INCLUSION OF SOCIAL BENEFITS IN TRANSPORT PLANNING – REVIEW OF DEVELOPING COUNTRY EXPERIENCE 
INTRODUCTION

This review paper is intended as a contribution to the first of the Thematic Network workshops to be held from 21-22 March 2003. It focuses on experience with the notion of social benefits in developing countries, which differs in one important respect from that of the more economically advanced economies. In the latter debate has been focused strongly on the social costs associated with investments in the transport sector, rather than their social benefits, and has generated a huge literature in its own right. Including this into the current discussion would substantially broaden the debate. It might also confuse rather than enlighten, since social costs become an important issue mainly in urban areas or under congested highway conditions. The intention is that both of these would be excluded from any future initial research. 

Initially this review addresses four main topics. These are the: (i) evolution of the concept of social benefits by those concerned with investments in the transport sector; (ii) changing use of social criteria in the actual appraisal of investments in transport; (iii) experience from other sectors in the identification and measurement of social benefits, and their use in the appraisal of investments; and (iv) wider perceptions of social benefits from the more general development literature that might be relevant for future sectoral investments. A concluding section relates the results of the review to some of the key questions raised in the brief issued to the authors of the think piece papers

SECTORAL CONCEPT OF SOCIAL BENEFITS

Beginnings

It was only towards the end of the 1970s that the impact of investment in roads in developing countries on a broad range of social aspects – including access to education, health and other welfare facilities – started to be considered [Howe and Richards, 1984]. Among the first comprehensive descriptions of what were explicitly termed social benefits associated with investments in rural roads resulted from an evaluation of experience undertaken by the United States Agency for International Development in the early 1980s. Fourteen individual programmes in eight countries – three each in Africa and Latin America and two in Asia – were studied [U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, 1982]. This was supplemented by collation of worldwide experience with similar programmes and led to the identification of the positive and negative social impacts given in Box 1 and 2, respectively [Devres, Inc., 1980]. 

Both lists mix relatively short-term (1-2 year) changes, or effects, and longer-term (5-10 year) changes, or impacts. Some can readily be identified (e.g. increased usage of health facilities or school enrolment) while others (e.g. increased national identity or suffering for minority groups, and the undermining of traditional society) are more contentious.

Box 1 BENEFICIAL SOCIAL IMPACTS OF NEW RURAL ROAD CONSTRUCTION

Social change

Increased national identity;

Improves government-village relations.

Impact on women

Provision of roads found to be liberating, providing them more opportunities, more choice and freedom from restraints of traditional society.

With roads constructed by labour-based methods, increased employment opportunities.

Health and nutrition

Enable inhabitants to reach health clinics and personnel more easily.
Education

Rural roads enable more children to attend classes more easily and smaller more isolated communities to retain teachers.
Associated with the construction of additional schools.
Migration

Strengthening of local market towns as administrative and economic centres.
Perceived quality of life

Represents progress and provides visible benefits immediately.
Rural communities view roads favourably.


[Source: U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, 1982].

Box 2 DIS- BENEFICIAL SOCIAL IMPACTS OF NEW RURAL ROAD CONSTRUCTION

Social change

Undermining of traditional society.

Increased suffering for minority groups.

Impact on women

Migration of men – placing more burden on women to provide for their families

Health and nutrition

Could contribute to a decline in health and nutrition by promoting price incentives for non-food cash crops and thereby retarding food production.
Migration

Increased migration to urban areas.
[Source: U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 1982]

In general the usefulness of this information is qualified by the fact that it was based on relatively short (three week) study tours and was necessarily impressionistic and qualitative, rather than quantitative i.e. in a number of cases it would be difficult to measure change. Moreover experience suggests that our ability to predict, either positive or negative, social outcomes - resulting from specific investments - remains primitive. Investment in transport – especially if this is simply in the road element, as is commonly the case, without a corresponding effort to improve actual services – remains as a ‘necessary but not sufficient’ condition for changes to occur. Many other factors intervene to condition people’s actual behaviour and transport investment rarely acts as a catalyst for change as is commonly supposed. The evidence suggests that only where transport is a ‘binding constraint’ or is operating in an environment of ‘prior dynamism’, i.e. where factors are ripe for change, may sectoral investment act as a catalytic agent [Wilson, 1973]. Yet as Leinbach has noted: “this simple interpretation does not yield great insight nor allow us to isolate the critical importance of transport within a variety of development contexts” [Leinbach, 2000].

The preoccupation with investment in roads, and its treatment as a deterministic rather than opportunistic event, has continued to the present time. Yet a number of authors have pointed to the importance of more efficient transport services as the essential mechanism by which most benefits are availed to the poor [Dawson and Barwell, 1993; Howe, 1999; Lebo and Schelling, 2001; Starkey et al, 2002]. Re-orienting the debate away from a focus on investment in roads and towards more holistic changes in transport conditions has to be a key component of any way forward.

Benefits and basic needs

The enunciation of the basic needs development philosophy in the late 1970s led to a clear definition of societal wants that might be addressed by suitable investment, although making no judgment on what were considered to be for social purposes [Ghai et al, 1977]. ‘Core needs’, most of which are essential for survival, were defined to be:


Food



Clothing


private consumption

Shelter




Health



Education

 
services provided by and for the community at large

Water supply


An attempt to adapt these ideas to the transport sector was made in the early 1980s [Howe, 1983]. As a result it was suggested that some of these needs are more directly transport-oriented than others. Where health and education services or water supplies are not directly available then people either have to be transported to the nearest source or more services/supplies created. In contrast an increase in the quality or quantity of food, clothing or shelter enjoyed by a community is unlikely to result directly from improved transport per se, but from income generating activities, of which transport is an important facilitator.

It was further argued that for many rural communities the needs that are categorised as being privately consumed could, for transport purposes, be replaced by a 'proxy need' for markets, or rather marketing facilities, since it is through the sale of farm surpluses that other goods and services become affordable.  Although this stricture would clearly not apply to marginal farmers and the landless, for which employment provides a significant and perhaps only source of income, their employers were likely to be either larger-scale farmers in the community or market-based businesses. 

Defining water supply as a service provided by and for the community at large is perhaps both too restrictive and ambitious. For many families a share of supplied water is only a distant prospect. A more realistic, transport requirement resulting from this need might be assistance in making easier the fetching of water from a distant source. 

A basic needs approach thus leads to a narrowing of the range of benefits thought likely to result from investment in rural transport. They would be restricted to the improvement in access to education, health, market and water supply services.

Investment conventions

In general there were few large-scale investments in rural roads in the 1980’s as most developing countries struggled to come to terms with the economic stagnation predicated on the surge in oil prices after 1979. Nigeria was a notable exception with disastrous debt and sustainability consequences [Howe, 1997]. Another exception was China.

