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SECTOR ASSESSMENT: MULTISECTOR 

 

 

1. The Independent Evaluation Department country assistance program evaluation (CAPE) for Sri 

Lanka includes standard assessments of strategy and sector interventions. In addition to the traditional 

projects implemented in Sri Lanka during the evaluation period, a series of multisector engagements 

financed small-scale participatory subprojects.
1

 Because of the complex operating environment and the 

extensive reach and spread of these engagements in the conflict- and tsunami-affected Northern and 

Eastern Provinces, the evaluation team saw an opportunity to conduct additional analysis and the 

potential to extract valuable lessons for future operations. 

 

2. Due to the community-focused and participatory nature of these subprojects, the evaluation 

team used a set of evaluation tools to capture the challenges, impacts, and lessons learned, soliciting 

feedback from people who had been directly affected by the conflict and tsunami. In order to 

incorporate project beneficiary insights and perspectives into the evaluation and to supplement and 

enrich the findings of the broader CAPE mission, a participatory evaluation was undertaken. The 

analysis that follows has four parts: an overview of the evaluation questions that guided the 

participatory evaluation; a description of the evaluation methodology, including the evaluation tools 

and the sampling framework; an analysis of the findings of the fieldwork; and lessons learned. 

 

3. A two-week preparatory scoping mission took place in late November 2015. The fieldwork took 

place over six weeks from late February to early April 2016. The Independent Evaluation Department 

commissioned the Centre for Poverty Analysis in Colombo to carry out the participatory evaluation.  

 

A. Primary Evaluation Questions  

 

4. The nature of these projects (small-scale, participatory, and implemented through local 

government) and the challenging post-conflict and post-disaster environment (a dynamic conflict with 

changing frontiers, inaccessible project locations, and a catastrophic tsunami) prompted various 

questions. Specifically, the evaluation team explored the following: equality in distribution of and 

access to project-financed resources, especially relevant in a conflict-affected environment; the level of 

community involvement throughout project implementation and corresponding community 

perceptions on the participatory processes; and the impacts and sustainability of these subprojects 

given the implementation challenges that arose.  The evaluation questions were as follows: 

 

(i) Did the project interventions meet the immediate needs of communities in a post-

conflict or post-disaster environment? 

(ii) To what extent were there differences between villages in access to ADB financed 

project resources? 

(iii) To what extent were there differences between different groups within villages in 

access to ADB-financed project resources? 

(iv) To what extent was there community participation throughout the different phases of 

the project, with a focus on women’s participation?  

(v) What were the perceived impacts and were beneficiary satisfied with the interventions? 

(vi) How sustainable were the interventions?  

 

B. Methodology 

 

5. To answer these evaluation questions, the evaluation used a participatory approach to collect 

information from project beneficiaries as well as from key stakeholders.  Stakeholder mapping revealed 

the need to incorporate viewpoints from individuals and groups at different levels (national, district, 

                                                        
1
  Attachment 1 provides detailed financing information for these projects 
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divisional, village, and household). In order to capture and reflect the experiences and perceptions of 

the wide range of stakeholders adequately, the following evaluation tools were used. 

 

(i) Desk review. The analysis reviewed project documentation, including completion 

reports and project data from the ADB management information system (when 

available). 

(ii) Key informant interviews. Interviews were conducted with 26 stakeholders, including 

former ministry officials, former district and divisional officials, former project 

implementation unit officials, and representatives from both the national and local 

offices of implementing partner nongovernment organizations (NGOs). This allowed 

the team to understand the context in which the projects were carried out, and 

provided important context on project management and implementation issues.  

 

6. At the village level, the evaluation used the following tools: 

 

(i) Village profiling. This was carried out in each village, mapping key historical events and 

shocks as well as the needs that emerged as a result of the shocks and the response 

from ADB, donors, government, NGOs, and others. This exercise provided necessary 

context for the evaluation team and helped establish whether the interventions 

responded to immediate community needs. 

(ii) Focus group discussions. Qualitative data were collected from 24 discussions in 12 of 

the 24 sampled villages, with separate focus groups for men and women. The field 

team met with 210 individuals ranging in age from 17 to 78. These discussions probed 

community participation (in subproject selection, implementation, and maintenance), 

the current status of interventions, and levels of satisfaction with both the process and 

the intervention. Transcripts of the focus group discussions were analyzed using NVIVO 

qualitative analytical software that identified patterns and trends in the data generated 

from the discussions, including highlighting the nature and depth of variations and the 

numerous narratives that exist.  Based on the main questions of the assessment, the 

data were coded into the following categories and subcategories: effectiveness of 

delivery, outcomes, impact, sustainability, and lessons learned. The findings sections 

discuss each of these areas, drawing from the richness and complexity of the narratives, 

both those which were common and those that were more distinct and localized.   

(iii) Quantitative household survey. This was administered to 482 randomly selected 

households (at least 20 households in each of the eight villages selected in each of the 

three districts). The survey allowed the team to probe household level benefits, access, 

and perceptions and also to capture the effects more accurately across a representative 

sample of households from the purposively selected villages.  

 

7. The quantitative data provided an aggregate quantified picture of how beneficiaries viewed the 

process, benefits, and impacts of two ADB programmes, North East Community Restoration and 

Development Project (NECORD) and North East Coastal Community Development Project (NECCDEP). 

The qualitative data, generated through focus groups and interviews, allowed the team to deepen that 

picture. The quantitative survey was especially useful at gauging perceptions on differences in access 

both between and within villages, as well as triangulating findings of the participation of both men 

and women throughout implementation, and beneficiary satisfaction. 



Sector Assessment: Multi Sector  3 
 

 

1. Sampling 

 

8. Given resource constraints, the participatory evaluation was limited in the number of villages 

and beneficiaries it could cover. In order to minimize bias and ensure broad coverage that would allow 

for a reasonable expectation of representative responses, the assessment purposively sampled at the 

district and village level. Households for the sample survey were randomly selected within the village 

using voting lists provided by local government officials.  

 

9. District. The assessment selected three of the eight districts affected by conflict and/or tsunami 

in the Northern and Eastern Provinces.
2

 To capture the widest range of context, the districts were 

selected based on the impact from conflict and the tsunami and the availability of project-level data.
3

  

It is important to note that the lack of good records and data on the projects—despite the extensive 

data collected and institutional memory that resides within former project officers—was a limitation in 

the selection of villages. Table 1 describes these districts.  

 

Table 1: Selected districts and description 

District Features and relevant shocks 

Jaffna Highest population density and general social development indicators in the Northern 

province; higher concentration of infrastructure; political and cultural center of gravity; 

high emphasis on education: Vellala caste dominance and pockets of caste disadvantage; 

marginalized island territories; waves of massive population movement; part of the district 

a frontline since late 1990s; heavy militarization; mix of areas controlled by the Liberation 

Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) and the government. 

Vavuniya Relatively high levels of social development but uneven; part of the district more 

significantly affected by war; complex multiethnic composition; long history of large-scale 

military presence; key transport node and higher levels of industrialization and 

infrastructure. 

Batticaloa Key theatre of inter- and intra-ethnic conflict and war; especially fragile since 2004 due to 

a split in the LTTE and corresponding three-way fighting; continued fragility after 2007, 

especially in the north; significant impact of tsunami; high levels of post-war capital 

inflows especially for tourism; largely Tamil and Muslim; low levels of social development; 

complex coastal ecosystems and interdependent agriculture; militarization; university hub; 

caste issues. 

 

10. Village. Because of the multisector nature of these projects, and the different levels at which 

they were targeted (household, group, community, multi-village, and divisional or district level) the 

fieldwork was designed to capture results across the series of interventions. This enabled analysis of 

inter-relationships and links between the numerous projects and any complementarity between soft 

and hard infrastructure.  The design was also intended (particularly through the village profile) to 

examine the effect of the pre- and post-war context on implementation and project results.  

 

11. Villages were purposively selected based on the distribution of types of projects that were 

implemented to ensure coverage of each of the following project types:
 4

 

 

(i) subprojects that targeted households or individuals through provision of shelter, 

sanitation, livelihood training, microloans, and other assistance; 

                                                        
2
  The eight districts are: Northern Province - Kilinochchi, Mullaitivu, Mannar, Vavuniya, and Jaffna; and Eastern Province - 

Trincomalee, Batticaloa and Ampara.  

3
  Note it was intended to select Mullaitivu (rather than Jaffna) however during the scoping exercise it was discovered that 

although the project data had been collected in the project database, it was no longer able to be located and in addition, little 

of the project infrastructure remained as it was destroyed as the final push of the conflict occurred in Mullaitivu. The 

evaluation wanted to select Mullaitivu as it has low levels of social development; was most heavily exposed to conflict with 

maximum impact of the concluding phase of the war; it has significant impact of the tsunami; and the entire population was 

displaced at least once; they also faced heavy militarization and remains one of the most under developed areas.  

4
  This typology is a consolidation by the evaluation team of the wide range of subprojects supported by the ADB-financed 

multipurpose projects. 
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(ii) subprojects that targeted the village or community, through local schools, local health 

clinics, multipurpose buildings, community roads, and other common facilities; 

(iii) subprojects that targeted numerous villages, through processing plants, factories, 

community marketplaces, hospitals, inter-village roads, agricultural centers, and other 

facilities; and 

(iv) larger subprojects with a very large catchment area such as district or division 

administrative buildings, and district hospitals. 

 

Table 2: Villages Sampled in Selected Districts 

District Villages Selected 

Batticaloa 

Baduriyanagar, Mancholai,* Mankadu, Mankerney Central, Nasivanthivu,* Navatkudda 

East,* Selvapuram,* Swami Malai 

Jaffna 

Ampan,* Koliyakkandy,* Kudaththanai,* Kuttiyapulam,* Meenatchipuram, Polikandy East, 

Thunavi, Viyaparimoolai*  

Vavuniya 

Kollapuliyankulam,* Nedunkerny, Pampaimadu, Pumpuhar,* Senaipilau, Sundarapuram,* 

Track 07,* Ulukkulam 

* Denotes village where focus group discussions took place.  

