 3 999.0 1.1 1 500.0 1.0
Basic Education 2 650.0 0.7 2 650.0 0.7 1 250.0 0.5
Energy 18 5,841.0 6.2 12 5,075.0 5.8 6 3,575.0 6.8
Energy Sector Development 12 4,880.0 5.2 10 4,750.0 5.4 5 3,250.0 6.2
Conventional Energy Generation (other than hydropower) 3 475.0 0.5 2 325.0 0.4 1 325.0 0.6
Transmission and Distribution 2 440.0 0.5

Hydropower Generation 1 46.0 0.0

Industry and Trade 20 5,668.3 6.0 14 4,947.0 5.6 7 3,500.0 6.7
Small- and Medium-Scale Enterprises 7 2,788.0 3.0 7 2,788.0 3.2 5 2,550.0 4.9
Industry 12 2,630.3 2.8 6 1,909.0 2.2 2 950.0 1.8
Trade 1 250.0 0.3 250.0 0.3

Water Supply, Sanitation, and Waste Management 13 5,472.0 5.8 13 5,472.0 6.2 7 3,295.0 6.3
Water Supply and Sanitation 11 4,472.0 4.8 11 4,472.0 5.1 5 2,295.0 4.4
Waste Management 2 1,000.0 11 2 1,000.0 11 2 1,000.0 1.9
Health, Nutrition, and Social Protection 7 1,481.0 1.6 7 1,481.0 1.7 5 956.0 1.8
Social Protection 5 956.0 1.0 5 956.0 1.1 5 956.0 1.8
Health Systems 1 425.0 0.5 1 425.0 0.5

Health Programs 1 100.0 0.1 1 100.0 0.1

Total 236 93,898.1 100.0 195 87,564.6 100.0 87 52,521.5 100.0

ADB = Asian Development Bank.
Source of Basic Data: Lotus Notes Database on Loans, Technical Assistance, Grants, and Equity Approvals.



Table A6.4: Sri Lanka Portfolio Management Indicators
As of 31 December 2006
Indicators Unit 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Public Sector Loans
A. Loan Portfolio
1. Active Loan Portfolio No.[$M 25 9454 21 8433 24 961.0 27 9995 34 1,286.4 41 1,569.2 46 1,637.7 48 1,726.1 47 17225
a. Project Loans (number) No.$M 20 7218 20 7871 21 8053 22 7663 25 951.3 30 1,167.6 36 1,289.9 39 1,403.4 39 1458.9
b. Program Loans No.|$M 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.6 3 1184 4 183.6 5 236.3 5 236.1 4 2150 3 155
c. DFI/Credit Loans No.|$M 2 1085 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 60.0 1 60.0 2 70.0 2 70.0 2 70.0 2 70
d. Combined Projects and DFI Loans No.|$M 3 1151 1 56.2 1 55.1 1 54.8 4 91.5 4 95.4 3 41.7 3 37.6 3 38.7
2. Average Age of the Active Loan Portfolio Years 3.9 3.4 3.1 2.6 2.9 3.1 3.3 3.7 4.3
3. Inactive Loan Portfolio No.|$M 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0
B. Start-Up Compliance
1. Loans Approved During the Year No.|$M 3 1850 3 14838 6 208.7 6 146.0 7 236.5 8 2753 8 195.0 5 253.0 2 60
2. Loans Not Yet Signed No. 2 0 2 3 2 6 1 3 2
3. Loans Awaiting Effectiveness No. 1 3 3 3 3 0 6 0 1
4. Average Time from Approval to Signing Months 2.0 2.2 2.1 21 2.0 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.4
5. Average Time from Signing to Effectivity Months 3.8 3.6 3.6 4.2 5.3 5.4 5.2 4.8 4.97
6. Loans That Became Effective More than No.|% 15 68.2 11 61.1 12 63.2 13 65.0 18 62.1 24 68.6 28 718 32 711 33 75
90 Days after Signing
. Financial Performance
1. Contract/Commitment Achievement $M 132.1 85.1 55.3 99.6 159.2 315.4 183.6 201.3 144.89
2. Contract/CommitmentRatio® % 18.1 15.2 9.2 15.1 18.9 315 19.7 21.8 18.15
3. Disbursement Achievement $M 120.1 98.2 76.0 91.4 149.0 213.9 185.7 206.0 180.42
4. Disbursement Ratio % 25.0 17.9 13.2 15.1 17.6 22.3 18.3 19.2 21.56
5. Imprest Fund Turnover Ratio® % 2.0 2.0 1.9 21 2.0 25 2.0 1.7 1.12
6. Submission of APA and AFS (PC & NC)
a. Less than 6 Months Overdue No.|% 1 7.1 1 7.7 6 375 2 111 7 35.0 8 26.7 13 38.2 16 41
b. Greater than 6 Months but Less than No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.9 3 7.7
12 Months Overdue
c. More than 12 Months Overdue No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0
7. Loan Service Payments $M 27.2 30.3 35.6 37.4 42.0 51.7 59.6 72.3 83.716
8. Net Resource Transfer $M 93.0 68.0 40.4 54.0 107.0 162.2 126.1 133.7 96.706
. Portfolio Performance
1. Project Ratings (Number of Loans)
a. Highly Satisfactory No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.2 1 21 0 0
b. Satisfactory No.|% 23 92.0 20 952 23 958 26 96.3 32 941 41 100.0 43 935 44 91.7 39 83
c. Partly Satisfactory No.|% 2 8.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 5.9 0 0.0 1 2.2 3 6.3 7 14.9
d. Unsatisfactory No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.2 1 3.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.2 0 0.0 1 21
2. Projects at Risk (Number of Loans) No.|% 1 3.7 2 5.9 0 0.0 2 4.3 4 8.3 8 17
a. Problem Projects (IP or DO is rated PS or U) No.|% 2 8.0 1 4.8 1 4.2 1 3.7 2 5.9 0 0.0 2 4.3 3 6.3 8 17
b. Potential Problem Projects No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 21 0 0
(4 or more problem flags)
c. Problem Projects
i. Implementation Progress (PS & U) No.|% 2 8.0 1 4.8 1 4.2 1 3.7 2 5.9 0 0.0 2 4.3 3 6.3 5 10.6
ii. Development Objectives (PS & U) No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.2 1 2.1 4 8.5
3. Risk Ratios" Not applicable from 1998—-2000
a. Project Implementation Delays No.|% 4 154 6 18.2 5 12.8 5 11.4 7 15.2 3 6.7
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Indicators Unit 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

