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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction 
In 1996, the World Bank made a commitment to develop a world-class knowledge 
management system and to improve and expand its knowledge sharing with clients and 
other development partners as a complement to Bank lending.  The commitment is based 
on the notion that the Bank’s unique advantage is its ability to combine expert cross-
country knowledge with in-depth understanding of country circumstances. 
 
This paper tests the above notions by evaluating the relevance, quality, innovativeness, 
and applicability of knowledge provided by a sample of the Bank’s documents and web 
sites in the area of water supply.  The evaluation thus focuses on a single component—
documentation—of a knowledge management system. 
 
Towards this end, this paper reviews a sample of World Bank documents and web sites 
on water supply issues and projects.  Since the World Bank divides the water supply 
sector into two sub-sectors, urban supplies and rural and small town supplies, this review 
divided and evaluated the documents and web sites along the same lines. 
 
The documents were chosen in consultation with World Bank staff, and are supposed to 
represent the best of the Bank’s work, yet cover the range of issues in the water supply 
sector.  The documents represent research and analytical work, economic and sectoral 
work, project appraisal documents, and supporting documents for two conferences. 1 The 
text and links at the urban and rural water supply web sites, at the Bank’s main water and 
sanitation web site, were also evaluated. 
 
To identify the strengths and weaknesses in the Bank’s documents, the questions in the 
Terms of Reference for this evaluation were expanded into their constituent parts as 
follows: 
 

1. Was the information, analysis and advice in the document relevant to the client’s 
issue? 

 
2. Was the information, analysis and advice in the document appropriately 

comprehensive? 
 

3. Did the document provide the client with the best and most up-to-date knowledge 
on the issue (including from sources outside the Bank)? 

 
4. Were the ideas and recommendations in the document stated clearly? 

 

                                                 
1 It is the conference documents and not the conferences overall that are evaluated. 
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5. Did the document present information in an objective manner (indicating, where 
pertinent, significant differences that exist in ideas and approaches)? 

 
6. Did the document provide practical advice to decision-makers? 

 
These six questions formed the criteria against which each document was evaluated.  
Documents were not evaluated in light of other criteria, such as how well they may have 
fulfilled the Terms of Reference or objectives of their authors and financial backers, 
although such criteria could also form the basis for an interesting evaluation exercise. 
 
The responses to the six evaluation questions were scored a scale of 1 to 4, with 4 being 
the highest.  Appendix 1 contains a table on each document giving its quantitative scores 
on each question, remarks explaining the basis for that score, and the overall score, which 
is a mean of the other scores.   
 
The following table summarizes the mean scores for the various types of documents on 
the six questions and the overall scores. 
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Summary of Average Scores for Water Supply Documents on Six Criteria By 
Document Type, Sub-sector, and Criterion 

Document Type 
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Research and Analytical Papers 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Urban Only 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 

Rural and Small Towns Only 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
        

Sectoral and Economic Work 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 
        
Project Appraisal Documents 4 3 4 4 3 N/A 4 

Urban Only 4 4 4 3 4 N/A 4 
Rural and Small Towns Only 4 1 4 4 3 3 3 

        
Conference Documents 4 3 3 3 2 2 3 
        
Scoring: 1-4, 4=highest 
Relevant = Was the information, analysis, and advice in the document relevant to the client’s issue? 
Comprehensive = Was the information, analysis, and advice in the document appropriately 
comprehensive? 
Knowledgeable = Did the document provide the client with the best and most up-to-date knowledge on the 
issue (including from sources outside the Bank)? 
Clear = Were the ideas and recommendations in the document stated clearly? 
Objective = Did the document present information in an objective manner (indicating, where pertinent, 
differences that exist in ideas and approaches)? 
Practical = Did the document provide practical advice to decision-makers? 
Overall = unweighted mean of scores on six questions/criteria 
 
1.2 Research and Analytical Papers 

Overall the research and analytical documents received high scores.  Bearing in mind the 
generally very positive ratings, the identified shortcomings were as follows: 
 
Urban Supplies 
 
• Some articles failed to address social and political considerations that clearly have an 

impact on outcomes. 
 
• Some articles did not consider alternatives sufficiently. 
 
• Some articles were primarily theoretical, while others were introductory, and so did 

not fare well by the specific criteria of this evaluation. 
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• A number of document files theoretically available through the World Bank web site 
are unnecessarily large (e.g. PDF versions of all Project Appraisal Documents 
reviewed) and make access from many member states difficult or impossible. 