 

2. Limitations 

 

12. The multisector projects supported a wide range of subprojects covering numerous sectors
5

 at 

different levels—household, village, multi-village, and district or subdistrict levels—among Tamil, 

Sinhalese, and Muslim villages. Undertaking a fully representative sample survey of the project area 

within the time and resource constraints of the CAPE was not feasible. A decision was taken to carry 

out a sample survey within selected villages purposively selected through a three-stage methodology: 

(i) selection of three of eight districts based on their history of conflict, two of which were also affected 

by the tsunami; (ii) selection of villages that ensured both variations in levels and types of subprojects 

and different ethnic groups were covered; and (iii) administration of a survey to a random sample of 20 

households from each selected village. 

13. The quantitative survey was designed to ensure that responses were elicited from a 

representative cross-section of beneficiaries from the purposively selected villages. The randomly 

selected survey helped to manage the risk that village elites were more likely to attend village meetings, 

or that the focus group discussions may not capture the range of variation within villages. However, 

the sample was not large enough to be statistically significant across the entire project area, and 

reported results need to be interpreted accordingly.  

14. An additional limitation was the lack of a control group. Given the extensive level of support 

provided to Sri Lanka in the wake of both the conflict and tsunami by various donors, bilateral 

organizations, and NGOs, it is impossible to find villages within the districts in the northeast that did 

not receive any assistance.  Although the evaluation was only undertaken in villages that received ADB 

assistance, it was not possible to compare villages and individuals that received ADB assistance with 

those that did not receive ADB assistance or no assistance.  

C. Findings 

 

15. Sample characteristics are presented below followed by findings of the participatory evaluation, 

organized by the evaluation questions in para. 4. A complete description of sample characteristics is 

found in the tables in Attachment 2.  

 

 

 

                                                        
5
  Attachment 1 provides more information of the sectors covered by the subprojects.  
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1. Sample Description 

 

16. Respondents had good access to services, low levels of savings, and relied mostly on farming 

and casual labor as primary sources of income 

 

17. The information below provides descriptive statistics on the 482 households sampled for the 

quantitative analysis: 

 

(i) Most (64%) respondents were female, owing to the unavailability of males during the 

day. No prior notice of the survey was given. 

(ii) The over 50 age group and the 31–50 age group each comprised 45% of the sample, 

making it likely that respondents would have knowledge of any interventions that took 

place over the past 10 years.  

(iii) The average household size was 4–6 members, the largest households sampled had 

more than 10 members, and 10% of the sample had the minimum number of 

household members (1–2).  

(iv) Most respondents were Tamil (82%), followed by Sinhalese (8%) and Muslim (7%).  The 

distribution varies by district and mirrors the demographics of the area (for example, 

the Sinhalese were only in Vavuniya).  

(v) A comparison of average monthly income and expenditure revealed that most 

households were breaking even, but unable to save money.  The average monthly 

income of 66% of the sample is in the SLRs16,000–SLRs32,000
6

 range, with the same 

percentage reporting average monthly expenditures in the same range.  

(vi) Houses were mainly self-owned (90%) and most (89%) had electricity but piped water 

was rare. Most used wells (56%), while sanitation facilities were available on the same 

plot for many (75%).  

(vii) In general, the sampled communities had good access to services. For 65% of 

households surveyed, the nearest health clinic was 2 kilometers (km) away with a public 

hospital 5 km away for 41%. Half of the sample lived within 1 km of primary and 

secondary schools, as well as bus services. Village officers—grama niladhari—were also 

within easy reach (1–2 km) for half of the households.  

(viii) Farming was the main source of income for 33% of respondents (60% in Vavuniya), 

followed by casual labor (30%).  Fishing was the next important source of income in 

Jaffna (18%) and Batticaloa (15%). Government jobs were the main source of income 

for 9% of the sample and remittances as the main source of income were most 

prevalent in Batticaloa, with 8% of respondents reporting in this category, compared to 

3% for the overall sample.  Figure 1 shows the distribution of income sources for the 

sample. 

  

                                                        
6
  As of the project completion date for the last completed project (30 September 2012 for North East Community Restoration 

and Development (NECORD) Project  2 SLP), the exchange rate was $1.00 = SLRs131.03. 
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Figure 1: Primary Source of Income of Sample Beneficiaries 

 

Note: Data taken from 482 responses from all three sampled districts (Batticaloa, Jaffna and Vavuniya) 

Source: IED Survey 
 

 

a. Responsiveness to Immediate Needs 

18. The ADB-financed projects met the needs identified by communities and governments, 

although in some cases other development agencies filled primary needs 

19. As these projects were designed to be demand-driven, all subprojects were selected either by 

government officials in consultation with communities, or by the communities themselves. In areas 

targeted by the North East Community Restoration and Development (NECORD) Project and later by the 

Conflict-Affected Area Rehabilitation Project (CAARP) and Tsunami-Affected Areas Rebuilding Project 

(TAARP), there was extensive damage to community infrastructure caused by the conflict and/or the 

2004 tsunami.   Qualitative analysis was the main tool used to probe the extent to which projects were 

responsive to immediate needs. 

20. The village profile included an exercise that asked respondents to recall specific shocks that had 

occurred in the village, immediate needs related to the shocks, and whether any development agency 

had addressed these needs. The profile also included a ranking of priority needs and corresponding 

interventions. This profile was completed for each of the 12 villages visited by the field team for groups 

of both men and women (interviewed separately). The exercise revealed the following: 

 

(i) Immediate needs were not the same across villages. However there were some 

interventions that consistently appeared in the top three ranked slots: housing, roads, 

and to a lesser extent, schools, and wells.   

(ii) Male groups tended to place more priority on income-generating activities or 

productivity-related infrastructure such as a fishers’ rest house or canals for fields, and 

training. 

(iii) The presence of other development agencies was uneven across villages, and in some 

cases other agencies financed the interventions that were ranked as the highest priority 

need by the community.  However, there were also examples where the ADB was the 

only development agency and in these instances the activities undertaken by ADB were 

generally among the top priority items.  

(iv) There was consistency across the focus group discussions in how villages reported the 

process for selecting projects, demonstrating consistent incorporation of beneficiary 

identified needs in the planning process.  
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21. The review of the village mapping exercise and the general alignment of the priority needs with 

the ADB interventions shows that these activities were indeed demand-driven, and that they filled gaps 

in necessary social service infrastructure during a critical time. This description of project activities as a 

gap-filling mechanism was echoed in interviews with former project officials as well as district and 

division level government officials who reported that they appreciated and relied on the flexibility to 

approve different types of subprojects according to emerging needs.   

 

b. Difference in Access to Project-Financed Resources between Villages 

 

22. Another question was whether there were differences in the distribution of subprojects 

between villages. This was especially relevant given the need to avoid exacerbating any interethnic 

tensions that had fueled the conflict, and the need for ADB to maintain a neutral reputation in order to 

continue providing crucial services to affected communities.  

 

23. Projects were designed to be inclusive, and not to exacerbate underlying tensions. A review of 

project documentation reveals that there were explicit efforts to ensure that subprojects were 

distributed in way that was inclusive of different cultural and religious communities. All the project 

completion reports for the relevant multisector projects (with the exception of the NECORD follow-on 

projects) report final allocation and financing of subprojects by district in a transparent manner.  

Project design demonstrated an explicit effort to focus on equitable distribution of project resources. 

For example, the NECORD targeting criteria included ethnicity (Tamil, Sinhalese, and Muslim villages) as 

well as a focus on internally displaced persons (IDPs) and other vulnerable groups (widows and female- 

headed households). The North East Coastal Community Development Project (NECCDEP) project 

completion report (PCR) included an appendix analyzing project implementation through the lens of 

conflict sensitivity.  Two examples of project-related practices that were adopted as a result of the 

analysis included: distribution of benefits in a way that ensured equitable treatment of ethnic groups 

and avoided widening ethnic divisions; and translation of important documents into the Tamil 

language.  

 

24. Lessons from these projects were translated into policy. When ADB prepared operational 

guidelines for working in conflict areas, they included transparency and involvement of all stakeholders 

and beneficiaries to ensure that public relations are not used by either side for political purposes; and 

equitable distribution of resources to ensure no community is advantaged or disadvantaged compared 

with other groups.
7

 The NECORD II supplementary financing was designed to ensure that outputs were 

shared equitably among ethnic groups and across target areas, and was not expected to contribute to 

any intensification of social issues.  The NECORD follow-on projects included a conflict prevention and 

resolution mechanism, reflecting further design modifications to respond to any ethnic tensions that 

may have arisen and to ensure equitable distribution of resources.
8

  

 

25. The participatory evaluation intentionally sampled communities from different cultural and 

ethnic backgrounds to ensure the inclusion of diverse viewpoints. The ethnic composition of the sample 

mirrored the population distribution. Communities generally perceived the distribution of the project 

resources between villages as fair. 

26. The household survey gauged perceptions on whether there were differences in access 

between communities with the question: “Rate the manner in which these projects are distributed 

across the neighboring villages” (scale in terms of perceptions of fairness of distribution). Table 3 

shows that the majority (77%) of the survey respondents were of the opinion that projects were 

distributed across villages in a manner that was either “fair” or “somewhat fair.” There were slightly 

fewer respondents who felt the distribution was “fair” in Jaffna compared with Vavuniya and 

Batticaloa, but when the top two ratings “fair” and “somewhat fair” were combined, the distribution 

of benefits in Batticaloa and Jaffna was viewed as slightly more fair than in Vavuniya. These variations 

                                                        
7
 ADB. 2012. Completion Report: North East Coastal Community Development Project. Manila. p. 28. 

8
 ADB. 2013. Completion Report. North East Community Restoration and Development Project. Manila. p. 22.  
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were not very significant. The general consensus among sampled beneficiaries was that there was 

general fairness in distribution of benefits between villages. 