b. Loan Utilization Delays No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0
c. Established, Staffed, and/or Operation No.|% 2 8.3 2 6.7 1 2.8 0 0.0 1 2.3 2 4.5
of PMU/PIU
d. Fielding of Consultants No.|% 1 3.8 3 9.1 1 2.6 3 6.8 3 6.5 3 6.67
e. Environmental or Social Problems No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0
f. Poor Compliance with APA and AFS No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.3 5 114
g. Poor Compliance with Other Covenants No.|% 4 14.8 4 11.8 5 12.2 9 196 11 22.9 11 234
h. Shortage of Counterpart Funds/Cofinancing  No.|% 1 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.4
i. Unsettled Cost Overrun No.|% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.4 1 2.4
j. Significant Disbursement Delays No.|% 11 40.7 10 29.4 9 220 20 435 14 29.2 16 34
k. In Risk Sector or Country with History No.|% 1 3.7 11 32.4 2 4.9 2 4.3 0 0.0 9 191
of Past Problems
I Project Fielded Missions No.|% 9 333 15 441 15 36.6 22 478 21 43.7 18 38.3
4. Overall Risk Ratio of the Portfolio® % Not applicable from 1998-2000 11.7 14.2 8.9 12.7 11.6 14.0
E. Portfolio Supervision
1. Proactivity Index’ No.|% 39 25.7 1 100.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 1 25
2. Average Supervision Intensity Days 14.1 17.3 17.2 1.9 23.8 24.5 255 21.3 24
(Staff-Days/Project)
3. Loans with Settled Cost Overruns No. 0 0 0 0 1 1
4. Loans with Changes in Project Scope No. 0 0 2 1 3 2 6 3 6
5. Loans with Changes in Implementation No. 4 2 0 1 2 2 7 6 8
Arrangements
6. Loans with Extensions No. 1 6 4 3 3 6 8 10 11
7. Loan Cancellations $M 16.2 16.4 0.1 1.7 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 36.08
Technical Assistance
A. Active TA Portfolio No.|$M NA 39 25.7 36 26.8 36 260 41 285 37 231 32 202 31 20.1 24 15211
B. Average Time from Approval to Signing of TA Months  NA 1.9 1.6 15 1.5 1.8 1.9 2.3 2.53
Letter/Agreement
C. TAs Completed but not Financially Closed
(Potential Savings) No.|$M NA 15 0.9 9 04 12 1.3 12 1.0 10 0.5 9 3.5 4 0.3 3 0473

AFS = audited financial statement, APA = audited project account, DFI = development finance institution, DO = development objective, IP = implementation progress, na = not applicable, NA = not

available, NC = not complied, No. = number, PC = partly complied, PIU = project implementatio unit, PMU = project management unit, PS = partly satisfactory, TA = technical assistance, U =

unsatisfactory.

Notes:

1. The South Asian Region comprises Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka.

2. For 1998 to 2001, figures are based on the contract awards and exchange rates as of 31 December 2001.

3. The annualized turnover rate is computed as the ratio of total liquidation over the time-weighted average fund balance for 12 months.

4. Percent of problem-flagged projects (loans) to the total number of loans in the various loan portfolio categories. Project Implementation Delays refer to all loans except credit loans, which is dealt
with under Loan Utilization Delays. Significant Disbursement Delays pertain to loans whose disbursement is less than 70% of the projected loan disbursement for the year.

5. The weighted average of the 12 risk ratios.

6. Percent of problem projects changed through upgrading, restructuring, closure, or cancellation during the previous 12 months.

Source: Central Operations Services Office (COSO), Asian Development Bank.
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Table A6.5: Sri Lanka and ADB Portfolio Management Indicators
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1998-2006
SRI Average ADB Average Regional ADB
Indicators Unit 1998-2006 1998-2006 2006 2006
Public Sector Loans
A. Loan Portfolio
1. Active Loan Portfolio No.[$M 34.8 1,299.0 499.1 34,921.4 155 11,834.7 529.0 37,349.6
a. Project Loans (number) No.|$M 28.0 1,039.1 420.8 26,960.2 134 10,051.6  441.0 29,336.6
b. Program Loans No.[$M 2.9 138.3 474 6,3354 12 1,462.2 60.0 6,969.8
c. DFI/Credit Loans No.]$M 1.3 56.5 189 1,185.2 6 282.2 13.0 532.8
d. Combined Projects and DFI Loans No.[$M 2.6 65.1 12.0 440.2 3 38.7 15.0 510.4
2. Average Age of the Active Loan Portfolio Years 3.4 3.6 3.9 3.8
3. Inactive Loan Portfolio No.[$M 0.0 0.0 0.1 5.6 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
B. Start-Up Compliance
1. Loans Approved During the Year No.|$M 5.3 189.8 72.1 5,543.0 15 1,698.7 71.0 6,821.3
2. Loans Not Yet Signed No. 2.3 45.0 8 44.0
3. Loans Awaiting Effectiveness No. 2.2 21.6 4 16.0
4. Average Time from Approval to Signing Months 2.2 3.5 3.8 3.9
5. Average Time from Signing to Effectivity Months 4.5 4.1 4.8 4.5
6. Loans That Became Effective More than No.|% 20.7 67.3 235.2 54.3 89 62.2 287.0 61.2
90 Days after Signing
C. Financial Performance
1. Contract/Commitment Achievement $M 152.9 4,435.9 2,339.4 6,372.8
2. Contract/CommitmentRatio” % 18.6 22.4 29.3
3. Disbursement Achievement $M 146.7 4,496.6 1,321.1 5,400.0
4. Disbursement Ratio % 18.9 21.9 234
5. Imprest Fund Turnover Ratio® % 1.9 1.4 1.6
6. Submission of APA and AFS (PC & NC)
a. Less than 6 Months Overdue No.|[% 6.8 25.5 54.3 17.1 35 31.0 77.0 22.4
b. Greater than 6 Months but Less than No.|[% 0.6 2.0 6.3 1.9 6 5.3 17.0 4.9
12 Months Overdue
c. More than 12 Months Overdue No.|[% 0.0 0.0 3.5 11 2 1.8 6 1.7
7. Loan Service Payments $M 48.9 4,591.3 705.6 3,432.1
8. Net Resource Transfer $M 97.9 (94.8) 615.5 1,967.7
D. Portfolio Performance
1. Project Ratings (Number of Loans)
a. Highly Satisfactory No.|[% 0.2 0.5 6.6 1.3 1 0.6 3.0 0.6