Since the early 1980s China has had the world’s largest programme of investment in rural roads for the purpose of addressing poverty. Initially, in the period from 1985 until the mid-1990s, social development objectives were mainly apparent in the integration of investments so that road, health, education and water needs etc., were addressed simultaneously [Ling and Zhongyi, 1996]. From the mid-1990s involvement of the World Bank seems to have led to a more explicit use of social criteria [Hajj and Pendakur, 2000]. Targeting of investments was limited to ‘poor countries’. In the first instance a social development index – based on the availability of clean water and health workers, literacy, and Food for Work expenditures – was, used, along with economic criteria, to define poor countries.
 Subsequently social considerations were implicit in the selection of an initial ‘basket’ of road segments for possible investment. Explicit consideration of social benefits was mainly applied if potential investments from the basket did not generate certain specified minimum economic rates of return. Those considered were, ability to attend school without loss of days, and access to health services and economic opportunities in other towns. However, the manner in which they were taken into account is unclear.

Social benefits and household travel and transport

In the mid-1980s the development of rural household-based study techniques led progressively to a further categorisation of travel and transport purposes. These were eventually defined [Barwell, 1996] as: 

Domestic Transport: comprising collection of water and firewood, and trips to the grinding mill to produce ground flour for domestic consumption. 

Agricultural Travel and Transport: comprising trips to the fields for different cultivation activities, movement of farm inputs, collection of the harvested crops, and crop marketing. 

Travel to Services and for Social Purposes: comprising trips to the dispensary and the hospital, travel to markets, travel within and outside the village associated with visits to family and friends or to meet social obligations, and travel by children to secondary school. 

Taken at face value this categorisation reduces the notion of social purposes and benefits to its literal meaning (i.e. socialising with family and friends), which was probably not intended. However, this categorisation is commonly used as the basis for analysis in the Integrated Rural Accessibility Planning system [Dingen, 2000].

Current trends

The late 1990’s were a period of considerable innovation with, and discussion about, almost all aspects of the rural road project cycle as governments, lending, and aid institutions struggled with the renewed emphasis on poverty reduction. Attention was varyingly given to the poor themselves, different aspects of social benefits, and more holistic approaches to rural transport especially the philosophical approach underlying the design of infrastructure and provision of services [Lebo and Schelling, 2001; Starkey et al, 2002]. Implementation modalities were also being challenged with greater emphasis on participatory processes and the decentralisation of government. This makes it difficult to isolate only the treatment of social benefit aspects. 

A 1999 review of World Bank experience with rural road projects by its Operations Evaluation Department had concluded that there had been two main social impacts: (i) better and more usage of education and health facilities; (ii) gains to women through increased school enrolment and better use of time [Levy, 1999]. As a result it was recommended that future project design ought to include estimation of these social benefits. In fact, as the review of sectoral use of social criteria in appraisal will make clear, this was already underway in some parts of the organisation. However, other parts eschewed concern for social benefits per se and focused directly on ways of targeting investment more directly on the poor, and bringing this focus explicitly into the appraisal process.

SECTORAL USE OF SOCIAL CRITERIA IN APPRAISAL

This section has benefited from two recent reviews of appraisal methods suitable for very low-volume rural roads [Lebo and Schelling, 2001; Government of Ghana, 2001]. To a considerable extent both have been driven by the renewed emphasis on poverty, especially that associated with rural communities isolated by inadequate transport infrastructure. A second shared concern is the pre-requisite to make investment decision-making more participatory, which has methodological, transparency and gender implications. It also implies a greater role for local government institutions, which has further consequences in terms of the requirement for methodological simplicity. Discussion is limited to those applications that make a specific effort to incorporate social benefits and do so in an innovative way.

Beginnings

Formal quantitative methods of appraising transport sector investments in developing countries were introduced around the late 1960s and early 1970s, and uptake was comparatively slow [Howe and Richards, 1984]. Both in theory and practice the emphasis of early cost-benefit methodologies was firmly economic. Indeed expert advice was that ‘social effects are not quantifiable and the approach must be limited to economic aspects’ [UNESCO, 1971]. The World Bank had earlier endorsed a similar view [Adler, 1967]. Despite the lack of institutional support at this time, Egypt, India, Mexico and the Philippines were among a group of countries that had already recognised the social benefits of investment in roads and adopted various simple means to incorporate this notion into their investment decision-making [Howe and Richards, 1984]. 

Indian road planning is exceptional in that it has always been based on a mixture of socio-economic criteria that sought to achieve economic growth with equity. This started as early as 1943 under the Nagpur Plan and has been a continuous feature until the present, however, individual benefits were not identified and actual achievements have differed significantly from plans [Thomas, 1984; Sikdar, 2000]. 

Other countries have shown a more intermittent commitment to the recognition of social benefits.  Most simply acknowledged that they existed and allocated a proportion of investment to roads whose function was adjudged to be primarily for a social, rather than economic purpose. However, a few other common features can be distinguished:

· They were usually applied to minor classes of road.

· They were used mainly for ‘screening’ prior to economic appraisal.

· The economic bias of the appraisal process tended to favour areas with significant agricultural potential.

· Social aspects were expressed in terms of the number of people served or having access to certain (social) activities.

· Local participation in the ranking of projects for screening was through elected representatives.

These examples are important in belying the notion that social considerations are in any way new, however until recently the individual benefits were rarely specifically identified. 

Institutional interest 

Institutional interest in social aspects first appeared indirectly in the 1970s in the form of concern with the distributional consequences of investments and how these affected the most (socially) deprived groups. A method for calculating the real ‘social’ benefits of road investment projects was developed in the World Bank [Squire and van der Tak, 1975]. The term ’social’ was meant to indicate that consideration of both efficiency and distribution objectives had been taken into consideration by a combination of shadow pricing and weighting the benefits of income accruing to the poor rather than the rich. However, income was used in a generic way - what it really represented was economic benefits in the context of project analysis, but the methodology was never put into operation. The best-known use of distributional analysis was by the Inter American Development Bank (IADB), which pursued the approach throughout the 1980s and attempted to extend it to poverty impacts [Fujimura and Weiss, 2000]. In both cases the intention was not to account specifically for social benefits, but to try to ensure that economic consequences were shared in some equitable way among all possible recipients. For road projects in the IADB analyses, benefits were quantified in terms of savings in vehicle operating costs and travel time, and thus not what would currently be understood by the term ‘social’. 

A detailed analysis has been made of the theoretical and practical problems with designing distributional weights [Fujimura and Weiss, 2000]. A major consideration is that the assignment of distributional weights cannot escape subjective judgement by whoever assigns them. Thus project selection is sensitive to the way distributional weights are specified. The weighting formula may easily become non-transparent, especially if its basis moves from a simple income level to a composite of quality of life indicators that a full accounting of social benefits might imply.