 

Table 3: Fairness of Distribution of Benefits Between Villages 

Fairness  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Fair 80 50% 73 46% 83 51% 236 50% 

Somewhat Fair 44 28% 52 33% 37 23% 133 28% 

Neutral 4 3% 1 1% 0 0% 5 1% 

Somewhat Unfair 14 9% 12 8% 9 6% 35 7% 

Unfair 8 5% 8 5% 9 6% 25 5% 

Don't Know 10 6% 14 9% 24 15% 48 10% 

Total Responses 160 100% 160 100% 162 

100

% 482 100% 

Fair and Somewhat fair 124 78% 125 78% 120 74% 369 77% 

 

c. Differences in Access to Project-Financed Resources within Villages  

 

27. Villages were mostly ethnically homogeneous, so there were no prominent examples of 

exclusion from accessing project-financed assets within a village based on ethnicity.  The projects did 

include some targeting mechanisms to ensure that assets reached vulnerable groups at the village level 

including female-headed households (this was especially true in NECCDEP which explicitly targeted 

female-headed households and with the revolving funds in both NECORD and NECCDEP which 

provided the majority of funds to women).  

 

28. Communities perceived distribution of subprojects within villages as generally fair, although 

there was some dissatisfaction around allocation of shelter projects 

 

29. The majority of focus group discussion respondents were of the opinion that resources were 

distributed in a fair manner, and in some cases the groups provided examples of criteria used to 

allocate individual subprojects as evidence of this fair distribution. However there were a few reports of 

favoritism or exclusion. The most frequently cited subproject related to unequal access was the shelter 

project. The focus groups noted the criteria for receiving a shelter project, including size of household 

and land ownership, seemed to align with the general government criteria for receiving shelter. 

However these discussions and general observations in the villages revealed that there were some 

instances where the criteria excluded some of the most vulnerable members of communities, 

specifically older people who had lost all their family members in the conflict and therefore had no one 

to care for them. They were reportedly excluded from shelter projects because they did not meet the 

minimum family size requirement. There were also isolated reports of unfairness; one village reported 

that false or fabricated criteria were used to allocate shelter projects, and another reported general 

favoritism in allocation of subprojects.  

 

30. The household survey probed perceptions on the fairness of distribution of project benefits 

across households in the village (Table 4). It was important to ask this question of the randomly 

selected households surveyed, in addition to focus group participants, to ensure inclusion of a wide 

range of community viewpoints and not just the views of those who respond to a call to attend a focus 

group discussion. The household survey asked respondents to “Rate the manner in which these projects 

are distributed in the village.” A large percentage (82%) of the overall sample felt that the projects 

were distributed in a fair or somewhat fair manner. Perceptions on fairness of projects selected were 

slightly higher in Jaffna (86%), and lower in Batticaloa (78%) when the responses for “fair” and 

“somewhat fair” were combined.  
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Table 4: Fairness of Distribution of Benefits across all Households in the Village 

Fairness  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Fair 88 55% 83 52% 89 55% 260 54% 

Somewhat Fair 37 23% 54 34% 44 27% 135 28% 

Neutral 1 1% 1 1% 5 3% 7 1% 

Somewhat 

Unfair 15 9% 11 7% 9 6% 35 7% 

Unfair 14 9% 9 6% 12 7% 35 7% 

Don't know 5 3% 2 1% 3 2% 10 2% 

Total 160 100% 160 100% 162 100% 482 100% 

Fair and 

Somewhat fair 125 78% 137 86% 133 82% 395 82% 

        

31. The household survey asked about participation in decision-making for subprojects that were 

allocated specifically to households (rather than to the entire community). In the sample, 170 

households (35% of the total sample) indicated they were the recipient of a household-level 

intervention, identified in the survey question as a shelter subproject or livelihood training. Of the 170 

respondents that received a household-level subproject, 148 (87%) indicated that someone from the 

household was involved in the planning process for subprojects received by individuals. These data 

show that household-level benefits were provided even to those households that didn’t participate in 

the decision-making process, interpreted here as an indication that benefits did not accrue only to the 

most involved people.  

 

32. There was a general consensus among beneficiaries that there was equality in access of project-

financed resources within the villages.  

 

d. Extent of Community Participation and Participation of Women 

 

33. These projects were designed to be highly participatory. The subprojects were implemented 

with extensive community consultations and some communities received a community development 

subproject, which by design put even more of the responsibility for project selection, implementation 

and maintenance directly in the hands of the community. The participatory evaluation examined the 

extent to which the project design led to community participation in practice. 

 

34. Participation rates were high, especially given the difficult context, with slight variance across 

districts. Rates were higher in Batticaloa and Vavuniya than in Jaffna, and higher for the NECORD 

project than for NECCDEP. 

 

35. Participation was high overall, with some variance across districts.  Across all three districts and 

for all programs taken together, the levels of participation in project selection was 73%, with higher 

participation rates in project selection in Batticaloa (78%) and lower rates in Jaffna (67%). These 

numbers indicate that participatory policies and procedures were adopted to a significant extent, 

especially in the areas of project selection, design, and to a lesser extent implementation and 

maintenance (Table 5). The participation rates across each category ranged from 54% to 78% and were 

lowest in Jaffna and highest in Batticaloa.
9

 

 

                                                        
9
  One potential explanation for high participation rates in Batticaloa may be the 2004 split in the LTTE, which led to a draw 

down in the intensity of the war and the government taking control of the east in 2007. It is possible that this may have 

contributed to higher levels of stability (compared with the other sampled districts), however uneasy and fragile. Low 

participation rates in Jaffna may also correspond to the dynamics of war in Jaffna, including repeated changing of hands and 

active front lines as well as high levels of militarization.  In addition, there were lower levels of female participation and reports 

by some of the survey enumerators that there were stronger caste dynamics, which could lead to barriers and exclusions from 

project resources, including participation, in implicit and culturally coded ways.  
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Table 5: Level of Participation 

 District  Project Selection  Project Design 
Project 

Implementation 
Maintenance 

 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Batticaloa 125 78% 118 74% 109 68% 114 71% 

Vavuniya 118 72% 116 72% 111 69% 114 70% 

Jaffna  107 67% 101 63% 97 61% 86 54% 

Total 350 73% 335 70% 317 66% 314 65% 

 

36. Government and project officials triangulated reports of high levels of community (and local 

government) participation in the planning process. The emphasis on the process of drawing up a 

village-level plan through a participatory method and reviewing and prioritising needs in a participatory 

manner, all facilitated by a NGO intermediary, was one of the distinct features of both the NECORD and 

NECCDEP community-driven programmes.  Government officials, NGO representatives and communities 

across all districts recounted the same procedure, highlighting the prominent and memorable role 

these procedures had and also the widespread application of the participatory processes.  

 

37. The household survey reflects higher rates of community participation in NECORD than in 

NECCDEP (Figure 2). For example, in Batticaloa the participation rates for project selection for NECORD 

was 85%, compared to 63% for NECCDEP. Table 3 shows that overall rates of participation were 

highest in the early stages of project selection and design. Figure 2 shows a more nuanced view, 

indicating there was more variance in participation levels between earlier and latter stages for NECORD 

in Batticaloa for example. Participation rates for NECORD projects in Vavuniya hovered around 70% for 

all phases of participation. One possible explanation for a variance in participation rates between 

NECORD and NECCDEP was that NECCDEP-financed infrastructure related to livelihoods, in some cases 

for a cluster of villages. By comparison, NECORD work was typically at the village level and provided 

infrastructure related to village-wide social service delivery which may explain the differences in 

participation rates as these infrastructures may have naturally have attracted more attention because of 

their nearly universal relevance for the village (e.g., education, health, and roads).   

 

 

Figure 2: NECORD and NECCDEP Participation Rates by District 

 
       Note: NECCDEP was not implemented in Vavuniya 

 

38. The high participation rates across the districts and projects are impressive given the very 

challenging and complex operating environment.
10

 This achievement is evidence of the extensive 

                                                        
10

  The evaluation mission heard reports of extremely dedicated project staff and staff from implementing partner NGOs that 

risked their own personal safety to support project activities in active conflict zones.  
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socialization and community mobilization efforts undertaken by both project staff and implementing 

partner NGOs. It also reflects the excellent reputation enjoyed by the projects, especially NECORD. This 

reputation was encouraged by publicity, including project identification signs, a newsletter, and a 

website publicizing project activities. 

 

39. Women’s participation rates were high overall. There were significant levels of women’s 

participation in Batticaloa and Vavuniya, which may be linked to the fact that in many villages the lead 

in the community development projects has been the Women’s Rural Development Society. The 

strategy used by the implementers to channel the revolving fund and livelihood activities through the 

women’s groups has meant that they have had a direct role in the project and therefore received 

training for their operational role in project implementation.  The rate of participation for women was 

relatively low in Jaffna, the reasons for which are not clear from the data.  

 

Table 6: Participation of Women 

 District  Project Selection Project Design 
Project 

Implementation 
Maintenance 

 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Batticaloa 111 69% 110 69% 106 66% 113 71% 

Vavuniya 113 70% 102 63% 105 65% 115 71% 

Jaffna  86 54% 83 52% 86 54% 82 51% 

Total 310 64% 295 61% 297 62% 310 64% 

 

40. The difference between NECORD and NECCDEP and variance by district for women is very 

similar to the distribution of data for the overall sample in Figure 2. 

 

41. Factors explaining low participation rates can provide insights for future operations. The stories 

about high rates of participation in planning were not universal, and although the general perception 

was that this was a participatory project, useful lessons for future interventions can be gained from 

exploring the contradictory reports from the few communities that felt the projects could have been 

more inclusive. Focus group discussions, meetings with NGO staff, and field observations led to the 

following suggested explanations for variances in participation:   

 

(i) Contextual factors related to the conflict, and the difficult operating environment, may 

have limited the amount of mobilization and socialization required for participatory 

processes. 

(ii) Caste dynamics may have influenced participation rates for certain groups, especially in 

Jaffa, as explained in footnote 10.  

(iii) The focus on existing community-based organizations may have led to the exclusion of 

other groups, for example a fishers’ society or rural development society. The practice 

of working with already formed groups made sense given the challenging operating 

environment; however it may have had the unintended effect of leading to some 

community members feeling that they were not fully able to participate in the process. 

(iv) The orientation of implementing partner NGOs may have played a role. Some NGOs 

were ideologically aligned with political factions, and as such may not have not been 

able to distance themselves from the ruling party, thus influencing the extent to which 

communities were able to fully participate in the process as intended.  
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e. Perceived impacts of and satisfaction with projects 

 

42. The projects were expected to contribute to improving the wellbeing and coping mechanisms 

of people who were affected by conflict and natural disaster. Given the context, at the time there were 

many essential needs to be met. This section will look at the outcomes and impacts on a household, 

community, and meso level
11

 of the interventions provided by the projects through focus group 

discussion findings and the household survey.  