SRI Average ADB Average Regional ADB
Indicators Unit 1998-2006 1998-2006 2006 2006
b. Satisfactory No.|% 32.3 93.5 414.3 82.9 135 87.1 479.0 90.5
c. Partly Satisfactory No.|[% 1.8 4.7 55.4 11.2 14 9.0 31.0 5.9
d. Unsatisfactory No.|[% 0.4 1.4 22.9 4.6 5 3.2 16.0 3.0
2. Projects at Risk (Number of Loans) No.|[% 2.8 6.5 75.3 14.9 19 12.3 53.0 10.0
a. Problem Projects (IP or DO is rated PSor U) No.|[% 2.2 6.0 78.3 15.8 19 12.3 47.0 8.9
b. Potential Problem Projects No.|[% 0.2 0.4 10.7 2.1 0 0.0 6.0 1.1
(4 or more problem flags)
c. Problem Projects
i. Implementation Progress (PS & U) No.|% 1.9 5.3 67.6 13.7 15 9.7 40.0 7.6
ii. Development Objectives (PS & U) No.|[% 0.7 1.4 28.6 5.8 6 3.9 16.0 3.0
3. Risk Ratios*
a. Project Implementation Delays No.|[% 5.0 13.3 137.0 28.0 55 36.9 1320 25.6
b. Loan Utilization Delays No.|[% 0.0 0.0 3.8 12.4 45 500.0 2.0 7.1
c. Established, Staffed, and/or Operation No.|[% 1.3 4.1 18.8 4.1 1 0.7 18.0 3.8
of PMU/PIU
d. Fielding of Consultants No.[% 2.3 5.9 30.0 6.1 21 14.1 29 5.6
e. Environmental or Social Problems No.|[% 0.0 0.0 23.3 5.4 1 0.7 14.0 3.1
f. Poor Compliance with APA and AFS No.|[% 1.0 2.3 19.3 4.3 4 2.8 27.0 5.8
g. Poor Compliance with Other Covenants No.|% 7.3 175 67.0 13.3 2 1.3 52.0 9.8
h. Shortage of Counterpart Funds/Cofinancing No.[% 0.5 1.4 20.3 4.2 6 4.0 19.0 3.7
i. Unsettled Cost Overrun No.|[% 0.3 0.8 2.3 0.5 8 5.8 7.0 15
j- Significant Disbursement Delays No.|% 13.3 33.1 155.5 30.7 10 6.5 163.0 30.8
k. In Risk Sector or Country with History No.|% 4.2 10.7 126.7 25.1 1 0.6 69.0 13.0
of Past Problems
I. Project Fielded Missions No.|% 16.7 40.6 154.8 30.6 50 323 149.0 28.2
4. Overall Risk Ratio of the Portfolio® % 12.2 14.3 12.5 12.3
E. Portfolio Supervision
1. Proactivity Index No.|% 7.3 50.1 56.5 66.5 14 60.9 27.0 61.4
2. Average Supervision Intensity Days 18.8 215 27.4 25.6
(Staff-Days/Project)
3. Loans with Settled Cost Overruns No. 0.3 6.7 1 5
4. Loans with Changes in Project Scope No. 2.6 47.9 19 60
5. Loans with Changes in Implementation No. 3.6 40.6 23 81
Arrangements 0.0
6. Loans with Extensions No. 5.8 127.6 40 154
7. Loan Cancellations $M 8.0 1,037.9 230.2 423.0
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SRI Average ADB Average Regional ADB

Indicators Unit 1998-2006 1998-2006 2006 2006
Technical Assistance
A. Active TA Portfolio No.|[$M 34.5 23.2 1,117.0 778.3
B. Average Time from Approval to Signing of TA Months 1.9 3.0

Letter/Agreement
C. TAs Completed but not Financially Closed

(Potential Savings) No.|$M 9.3 0.9 249.0 26.6

AFS = audited financial statement, APA = audited project account, DFI = development finance institution, DO = development objective, IP =
implementation progress, No. = number, na = not applicable, NA = not available, NC = not complied, PC = partly complied, PIU = project
implementation unit, PMU = project management unit, PS = partly satisfactory, SRI = Sri Lanka, TA = technical assistance, U = unsatisfactory.

Notes:

1.

2.
3.
4

5.
6.

The South Asian Region comprises Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka.
For 1998 to 2001, figures are based on the contract awards and exchange rates as of 31 December 2001.

The annualized turnover rate is computed as the ratio of total liquidation over the time-weighted average fund balance for 12 months.
Percent of problem-flagged projects (loans) to the total number of loans in the various loan portfolio categories. Project Implementation

Delays refer to all loans except credit loans, which are dealt with under Loan Utilization Delays. Significant Disbursement Delays pertain to
loans whose disbursement is less than 70% of the projected loan disbursement for the year.

The weighted average of the 12 risk ratios.

Percent of problem projects changed through upgrading, restructuring, closure, or cancellation during the previous 12 months.

Source: Central Operations Services Office (COSO), Asian Development Bank.
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Table A6.6: Targeting and Thematic Classifications of Loans and Projects

Approved from 2004-2006

Appendix 6 123

Distribution of Loans by Number Projects
Loan Classification OCR ADF Total % Number %
A. By Targeting Classification
1. Targeted Intervention 0 1 1 8.3 1 12.5
2. General Intervention 4 6 10 83.3 6 75.0
3. Others 0 1 1 8.3 1 12.5
Total 4 8 12 100.0 8 100.0
B. By Theme Classification
1. Sustainable Economic Growth 4 4 8 47.1 5 41.7
2. Governance 2 2 11.8 2 16.7
3. Inclusive Social Development 2 2 11.8 2 16.7
4. Environmental Sustainability
5. Gender and Development 2 2 11.8 1 8.3
6. Private Sector Development 1 2 3 17.6 2 16.7
7. Regional Development
8. Capacity Development
Theme Factor 175 1.75 1.75 1.57

ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources.

Notes:

1. Theme factor is computed as the average number of themes per loan or project.

2. The number of approved loans does not include the two supplementary loans signed in 2006, as targeting and

theme classification were not indicated in the project performance audit/evaluation report.

3. Loan 2084-SRI: North East Community Restoration and Development, approved in 15 June 2004, was excluded,
as ADB was still using poverty classification (instead of targetting classification) during that time.