The notion of social benefits was incorporated by the World Bank into its first proposals for the economic analysis of rural road projects [Carnemark, et. al. 1976].  A number of other similarly subjective proposals appeared soon after [Bovill, 1978; Greenstein and Bonjack, 1983; Weatherell, 1984]. The World Bank proposed a weighted ranking procedure for the preliminary screening and selection of rural roads
. The ranking factor was based on four indicators of economic activity, three for social service (population served per kilometre, improved access to educational and welfare facilities, and improved access to administrative market centres) and three for social and economic welfare (employment generation, income distribution, and distribution of social services). Inspection suggests that some cross-correlation, and thus double counting, of social aspects was likely.

The early 1980s investment study of rural roads in Ecuador is of interest because of the stage in the appraisal process at which social benefits were considered and the way benefits were taken into account  [Greenstein and Bonjack, 1983]. A two-stage appraisal process was employed. First, screening of road proposals based on traffic levels. Second, a detailed economic analysis, the results of which were considered with the population density and rate of illiteracy associated with each road. It was argued that the higher the population density the greater the social benefits. Although no justification was provided for this, supporting evidence has come indirectly from elsewhere. Road density has been found to be one of the most significant determinants of household-level prospects of escaping poverty in rural China [Jalan and Ravallion, 2002]. In areas of rain-fed agriculture, population and road densities are strongly correlated in practice and this can be shown to minimise the cost of transport [Howe, 1971].

By 1983 the World Bank had accumulated sufficient experience with the mixed and largely ad hoc use of social and economic criteria in rural road appraisals to warrant review [Beenhakker and Lago, 1983]. This found that the mixing of social (or political) and economic criteria was unsatisfactory in weeding out unfeasible (not economic) rural road components whilst they could reject feasible (economic) components. It thus recommended that social (and political) considerations be confined to the pre-screening stage of appraisal.

Institutional reluctance to incorporate social benefits more emphatically into the decision-making process appears also to have been hampered by the established difficulty of ascribing a monetary value to any changes and uncertainty as to whether or not they could be presumed always to occur. Results from impact studies have been ambivalent, as examples from the health and education sectors show.

For example, it is commonly assumed in the literature on medical facilities in developing countries that their use is highly sensitive to transport conditions [Airey, 1989]. However, in a study of the effects of a major road improvement in Kenya, with substantial associated distance and transport cost reductions, it was found that social structure and health policy were as important determinants of hospital utilisation as geographical access [Airey, 1991, 1992]. The impact of the road investment was confined to changes in the geographical accessibility of the three hospitals, which had brought more people within easy travelling distance of them. However, the choice or decision-making of this sample population as a whole showed no sign of being strongly influenced by the transport changes. Rather it was a wealthy minority that displayed the greater sensitivity to the shrinkage of distance brought about by the new road. For the majority, a range of factors, which were in existence before the new road -particularly the economic barrier of fee-paying treatment - and were to a large extent independent of it, conditioned hospital choice. Similar research in Ethiopia found that household usage of health facilities was more sensitive to the quality of health care than to the distance to the nearest public facility [Collier et al, 1997]. 

Similar examples of the uncertainty of benefits are to be found in the education sector. An impact evaluation of rural road investment in Morocco found that there had been substantial improvements in primary school enrolment, attendance by girls, and in the quality of education [World Bank, 1996].
 The latter was due to reduced absenteeism by both teachers and students, an increase in (associated) satellite schools and classes, easier teacher recruitment and supply of materials. However, a study in Ghana found that transport improvements could be expected to have only a limited impact on primary school attendance, which for the poor was influenced by five main factors [Jessel, 2000]:

1. First degree (direct) costs such as formal school fees;

2. Second degree (supplementary costs such as the cost of school uniforms, furniture, transport, lunch allowances, books, educational stationery, and pupil based levies;

3. Availability of schools/vacancies;

4. Opportunity costs of foregoing the school child’s labour – both paid and unpaid; and 

5. Cultural perceptions surrounding gender

Despite primary education being officially free there were in practice substantial costs attached to enrolment. Transport figured as one of a number of supplementary costs, and since most children walked to primary school it only became more of an issue as the level of education increased.  Children were periodically withdrawn from school by their parents to till the land, or process or market farm produce. During the ‘hungry‘ season they might be forced to forage for wild tubers or fruits. Girls were discriminated against in virtually all parts of the country, particularly the Northern Savannah region where in 1992 they occupied only 35 percent of all school places.

The apparent discrepancy between the sensitivity to road improvements of primary education enrolment and usage of health facilities in Morocco, and their insensitivity in Ghana, Kenya and Ethiopia, respectively, merely underlines the importance of local context in determining the way such investments influence social and economic change. Contextual factors are complex and their inter-action is strongly affected by the observed inconsistency of human response to the opportunities created by changes in transport. Additional transport capacity generates new opportunities for pecuniary gain. Observation suggests, however, that there is no consistency in the extent to which such opportunities are seized upon or in the apparent consequences [Wilson, 1973].

Continuing developments

Notwithstanding these ambivalent results the process of experimenting with the incorporation of social considerations into the appraisal process has continued until the present time. Indeed the (re) emergence of the emphasis on poverty appears to have accelerated this trend since the mid-1990s, particularly among lending and aid institutions, as they search for ways to justify assistance and determine priorities among myriad competing groups. The trend towards financing improvements to rural roads carrying traffic volumes below levels that make cost recovery out of user savings likely, has led to a search for other benefits. Other accompanying trends have been: (i) a change in philosophy from fully designed and engineered rural roads towards more flexible standards and spot improvements geared to providing different degrees of access; (ii) emphasis on measures to improve transport services and enhance personal mobility; and (iii) non-transport interventions to increase community access to social and other services that reduce the need to travel and transport e.g. provision of new health clinics, schools, water supplies and grain grinding facilities. A number of distinct developments are apparent. The examples selected are distinguished in approximate chronological order and are the most distinctive from a larger portfolio of candidates. An important caveat is that conceptual development has not been smooth as it is apparent that it has often proceeded in parallel in different parts of the world and with little evident interaction among the practitioners.

Papua New Guinea: The oldest study, on behalf of the Asian Development Bank, dates from the mid-1980s, and concerned the social benefits associated with sealing a gravel road [Puvanachandran and White, 1995].
 It is one of the first instances of seeking to attribute a monetary value to social benefits, which were subsequently included in cost-benefit calculations using the HDM model. Based on respondent interviews the most frequently identified social benefits were reductions in dust and muddy water to roadside residents, pedestrians and vehicle users, as well as travel and waiting-time savings. Interviews were conducted with a sample of village householders, employees who worked in the study area but lived outside, bus operators, trade store operators, wholesale operators in towns, and a 20% sample of drivers from firms operating on the project road. 