 

43. Interventions were appreciated, but were not always enough. The general feedback from the 

focus group discussions was that subprojects were for the most part useful and appreciated, but were 

sometimes not enough to fill all of the gaps. A related sentiment reported by many groups was that 

the project left the village too soon, and that villages would have benefited from additional rounds of 

participatory development, community mobilization and livelihood training. There were three instances 

in the 12 villages where focus group discussions were held where communities felt the projects were 

not useful. In two villages this was due to the poor quality or location of the infrastructure, which 

meant it was unusable and in the third it was because the village would have preferred more 

agricultural inputs, a perception that impacted opinions on usefulness of the subprojects that were 

provided.   

 

44. One village noted that development efforts came only after the tsunami, because it was then 

that the development actors arrived.  Many communities reported that they still feel they are suffering 

from the residual effects of the shocks they faced. A common thread in the focus group discussions is 

the current and past need for psychosocial support. A few groups pointed out that, although livelihood 

training was provided, few people took advantage of it, as many were not in an emotional state to be 

able to benefit from the activities. Community members suggested that additional rounds of training 

would be extremely beneficial, now that people had had some time to adjust after the traumatic events 

that occurred.  

 

D. Household-Level Interventions 

 

1. Infrastructure 

 

45. Household interventions included shelter, electricity, wells and toilets. The focus of the 

participatory evaluation in terms of household infrastructure was the shelter subprojects received by 

10% of the beneficiary households sampled.
12

 ADB was one of various donors providing shelter; 

beneficiaries frequently mentioned other housing schemes, sometimes in the same village, financed by 

the World Bank and by the Indian government. These shelter projects were seen as crucial as many 

houses had been destroyed by the conflict. The group discussions revealed that, in addition to shelter 

projects, household-level projects such as electricity, wells, and toilets were seen as valuable and 

leading to improvements in wellbeing of the households. Wells and toilets in particular are mentioned 

as crucial for meeting basic needs and preventing disease.  

 

2. Livelihoods 

 

46. Another intervention at the household level related to livelihoods. The projects provided 

revolving loans, livelihood training, and materials to support livelihood activities. Tailoring (for women), 

driving lessons (for men) and livestock and poultry related interventions were quite common. Both 

tailoring and driving lessons were associated with the youth in order to increase their job options. 

                                                        
11 

Meso level indicates a population size that falls between the micro- and macro-levels, such as a community or an organization.  
12

 Total financing for shelter for the entire series of multisector projects comprised 4% of the number of subprojects.  The 

evaluation ensured inclusion in the sample of communities that had received housing subprojects in order to assess the 

equality of the distribution of subprojects within villages as outlined in the evaluation questions. This explains the 

overrepresentation of shelter projects in the sample (10% in sample versus 4% for the series of projects).  
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There were also instances where training had opened up avenues for a few people to go abroad, 

implying better income earning potential. 

 

47. There were some challenges with the livelihood support activities, outlined during interviews 

with implementing partner NGOs. These NGOs were not properly placed to consider the marketing 

aspect of livelihood interventions, and this led to cases where beneficiaries received training but still 

had very little improvement in their ability to generate income. At least some of the livelihood support 

was undertaken without market studies or assessments. Partnering NGOs also highlighted the 

traumatized status of the population as a challenge to implementing these activities, as beneficiaries 

were more concerned with their family, house, assets and personal safety during times of war or 

natural disaster.  

 

48. Livelihood support reached less than a third of sampled beneficiaries. Of the sampled 

households, a total of 132 (27%) received livelihood support, with little variance across district.  Of the 

132 houses that received livelihood training, 95 (72%) were from villages covered by NECCDEP, and the 

remainder were NECORD villages. Of the subset of households that received livelihood support, 27% 

reported receiving training, 36% received a loan, and 37% received materials. Of those households that 

received livelihood support, 86% reported they were still using the assets or training provided and 80% 

of the recipients stated that they were able to enhance their income with this support.  Although the 

livelihood interventions reached less than a third of the households sampled, the intervention has thus 

far proven to be sustainable.  

 

49. The revolving fund was a success story. These funds are still active in many villages and in more 

than half of sampled villages they have grown over time. Not all villages received a revolving fund, but 

those that did saw the funds used extensively by the recipients for livelihoods and this seems to be the 

way in which livelihood needs were met more widely. Of the households sampled by the evaluation, 

60% indicated the presence of a revolving fund in the village, this ranged from 78% in the NECCDEP 

villages to 51% in the NECORD villages, which can be explained by the explicit focus of NECCDEP on 

livelihoods.  

 

50. Of the households surveyed in villages with a revolving fund, 77% said that the revolving fund 

was still active, and 60% said it had grown over time.  Almost half (42%) of households in villages with 

a revolving fund said that a member of the household had accessed the fund. These data are 

encouraging and point to the sustainability of this intervention.  Figure 3 shows the distribution of loan 

recipients by monthly household income and reveals that the loans may not be reaching the poorest 

households but there is some variation in income levels of recipients. (n=120). 

 

51. The fund is valued because it is available in the village and accessible to people who cannot get 

loans from formal banks. The loans are perceived to have relatively low interest rates relative to loans 

through microfinance NGOs or banks and flexible repayment terms.  

 

52. There were some challenges reported with the revolving loans. While recovery was reported to 

be good in many focus group discussions, especially when the fund was managed by the Women’s 

Rural Development Societies, there have also been a few instances where recovery was not possible. In 

one of the sample villages the implementing NGO was still engaged, years after the project ended, in 

trying to recover money from members of a revolving fund that had clearly floundered. Additionally, 

some concerns were articulated about the size of the loans. Although the loan amounts have increased 

over time, some beneficiaries felt that the amounts were too small to meet their enterprise needs. One 

issue flagged by implementing partner NGOs and project staff included challenges with fund 

administration and repayment in Muslim villages, however these issues were not found in the Muslim 

villages visited by the team where revolving funds were still active.  
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Figure 3: Revolving Loan Recipients by Monthly Household Income (n=120) 

 
Source: IED Survey Data 

 

53. In spite of the challenges, the general view of the revolving funds is that they were beneficial, 

supported livelihoods activities, and were accessed by more than just a few members of the 

community. The finding that many of the revolving funds in sampled villages are active, and have 

grown over time, is a positive indicator of sustainability of these interventions.  

 

54. Household-level interventions made beneficiaries ineligible for the national safety net program. 

The evaluation uncovered one unintentional negative consequence of the household-level 

interventions. Project beneficiaries reported they were ineligible for the national safety net program 

(Samurdhi) for two reasons, one directly related to donor projects. One reason giving for not receiving 

Samurdhi is that many households were in flux, living in camps or with family immediately after the 

conflict and therefore they were missed by the enrolment campaign and have not been subsequently 

enrolled. Another reason given was that households that received shelter projects and accompanying 

relocation grants to cover three months of expenses were ineligible for the Samurdhi program. This 

means that some project beneficiaries received short-term assistance (3-month stipend) at the expense 

of the ongoing benefit stream provided by the government safety net program.   

 

55. The household survey provides some confirmation of the perception that some eligible 

households are not receiving the Samurdhi.  About half (51%) of households surveyed reported they 

were enrolled in the Samurdhi program, rates were higher in Batticaloa (63%) than in Vavuniya (43%) 

and Jaffna (49%). Of the 250 households in the sample that did not receive Samurdhi, 37% believed 

the household should be entitled to the benefit. The proportion of households believing they should 

receive Samurdhi but not actually receiving it was highest in Vavuniya (41%) followed by Jaffna (40%) 

and Batticaloa (28%). Tables 19 and 20 in Attachment 2 provide more detailed information on these 

statistics.   

 

56. If households were indeed rendered ineligible for the government safety net program because 

of a temporary benefit provided by donor-financed projects, this would be a potentially high impact 

negative consequence of the project.  Lessons can be learned and incorporated into future projects to 

ensure that the full implications of receiving temporary assistance are explored.  
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3. Benefits to Women 

 

57. The project had a positive impact on women. Women benefited from training, responsibility for 

project implementation, and improved income-generating opportunities. In many cases the revolving 

funds were administered by women’s groups, which meant that women played a crucial role in the 

livelihood and development activities in the villages. The focus group discussions revealed that the 

central role women played through the livelihood components contributed to them having more 

economic options available to them and to being better placed to manage these opportunities.  

 

58. In addition to their own livelihood activities, 32% of the respondents said women also 

benefited from the household-level subprojects. The main benefits to women from these subprojects 

were that they provided livelihoods (24%), increased incomes (25%), improved security (14%), 

improved health (14%), and eased the burden of housework (5%). Figure 4 provides a breakdown by 

sector and shows slight variations. Fewer benefits accrued to women from household-level subprojects 

in Jaffna than in the other two districts on all indicators, except for improved security, which received 

the most favourable response from Jaffna. It is worth noting that Jaffna households reported 

absolutely no effect on women’s burden of household work.  

 

59. Although there were positive impacts for women from the household-level project 

interventions, the extent to which women reported these benefits varied slightly by district and by type 

of benefit.  

 

Figure 4: Benefits to Women from Household-Level Projects 

 
Note: Only 34% of the sample reported receiving household-level interventions. The figure depicts their viewpoints 

(n = 152). 

Source: IED Survey Data 
 

 

E. Village-Level Interventions 

 

60. Village-level interventions were mostly in education and health, but also included subprojects 

such as multipurpose buildings, roads, community buildings, water and sanitation projects, rural 

electrification, and agriculture support.  

 

61. Main benefits were improved access to health care, education, and transport. The household 

survey probed village-level benefits arising from these interventions. Overall, the most widespread 

benefits were reported to be access to health care (75%), education (61%), and transport (53%).  There 

was some variance across districts as shown in Figure 5, with respondents in Batticaloa perceiving more 

benefits in improved transport and access to education and respondents in Vavuniya reporting greater 
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benefits in improved health care and agricultural productivity.
13

 The perceptions of benefits from the 

village-level projects were lowest in almost every response category in Jaffna, where in comparison with 

the other districts many fewer respondents thought that the projects had improved quality of life 

(15%), improved livelihoods (21%), or increased incomes (25%). As shown in Figure 5, more 

respondents in other districts thought the village-level projects had provided these benefits.  