Table A6.7: Project/Program Performance Ratings in Sri Lanka
(Combined PCR and PPAR/PPER Ratings)

Number of Rated Projects/Programs

Proportion: All Ratings, 1968-2006 (%)

Proportion: Rated Successful, By Decade (%)

Sector HS/IGS/S PS us Total HS/IGS/S PS us Total  1960-1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s  Total
A. Programs
1. Agriculture and Natural Resources 3 3 0 100 0 100 0 0 0
2. Finance 1 1 0 100 0 100 0 0
3. Law, Economic Management, and Public
Policy 1 1 100 0 0 100 100 100
Subtotal 1 4 5 20 80 0 100 0 0 100 20
B. Projects
1. Agriculture and Natural Resources 7 12 3 22 32 55 14 100 17 27 60 32
2. Education 3 1 4 75 25 0 100 50 100 75
3. Energy 6 1 7 86 14 0 100 100 100 50 86
4. Finance 4 2 6 67 33 0 100 0 100 67 67
5. Health, Nutrition, and Social Protection 2 2 100 0 0 100 100 100 100
6. Industry and Trade 4 1 5 80 0 20 100 50 100 100 80
7. Law, Economic Management, and Public
Policy 1 1 0 100 0 100 0 0
8. Multisector 2 4 6 33 67 0 100 0 100 25 33
9. Transport and Communications 4 1 5 80 20 0 100 100 0 100 80
10. Water Supply, Sanitation, and Waste
Management 2 2 100 0 0 100 100 100 100
Subtotal 34 22 4 60 57 37 7 100 27 57 68 100 57
C. Total
1. Agriculture and Natural Resources 7 15 3 25 28 60 12 100 17 23 50 28
2. Education 3 1 0 4 75 25 0 100 50 100 75
3. Energy 6 1 0 7 86 14 0 100 100 100 50 86
4. Finance 4 3 0 7 57 43 0 100 0 100 50 57
5. Health, Nutrition, and Social Protection 2 0 0 2 100 0 0 100 100 100 100
6. Industry and Trade 4 0 1 5 80 0 20 100 50 100 100 80
7. Law, Economic Management, and Public
Policy 1 1 0 2 50 50 0 100 0 100 50
8. Multisector 2 4 0 6 33 67 0 100 0 100 25 33
9. Transport and Communications 4 1 0 5 80 20 0 100 100 0 100 80
10. Water Supply, Sanitation, and Waste
Management 2 0 0 2 100 0 0 100 100 100 100
Total 35 26 4 65 54 40 6 100 43 50 62 100 54
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GS = generally successful, HS = highly successful, PCR = project/program completion report, PPAR = project/program performance audit report, PPER = project/program performance
evaluation report, PS = partly successful, S = successful, US = unsuccessful.
Source of basic data: Project/program completion reports and project/program performance audit/evaluation reports containing a rating circulated as of 31 December 2006.
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Table A6.8: Distribution of Ongoing Loans to Sri Lanka by Sector, 2004—2006

Loans HHI by HHI by
Sector Total Total per Number Amount

Year T&C ANR Edu En WSS LEP Fin HNS I&T Multi Loans Sector Sector of Loans of Loans

2004 7 14 5 2 2 3 5 _ 3 5 46 9 5.1 0.164
2005 6 14 6 2 3 3 5 _ 2 7 48 9 5.3 0.160 0.143
2006 6 12 5 1 5 3 5 2 8 47 9 5.2 0.151 0.148

ANR = agriculture and natural resources; Edu = education; En = Energy, Fin = finance; HHI = Hirschman-
Herfindahl Index; HNS = health, nutrition, and social protection; I&T = industry and trade; LEP = law, economic
management, and public policy; Multi = multiple sectors; T&C = transport and communications; WSS = water
supply, sanitation, and waste management.

Note: There were no ongoing loans for the health, nutrition, and social protection sector for these years.

Source: Operations Evaluation Department and Central Operations Services Office.

Table A6.9: Number of Extensions to Loan Closing Date for Closed Loans

1986-1996 1997-2006 1986-2006
ltem Number % Number % Number %
1. Total Loans Closed 16 27 43
2. Loans without Extensions 2 12.5 1 3.7 3 7.0
3. Loans with Extensions 14 87.5 26 96.3 40 93.0

a. 1 Extension 4 25.0 2 7.4 6 14.0
b. 2 Extensions 3 18.8 15 55.6 18 41.9
c. 3 Extensions 3 18.8 7 25.9 10 23.3
d. 4 Extensions 4 25.0 1 3.7 5 11.6
e. 5 Extensions 1 3.7 1 2.3

Source: Asian Development Bank database.

Table A6.10: Average Delay in Loan Closings, South Asia, 1996-2006

Loans (1996-2000) Average Loans (2001-2006) Average
DMC Number Late % Late  (Years) Number Late % Late (Years)
Sri Lanka 18 17 94 1.84 10 9 90 1.81
Bangladesh 26 24 92 2.05 26 17 65 2.33
Bhutan 3 3 100 2.56 8 4 50 1.16
India 19 16 84 2.48 21 9 43 3.09
Maldives 2 2 100 1.98 1 1 100 2.53
Nepal 23 21 91 2.92 12 12 100 1.75
Pakistan 36 33 92 3.18 30 21 70 2.93

DMC = developing member country.
Source: Asian Development Bank database.
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Table A6.11: Annual Loan Closings, Disbursements, and Cancellations

Status 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Average
Number of Loans Closed 3 0 1 1 2 1 1.3
Loan Amounts ($ million) 947 0.0 71.8 553 727 60 59.1
Cumulative Disbursements ($ million) 819 0.0 71.2 542 726 30.6 51.8
Cumulative Loan Cancellations ($ million) 128 00 06 1.1 0.2 294 7.4
Percent Cancelled 135 00 08 20 03 49.0 12.4

Source: Central Operations Services Office, Asian Development Bank.

Table A6.12: Portfolio Indicators for Closed Loans, Sri Lanka, 1986—-2006

Loans Completed on Time

ltem Number % Number %
Total Closed Loans 43

Loans with Extension 40 93.0

Loans without Extension 3 7.0
Average Extensions (months)

All Closed Loans 20.7

All Closed Loans with Extension Only 22.7

Average Time from Approval to Signing (months) 1.47

Loans Signed Within:
< or = 30 days 19 44.2 2 8.3
> 30 days 24 55.8 1 4.2

Average Time from Signing to Effectivity (months)  3.74

Loans Made Effective

< 90 days 17 395 2 11.8
> 90 days 26 605 1 4.2
Source of basic data: ADB Loan and Financal Information Systems.
Table A6.13: Project Administration Missions, Sri Lanka, 2003—-2006
Year Number of Projects Total Total Staff-Days  Staff-Days/Project
2003 24 37 587 24.5
2004 28 44 714 25.5
2005 31 49 660 21.3
2006 33 57 793 24.0
Average 29 47 689 23.8

Source: Asian Development Bank database.