The technique for valuing benefits involved providing each respondent with descriptions of a number of improvement options, including that for which a measure of benefits was sought, and others for which a measure of benefits was already known. Each respondent was then asked to rank the options in order of personal desirability thus revealing preferences between the options. Where the option for which the measure of benefits was sought was preferred to an option for which the measure of benefit was known, then it could be concluded that the preferred option must yield a benefit greater than, or equal to, the option with the known benefit. 

The options presented to the respondents included the proposed road improvements, various percentage reductions in bus fares, since most were public transport users, or improved access roads. This was done for two similar road improvements, the upgrading of an already sealed road and the sealing of a gravel road. It was argued that because the roads were similar in length and had the same design speed then the main difference in their perceived benefits was due to the effects of sealing the gravel road. The revealed preferences and known bus fares were used to compute an ‘excess road sealing benefit (ERSB)’, which represented the improved comfort of travelling on a dust free road and reduced dust to nearby householders. Inclusion of social benefits significantly influenced the apparent decision to invest, since without the ERSB the internal rate of return was 11.4% and with it 20%.

Laos: A study in Laos is reported to have used a contingent valuation method and Tobit regression model to determine what variables are important in explaining why people are willing to pay for an improved road.
 It is of interest mainly because: (i) their reasons appear to have been a mixture of economic and social benefits; (ii) the identification of social benefits was by the affected communities rather than external assessors; and (iii) it resulted in monetary values. Thus, through (i) comparative values and trade offs ought to be apparent. Through (ii) it addresses the increasingly common concern that investment decisions that have a predominantly local influence must be made locally and in a participatory way. And, although no details are available, through (iii) values can be attributed to individual social benefits.

The main apparent disadvantages of the approach are the logistics of reaching and interviewing in detail residents of the relevant villages, and the costs and time involved. Also a variety of potential survey biases, including the need to work through interpreters, were identified and discussed.

South Africa: Social benefits were invoked as a partial means of allocating funds for rural road improvements among the 24 districts of Kwazulu-Natal province. A district’s fund allocation factor was calculated as its population multiplied by the sum of three weighted indices representing development potential, community development and accessibility. Each index could potentially have a zero value i.e. no investment in that aspect required. The Community Development Index (CDI) for each district was a composite of social needs and was the reciprocal of its Human Development Index, which had three elements: life expectancy at birth; education attainment, comprising adult literacy and a combined primary, secondary and tertiary enrolment ratio; and income. Subjective weightings were assigned such that the CDI contributed a sixth, the accessibility index a third, and development potential index a half to the combined district factor [Kwazulu-Natal Department of Transport, 1997].

China: For almost two decades China has invested massive resources in public works for the express purpose of poverty alleviation. It has resulted in rural road investments that dwarf those of any other country with some 131,000 kms constructed or improved between 1985-1990 and a similar amount since [Ling and Zhongyi, 1996].
 However, only recently have details emerged of the selection procedures used for investment covering the period 1995-1998 with World Bank assistance under a Roads Improvement for Poverty Alleviation (RIPA) project linked to on-going poverty alleviation programmes. [Hajj and Pendakur, 2000].

Those made earlier were strongly influenced by economic considerations under ‘an efficiency-oriented poverty alleviation strategy’. Among road projects priority was given to those giving access to mines and forests, and that strengthened the overall network. Social considerations were mainly apparent in the packaging of investments in poor areas to include education, health care, and water conservancy facilities, with those for roads  [Ling and Zhongyi, 1996].

In the Bank-influenced period social considerations featured more prominently in several stages of the appraisal process. First assistance was targeted only on state-designated ‘poverty counties’.  On the basis of per capita income it was estimated that in 1998 there were 824 designated poor counties, 38% of China’s total [Hajj and Pendakur, 2000]. The majority of the poor were concentrated in resource-deficient areas and comprise entire communities located mostly in the upland sections of the interior provinces of northern, northwestern, and southwestern China. Rural poverty was also correlated with extremely low educational and health status, especially among women. Lack of access to safe drinking water was also a correlate of rural poverty and so was inadequate housing.

Priorities for road investment under RIPA were established by a screening, selection and ranking process applied initially to the government-designated poor counties to give RIPA-designated counties. The screening process for RIPA counties used a combination of economic and social development rankings with the former parameters accounting for 20 and the latter 5 points. The social development rankings were based on four criteria: (i) availability of clean drinking water; (ii) literacy; (iii) availability of health workers; and (iv) Food for Work programme expenditures. For the first three criteria, the higher the percentage, or number, the lower the ranking. With the fourth criteria, the higher the expenditure, the higher the rank.
· Having selected RIPA counties the next stage was to identify an initial basket of priority road segments for improvement. This was based on a series of policy priorities.

· Provide new all weather roads to all administrative villages and townships.

· Improve existing drainage systems and stabilize slopes to assure all weather access.

· Upgrade existing seasonal roads to all weather roads.

· Upgrade existing all weather roads to higher-class roads, where traffic volumes warrant.

· Rehabilitate and upgrade, as necessary, connecting links to major market centres.

· While some of these seem likely to have social implications, these were not specifically identified.

Identified RIPA road segments were then grouped into contiguous systems, based on settlement patterns and population connectivity. This RIPA Systems-Initial Basket was subject to further screening on the basis of system cost-effectiveness per capita (5 points) and inaccessibility (5 points). The overall ranking for implementation was subject to a further cost-benefit appraisal that recognised three types of benefits – economic, accessibility and other social.
  Economic benefits were based on user cost savings (vehicle operation and time) applied to all travel modes – motorised, non-motorised and pedestrians with and without head loads. 

Because of the function of these roads and the use of varying access and thus design standards it was proposed that a tiered system of minimum economic internal rates of return (EIRR) be adopted.

· RIPA Road I Full Access Roads (ADT 100-200) EIRR>10%

· RIPA Road II Basic Access Roads (ADT 50- 100) EIRR>8%

· RIPA Road III Basic Access Roads with Reduced Service (ADT <50) EIRR>6%

The access and social benefits mainly come into consideration for projects not meeting these minimum rates of return.

Access benefits were defined as the number of days when the roads were closed currently and would be fully open when the improvements were complete. Although not currently done it is proposed that a value might be attributed to basic access if income data sets were available for comparable communities with and without access within the same area. The differentials in per capita income would be attributed to basic access, if there were no unique differences between the communities, and counted as benefits over the project lifetime.

The main social benefits accruing to the affected populations were assumed to be:

· Ability to attend schools without loss of days.

· Ability to access health services without the health risks that go with reduced access.

· Ability to access economic opportunities in other townships.