 

Figure 5: Overall Benefits at the Village Level

 

Source: IED Survey Data 

 

62. The focus group discussions provided more nuance and detail on village-level benefits, 

including: 

 

(i) Better school buildings have improved the standard of education as well. Some schools 

were being upgraded to accommodate higher classes.   

(ii) The building of teachers’ accommodation added value to the quality and continuity of 

education as this allowed teachers from outside to stay in the village. It also increased 

their security during wartime and reduced their travel time for the teachers.  

(iii) Roads were seen as valuable because of the access they provided to services, even to 

save lives. 

(iv) Multipurpose halls were a valuable contribution to the village, as a place to meet, as a 

pre-school, as a place to have events, clinics, and government offices at Grama 

Niladhari level. While a few have been abandoned, most multipurpose buildings 

continue to function and are maintained usually by the Rural Development Society or 

Women’s Rural Development Society.  

 

63. Perceived benefits from subprojects align for the most part with subproject financing by sector, 

with a focus on health and education, followed by roads.  

 

F. Meso-Level Interventions 

 

64. Perceived meso-level benefits mirror those from the village level. In the meso-level projects 

improved access to health care (54%), education (49%) and transport (39%) are reported as the most 

widespread benefits, but these benefits are more closely associated with NECORD (Figure 6). For 

example, 65% of respondents for NECORD, compared to 33% for NECCDEP saw improved health care 

as a benefit associated with meso-level interventions for the respective projects, this gap is mirrored for 

                                                        
13

 This finding corresponds with the fact that the project provided more agriculture resource centers and services in Vavuniya 

(compared with other areas), aligning with the predominant livelihood in Vavuniya. 
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the education and transport benefits. This is explained again by the livelihood focus of NECCDEP, 

reflected in the percentages of respondents that reported a perceived benefit related to increases in 

income for NECCDEP (20%) compared with NECORD (16%). This may also reflect the cluster subproject 

model in NECCDEP, which pooled project funds to construct larger income-related infrastructure that 

served several villages in lieu of village-level infrastructure in some locations. It is interesting to note 

however that overall perceived benefits of the meso-level projects are lower than the benefits perceived 

from village-level services. This may indicate distance as a factor in accessing services from meso-level 

projects.  

 

65. Compared with the other two districts, Jaffna district received fewer benefits from meso-level 

projects. Batticaloa district benefited most from education, health and transport projects and Vavuniya 

district benefited most from health, education and agriculture projects.  

 

Figure 6: Overall Benefits at the Meso level 

 

NECORD = North East Community Restoration and Development Project, NECCDEP = North East Coastal Community 

Development Project  

Source: IED Survey Data 

 

66. In the focus group discussions, the village infrastructure and meso-level infrastructure were not 

treated as separate and hence a lot the descriptions in the previous sections on hospitals and schools 

for example also include these meso-level projects.   

 

G. Sustainability of the interventions 

 

67. This section includes a brief discussion of institutional sustainability of the project before 

presenting findings on the sustainability of the infrastructure and livelihood interventions financed by 

the projects.  

 

1. Institutional Memory 

 

68. The loss of extensive data collected at the project level impedes the ability to build on past 

success and generate lessons learned. Despite a management information system that was in place 

during implementation, it appears that institutional memory is quite weak. The inner workings of the 

programs were initially well documented but the information has not survived in totality since project 

close and therefore the main sources of subproject information lie in the memories of those in key 

positions at national or district levels. The levels of information available were highly inconsistent and 

fragmented; at least two former district project directors had significant levels of information, including 

reports and other documents, in their personal possession but this was not true for each district. While 

in places like Mullaitivu much was lost during the war, the major gaps in records and data cannot quite 
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be explained in other districts. This lack of information limited the participatory evaluation to only 

those places where there were individuals with relevant memory.  

 

69. The lack of institutional memory is unfortunate as it represents a missed opportunity to sustain 

gains made under the project or to build on lessons and learn from failures. This knowledge would 

have been especially useful as the government continues to roll out additional development support to 

lagging regions. 

  

2. Project-Financed Infrastructure 

 

70. Reports of insufficient attention to operations and maintenance. This reported lack of attention 

to operations and maintenance varies by project and can be partially attributed to project design. A 

significant issue mentioned by key informants and focus groups was the question of ownership of 

assets and infrastructure and responsibility for operations and maintenance. There were protocols for 

ensuring the handover of project-financed infrastructure to the corresponding government 

organizations but this was ex-post rather than ex-ante. The evaluation mission heard from government 

officials that there were some feelings of resentment that they were not deeply involved in the 

planning process for the infrastructure but now they were responsible for its operations and 

maintenance. The act of signing a takeover agreement, a feature integrated into the ADB-financed 

projects, cannot ensure commitment and support to maintaining critical infrastructure.  

 

71. There were differences in the household survey results in reported participation rates for 

operations and maintenance arrangements between NECORD (69%) and NECCDEP (58%), which are 

partly explained by the type of infrastructure financed and the project design. NECORD was more 

participatory, involving the community in the design and implementation of subprojects while also 

including the line ministries upfront. Because NECORD was providing social service infrastructure at the 

community level, the main responsibility for basic upkeep lies with communities.  By comparison, the 

NECCDEP projects were mostly implemented by partner NGOs, with relatively low levels of community 

involvement.  

 

H. Lessons 

 

72. Based on the findings from the fieldwork described in previous pages, the participatory 

evaluation makes the following recommendations: 

 

(i) Participatory processes made a difference and were possible in spite of complex 

development challenges. These multisector interventions were carried out in a 

participatory manner under extremely difficult circumstances, demonstrating that these 

types of interventions are possible and in fact are central to fostering a sense of 

ownership, building relationships, and creating effective projects that meet urgent 

needs. This process has had a lasting effect that is still appreciated across communities, 

governments and implementing partners. 

(ii) Communities are capable of sustaining their own subprojects, especially those they 

chose for themselves, with government support when needed. The revolving funds 

were a success story, in terms of livelihood opportunities, women’s empowerment and 

sustainability. Much of the small-scale community infrastructure is also being well 

maintained by the community. This achievement underscores the capacity of the 

communities and it is likely that, with additional support and financial resources, 

communities themselves can contribute more to the sustainability of project-financed 

assets. Where they cannot, there is a clear role for coordination with local governments 

to ensure sustainability. 

(iii) Project data should be maintained beyond the project life cycle in a systematic manner. 

It is clear that there was good documentation of subprojects during project 

implementation, including in electronic form. However, this was not systematically 
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maintained over time for all project locations. Whether data were stored properly 

seems to have depended on individual project managers. While the war did play a role 

in undermining these systems, gaps in documentation—an enduring problem—

undermines institutional memory.  

(iv) Transparency, participation, and information sharing have helped promote beneficiary 

satisfaction. The knowledge of projects and interventions was high within the 

community and information regarding the projects had reached the people. In addition 

to knowledge sharing facilitating participation, it also helped create awareness of the 

benefits and the overall perception that the process and outcomes were to a large 

extent fair.  

(v) Psychosocial support plays a critical role in post-conflict environments. While the 

projects helped to restore local infrastructure and services, they were not designed to 

address the psychosocial needs of the individuals and households that had been 

traumatized by repeated shocks caused by conflict and natural disaster. Without 

psychological and social support services after a long conflict and/or traumatic natural 

disaster it was very difficult for some beneficiaries to focus on community development 

and livelihood activities. In future, more attention should be paid to ensuring the 

inclusion of this type of support, for example through a partnership with an 

organization with relevant experience. Another suggestion from the communities was 

to repeat the livelihood training opportunities after communities have had more time 

to adapt to life after trauma.  

 



 

 

APPENDIX 1: PROJECT OVERVIEW INCLUDING TOTAL FINANCING, FINANCING BY 

SECTOR AND SUBPROJECT ALLOCATION BY SECTOR  

 

Table 1.1. Multisector Project Portfolio  

 

Project Dates 

(approval–close) 

Total 

Financing
a
 

($ million) 

ADB 

Financing 

($ million) 

ADB 

Financing 

as % of 

Total 

Co-Financing 

($ million) 

North East 

Community 

Restoration and 

Development 

Project (NECORD), 

Loan 1846 

October 2001–June 

2007  

44.55 25.3  57% Government: 9.7 

OPEC: 3.7 

Germany: 2.5 

Netherlands: 0.8 

Beneficiaries
b
: 1.0 

Norway: 0.59 

Finland: 0.26 

North East Coastal 

Community 

Development 

Project (NECCDEP), 

Loan 2027 

November 2003– 

January 2012 

31.44 19.46  62% Government: 10.98 

Netherlands: 0.52 

Beneficiaries: 0.17 

Conflict-Affected 

Areas Rehabilitation 

Project (CAARP), 

Loans 2043  

and 2044 

December 2003–

December 2011 

114.71 73.5  64% Government: 30.72 

Norway: 8.10 

Tsunami-Affected 

Areas Rebuilding 

Project (TAARP), 

Loan 2167  

and Grant 006 

April 2005–April 

2011 

261.7 154.6  59% Government: 20.7 

Europe Commission: 67 

Netherlands: 8.1 

France: 11.3 

NECORD Follow-On Projects 

      NECORD EX June 2004–June 

2009 

12.9 8.6 67% Government: 4.3 

      NECORD 2   

      NECORD SLP
c
 

April 2005–

December 2011 

March 2010–

September 2012 

72.5 50.2
d
 69% Government: 10.7 

Sida grant: 4.9 

AusAID grant: 6.7 

Total  85.4 58.8 69%  

Conflict-Affected 

Region Emergency 

Project (CAREP), 

Loan 2626 

April 2010–ongoing 168.24 150 89% Government: 18.24  

Total  706.04 481.66 68%  

AusAID = Australian Agency for International Development, CAARP = Conflict-Affected Areas Rehabilitation Project, CAREP 

= Conflict-Affected Region Emergency Project, NECCDEP = North East Coastal Community Development Project, NECORD = 

North East Community Restoration and Development Project, OPEC = Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries, 

Sida = Swedish International Development Agency, TAARP = Tsunami-Affected Areas Rebuilding Project. 

a  
Total financing costs include interest during construction (IDC). This amount is small relative to project financing, and is not 

included in description of financing by the development partner.  

b
 Beneficiary contributions for all projects in table were in-kind (i.e., labor for construction of community infrastructure). 

c
 NECORD 2 and NECORD 2 SLP financing are reported together in the project completion report (PCR), and are therefore 

reported together here. 

d
 The ADB contribution to NECORD 2 and NECORD 2 SLP included $36.6 million in loans (Loan 2168, Loan 2618) and an ADB 

grant of $13.6 million (ADF Grant 0007). 