 
• As would be expected, the extent to which reviewed documents contribute towards 

achievement of the objectives of the World Bank varies.  The fiduciary duty of the 
Bank is to maximise poverty reduction and development per dollar spent and this 
also applies to investment in documents.  In respecting this obligation, the Bank has 
two possibilities: 
� Ensure that all documents are of “benchmark” quality and contribute as much as 

possible to Bank objectives.  In the opinion of the Consultant, the Bank possesses 
all the resources necessary to readily achieve this. 
� If it is considered worthwhile to produce documents that do not meet the 

benchmark criteria, then the Bank’s effort and funding should be reduced to 
maintain the same “return on investment”.  This can be achieved by seeking effort 
and funding from other sources who may have an interest in such documents, e.g. 
universities 

 
• From an urban water supply and sanitation point of view, there is a clear shortage of 

knowledge resources on “operations and maintenance” issues relative to their 
importance in utility performance.  Although the Bank may not consider the 
generation of technical documents as one of its priorities, the “Knowledge Bank” 
certainly has a competitive advantage in providing access to such documents 
(including those produced elsewhere) to the development community and clients of 
the Bank.  By so doing, the Knowledge Bank could enhance achievement of the 
Bank’s objective of poverty reduction and development. 

 
Rural and Small Towns Supplies 
 
• The case studies presented a suspiciously rosy picture of projects’ success.  For 

multi-village schemes, this was definitely a one-sided view.  Bank staff have argued 
that this makes the documents more useful as lobbying tools to effect change.  Be 
that as it may, the objectivity and comprehensiveness of the documents suffer as a 
result. 

 
• The quantitative studies lacked scientific rigor and thus objectivity. 
 
• As a whole, the documents did not cover the main issues in the sub-sector well, that 

is, the documents covered a few issues well, but other issues lightly or not at all.  
Issues falling in the latter areas include the economics of rural and small town water 
supply, basic principles, and certain project features such as community training and 
the preparation of community plans.  (N.B.: These issues may have been addressed 
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1.3 

1.4 

                                                

in earlier years; the sample of documents was limited to those written in the past few 
years.) 

 
• The documents were surprising weak on giving an overview of the Bank’s own 

practices in project design, and information on how specific features making up the 
Bank approach have succeeded in practice.  It became clear in the course of reading 
the project appraisal documents that the Bank funds numerous programs with similar 
project features, particularly in the rural water supply sector.  It would be appropriate 
and useful for the Bank to have an analytical paper describing this generic water 
supply program, the rationale for the various component features, and most 
importantly, evidence from implementation on how the various features worked in 
practice.  . 

 
Economic and Sectoral Work 

The principal finding is that the Bank no longer seems to do sector analysis in the water 
sector.  The Bank has produced water supply sector reports for seven countries since 
1993.2  Meanwhile, the Bank funded 135 water supply projects in sixty-eight countries 
during the 1990s.  Clearly, sector reports have not been a widely used analytical tool for 
directing investments in the sector in recent history. 
 
Having said this, however, there is evidence of a revival in sector analysis prior to rural 
and small towns projects, since some type of sectoral analysis has preceded the most 
recent such projects. 
  
The reports provided evidence that Bank advice is coalescing around a standard package 
for sector development.  The more experience the Bank has in a country, the more the 
standard features of the package are adapted.  The less first-hand knowledge that the 
Bank has, the more prescriptions seem unadapted to the local conditions. 
 

Project Appraisal Documents 

Urban Supplies 
Although it is appreciated that project appraisal documents (PADs) are not produced as 
“knowledge products”, they are used as such by the development community and this use 
contributes towards achievement of the Bank’s objectives. With respect to this 
knowledge-sharing function, the PADs reviewed were densely written and their 
(standard) format uninspiring to the point where this would dull the immediacy of the 
ideas and analysis to many readers.   
 
Rural and Small Town Supplies 

 
2 This finding is based on searching the ImageBank database of World Bank documents for economic and 
sectoral work in the water and sanitation sector. 
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1.5 

One project appraisal was for a social fund with a water supply component.  This 
document fared poorly compared with the other appraisals of dedicated water projects, 
because the former did not look at a broad range of issues, or bring current knowledge in 
the water sector to bear on the design. Even the appraisal documents for dedicated water 
projects sometimes did not include a broad analysis of experience in the sector. 
 
The appraisal documents generally adopted a standard approach to reforms and activities.  
Some project documents did not do enough to temper this standardization with local 
experience. 
 

Conference Documents 

Urban Supplies 
The evaluation looked at the Infrastructure for Development Conference, held in London 
on May 31, 2000.   
 
The conference received a poor rating in response to the question “Was the information, 
analysis and advice covered at the conference appropriately comprehensive.”  This is 
based on the observation that the conference papers and presenters comprised a 
disproportionate number of development professionals; and that there were no member 
country clients amongst the presenters.  Also, a cursory review of the presentations 
indicated an avoidance of issues such as political interference and corruption that are 
often important in the provision of infrastructure services to the poor. 
 