Although it is stated that “as long as there is information available on road closures and the beneficiary population in the influence area, it is possible to estimate the above benefits”, it is not clear whether these would be given a monetary value or used to modify the cost-benefit calculations.

A general approach to quantifying economic and social benefits for low-volume roads in developing countries has been outlined  [Robinson, 1999]. It focuses on the ranking of ‘potential’ feeder roads, but avoids the issue of who decides what is included in this term or on what basis. The main innovation is the proposal to convert the (undefined) social benefits, presumed to be enjoyed by the population within a distance of five kilometres on either side of the road, by adding a factor (representing a number of vehicles) to the normal traffic that will benefit from vehicle operating cost savings. The factors are on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being for a population per km of road ≤ 100 and 10 for a population per km of road > 500. In justifying this, admittedly arbitrary, adjustment it is stated that: “this approach does not dispense with the need to make subjective judgements about the relative worth of social benefits, but does enable the impacts of social improvements to be seen simply and easily in monetary units. The actual factors used will need to be determined for each local application”. 

Uganda: The proposals by Airey and Taylor are of interest because; (i) their focus is very low-volume roads carrying less than 25 vpd;  (ii) the method has also been applied in Tanzania and Zimbabwe; and (iii) they eschew the use of social benefits in deciding investment priorities [Airey and Taylor, 1999]. The authors estimate that 25 vpd is the threshold below which vehicle operating cost benefits are insufficient to justify even low-cost improvements i.e. such roads clearly perform mainly strategic and social functions rather than economic. In Uganda the methodology was applied at district level. A preliminary screening to focus planning efforts on roads that would maximise the level of benefits preceded prioritisation. This was done by excluding roads that had poor access to the higher levels of the district road network, were more than 25 km long, or formed a loop or link between two major roads.

Roads passing the initial screening were divided into three categories: (a) impassable to motor vehicles; (b) passable: ADT > 25 vpd; and (c) passable: ADT < 25 vpd. Priorities for category (a) roads – improved to provide only basic access – were based on a simple cost per capita ranking with a cut-off that the figure should not exceed half the current average annual per capita income in northern Uganda, its poorest part. For category (b) conventional economic analysis was used to identify the most cost-effective improvements. The main innovation relates to category (c) where it was argued that the condition of the roads limited existing traffic, which would increase when improvements were carried out. A prioritisation index was thus calculated from the expected number of household trips, including some for social purposes, multiplied by the change in access, on a scale of 0 to 5, divided by the cost.

India: Financing to be provided by the World Bank to improve the networks in three poor districts of Andhra Pradesh state has led to innovations in the way road improvements are traditionally selected and justified in India [Lebo and Schelling, 2001]. The proposal was to improve the road network to at least a basic, all-weather passable standard. Traditional Indian notions of equity were evident in the focus on the improvement of a core network that ensures minimum connectivity for each village to a nearby main road or market centre. 

Road works fell into two major categories: (a) basic accessibility works, including upgrading of tracks and earth roads, and all minor and major cross drainage works on existing gravel roads; and (b) bitumen surfacing on existing un-surfaced roads. Since basic accessibility works are considered a valuable instrument for poverty reduction, they were given first priority. 

Bitumen surfacing is carried out primarily for economic reasons and appraisal followed conventional methods. Cost-effective analysis is applied to all basic accessibility road works with a maximum investment cut-off of $50 equivalent per person served.

Allocation of funds between basic accessibility and bitumen surfacing works was said to be decided through a stakeholder participatory process, but no details are given as to how stakeholders were defined. This process resulted in 1,700 km of road being selected for basic accessibility works and 1,300 km for bitumen surfacing.

The main justification for the adoption of the basic accessibility principle rests on a comparison of various socio-economic indicators among sample households in connected and unconnected villages.  This showed that connected villages had a significantly higher household incomes, literacy rates (especially female), and lower distances to outlets for fertilizer, seeds and pesticides, as well as lower transport costs and distance to a secondary school.

Since the completion of the studies in Andhra Pradesh state the Indian government has re-affirmed its commitment to the provision of a substantially larger national rural road network than currently exists. This will be to meet a mixture of economic and equity (social) objectives. The Pradhan Manti Gram Sadak Yojana (PMGSY), or Prime Minister’s Rural Roads project, was launched on 25th December 2000. It proposes an investment of 600 billion rupees ($12.5 billion
) such that by 2003 every village having a population of more than 1000, and by 2007 every village having a population of more than 500, is connected to the main road system and markets by a ‘good all-weather road’. Philosophically this project is a continuation of a process that was inaugurated in 1943, although rural roads were not included until the fifth five-year plan, 1974-1979, [Sikdar, 2001]. Rural roads were designated a state responsibility – central government prepared planning guidelines and allocated funding. However, there were wide variations in the technical standards and planning approaches adopted by the various agencies within each state and little co-ordination between them. The planning guidelines themselves have been described as ad hoc [Sikdar, 2000]. The main criteria for the prioritisation of network development, has simply been the population of the habitations obtaining connection, but this has been subjected to various interpretations on the ground. Despite numerous attempts to introduce master or network-based planning approaches, the national situation for prioritising rural road investment remains confused [Sikdar, 2000].

Bhutan: While the rural road investments in Bhutan were, at 120 km in four districts, relatively modest, their appraisal broke new ground in quantifying selected social benefits in monetary terms and incorporating these into the cost-benefit calculations [Lebo and Schelling, 2001]. Since the credit was approved by the IDA Board in December 1999 this establishes an important precedent.  

Estimates were made of the value of better access to education, which the roads will provide. These utilised Bhutanese data - from the results of prior impact studies - on enrolment levels with improved road access, and the income levels of educated and uneducated persons for one of the roads, which was taken as representative.
 Estimates, based on higher enrolment rates in the more accessible areas in the same district, indicated that about 75-100 additional children would go to school every year if the road were built. More girls would attend because of proximity, and more boys would be released from the task of transporting goods. 

The lifetime earnings of the educated versus uneducated population samples provided an estimate of the income differentials. Net incremental income was assessed by deducting the estimated and continuing education costs. This was considered to be attributable as net value added by the road, since the additional enrolment would not happen without the improved access it provided.  Estimates were also made of improved health benefits (in reduced sick days, and reduced maternity and other deaths) attributable to improved access to health facilities, based on available local data. Overall, about 29% of the project benefits derived from quantifiable social benefits – 27% from education and 2% from health benefits.

Specific measures were taken to avoid double counting of benefits. Future bus traffic, if any, of children to/from school, or of people to/from health centres, were excluded from the estimates of transport savings, since education and health benefits were estimated separately on a different basis. Similarly, and as is normally the case, transport savings to agricultural traffic were also excluded, since benefits to agriculture were also separately estimated. 