Source: Asian Development Bank 
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1. Total ADB financing for this series of multisector projects was $481.66 million (68%), which 

leveraged $105.34 million (15%) from the Government of Sri Lanka and $114.47 million (16%) from 

other development partners.
14

 The total project costs for the multisector projects implemented from 

2002–2012
15

 was $706.04 million.  

 

2. The ADB financing amount includes a $14 million grant for the North East Community 

Restoration and Development Project (NECORD) follow-on projects, financed by the Asian Development 

Fund.  

 

3. The following charts and graphs provide a broad overview of total financing, along with 

cofinancing information, project dates, and information on total project financing and financing of 

subprojects by sector. More information on this series of multisector projects can be found in the 

corresponding chapter in the CAPE. The information provided here is meant to be broadly illustrative of 

the types of activities these projects financed.  

 

Figure 1.1: Comparison of Subprojects by Sector for all North East Community Restoration and 

Development Project (NECORD) Activities (2,137 subprojects) 

 

CAARP = Conflict-Affected Areas Rehabilitation Project, NECORD = North East Community Restoration and 

Development Project, TAARP = Tsunami-Affected Areas Rebuilding Project 

Note:  

1. Covers NECORD, NECORD CAARP, NECORD TAARP, NECORD EX, NECORD 2, NECORD 2SLP (2,137 Projects) 

2. “Other” includes the following subprojects: rural electrification, community infrastructure, renewable energy, 

fisheries, human resource management, up-front grants, water and sanitation, livestock, community training, and 

irrigation and collectively represent projects that represent 16% of the total, but less than 3% each as a percentage of 

total number of projects for all NECORD projects. For the TAARP component, 12% of projects were social welfare and 

17% were up-front activities. 

Sources: ADB. 2012. Completion Report: North East Coastal Community Development Project. Manila; ADB. 2013. 

Completion Report. North East Community Restoration and Development Project. Manila; ADB. 2012. Completion 

Report: Tsunami-Affected Areas Rebuilding Project. Manila.  

                                                        
14

  The remaining $4.57 million consists of interest during construction and less than $2 million in beneficiary (in-kind) 

contributions.  

15
  The Conflict-Affected Region Emergency Project  was approved in 2012 and is ongoing, the $168 million in financing is 

reflected in these numbers. 
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Figure 1.2: North East Coastal Community Development Project (NECCDEP), Distribution of 

Small-Scale Community-Based Infrastructure (596 subprojects, value $4.07 million) 

Note: Financing data were in Sri Lankan rupees, which were converted into dollars using the official yearly exchange 

rate for 2010 ($1 = SLRs113.06) provided in the World Development Indicators database. 

Source: ADB. 2012. Completion Report: North East Coastal Community Development Project. Manila. 

 

 

Figure 1.3: North East Coastal Community Development Project (NECCDEP), Financing by 

Component ($ million) 

 

Source: ADB. 2012. Completion Report: North East Coastal Community Development Project. Manila. 
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Figure 1.4: Conflict-Affected Areas Rehabilitation Project Financing by Component  

($ million) 

 

Source: ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Conflict-Affected Areas Rehabilitation Project. Manila. 
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Figure 1.5:  Tsunami-Affected Areas Rebuilding Project  (TAARP) Financing by Component  

($ million) 

 

 

NECCDEP = North East Coastal Community Development Project, NECORD = North East Community Restoration and 

Development Project, TAARP =  Tsunami-Affected Areas Rebuilding Project 

Source:  ADB. 2012. Completion Report: Tsunami-Affected Areas Rebuilding Project. Manila. 
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Profile of Respondents and Households 

 

Table 1: Gender of the Respondent 

 Gender 

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Female 117 73.13% 102 63.75% 89 54.94% 308 63.90% 

Male 43 26.88% 58 36.25% 73 45.06% 174 36.10% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 2: Age of the Respondent 

Age Group  
Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

21–30 26 16.25% 9 5.63% 15 9.26% 50 10.37% 

31–40 35 21.88% 30 18.75% 36 22.22% 101 20.95% 

41–50 45 28.13% 30 18.75% 41 25.31% 116 24.07% 

Over 50 54 33.75% 91 56.88% 70 43.21% 215 44.61% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 3: Family Size 

Family Size 
Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

1 6 3.75% 4 2.50% 8 4.94% 18 3.73% 

2 14 8.75% 14 8.75% 20 12.35% 48 9.96% 

3 31 19.38% 33 20.63% 25 15.43% 89 18.46% 

4 30 18.75% 26 16.25% 36 22.22% 92 19.09% 

5 30 18.75% 27 16.88% 28 17.28% 85 17.63% 

6 19 11.88% 30 18.75% 19 11.73% 68 14.11% 

7 19 11.88% 14 8.75% 15 9.26% 48 9.96% 

8 6 3.75% 2 1.25% 6 3.70% 14 2.90% 

9 2 1.25% 3 1.88% 1 0.62% 6 1.24% 

10 1 0.63% 2 1.25% 2 1.23% 5 1.04% 

11   0.00% 2 1.25%   0.00% 2 0.41% 

12 1 0.63%   0.00%   0.00% 1 0.21% 

15   0.00% 1 0.63%   0.00% 1 0.21% 

(blank) 1 0.63% 2 1.25% 2 1.23% 5 1.04% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

   

 

 

 

                                                        
16 These data come from the 482 households survey conducted as part of the participatory evaluation. 
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Table 4: Ethnicity of the Household 

Ethnicity  
Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Indian Tamil 2 1.25% 2 1.25% 10 6.17% 14 2.90% 

Muslim 32 20.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 32 6.64% 

Sinhalese 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 40 24.69% 40 8.30% 

Sri Lankan Tamil 126 78.75% 158 98.75% 112 69.14% 396 82.16% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 5: Main Income Source of the Household  

Income Source  Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Casual labor 51 31.88% 53 33.13% 36 22.22% 140 29.05% 

Farming 28 17.50% 35 21.88% 96 59.26% 159 32.99% 

Fishing 24 15.00% 29 18.13% 0 0.00% 53 11.00% 

Government 15 9.38% 13 8.13% 13 8.02% 41 8.51% 

Nongovernment 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.62% 1 0.21% 

Other (Specify) 7 4.38% 9 5.63% 2 1.23% 18 3.73% 

Private sector 6 3.75% 6 3.75% 4 2.47% 16 3.32% 

Remittances 12 7.50% 3 1.88% 1 0.62% 16 3.32% 

Self-employment 7 4.38% 5 3.13% 3 1.85% 15 3.11% 

Trade 10 6.25% 7 4.38% 6 3.70% 23 4.77% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 6: Ownership of Housing 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Other (shared 

house/informal 

tenancy) 9 5.63% 20 12.50% 7 4.32% 36 7.47% 

Own House 150 93.75% 133 83.13% 153 94.44% 436 90.46% 

Rent Paying 1 0.63% 7 4.38% 2 1.23% 10 2.07% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

  

Table 7: Access to Electricity 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No 27 16.88% 13 8.13% 12 7.50% 52 10.79% 

Yes 133 83.13% 147 91.88% 150 93.75% 430 89.21% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 101.25% 482 100.00% 
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Table 8: Source of Drinking Water 

Source    
Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Bowser   0.00% 3 1.88% 2 1.23% 5 1.04% 

Common Well/Tap 26 16.25% 61 38.13% 9 5.56% 96 19.92% 

Neighbouring 

Well/Tap 16 10.00% 11 6.88% 31 19.14% 58 12.03% 

Pipe 21 13.13% 13 8.13% 17 10.49% 51 10.58% 

Private Well 97 60.63% 72 45.00% 98 60.49% 267 55.39% 

Water Bottles   0.00%   0.00% 5 3.09% 5 1.04% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 9: Access to Toilets 

Toilet Type  
Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Common toilets   0.00% 1 0.63%   0.00% 1 0.21% 

No 22 13.75% 3 1.88% 4 2.47% 29 6.02% 

Private Inside House 29 18.13% 9 5.63% 15 9.26% 53 11.00% 

Private on Plot 92 57.50% 141 88.13% 133 82.10% 366 75.93% 

Use Neighbors’ 17 10.63% 6 3.75% 10 6.17% 33 6.85% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 10: Distance to Local Health Clinic 

Distance    Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Less than 1 km 64 40.00% 67 41.88% 32 19.75% 163 33.82% 

1–2 km 49 30.63% 51 31.88% 49 30.25% 149 30.91% 

2–3 km 14 8.75% 22 13.75% 10 6.17% 46 9.54% 

3–4 km 9 5.63% 15 9.38% 15 9.26% 39 8.09% 

4–5 km 9 5.63% 5 3.13% 27 16.67% 41 8.51% 

More than 5 km 15 9.38%  0 0.00% 29 17.90% 44 9.13% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 11: Distance to Public Hospital 

Distance    Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Less than 1 km 4 2.50% 18 11.25% 23 14.20% 45 9.34% 

1–2 km 15 9.38% 23 14.38% 18 11.11% 56 11.62% 

2–3 km 20 12.50% 25 15.63% 10 6.17% 55 11.41% 

3–4 km 26 16.25% 18 11.25% 7 4.32% 51 10.58% 

4–5 km 25 15.63% 34 21.25% 19 11.73% 78 16.18% 

More than 5 km 70 43.75% 42 26.25% 85 52.47% 197 40.87% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 
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Table 12: Distance to Government Primary School 

Distance    Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Less than 1 km 60 37.50% 87 54.38% 97 59.88% 244 50.62% 

1–2 km 64 40.00% 60 37.50% 39 24.07% 163 33.82% 

2–3 km 19 11.88% 10 6.25% 6 3.70% 35 7.26% 

3–4 km 5 3.13% 2 1.25% 3 1.85% 10 2.07% 

4–5 km 5 3.13% 1 0.63% 2 1.23% 8 1.66% 

More than 5 km 7 4.38%   0.00% 15 9.26% 22 4.56% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 13: Distance to Government Secondary School 

Distance    Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Less than 1 km 39 24.38% 58 36.25% 61 37.65% 158 32.78% 

1–2 km 31 19.38% 50 31.25% 26 16.05% 107 22.20% 

2–3 km 19 11.88% 23 14.38% 7 4.32% 49 10.17% 

3–4 km 21 13.13% 17 10.63% 15 9.26% 53 11.00% 

4–5 km 16 10.00% 9 5.63% 12 7.41% 37 7.68% 

More than 5 km 34 21.25% 3 1.88% 41 25.31% 78 16.18% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 14: Distance to Grama Niladhari office 

Distance    Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Less than 1 km 56 35.00% 101 63.13% 76 46.91% 233 48.34% 

1–2 km 53 33.13% 53 33.13% 59 36.42% 165 34.23% 

2–3 km 23 14.38% 4 2.50% 13 8.02% 40 8.30% 

3–4 km 9 5.63% 1 0.63% 6 3.70% 16 3.32% 

4–5 km 10 6.25% 1 0.63% 4 2.47% 15 3.11% 

More than 5 km 9 5.63%  0 0.00% 4 2.47% 13 2.70% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

Note: A Grama Niladhari is a village official.  