The conference also scored poorly on objectivity; as presentations showed a tendency for 
a “good news” approach with under-representation of issues such as political interference 
and corruption.  Also, the conference failed to provide any concluding practical advice to 
decision-makers. 
 
Rural and Small Town Supplies 
The evaluation looked at the proceedings for the 1998 conference on Community Water 
Supply and Sanitation.  This conference surely had numerous objectives, of which 
sharing knowledge in the narrow sense of the term was not necessarily the most 
important.  This evaluation, however, focused only on the knowledge-sharing aspects, as 
embodied in the twenty-eight page summary proceedings. 
 
Overall, the document scored 3, because it fared poorly in providing up-to-date, clear, 
objective, and practical knowledge.  The main drawbacks to the conference proceedings 
were as follows: 
 
• Controversial and difficult aspects of issues avoided. 
• Lessons, recommendations, and advice cast in overly general and abstract terms. 
• Case studies presented an overly favorable view of the projects. 
• Unclear as to what the case studies were illustrating. 
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1.6 
 

Web Sites 

Urban Supplies 
The web site had a number of weaknesses on both the content and sharing & applicability 
questions and this led to its overall evaluation as “unacceptable”.  Although the 
information accessible from the home page was relevant to the reform of urban water 
supply and sanitation, a number of areas are not accorded appropriate importance (e.g. 
access to project documents such as Project Appraisal Documents, access to sites / 
information dealing with technical issues).  Ideas were stated clearly but in a jumbled 
manner.  A number of references on key issues were not working at the time of review 
(e.g. “Serving the Urban Poor” on entry page,  “private operators and developers”, 
“private investors”).  The wording on the site did not indicate significant differences that 
exist in ideas and approaches and gives the impression that private sector participation is 
a panacea to water and sanitation service improvement.  Finally, there is no guidance to 
decision-makers searching for practical information who would need to surf the site and 
links. 
 
Rural and Small Towns Supplies 
The web sites for both the World Bank and the Water Sanitation Program generally 
provided comprehensive and up-to-date information on specific topics.  Community 
training was not one of these topics, a surprising omission since Bank strategy places so 
much emphasis on this. 
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2. Introduction 

2.1 

  

2.2 

Background and Objectives 
In 1996, the World Bank made a commitment to develop a world-class knowledge 
management system and to improve and expand its knowledge sharing with clients and 
other development partners as a complement to Bank lending.  The commitment is based 
on the notion that the Bank’s unique advantage is its ability to combine expert cross-
country knowledge with in-depth understanding of country circumstances. 
 
This paper tests the above notions by evaluating the relevance, quality, innovativeness, 
and applicability of knowledge provided by a sample of the Bank’s documents and web 
sites in the area of water supply.  The evaluation thus focuses on a single aspect—
documentation—of a knowledge management system. 
 
Since the World Bank divides the water supply sector into two sub-sectors, urban 
supplies and rural and small town supplies, this review divided and evaluated the 
documents and web sites along the same lines.  This is not a geographic distinction so 
much as a management one.  Utility companies manage urban supplies, and so utility 
reform is a central issue in the Bank’s analytical work as well as projects in this sub-
sector.  Some sort of community organization usually manages rural and small town 
supplies, although in the case of small town supplies a private company may have been 
contracted to operate the supply.  The issues in this sub-sector involve how to involve the 
communities in the supplies, including what type of community management model to 
put in place.  Both sub-sectors look at financing, but with different foci since the revenue 
bases for urban versus small supplies are different. 
 

Selection of Review Documents 

The documents are supposed to represent the best examples of recent World Bank work 
in both sub-sectors.  Since the Water and Sanitation Program is so closely integrated into 
the Bank, the Program’s documents were included as well.  Most documents on 
sanitation and hygiene education were excluded simply because the sample of documents 
for water supply alone was so large. 
 
The majority of recent (generally defined as 1998 or latter) documents listed on the 
Bank’s water supply  web sites were put in an initial list, together with a few additional 
documents suggested by Bank and OED sector specialists.  This list was then circulated 
to selected Bank sector staff for comment.  They mostly recommended additional 
documents and projects for the list.  While adding many of these, the evaluators also had 
to cut a few documents both from the original list and the suggestions in order to keep the 
sample to a somewhat manageable length.  The eliminated documents were often 
multiple versions of the same document produced for different audiences; one version 
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2.3 Approach 

was retained.  Also, some documents were cut because they were brochures, progress 
reports, or some kind of document that did not fit the categories of the sample well.3   
 

The Terms of Reference require the assessment and the resulting paper to address a 
number of questions.  To identify the strengths and weaknesses in the Bank’s documents, 
the questions in the Terms of Reference were expanded into their constituent parts as 
follows: 
 

1. Was the information, analysis and advice in the document relevant to the client’s 
issue? 

 
2. Was the information, analysis and advice in the document appropriately 

comprehensive? 
 

