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MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO THE IMPACT EVALUATION STUDY ON ASIAN 
DEVELOPMENT BANK’S ASSISTANCE FOR LOW-INCOME HOUSING FINANCE  

IN SRI LANKA 

 
 On 14 September 2011. the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department 
received the following responses from the Managing Director General on behalf of the 
Management. 

 
I. General Comments 

1. We appreciate IED’s Impact Evaluation Study (IES) on ADB's Assistance to Low-
Income Housing (LIH) Finance in Sri Lanka. We find the statistical evaluation framework 
and estimation methodology sound and informative, also taking into account data 
limitations such as limited availability of baseline data. 

2. At the same time, we have some concern on potential risks of suggesting 
generalized findings based on only one operation, i.e., Urban Development and Low 
Income Housing project (Loan number 1632). Since the IES is solely based on a 
particular operation in Sri Lanka, it needs to be carefully considered whether IES 
findings can credibly be generalized beyond the operation being evaluated given the 
methodology adopted, limited evidence and the small sample size.        

3. Furthermore, the scope of the IES is limited to housing financing aspect of the 
project without assessing other project components, including urban infrastructure and 
community development. As also noted by the IES, it would be difficult to control for the 
impact of other project components, especially when the Project was designed for a 
whole set of coherent intervention and not as a set of mutually exclusive activities. This 
had led to limitation in drawing more useful implications on various aspects of the 
project, we believe.  

II. Comments on Specific Recommendations 

4. Recommendation 1: Improve the analysis and design of LIH projects for 
better targeting and greater welfare impacts. We agree with this general 
recommendation. We also acknowledge that targeting poorer households could make 
the welfare impacts of the project more robust. However, it should be noted that 
targeting of the poorest households was not the thrust of the Project. The objectives of 
the Project were to increase the access of low-income households to market-based 
housing finance through the formal sector, and to galvanize the interest of the formal 
banking sector to serve the low-income segment of the housing market. Hence, the 
Project was focused on enhancing access to the formal banking sector for creditworthy 
but relatively lower-income households rather than to the poorest. This could explain 
why only 1% of borrowers were in the lowest 10 percentiles of the income group. If the 
objective of the Project was targeting the poorest households, a different approach and 
project design would have been employed.  

5. Recommendation 2: Increase gradually the collection and maintenance of 
baseline data on selected projects amenable for impact evaluation. We agree. 
Having credible baseline data is important for possible future impact evaluations (IEs) 
that will help demonstrate development effectiveness. In this regard, it should be worth 
mentioning that ADB has taken several steps to scale up and mainstream IE in its 



2 
 

 

operations. An IE initiative launched at a Heads of Departments meeting held in May 
2009 helped kick off IE mainstreaming practices at ADB, including two IE staff training 
programs held in 2010.  

6. An initial drive for an ADB-wide IE initiative is being pursued through a RETA on 

“implementing Impact Evaluation at ADB‖ with $1 million since December 2010. This 

RETA supports various IE activities in regional departments, recognizing that 
counterfactual identification and baseline surveys are best started early in the project 
cycle, as part of the project monitoring and evaluation system. An impact evaluation 
committee comprising ERD, RSDD, COSO and the regional departments, and co-
chaired by the regional departments, has oversight responsibilities on reviewing and 
approving project proposals and budgets to be considered for impact evaluation from the 
RETA. It also includes awareness-building and training for ADB’s developing member 
countries. While more resources will need to be mobilized to enable further scaling-up of 
IE in ADB, the institutional roles for IE are now being mapped out with ERD playing a 
key technical support function, RDs implementing IE activities as part of the project 
cycle, and COSO helping facilitate a better link between design and monitoring 
frameworks and IE activities. 
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