 

Table 15: Distance to Divisional Secretariat office 

Distance Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Less than 1 km 1 0.63% 4 2.50% 15 9.26% 20 4.15% 

1–2 km 3 1.88% 9 5.63% 12 7.41% 24 4.98% 

2–3 km 15 9.38% 19 11.88% 7 4.32% 41 8.51% 

3–4 km 25 15.63% 15 9.38% 3 1.85% 43 8.92% 

4–5 km 25 15.63% 24 15.00% 5 3.09% 54 11.20% 

More than 5 km 91 56.88% 89 55.63% 120 74.07% 300 62.24% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 
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Table 16: Distance to Bus Halt 

Distance Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Less than 1 km 55 34.38% 86 53.75% 77 47.53% 218 45.23% 

1–2 km 48 30.00% 47 29.38% 36 22.22% 131 27.18% 

2–3 km 16 10.00% 10 6.25% 21 12.96% 47 9.75% 

3–4 km 9 5.63% 6 3.75% 10 6.17% 25 5.19% 

4–5 km 10 6.25% 10 6.25% 3 1.85% 23 4.77% 

More than 5 km 22 13.75% 1 0.63% 15 9.26% 38 7.88% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 17: Total Monthly Expenditure 

Expenditure 

category 

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Less than 4,000 1 0.63%   0.00% 3 1.85% 4 0.83% 

4,001–8,000 6 3.75% 2 1.25% 12 7.41% 20 4.15% 

8,001–12,000 5 3.13% 2 1.25% 11 6.79% 18 3.73% 

12,001–16,000 16 10.00% 16 10.00% 10 6.17% 42 8.71% 

16,001–20,000 21 13.13% 24 15.00% 27 16.67% 72 14.94% 

20,001–24,000 28 17.50% 26 16.25% 25 15.43% 79 16.39% 

24,000–28,000 21 13.13% 33 20.63% 27 16.67% 81 16.80% 

28,001–32,000 26 16.25% 25 15.63% 26 16.05% 77 15.98% 

32,000–36,000 17 10.63% 17 10.63% 11 6.79% 45 9.34% 

36,000–40,000 10 6.25% 7 4.38% 2 1.23% 19 3.94% 

Above 40,000 9 5.63% 8 5.00% 8 4.94% 25 5.19% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 
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Table 18: Total Monthly Income 

Income category  Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Less than 4,000 2 1.25%  0 0.00% 3 1.85% 5 1.04% 

4,001–8,000 6 3.75% 2 1.25% 10 6.17% 18 3.73% 

8,001–12,000 3 1.88%  0 0.00% 9 5.56% 12 2.49% 

12,001–16,000 9 5.63% 13 8.13% 6 3.70% 28 5.81% 

16,001–20,000 22 13.75% 20 12.50% 18 11.11% 60 12.45% 

20,001–24,000 25 15.63% 18 11.25% 26 16.05% 69 14.32% 

24,000–28,000 19 11.88% 31 19.38% 25 15.43% 75 15.56% 

28,001–32,000 26 16.25% 25 15.63% 20 12.35% 71 14.73% 

32,000–36,000 17 10.63% 22 13.75% 13 8.02% 52 10.79% 

36,000–40,000 18 11.25% 16 10.00% 11 6.79% 45 9.34% 

Above 40,000 13 8.13% 13 8.13% 21 12.96% 47 9.75% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 19: Access to Samurdhi 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No 59 36.88% 81 50.63% 92 56.79% 232 48.13% 

Yes 101 63.13% 79 49.38% 70 43.21% 250 51.87% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

Note: Samurdhi is the national safety net program.  

 

Table 20 (a): Does the Respondent think the Household is entitled to Samurdhi? 

 

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

N/A 101 63.13% 79 49.38% 70 43.21% 250 51.87% 

No 14 8.75% 17 10.63% 25 15.43% 56 11.62% 

Yes 45 28.13% 64 40.00% 67 41.36% 176 36.51% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

  

Table 20 (b): Does the respondent think the household is entitled to Samurdhi?  

(Out of those who don't receive Samurdhi) 

 

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No 14 23.73% 17 20.99% 25 27.17% 56 24.14% 

Yes 45 76.27% 64 79.01% 67 72.83% 176 75.86% 

Total 59 100.00% 81 100.00% 92 100.00% 232 100.00% 

 

Benefits from Household-Level Projects  

 

Table 21: Received a House 

 

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

N/A 140 87.50% 120 75.00% 111 68.52% 371 76.97% 

No 18 11.25% 14 8.75% 30 18.52% 62 12.86% 

Yes 2 1.25% 26 16.25% 21 12.96% 49 10.17% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 
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Table 22: Received Livelihood-Related Assets or Training. 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No 109 68.13% 128 80.00% 113 69.75% 350 72.61% 

Yes 51 31.88% 32 20.00% 49 30.25% 132 27.39% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 23: Main Types of Livelihood Assistance  

(% of those who received livelihood-related assets or training) 

 

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Livelihood Training 25 49.02% 4 12.50% 3 6.12% 32 24.24% 

Materials  5 9.80% 10 31.25% 28 57.14% 43 32.58% 

Loan 16 31.37% 8 25.00% 18 36.73% 42 31.82% 

 

Table 24: Still using the Assets or Training  

(% of those who received livelihood related assets or training) 

 

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No 14 27.45% 3 9.38% 7 14.29% 24 18.18% 

Yes 37 72.55% 30 93.75% 46 93.88% 113 85.61% 

Total 51 100.00% 32 100.00% 49 100.00% 132 100.00% 

 

Table 25: Did the Livelihood Assistance Enhance Income? 

 (% of those who received livelihood related assets or training) 

 

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No 0 0.00% 4 12.50% 5 10.20% 9 6.82% 

Yes 37 72.55% 26 81.25% 42 85.71% 105 79.55% 

Total 51 100.00% 32 100.00% 162 330.61% 132 100.00% 

 

Table 26: Did Women in the Household Benefit in Particular Ways from the Household-Level Project?   

 

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

N/A 107 66.88% 105 65.63% 102 62.96% 314 65.15% 

No 3 1.88% 6 3.75% 7 4.32% 16 3.32% 

Yes 50 31.25% 49 30.63% 53 32.72% 152 31.54% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 
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Table 27: Benefits Received by Women 

Benefit Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Provided Livelihoods 41 25.63% 29 18.13% 46 28.40% 116 24.07% 

Increased Income  41 25.63% 33 20.63% 47 29.01% 121 25.10% 

Eased Burden of Housework  13 8.13%   0.00% 12 7.41% 25 5.19% 

Improved Security 15 9.38% 30 18.75% 21 12.96% 66 13.69% 

Improved Health 14 8.75% 23 14.38% 29 17.90% 66 13.69% 

 

Benefits of Village-Level Projects 

 

Table 28: Benefits Received from Village-Level Projects 

Benefits  
Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Improved Access to Education 110 68.75% 91 56.88% 92 56.79% 293 60.79% 

Improved Access to Health Care  115 71.88% 115 71.88% 135 83.33% 365 75.73% 

Improved Agricultural Productivity  18 11.25% 15 9.38% 87 53.70% 120 24.90% 

Improved Fishing Catch  20 12.50% 16 10.00% 3 1.85% 39 8.09% 

Provided Livelihoods  54 33.75% 34 21.25% 63 38.89% 151 31.33% 

Increased Incomes 41 25.63% 33 20.63% 47 29.01% 121 25.10% 

Improved Standard and Quality of Life  56 35.00% 24 15.00% 54 33.33% 134 27.80% 

Secured Access to Piped Water  10 6.25% 4 2.50% 32 19.75% 46 9.54% 

Improved Transport 132 82.50% 50 31.25% 75 46.30% 257 53.32% 

Ensured Cleaner Environment  37 23.13% 34 21.25% 41 25.31% 112 23.24% 

Improved Environmental Protection  30 18.75% 21 13.13% 34 20.99% 85 17.63% 

 

Table 29: Level of Benefits from the Village-Level Projects (To Own Household) 

Level of Benefits     Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Very Much 50 31.25% 20 12.50% 69 42.59% 139 28.84% 

Somewhat 64 40.00% 99 61.88% 64 39.51% 227 47.10% 

Not at All 46 28.75% 41 25.63% 29 17.90% 116 24.07% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 30: Level of Benefits from the Village-Level Projects (To Own Village) 

Level of Benefits     Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Very Much 92 57.50% 75 46.88% 101 62.35% 268 55.60% 

Somewhat 58 36.25% 79 49.38% 58 35.80% 195 40.46% 

Not at All 10 6.25% 6 3.75% 3 1.85% 19 3.94% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 
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Table 31: Fairness of Distribution of Benefits Across all Households in the Village 

Fairness  Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Fair 88 55.00% 83 51.88% 89 54.94% 260 53.94% 