Table A6.14: Sri Lanka Financial Performance Indicators, 1997-2006 ($ million)

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Ave: 1997-2006 Average %
Item Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Proj. Actual Achievement
Contract Awards 1154 129.7 821 1321 689 851 66.7 553 183.0 99.6 160.4 159.2 269.3 3154 198.0 183.6 2450 201.3 202.3 1449 159.1 150.6 94.7
Project 1154 129.7 821 1321 689 851 66.7 553 133.0 743 1254 93.3 209.3 250.5 168.0 153.6 205.0 181.3 147.3 109.9 132.1 126.5 95.8
Program 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 253 350 659 600 649 300 300 400 200 550 350 27.0 241 89.3
Disbursement 112.8 955 119.7 1201 919 982 66.0 76.0 1182 914 123.3 149.0 1943 2139 216.2 185.7 253.7 206.0 228.7 180.4 1525 1416 92.9
Project 112.8 955 119.7 1201 919 982 66.0 76.0 68.2 66.0 883 824 1343 149.0 186.2 1554 213.7 186.0 173.7 1454 1255 117.4 93.6
Program 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 254 350 665 600 649 300 303 400 200 550 350 27.0 242 89.7
Loan Approvals 156.5 161.6 180.0 185.0 120.0 148.8 146.0 208.7 155.0 146.0 210.0 236.5 165.3 275.3 190.0 1950 210.0 253.0 70.0 60.0 160.3 187.0 116.7
Project - 161.6 - 185.0 120.0 148.8 96.0 108.7 140.0 126.0 170.0 176.5 1353 2253 80.0 90.0 210.0 253.0 70.0 60.0 127.7 1485 116.4
Program - 00 - 00 0.0 0.0 50.0 100.0 150 20.0 40.0 60.0 30.0 50.0 1100 105.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 306 419 136.7
Disbursement Ratio (%) 242 208 244 250 160 179 108 132 171 151 172 176 216 223 203 183 244 192 223 216 19.8 191 96.3
Project - 208 - 250 16.0 179 108 13.2 116 131 141 119 166 171 198 175 242 203 195 199 16.6 16.3 98.8
Program - 00 - 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 49.7 253 377 435 655 708 241 243 259 130 410 334 305 26.3 86.2
Net Resource Transfer - 66.0 - 930 - 68.0 - 404 - 540 - 107.0 - 162.2 - 1261 - 1337 - 96.7 94.7
Project - 688 - 957 - 708 - 445 - 337 - 468 - 104.8 - 1055 - 1253 - 778 77.4
Program - (2.8) - (2.8) - (2.8) - (41) - 203 - 60.2 - 574 - 206 - 8.4 - 19.0 17.3
Loan Service Payment - 296 - 272 - 303 - 356 - 374 - 420 - 517 - 59.6 - 723 - 837 46.9
OCR - 0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0 - 02 - 1.3 - 1.1 - 2.8 - 7.9 - 139 2.7
ADF - 296 - 272 - 303 - 356 - 372 - 406 - 50.6 - 56.8 - 644 - 698 44.2
No. of TA Projects Approved 8 11 11 9 7 12 11 10 7 8 6 9 9 11 5 4 5 7 4 3 7.3 8.4 115.1
No. of PS Investments
Loans 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.4 200.0
Equity 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 0.2 66.7

- = not applicable, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources, Proj. = projected, PS = private sector, TA = technical assistance.
Source of basic data: Central Operations Services Office, Asian Development Bank.
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Figure A6.3: Average Start-up Time for Loans Declared Effective, 1998—-2006
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ECONOMIC, SECTOR, AND THEMATIC STUDIES FOR SRI LANKA
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Year Title
1997 Country Economic Review
Country Report: Sri Lanka
Policy Environment and Project Performance
Sri Lanka Natural Resource and Environmental Management
Sri Lanka Responding to New Social Challenges
1998 Country Risk Assessment
Donor Sectoral Assistance to Sri Lanka
Energy Sector Strategy Study
Improving Education Planning
Options for ADB Assistance in Public Enterprise and Trade and Industrial Policy
Reforms
Public Administration in Sri Lanka: a Bird’s Eye View
Sector Analysis for Sri Lanka
Social Sector Development in Sri Lanka: Issues and Options (a background study for
the 1998-2001 Country Operational Strategy)
Women in Sri Lanka
2001 Poverty Reduction Strategy in Sri Lanka: Issues, Findings, and Approaches
2003 Borrowing Capacity Assessment
Poverty Assessment Update
2004 Governance Assessment
Macroeconomic Assessment and Debt Sustainability Update
Private Sector Assessment
2005 Developing a Microsimulation Model for Sri Lanka to Measure the Impact of Public

Policy on Poverty

Financial Sector Assessment

Greater Colombo Waste Water Management Sector Review
Post-tsunami Needs Assessment

Synopsis of Sri Lanka’s Industrial Policy

The Power Sector in Sri Lanka: Background to Current Crisis
The Sri Lankan Development Model and Income Equality

Source: Asian Development Bank database.
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SRI LANKA RESIDENT MISSION PERCEPTION SURVEY

1. As part of the Country Assistance Program Evaluation for Sri Lanka, the Operations
Evaluation Department of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) conducted a perception survey of
ADB'’s Sri Lanka Resident Mission (SLRM).* The objective of the perception survey is to gain
insight into the relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency of SLRM, and to identify areas for
improving client responsiveness. The survey took place from December 2006 to February 2007.

A. Methodology

2. A questionnaire was developed, pretested, and subsequently used for this survey. The
guestionnaire and the survey results are presented at the end of this appendix. The survey
targeted persons (external and internal to ADB) and/or agencies that have had interaction or
involvement with SLRM. A total of 278 persons were contacted by email and through several
evaluation meetings and workshops (agriculture, education, power, transport, water supply and
sanitation, and project monitoring). The respondents contacted by email were given about a
month to respond to the questionnaires.

3. A total of 88 responses were received: 10 from ADB headquarters professional staff, 50
from officials representing the Government of Sri Lanka, 7 from the private sector, 10 from
development partners, and 11 from civil society (i.e., researchers, observers, and members of
nongovernment organizations). This represents an overall response rate of 32%. Individual
respondents’ interactions with SLRM covered different dimensions of involvement, ranging from
analytical work to country strategy and program, aid cooperation, policy dialogue, project
design, and project implementation. Most of the respondents had had direct interaction with
SLRM: personal interaction (43%), project implementation/portfolio management (41%), project
design (28%), policy dialogue (27%), aid cooperation (25%), and analytical work (22%). As
individual respondents had not interacted with SLRM in all aspects of ADB operations, only
those respondents who indicated direct involvement in or familiarity with at least one of the
interaction categories were included in the survey analysis. Consequently, the number of
counted respondents varies for different questions, as this number depends on valid responses
to specific questions.