Vietnam: A recent project in Vietnam used a variant on the cost-effectiveness approach developed in India [Lebo and Schelling, 2001]. Social benefits were not specifically identified; rather they were subsumed in an overall objective to contribute to poverty reduction. This was again linked to the notion of providing ‘basic road access’ to all communes in participating provinces. 

For the provision of basic access a cost-effectiveness methodology was used to prioritise eligible roads based on the incidence of poverty, population and the cost of improvement. Among the different groups in the population, the prioritisation formula put three times as much weight on the poor than on the non-poor. The weighting of three resulted from focus group discussions with local non-transport experts and was agreed with the Ministry of Transport. The index for ranking alternative roads was then given by: 

CE1 = (# of poor + 0.3 # of non-poor)/ total cost of rehabilitation  

Once basic access needs are met the intention was that remaining funding could be devoted to selected rehabilitation and upgrading other roads. Again a cost-effectiveness ranking is used based on poverty, population served, potential for agricultural development as measured by unused land with agricultural potential and number of social and other facilities) and costs of the proposed works. The index for ranking roads for rehabilitation/spot improvement was:

CE2 = {[1 + (unused land per person) + (facilities per person)]*[# of poor + 0.3 # of non-poor]}/ total cost of rehabilitation  

Again the choice of variables and factors resulted from focus group meetings with local non-transport experts and were agreed with the Ministry of Transport. 

Ghana: The approach adopted by the Department of Feeder Roads (DFR) in Ghana is unusual in that it was based on both participatory and technical selection processes [Government of Ghana, 2001]. The first was pursued through a process of community consultation. This was followed by a series of ranking workshops, at steadily ascending levels of local government, until a ranked list of district level priorities resulted, based on local criteria. The technical ranking was pursued in parallel and presented in a public hearing and compared with the initial local and district rankings. Any differences between the road rankings were then discussed in an open forum and a consensus was reached on the final prioritised ranking of roads for upgrading. The decision was then officially endorsed by the District Assembly. The remainder of this description focuses on the technical selection process, since this incorporates explicit consideration of social benefits.

The Ghana prioritisation index was designed to permit a consistent assessment of road improvements across the country according to various engineering, economic and social criteria. The index is in the form of a benefit cost ratio. Benefits comprise those due to: (i) motorised transport; (ii) non-motorised transport; and (iii) the community as a result of better access to transport services. 



Motorised transport: Benefits to motorised transport combine those resulting from reductions in road roughness, trafficability and passability. A road is defined as having trafficability problems when the percentage of wet season traffic falls below 50% of the dry season traffic. Similarly a road is defined as having passability problems when it is completely closed to motorised traffic for either all or part of the year. Days with no problems + days with trafficability problems + days with passability problems = 365. Based on local experience trafficability problems were assumed to increase vehicle-operating costs by a factor of 7 and passability problems to increase them by a factor of 2. 



Non-motorised transport (NMT): Local research has shown significant benefits to NMT resulting from infrastructure improvements. These have been determined and tabulated (in cents per km) for head loading, walking, cycling with a load, and cycling without a load for three levels of infrastructure condition.

· Impassable or extremely poor access and no useable transport services.

· Extremely poor access and some existing services.

· Improved from basic access.



Community benefits with better access to transport services: Indices were used to distinguish four types of benefits.

· A social benefit component, which gives greater weighting to roads in high population areas. The benefit is calculated by multiplying the population index by the population that depend on the road by the average distance travelled along its length and by the change in transport costs for motorised transport (per km). The population adjacent to the road section, and the populations adjacent to other road sections (that also depend on the road) are included.

· A poverty benefit component, which gives a greater weighting to roads that run through the poorest one third of districts, as defined by certain agreed criteria. The benefit is calculated through the use of a poverty-weighting factor that is multiplied by the social access benefit component.

· A benefit component for isolation from health facilities, which is also population dependent. The benefit is calculated through the use of isolation from health facilities weighting factor that is multiplied by the social access benefit component. This is used where communities have identified isolation from health facilities as a key factor and where mean road distance from a hospital is more than 10 km. 

· A benefit component for isolation from market facilities. The benefit is calculated through the use of isolation from market facilities index that is multiplied by the sum of motorised, and non-motorised transport benefits. This is used where mean road distance from an urban market is more than 10 km. 

Van de Walle: The most recent proposals draw on World Bank experience in Bhutan, India, Vietnam and elsewhere with the specific aim of trying to choose road investments such that they make the maximum contribution to the reduction of poverty [Van de Walle, 2002]. The proposed methodology derives from a carefully constructed argument. 

The starting point is a contention that for investments in rural roads there is a potentially sizable share of the benefits that simply cannot be measured in monetary terms. The author argues that previous attempts to derive monetary values for social benefits rest on wholly unrealistic assumptions. Instead the proposal is to use participatory methods for tapping local information to form judgments of the relative importance of different types of benefits in a specific setting.

EXPERIENCE IN OTHER SECTORS

Time constraints limited this to only a cursory assessment of energy and water sectoral experience. However, it rapidly became apparent that each sector has a considerable and very diverse literature, so assessment was curtailed. 

Energy

A reasonable starting point in examining the experience of the energy sector is a recent publication on Energy for the Poor [DFID, 2000a]. Inspection suggests many similarities with the transport sector e.g. demand for energy is a derived demand. Also, there is evident pressure for the sector to pay more attention to the social issues than in the past. However, as is evident from the title, the approach seems to be to re-focus some aspects of energy sector strategy directly on the Millennium Development Goals for the poor. 

Water

Enquiries suggest that there may well be lessons to learn from the water sector, but it is likely to need expert advice to tease it out because of the complexity of the literature and issues.
 Water is a private good, but with significant merit good externalities. This is also compounded by the problem that we only actually need 10 litres per capita per day for the public health benefits, but governments tend to subsidise 50 to 100 litres per capita per day, which only deliver convenience benefits. The Dublin Conference of 1992 made progress in declaring water an economic good (mainly aimed at the abuse of water resources by free irrigation), which was modified by the Rio Conference (1996) also declaring it a social good, since modified again by some in The Hague and Bonn water conferences declaring it a human right etc, and so the debate goes on. Simplified the social benefits are seen to be time saving and convenience for women, and reduction in ill health, particularly children – which can be translated into economic benefits for benefit cost analysis purposes, etc.

Other sources of information were the Asian Development Bank 1999 ‘Handbook for the Economic Analysis of Water Supply Projects’ available free on the Internet.
 It runs to some 220 pages of text and 60 of Appendices. The World Bank has produced a similar, albeit older publication, that offers a comprehensive – if somewhat traditional – approach to appraisal of water projects [Young, 1996].

This brief foray suggests that there are indeed likely to be useful lessons to be learnt from both the energy and water, and possibly other, sectors. However, it will require expert assistance and no small effort to obtain this.