Somewhat Fair 37 23.13% 54 33.75% 44 27.16% 135 28.01% 

Neutral 1 0.63% 1 0.63% 5 3.09% 7 1.45% 

Somewhat Unfair 15 9.38% 11 6.88% 9 5.56% 35 7.26% 

Unfair 14 8.75% 9 5.63% 12 7.41% 35 7.26% 

Don't Know 5 3.13% 2 1.25% 3 1.85% 10 2.07% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 32: Fairness of Distribution of Benefits Across other Nearby Villages 

Fairness  Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Fair 80 50.00% 73 45.63% 83 51.23% 236 48.96% 

Somewhat Fair 44 27.50% 52 32.50% 37 22.84% 133 27.59% 

Neutral 4 2.50% 1 0.63%   0.00% 5 1.04% 

Somewhat Unfair 14 8.75% 12 7.50% 9 5.56% 35 7.26% 

Unfair 8 5.00% 8 5.00% 9 5.56% 25 5.19% 

Don't Know 10 6.25% 14 8.75% 24 14.81% 48 9.96% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 33: Level of Satisfaction with the Results of these Projects 

Satisfaction Level  Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Very Satisfied 9 5.63% 6 3.75% 29 17.90% 44 9.13% 

Satisfied 106 66.25% 112 70.00% 97 59.88% 315 65.35% 

Neutral 13 8.13% 8 5.00% 21 12.96% 42 8.71% 

Dissatisfied 31 19.38% 34 21.25% 15 9.26% 80 16.60% 

Very Dissatisfied 1 0.63%   0.00%   0.00% 1 0.21% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 34: Is there an ADB-funded Agricultural Resource Centre in the village? 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No 151 94.38% 160 100.00% 101 62.35% 412 85.48% 

Yes 9 5.63%  0 0.00% 61 37.65% 70 14.52% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 
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Table 35: Has Your Household Received Subsidized Inputs or Other Support from ARC?  

(% of households to receive) 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No 6 66.67% 0 0.00% 19 31.15% 25 35.71% 

Yes 3 33.33% 0 0.00% 42 68.85% 45 64.29% 

Total 9 100.00% 0 0.00% 61 100.00% 70 100.00% 

 

Table 36: Is there an ADB-Funded Revolving Fund Vested in the Women’s Rural Development Society? 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Don't know 12 7.50% 11 6.88% 21 12.96% 44 9.13% 

No 35 21.88% 31 19.38% 85 52.47% 151 31.33% 

Yes 113 70.63% 118 73.75% 56 34.57% 287 59.54% 

Total 160 100.00% 160 100.00% 162 100.00% 482 100.00% 

 

Table 37: If ”Yes,” Have you Ever Accessed it?  

(% of those households with an ADB-funded revolving fund in their village) 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No 68 60.18% 75 63.56% 24 42.86% 167 58.19% 

Yes 45 39.82% 43 36.44% 32 57.14% 120 41.81% 

Total 113 100.00% 118 100.00% 162 56.00% 287 100.00% 

 

Table 38: Is it Active?  

(% of those households with ADB funded revolving fund in their village) 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Don't know 6 5.31% 5 4.24% 3 5.36% 14 4.88% 

No 18 15.93% 24 20.34% 10 17.86% 52 18.12% 

Yes 89 78.76% 89 75.42% 43 76.79% 221 77.00% 

Total 113 100.00% 118 100.00% 56 100.00% 287 100.00% 

 

Table 39: Has it Grown over time? 

(% of those households with an ADB-funded revolving fund at their village) 

  

Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Don't know 23 20.35% 25 21.19% 15 26.79% 63 21.95% 

No 22 19.47% 22 18.64% 8 14.29% 52 18.12% 

Yes 68 60.18% 71 60.17% 33 58.93% 172 59.93% 

Total 113 100.00% 118 100.00% 56 100.00% 287 100.00% 
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Benefits from Meso-Level Projects 

 

Table 40: Benefits Received from Meso-Level Projects 

Benefit Batticaloa Jaffna Vavuniya Total 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Improved Access to Education 107 66.88% 36 22.50% 93 57.41% 236 48.96% 

Improved Access to Health Care 100 62.50% 37 23.13% 124 76.54% 261 54.15% 

Improved Agricultural Productivity  17 10.63% 8 5.00% 80 49.38% 105 21.78% 

Improved Fishing Catch 16 10.00% 11 6.88% 1 0.62% 28 5.81% 

Provided Livelihood 48 30.00% 15 9.38% 50 30.86% 113 23.44% 

Increased Income 40 25.00% 9 5.63% 35 21.60% 84 17.43% 

Improved Standard and Quality of life 56 35.00% 24 15.00% 54 33.33% 134 27.80% 

Secured Access to Piped Water  10 6.25% 4 2.50% 32 19.75% 46 9.54% 

Secured Access to Electricity  2 1.25% 8 5.00% 11 6.79% 21 4.36% 

Improved Transport  103 64.38% 25 15.63% 61 37.65% 189 39.21% 

Ensured Cleaner Environment  31 19.38% 8 5.00% 41 25.31% 80 16.60% 

Improved Environmental Protection  24 15.00% 9 5.63% 33 20.37% 66 13.69% 

Not Applicable  34 21.25% 77 48.13% 4 2.47% 115 23.86% 

 

Participation in Community Development Projects 

 

Table 41: Level of Participation in Community Development Projects, North East Community Restoration 

and Development Project (NECORD)  

District Participation in 

Selecting the 

Project to be 

Implemented 

Participation in 

Concept-

ualizing or 

Designing 

Project 

Relevant 

Information 

Was Shared 

Prior to the 

Project 

Was 

Information 

Shared during 

the Project 

Participation 

in 

Implementati

on of the 

Project 

Participation 

in Ongoing 

Maintenance 

Batticaloa 68 85.00% 68 85.00% 67 83.75% 66 82.50% 58 72.50% 63 78.75% 

Vavuniya 118 72.84% 116 71.60% 116 71.60% 115 70.99% 111 68.52% 114 70.37% 

Jaffna  56 70.00% 51 63.75% 53 66.25% 50 62.50% 48 60.00% 45 56.25% 

Total 242 75.16% 235 72.98% 236 73.29% 231 71.74% 217 67.39% 222 68.94% 

 

Table 42: Level of Female Participation in Community Development Projects, North East Community 

Restoration and Development Project (NECORD)  

 Participation of 

Women at Selection 

Stage  

Participation of 

Women at Design 

Stage  

Participation of 

Women at 

Implementation 

Stage  

Participation of women 

at Ongoing 

Maintenance 

Batticaloa 64 80.00% 62 77.50% 58 72.50% 64 80.00% 

Vavuniya 113 69.75% 102 62.96% 105 64.81% 115 70.99% 

Jaffna  45 56.25% 42 52.50% 43 53.75% 46 57.50% 

Total 222 68.94% 206 63.98% 206 63.98% 225 69.88% 
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Table 43: Level of Participation in Community Development Projects, North East Coastal Community 

Development Project (NECCDEP) 

District  1.Participation 

in selecting 

the project to 

be 

implemented 

2. Participation 

in 

conceptualizing 

or designing 

project 

3. Was 

relevant 

information 

shared prior 

to the project 

4. Was 

information 

shared during 

the project 

5. Participation 

in 

implementation 

of the project 

6. 

Participation 

in ongoing 

maintenance 

Batticaloa 57 71.25% 50 62.50% 51 63.75% 54 67.50% 51 63.75% 51 63.75% 

Vavuniya 51 63.75% 50 62.50% 49 61.25% 47 58.75% 49 61.25% 41 51.25% 

Jaffna  108 67.50% 100 62.50% 100 62.50% 101 63.13% 100 62.50% 92 57.50% 

Total 57 71.25% 50 62.50% 51 63.75% 54 67.50% 51 63.75% 51 63.75% 

 

Table 44: Level of Women Participation in Community Development Projects, North East Coastal 

Community Development Project (NECCDEP)  

 Participation of 

Women at Selection 

Stage 

Participation of 

Women at Design 

Stage 

Participation of 

Women at 

Implementation 

Stage 

Participation of Women 

at Ongoing 

Maintenance 

Batticaloa 47 58.75% 48 60.00% 48 60.00% 49 61.25% 

Vavuniya 41 51.25% 41 51.25% 43 53.75% 36 45.00% 

Jaffna  88 55.00% 89 55.63% 91 56.88% 85 53.13% 

Total 47 58.75% 48 60.00% 48 60.00% 49 61.25% 

 

Table 45: Level of Participation in Community Development Projects, North East Community Restoration 

and Development Project (NECORD) and North East Coastal Community Development Project 

(NECCDEP)  

District  Participation 

in Selecting 

the Project to 

be 

Implemented 

Participation 

in Conceptual-

izing or 

Designing 

Project 

Relevant 

Information 

Shared Prior to 

the Project 

Relevant 

Information 

Shared during 

the Project 

Participation 

in 

Implementatio

n of the 

Project 

Participation 

in Ongoing 

Maintenance 

Batticaloa 125 78.13% 118 73.75% 118 73.75% 120 75.00% 109 68.13% 114 71.25% 

Vavuniya 118 72.84% 116 71.60% 116 71.60% 115 70.99% 111 68.52% 114 70.37% 

Jaffna  107 66.88% 101 63.13% 102 63.75% 97 60.63% 97 60.63% 86 53.75% 

Total 350 72.61% 335 69.50% 336 69.71% 332 69.17% 317 65.77% 314 65.15% 

 

Table 46: Level of Female Participation in Community Development Projects, North East Community 

Restoration and Development Project (NECORD) and North East Coastal Community Development 

Project (NECCDEP)  

District Participation of 

Women at Selection 

Stage 

Participation of 

Women at Design 

Stage 

Participation of 

Women at 

Implementation 

Stage 

Participation of Women 

in Ongoing 

Maintenance 

Batticaloa 111 69.38% 110 68.75% 106 66.25% 113 70.63% 

Vavuniya 113 69.75% 102 62.96% 105 64.81% 115 70.99% 

Jaffna  86 53.75% 83 51.88% 86 53.75% 82 51.25% 

Total 310 64.32% 295 61.46% 297 61.62% 310 64.32% 

 