B. Relevance

4, Most of the respondents observed that SLRM staff knew the country (96%), were people
with whom they could express their opinions openly (93%), had good communication skills
(91%), knew the relevant sector issues in the country (70%), and had strong technical expertise
(65%). Respondents generally believed that SLRM staff were accessible whenever needed
(82%). This is echoed in the narrative responses, wherein nine respondents complimented
SLRM staff members for making themselves available when needed and for their ability to
provide advice. Most of the respondents agreed that SLRM staff had treated them as
development partners/colleagues (81%). However, only 36% of the respondents believed that
SLRM had enough delegated authority to operate effectively. This was also confirmed during
interviews with key informants, who raised issues related to the extent to which SLRM has to
rely on ADB Headquarters on (i) project implementation issues, (ii) procurement matters, (iii)

! This report was prepared by Njoman Bestari (principal evaluation specialist) and Grace Alindogan (consultant,
evaluation research associate). Brenda Katon (consultant, evaluation research associate), Alvin Morales
(evaluation officer), and Jennifer Simon (consultant, evaluation research associate) participated in workshops and
meetings with a number of respondents.
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policy dialogue, (iv) resource allocation, and (v) various matters related to programming in
specific sectors and project administration. Less than half of the respondents (43%) agreed that
SLRM provided valuable lessons and practices from other countries. This is consistent with
observations from many discussions with government officials and other respondents who
pointed out the need for SLRM to (i) disseminate lessons from other countries, and (ii) enhance
its role as an ADB conduit or facilitator for learning from the experience of ADB operations in
other developing member countries.

5. In terms of meeting the country’s needs, a large majority of the respondents indicated
that SLRM acted as an effective development partner (74%) and responded to the country’s
development needs (71%). This is consistent with the findings of a separate survey of opinion
leaders and stakeholders, in which more than three quarters of the respondents reported that
the services offered by ADB’s field offices or resident missions in the South Asia region had
been helpful in assisting countries to meet their development goals and objectives.? Most of the
respondents perceived that SLRM had been receptive to the changing conditions of the country
(64%), while some of them (13%) disagreed with this. The majority of respondents also agreed
on SLRM'’s sensitivity to country-specific circumstances (61%), and on taking into account
various viewpoints in the country (56%). There was room for improvement in these areas, as
supported by respondents’ comments that SLRM should develop closer relations with partners
(17 responses) and be more responsive to the country’s needs (9 responses) in order to
improve its delivery of products and services.

6. Interactions between the respondents and SLRM staff had been generally frequent: (i)
once to more than twice per month when relating to a specific project; and (ii) once or twice
every 3 months when coordinating on issues that were not project specific. Similar findings were
cited in the synthesis report of the Annual MOPAN Survey 2006, wherein partners reported that
they had attended more than three meetings with ADB staff during the prior 3 months, and
cooperation with ADB had increased over the previous years.?

C. Effectiveness

7. In the context of ADB's country strategy and program, a large majority of the
respondents perceived that SLRM staff had adequately considered the realities, development
issues, and priorities of the country (78%); and had consulted with or listened to relevant
stakeholders in the country (72%). However, fewer people agreed that SLRM had adequately
explained new ADB policies, knowledge products, and lending (64%). In terms of incorporating
relevant experience from projects and programs in the country, 72% of the respondents
believed that SLRM had done so. The 2006 MOPAN survey indicated that ADB plays a central
role in policy dialogue with the Government. In the case of Sri Lanka, the MOPAN survey
reported that ADB has a close working relationship with the Government because of ADB’s
relatively large contribution to the country’s official development assistance. By contrast, this
SLRM perception survey directed questions on the range of policy dialogue between ADB and
the Government. In policy dialogue, most of the respondents perceived that SLRM (i) supports
the Government'’s leadership role in policy formulation (66%), (ii) focuses policy dialogue on the
most important development needs (63%), and (iii) provides advice sensitive to human

2 ADB Perceptions Survey: Multinational Survey of Opinion Leaders 2006. Prepared by the Princeton Survey
Research Associates International for the Asian Development Bank. October 2006, p. 9.

® Multilateral Organisations Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN). Annual MOPAN Survey 2006, Donor
Perceptions of Multilateral Partnerships at Country Level. October 2006, p. 31. Survey covers perceptions on
performance of the United Nations Children’s Fund, the International Labor Organisation, and the Asian
Development Bank.
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development goals (61%). There are several areas where there is ample room for improvement
in policy dialogue. Based on perceptions, fewer respondents believed that SLRM (i) had
involved interest groups in policy discussions (59%), (i) had explained the rationale for ADB’s
country strategies (54%), and had provided policy advice based on practical insights (46%).

8. On project design, more than 70% of the respondents agreed that SLRM had adequately
considered (i) social aspects, (ii) environmental aspects, (iii) country and sector contexts, (iv)
experience drawn from previous projects, and (v) counterparts to assume responsibility.
However, fewer respondents agreed that SLRM had listened to alternative views (62%),
considered options proposed by stakeholders (62%), and ensured that benefits to the country
justified the cost (57%). Key informant interviews with government officials revealed client desire
for SLRM to be more attentive to alternative views and options, and open to the many ways to
achieve the desired objectives of projects and programs.

9. On project administration, at least 60% of the respondents agreed that (i) SLRM staff
had worked closely with project managers/directors to resolve issues and help reconcile
differences between ADB and the Government, and (i) SLRM had effectively managed the loan
portfolio and kept partners well informed of progress and issues. Based on the respondents’
perceptions, more problematic areas of project administration related to procurement issues and
staff flexibility to consider options when a standard solution does not work.

10. In the context of economic and sector work, fewer than 60% of the respondents agreed
that SLRM had taken into account the sociopolitical realities of the country, and focused on the
most important needs and issues. Similarly, less than 60% of the respondents agreed that the
analytical work is a joint effort with local experts in the country. Less than 40% of the
respondents agreed that SLRM (i) effectively provided inputs to development policy formulation
in the country, (ii) prepared policy briefs on major studies, and (iii) did not duplicate work that
had been done in the sector by others. Technical support provided by SLRM was primarily
perceived (65%) to make a tangible contribution to development effectiveness. Similarly, more
than half of the respondents agreed that the technical support was well focused on key capacity
needs of the country, although some respondents (government officials) disagreed with this.
More than half of the respondents (57%) agreed that technical support used approaches that
effectively fit the country situation. On the other hand, fewer respondents agreed that SLRM had
provided technical support that was accurately targeted (35%) and appropriately timed to
support project implementation (48%). Many respondents believed that SLRM respects the
Government’s responsibility for aid coordination (73%) and helps the country obtain access to
cofinancing (67%). However, fewer respondents (52%) perceived SLRM as helping the country
to avoid aid duplication. This is also a shortcoming highlighted in the 2006 MOPAN survey.*

D. Efficiency

11. Nearly 70% of the respondents perceived that SLRM provided timely responses to
inquiries. Such responses are consistent with the respondents’ additional narrative responses
stating that one of the qualities the respondents liked about SLRM'’s services was its ability to
respond quickly to their queries. However, less than half of the respondents (44%) agreed that
SLRM ensured that benefits from given actions exceeded their costs. Compared with other aid
agencies with which the respondents were familiar with, perceptions among the respondents