WIDER DEVELOPMENT PERCEPTIONS OF SOCIAL BENEFITS

In a collective, rather than individual sense, social benefits have arguably never been higher on the development agenda. This phenomenon can be traced to the emergence and exponential growth of the concept of social capital. Although it has not been possible to trace a connection it seems likely that the extraordinary attention paid to the notion of social capital has also sparked interest in the related concept of social mobility.

Social capital

The trigger for current interest is widely attributed to the publication of a book on the topic in 1993 [Putnam, 1993]. Soon after the notion of social capital was embraced by the World Bank and other aid agencies, and development has since been very rapid. A number of reviews of these have been published in the last two years [Hulme, 2000; Fine, 2001; Performance and Innovation Unit, 2002]. There is also a dedicated World Bank web site on the topic: http://worldbank.org/poverty/scapital and an email discussion group: socialcapital@tome.worldbank.org 


What is social capital?

Social capital consists of the networks, norms, relationships, values and informal sanctions that shape the quantity and co-operative quality of a society’s social interactions [Performance and Innovation Unit, 2002]. This is basically the World Bank definition and consists of three components: networks – who knows who? norms – the informal and formal ‘rules’ that guide how network members behave to each other; and sanctions – the processes that help to ensure that network members keep to the rules. DFID views the strengthening of social capital as a means for the achievement of poverty reduction, rather than a goal in its own right.

Three main types of social capital may be distinguished: bonding (e.g. among family members or ethnic groups); bridging (e.g. across ethnic groups); and linking (e.g. between different social classes). The distinction between bonding and bridging capital or between strong and weak ties is crucial. The impacts of social capital, for good or ill, depend on the form it takes in different circumstances. Individuals also have needs for different types of social capital at different points in their lives. Social capital can be measured using a range of indicators, but the most commonly used measure is trust in other people.


Why is it important?

Social capital may contribute to a range of beneficial economic and social outcomes. These include: high levels of and growth in GDP; more efficiently functioning labour markets; higher educational attainment; lower levels of crime; better health; and more effective institutions of government.

Different types of social capital are relevant to different economic and social outcomes. For example, bonding social capital is most important to health in early childhood and frail old age whereas bridging social capital is most important in adult life when looking for employment.

Some of the empirical evidence on the importance of social capital for economic and social outcomes needs to be treated with caution because of the miss-specification or ambiguity of equations or models used to estimate its impact. But, overall, the evidence from a range of sources, using a variety of methods for the beneficial effects of social capital, is considered to be impressive [Performance Innovation Unit, 2001].

Social capital also has potential downsides as well as potential benefits. Examples include fostering behaviour that worsens rather than improves economic performance (e.g. cartels); acting as a barrier to social inclusion and social mobility (e.g. ‘old boy’ networks and cultural restraints on women); dividing rather than uniting communities (e.g. networks based religious faiths); and facilitating rather than reducing crime (e.g. networks similar to the mafia). These downsides all arise where particular groups or sectional interests use or control access to social capital for narrow private rather than wider public interests.


What are the main determinants of social capital?

A range of factors determines levels of social capital. The key ones appear to be: history and culture; whether social structures are flat or hierarchical; the family; education; the built environment; residential mobility; economic inequalities and social class; the strength and characteristics of civil society; and patterns of individual consumption and personal values.


What is the role of government?

There are economic efficiency, equity and civic or political arguments for government intervention to promote the accumulation of beneficial kinds of social capital.  However, government intervention to promote the accumulation of beneficial social capital faces a number of challenges:

· There needs to be improved measurement of social capital (disaggregated by type) and its responsiveness to policy interventions (what cannot be measured cannot easily be targeted by policy makers).

· The apparent importance of longstanding historical and cultural factors in driving social capital suggests it may not be easily susceptible to policy interventions.

· The fact that social capital can be used for the benefit of sectional rather than public interests suggests government needs to guard against making matters worse rather than better.


What are the implications for sectoral policy?

From the literature it is apparent that social capital is an evolving, contested, ambiguous and politically charged term that has been given various meanings [Hulme, 2000].
 The lack of specificity of the term and the methodological problems of assessing the quantity and quality of norms and relationships mean that precise criteria for assessing changes are not developed at present. Nonetheless a range of ways in which government might look to promote the accumulation of social capital for beneficial purposes at the individual, community and national levels have been identified [Performance Innovation Unit, 2002]. From a sectoral perspective these do not appear to offer much promise for the quantification of the resulting benefits. The concept appears most relevant at the screening stage when the social context of projects is being assessed, especially potential downsides. 

This conclusion follows from a contention - by one of the main contemporary contributors to the development of the concept - that social capital largely inheres in practices rather than policies and programmes [Woolcock, 2002]. He argues that failure in service delivery is largely a failure to recognise the power, pervasiveness and potential of practices, and a strong (and wrong) institutional imperative to respond to service delivery failure with ‘new policies’ and/or ‘better programmes’. From DFID documentation a tentative set of 8 criteria (Box 3) can be imputed to examine project practices [Hulme, 2000].

	Box 3 Criteria for assessing whether social capital issues inform project practices 

                  Theme focus                                                                 Criteria

· Strengthening social relationships                 1.   Creating new organisations                                 

                                                                                   2.   Strengthening existing organisations

3. Creating new networks

4. Strengthening existing networks 

· Promoting shared values                                5.   Use of participatory practices

                                                                                   6.   Creating information dissemination means

                                                                                   7.  Strengthening information dissemination              
· Ensuring that relationships and values          8.  Analysis of whether 1-7 will have fostered

changes are pro-development                             social inclusion or exclusion




Social mobility

Social mobility describes the movement or opportunities for movement between different social groups, and the advantages and disadvantages that go with this in terms of income, security of employment, opportunities for advancement etc. Mobility is essential to the sustainability of social networks, both in enabling access to cognitive and structural social capital, and in creating opportunities for networking in the very act of making a journey. Hence, transport is more than a physical network. One might argue it is a social network itself. However, the literature disregards the means by which people physically access social capital, whether in the guise of associations and community groups or simply maintaining rural-urban linkages with extended family members.

There is a plethora of existing data on types of social capital and its significance for rural development but there remains a paucity of information regarding social mobility and accessibility to social capital networks. Evidently, the social capital debate is incomplete. Yet, examination of the available literature suggests that at the present state of conceptual and empirical development it would be very difficult to establish firm linkages between social mobility and transport sector policy in ways that would be likely to influence investment decisions [Performance Innovation Unit, 2001]. Indeed in general changing social mobility is considered to be very difficult through policy interventions.

PARTIAL CONCLUSIONS

These are based on those aspects of the review that relate to some of the key questions raised in the brief issued to the authors of the think piece papers.