* In the 2006 MOPAN Survey, the section on the Quality of ADB Partnership behavior towards other development

agencies mentioned that “ ADB could do more to avoid overlaps with others.” The Sri Lanka country team noted
“some weaknesses... in efforts to minimize duplication with other donor work”. (p. 35)
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suggested that SLRM was more responsive to country needs (60%). Several development
partners also confirmed this. Slightly more than half of the respondents agreed that SLRM was
better in terms of its effectiveness in project implementation (52%). However, fewer respondents
perceived that SLRM was better than other aid agencies in terms of striving for tangible results
(37%) and speed in delivery of services (31%). During interviews, respondents often perceived
slow delivery of services as something related to SLRM'’s inability to take decisions without
resorting to repeated exchanges with ADB Headquarters. Nevertheless, more than three
guarters of the respondents reported to be satisfied with SLRM-based services, with the
majority of the responses coming from government agencies and development partners.
Reasons for this satisfaction are outlined in their narrative responses. The survey question on
the relevance of knowledge management products generated less favorable responses (47%)
as many of the respondents were not familiar with these products. However, respondents from
government agencies affirmed the relevance of knowledge management products, while
nongovernment respondents were the least familiar with these.

E. Narrative Responses

12. Respondents were requested to highlight what they liked most about (i) SLRM products
and (b) SLRM services. For SLRM products, the majority appreciated the quality and content of
reports (13 responses), confirming that they were informative, timely, and relevant to their
needs. Several complimented the areas wherein ADB provides its assistance (7 responses),
especially in infrastructure development, and its relevance to the country’s needs. Aside from
this, some respondents appreciated ADB reports and publications which are made accessible
through the Internet. Regarding SLRM services, 18 respondents appreciated SLRM friendliness,
responsiveness, and technical competence, while 9 others complimented the way SLRM
administered projects with good coordination with the Government. Others were pleased with
the training provided, foreseeing that SLRM would continue to benefit the country in the long
term. When the respondents were asked how SLRM could improve its products and services,
the top response was for SLRM to achieve a closer relationship with its partners and focus more
on what the country needs. Table A8 summarizes the narrative responses from the
respondents.
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Table A8: Summary of Narrative Responses to the SLRM Perception Survey

What do you like most about ADB/SLRM products?

What do you like most about ADB/SLRM services?

1. Quiality of reports/guidelines (13 responses)

[EEY

. Staff qualities (18 responses)

2. Areas of assistance/types of loan (7 responses)

a. Responsive/gives advice (9 responses)

3. General comment (1 response)

b. Other technical competence (5 responses)

c. Friendly/accommodating (4 responses)

. Quality of work program and project implementation (9
responses)

Provision of training (4 responses)

. Conduct of review missions, deployment of consultants
(3 responses)

5

. Accessibility (3 responses)

6

. Good staff (2 responses)

7

. Other benefits (3 responses)

How can SLRM further improve its delivery of products and services?

SLRM should achieve closer relationship with partners (17 responses)

SLRM should be more responsive to country needs (9 responses)

SLRM should improve information availability (5 responses)

SLRM should improve operation activities (4 responses)

SLRM should conduct regular meetings/trainings (3 responses)

SLRM should be more transparent (3 responses)

Staff need to be more efficient (3 responses)

SLRM needs personnel support in some sectors (3 responses)

©f ® N o gaf A W NP

Decentralization/dissemination of responsibilities necessary for SLRM/ADB (3 responses)

10. SLRM should improve hiring of consultants (2 responses)
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Perception Survey of Sri Lanka Resident Mission (SLRM)
Questionnaires and Tables of Results

Total Respondents (n = 88)
(Due to rounding, numbers in percentages do not always add up to 100%)
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A. Respondent’s Background
1. Respondent Categories
Number Percentage
ADB Headquarters 10 11
Sri Lanka Government 50 57
Business/private sector 7 8
Development partner 10 11
Others 11 13
Total respondents 88 100
2. Extent of Interaction with ADB SLRM in terms of the following (%)
Direct Familiarity None Total
Involvement
Personal dealings with ADB staff 43 20 36 100
Country strategy and program 22 31 48 100
Policy dialogue 27 25 48 100
Project design 28 19 52 100
Project implementation/portfolio management 41 24 35 100
Analytical work 22 23 56 100
Technical support 28 19 52 100
Aid cooperation 25 30 45 100
B. Relevance
1. Personal Interaction: ADB SLRM staff... (%)
Strongly Strongly No
Agree  Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Know the country 32 64 2 0 2 100
Are people with whom | can express my
opinions openly 29 64 5 0 2 100
Have good communication skills 16 75 2 2 5 100
Are accessible when needed 11 71 5 0 13 100
Treat me as a development partner/ colleague 27 54 9 2 9 100
Communicate in a timely manner 13 57 13 2 16 100
Know the relevant sector issues in the country 13 57 2 5 23 100
Have good management skills 11 55 13 2 20 100
Have strong technical expertise 13 52 11 2 23 100
Make good use of available local expertise 13 50 9 2 27 100
Deliver on commitments and carry out promises 9 52 11 2 27 100
Communicate study findings and
recommendations convincingly 7 46 14 2 30 100
Provide valuable lessons and practices from
other countries 9 34 25 4 29 100
Have enough delegated authority to operate
effectively 4 32 16 13 36 100
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2. Country Context and Needs: SLRM staff... (%)
Strongly Strongly No
Agree  Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Act as an effective development partner in
the country 16 58 2 2 22 100
Respond to the development needs of this
country 14 57 1 2 26 100
Respond to changing conditions within the
country 9 55 11 2 23 100
Are sensitive to country-specific
circumstances 10 51 8 2 28 100
Take into account various viewpoints in the
country 9 47 8 3 33 100
3. Frequency of Interaction: SLRM staff... (%)
Every 1 Month  Every 3 Months Every 6 Months Every 12 Months
Once More Once More Once More Once More ’_\'0_ Total
or than or than or than or than  OPinion
Twice Twice Twice Twice Twice Twice Twice Twice
Interact y\{lth me (related to 18 19 17 5 16 0 6 0 19 100
specific project)
Intgract with me (qn other 3 9 16 2 10 5 7 3 a7 100
issues, nonproject)
C. Effectiveness
1. Country Strategy Formulation and Programming: In preparing the country strategy and
program, SLRM staff...(%)
Strongly Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Adequately consider the realities, development 13 65 7 2 13 100
issues, and priorities of the country
Consult with/listen to relevant stakeholders in the 13 59 11 2 15 100
country
Incorporate relevant experience from previous 11 57 11 2 20 100
programs and projects in the country
Adequately explain new ADB policies and changes 7 57 11 2 24 100
to ADB's lending and Knowledge Management
products
2. Policy Dialogue: SLRM staff... (%)
Strongly Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Support the Government's leadership role in policy
formulation 7 59 4 0 30 100
Focus policy dialogue on most important
development needs 9 54 7 2 28 100
Provide advice sensitive to human development
goals 7 54 2 2 35 100
Involve interest groups in policy discussions 11 48 9 2 30 100
Explain the rationale for ADB's country strategies 11 43 9 0 37 100
Provide policy advice based on practical insights 7 39 15 2 37 100
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3. Project Design: In assisting with project design, SLRM staff... (%)
Strongly Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total