Identification of social benefits and costs of road transport 

What are the social costs and benefits of road transport that should be measured? 

Previous experience suggests no clear consensus in the transport sector on what comprises social benefits and costs. Barwell's categorisation of 'services and social purposes' perhaps encapsulates best the vague notion that social benefits should be equated with longer trips external to the village that are associated with access to health, higher education and market services, or for social networking. However, there are clearly likely to be circumstances where this is not the case.

How have social costs and benefits been defined in the past, and how relevant are past social benefit definitions to the present day? 

Social benefits have been explicitly recognised in the planning of investments in the road transport sector for more than half a century. However, there has been: (i) considerable variation in practice between countries and organisations; (ii) a similar variation in the nature of the benefits recognised and how they are treated in investment appraisal; (iii) a trend towards distinguishing individual,' benefits more precisely that has given rise to a wider range of recognised benefits, but which in turn is being displaced by processes that directly address the reduction of poverty; and (iv) increasing recognition of benefits accruing over a relatively long gestation period such as social capital and social mobility. Discussion of the latter concepts has been notably more vigorous in the developed countries and has served to underline the importance of social considerations in managing public and private investments. Their relevance to developing countries is questionable, but experience from the application of the social capital concept might be used in the screening stage prior to project appraisal.

Recent shifts in development thinking suggest that past definitions of social benefits may not be very relevant to the present day. All member countries of the United Nations have agreed to work together to achieve the Millennium Development Goals, halving the proportion of the world’s population living in extreme poverty by 2015, improving access to basic services such as health, education and water supply, and tackling the HIV/AIDS crisis in poor countries [DFID, 2002]. Five of the first six of these goals imply a sharpening of the notion of social benefits that investments in development, including those in the transport sector, are expected to produce.
 For example, there are three specific health-related benefits, not just a general expectation of improvement in the sector. Similarly investments in education are focused on the primary stage not the whole sector, etc. Whilst these clarifications ought to aid investment targeting they may invalidate much of the previous experience resulting from the past aggregation of social benefits. On the other hand the first goal - to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger – can be regarded as a move in the direction of less clearly defined social benefits because of the number of ways extreme poverty can be defined.

In the transport sector itself there has been a perceptible shift in the appraisal process towards directly addressing poverty reduction objectives. One result of this has been to subsume the identification of individual social benefits within (variable) pragmatic measures of what it means to be poor. The index of the benefits (to be expected) from a given road link investment is ‘a weighted mean of various measurable indicators, with weights reflecting both the expected benefits and how poor the beneficiaries are’ [Van de Walle, 2001].  

Do donor objectives assist or interfere with the identification of social benefits and costs? 

The answer to this question has to be yes in the sense that donor requirements for the appraisal process has a pre-emptive effect on what social benefits and costs are acceptable and what are not, and the form in which they might be represented. The trend has been for these requirements to become longer over time and to represent an increasingly complex and conflicting development agenda. For example, for the recent development of a feeder road prioritisation method in Ghana DFID required that the procedure should [Government of Ghana, 2001]: 

· Incorporate social as well as economic priorities 

· Reflect the priorities of a wide range of local stakeholders 

· Be simple enough to be implemented by District Assemblies

· Involve inputs and active participation of beneficiaries 

· Be transparent in order to be clearly under-stood by all stakeholders 

· Promote the wider objective of poverty reduction 

· Be acceptable to Ghanaian authorities 

· Be acceptable to DFID as a basis for implementing the programme 

Evidently it would be very difficult to construct a process to satisfy all of these requirements not least because some of the terms are open to wide interpretation. There are also evident conflicts between the requirement for implementation by District Assemblies and the methodological sophistication necessary to construct any form of formal cost-benefit analysis. The problem with this type of political correctness is that it changes from agency to agency, country to country, and even within a given country among different levels of government. The authorities in remote and inaccessible districts are unlikely to respect restraints on road building in order to meet the objectives of national maintenance sustainability. 

Are assumptions and procedures deployed for the identification of social costs and benefits in other sectors (e. g.  water, health, education) relevant to the transport sector? 

A brief foray into the energy and water sector literature indicates that there are indeed likely to be useful lessons to be learnt from both, and possibly other, sectors. However, it will require expert assistance and no small effort to obtain this. 

Appraisal of social benefits and costs 

There appears to be increasing acceptance that for rural roads where social benefits are likely to be a significant, if not dominant, consideration, appraisal ought to be based on a cost-effective rather than cost- benefit criterion. Acceptance of this as a principle gives much greater flexibility to the definition of benefits or effectiveness. 
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� Since costs can simply be regarded as negative benefits for brevity the following discussion is simply in terms of benefits unless there is a specific reason to identify costs.





� See subsequent appraisal section of this review for more details.


� This deals with sectoral trends. However, in the same period development theory and practice was being strongly influenced by the debate over social capital and, more recently, social mobility. These are discussed in a subsequent  section of this review.


� Italics added.


� The same study reported substantially increased health care facility use and quality, and social impacts for women.


� The sealed and unsealed roads used in the comparison of benefits were termed national road segments and were part of the country’s highways system.


� Only a summary of the study is provided in the available source [Government of Ghana, 2001] although the original reference is given [Nahem, 1996]. 


� CIDA and World Bank sources give a somewhat lower figure, 110,000 km, over a slightly longer period 1985-1992, but it is still a massive total [Hajj and Pendakur, 2000].


� This description seems to imply that accessibility is regarded as a social benefit.


� Current exchange rate is USD1 = 48 Indian Rupees (www.xe.com)


� Bhutan presents an extreme example of inaccessibility. Due to its Himalayan terrain, sparse population and road system it is not uncommon for people to have to walk for 2-3 days to reach a road.  Villages within a day’s walking distance are considered to be within the influence area of a road. In 1995 adult literacy averaged 42%, although it was only 28% among females [CIA – The Third World Fact Book, 2002].


�  The main source of this information was Dr.Richard Franceys, Cranfield University who worked previously at WEDC, University of Loughborough. Dr Franceys has considerable appraisal experience, both economic and financial under developing country conditions He is an acknowledged expert in the privatisation of the water sector with all the complex appraisals that involves.


�See:� HYPERLINK "http://www.adb.org/Documents/Handbooks/Water_Supply_Projects/default.asp" �http://www.adb.org/Documents/Handbooks/Water_Supply_Projects/default.asp��<� HYPERLINK "http://www.adb.org/Documents/Handbooks/Water_Supply_Projects/default.asp" �http://www.adb.org/Documents/Handbooks/Water_Supply_Projects/default.asp�> � 


� For a major critique of the concept see: [Fine, 2001].


� These goals are:


Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger.


Achieve universal primary education


Promote gender equality and empower women.


Reduce child mortality.


Improve maternal health


Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases.
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