Take into account social aspects 17 69 5 2 7 100
Consider environmental aspects 21 64 0 2 12 100
Adequately consider country realities and sector

context 14 69 7 2 7 100
Incorporate experience from previous projects 10 64 10 5 12 100
Get involved in the project at an early stage,

including in the design and implementation of

the PPTA 10 64 12 0 14 100
Assess the quality of the existing feasibility study (if

any) 2 69 2 7 19 100
Follow up in areas where gaps exist 2 69 10 2 17 100
Help counterparts to assume responsibility 5 67 12 0 17 100
Use available local expertise 17 52 12 2 17 100
Consider alternative options proposed by

stakeholders 2 60 19 2 17 100
Listen to alternative views 5 57 17 2 19 100
Ensure that benefits to the country justify the cost 5 52 10 5 29 100

4, Project Administration/Portfolio Management: In relation to project administration, SLRM
staff... (%)
Strongly Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Help reconcile differences between ADB and the
Government 16 51 11 0 23 100
Closely work with project managers/directors to
resolve issues 11 56 12 2 19 100
Keep me well informed of ADB's position on
progress and issues 9 54 9 5 23 100
Effectively manage the loan portfolio 7 53 7 0 33 100
Help ensure that disbursements are not delayed 5 53 18 2 23 100
Respond to requests requiring a no objection ruling 5 51 7 0 37 100
Provide training opportunities for executing and
project staff 11 46 11 5 28 100
Help the government to resolve negative project
impacts 5 49 7 4 35 100
Provide explanations when declining requests 7 47 11 2 33 100
Help country project managers/directors to
restructure projects 7 44 12 2 35 100
Help ensure that procurement is not delayed 11 33 21 5 30 100
Are flexible when a standard solution does not work 7 32 26 4 32 100
5. Economic and Sector Related Work: The analytical work the SLRM is involved in... (%)
Strongly Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Focuses on the most important needs/issues of the
country 5 51 8 0 36 100
Takes into account the sociopolitical realities of the
country 13 44 5 0 38 100
Is a joint effort with local experts in this country 5 51 5 3 36 100
Makes a valuable contribution to the design of
projects 5 49 8 3 36 100
Makes a valuable contribution to the design of
policies 3 38 15 0 44 100
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Strongly Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Effectively applies experience from other countries 0 a1 10 3 46 100
Effectively provides inputs to development policy
formulation in this country 0 38 13 0 49 100
Prepares/ provides policy briefs on major studies 3 36 15 0 46 100
Does not duplicate work that has already been
done in the sector by others
y 8 28 10 0 54 100
Produces results that reach the right people 3 33 13 3 49 100
Identifies all feasible options 0 31 15 3 51 100
Works to fill in gaps that exist in the sector literature 0 18 13 3 67 100
6. Technical Support: The technical support provided by SLRM... (%)
Strongly Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Makes a tangible contribution to development
effectiveness 5 60 2 2 31 100
Is well focused on key capacity needs in this
country 5 52 12 0 31 100
Uses approaches that effectively fit country
situations 0 57 14 2 26 100
Improves individual capacity within this country 0 55 10 0 36 100
Improves institutional/ organizational capacity within
this country 0 55 7 2 36 100
Makes optimal use of local expertise 5 45 19 2 29 100
Is effectively timed to support project
implementation 5 43 26 2 24 100
Provides benefits that exceed the costs 0 40 5 5 50 100
Is accurately targeted 2 33 19 2 43 100
7. Aid Support: SLRM's role in aid cooperation... (%)
Strongly Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Respects the government's responsibility for aid
coordination 6 67 4 0 23 100
Helps the country obtain access to and manage
roject co-financin
pro) g 4 63 6 0 27 100
Takes a lead role in designated sector assistance 13 52 10 0 25 100
Helps attract optimal external support for the
country 8 56 4 2 29 100
Helps the country avoid aid duplication 6 46 10 0 38 100
D. Efficiency
SLRM staff... (%)
Strongly . Strongly No
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total
Provide timely response to inquiries 11 57 13 2 17 100
Improve t_helr interactions by learning from 9 55 9 1 26 100
experience
Ensure that benefits from given actions exceed 5 39 8 1 48 100

their costs
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E. Other
1. Development/Aid Agency Comparison: Compared with other aid agencies with which | am
familiar, SLRM shows... (%)
Much Much No
Better Better Worse Worse  Opinion Total
Responsiveness to country needs 8 52 8 0 31 100
Value of country strategy and program 4 50 4 0 42 100
Effectiveness of project implementation/
assistance 10 42 10 2 35 100
Usefulness of policy advice 4 44 4 0 48 100
Overall effectiveness 4 44 4 2 46 100
Flexibility in adapting to country conditions 2 44 6 2 46 100
Quality of project design 6 35 6 2 50 100
Frequent monitoring of project progress
indicators 8 33 10 4 44 100
Striving for tangible results/development
outcomes 6 31 2 2 58 100
Speed of services 2 29 10 4 54 100
2. Other Respondent Feedback
a. Overall, how satisfied are you with the SLRM-based services? (%)
Very e . - Very No
Satisfied Satisfied  Dissatisfied Dissatisfied  Opinion Total
ADB Headquarters 20 50 20 0 10 100
Sri Lanka Government 10 66 6 4 14 100
Business/private sector 0 86 14 0 0 100
Development partner 0 100 0 0 0 100
Others 0 64 0 9 27 100
Total 8 69 7 3 13 100

b. Overall, what is your opinion of knowledge management products provided by SLRM? (%)

Highly

Partly

Not

No

Relevant Relevant Relevant Relevant Opinion Total
ADB Headquarters 0 30 20 0 50 100
Sri Lanka Government 8 46 6 4 36 100
Business/private sector 0 29 29 0 43 100
Development partners 0 40 20 0 40 100
Others 0 45 18 0 36 100
Total 5 42 13 2 39 100

PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance.
Notes:

1. Others = academe, nongovernment organizations, researchers, observers, etc.
2. “No Opinion” includes responses to "Not Applicable" in the questionnaire.