3. Did the document provide the client with the best and most up-to-date knowledge 
on the issue (including from sources outside the Bank)? 

 
4. Were the ideas and recommendations in the document stated clearly? 

 
5. Did the document present information in an objective manner (indicating, where 

pertinent, significant differences that exist in ideas and approaches)? 
 

6. Did the document provide practical advice to decision-makers? 
 
These six questions formed the criteria against which each document was evaluated.  
Documents were not evaluated in light of other criteria, such as how well they may have 
fulfilled the Terms of Reference or objectives of their authors and financial backers, 
although such criteria could also form the basis for an interesting evaluation exercise. 
 
The “clients4” of a reviewed document are defined as those users who seek to apply the 
knowledge in the document to assist the Bank achieve its objective of promoting growth 
and reducing poverty in its member countries.  Incidental readers whose use of the 
documents is unlikely to make a significant contribution to this objective are not 
considered as clients. 
 
The responses to the evaluation questions were scored a scale of 1 to 4, with 4 being the 
highest.   
 
                                                 
3 The categories are (1) research and analytical documents, (2) sector and economic work, (3) project 
appraisal documents, and (4) conference documents. 
4 The use of the term “client” in this report is consistent with its use on the “Knowledge Bank Vision” web 
site of the World Bank. 
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Appendix 1 contains a table on each document giving both its quantitative scores on each 
question, remarks explaining the basis for that score, and an overall score.   
 
The overall assessment score is the simple mean of the document’s scores on the six 
questions.  For this purpose, it was assumed that the individual scores were an interval 
scale.  The last column of the following table gives this assessment mean for the various 
categories of documents.  The other columns give the means on the individual questions.   
 
Summary of Average Scores for Water Supply Documents on Six Criteria By 
Document Type, Sub-sector, and Criterion  

Document Type 
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Research and Analytical Papers 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Urban Only 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 

Rural and Small Towns Only 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
        

Sectoral and Economic Work 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 
        
Project Appraisal Documents 4 3 4 4 3 N/A 4 

Urban Only 4 4 4 3 4 N/A 4 
Rural and Small Towns Only 4 1 4 4 3 3 3 

        
Conference Documents 4 3 3 3 2 2 3 
        
Scoring: 1-4, 4=highest 
Relevant = Was the information, analysis, and advice in the document relevant to the client’s issue? 
Comprehensive = Was the information, analysis, and advice in the document appropriately 
comprehensive? 
Knowledgeable = Did the document provide the client with the best and most up-to-date knowledge on the 
issue (including from sources outside the Bank)? 
Clear = Were the ideas and recommendations in the document stated clearly? 
Objective = Did the document present information in an objective manner (indicating, where pertinent, 
differences that exist in ideas and approaches)? 
Practical = Did the document provide practical advice to decision-makers? 
Overall = unweighted mean of scores on six questions/criteria 
 
In addition, the documents were given a second type of overall quality rating, based on 
whether they received high scores (3 or 4) or low scores (1 or 2) on groups of questions 
measuring related characteristics.  This is a harsher measure of overall quality than the 
mean score, because two scores of 2 can push a document into the unsatisfactory 
category, despite high scores on the other four questions.  The following table gives 
summarizes these ratings: for the various categories of documents. 
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Frequency of Water Supply Documents by Document Type and Overall Quality 
Scale  

Document Type 
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Research and Analytical Papers 5 2 3 10 13 
Urban Only 2 1 2 6 8 

Rural and Small Towns Only 3 1 1 4 5 
      

Sectoral and Economic Work 0 0 1 1 1 
      
Project Appraisal Documents 1 1 2 3 1 

Urban Only 0 0 0 3 0 
Rural and Small Towns Only 1 1 2 0 1 

      

Conference Documents 2 0 0 0 0 
      

Benchmark:  Documents which score full marks on all questions.   
Satisfactory:  Documents which have no scores less than 3 for any question. 
Content weak:  Documents that have one or more score of less than 3 in the questions primarily related to 
content (first three questions). 
Sharing and application weak:  Documents that have one or more scores of less than 3 in the questions 
primarily related to sharing and application (last three questions). 
Unsatisfactory:  Documents that are weak in both content and sharing & application. 
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3.1 

Research and Analytical Papers 

Urban Supplies 
Summary observations on the documents in relation to the four issues posed in the Terms 
of Reference are as follows: 
 
Relevance, comprehensiveness, and provision of up-to-date knowledge 
• The extensive and up-to-date bibliographies indicated that the articles provided the 

current received wisdom in the field. 
 

• The articles introduced ideas that at the time were still so new as to be unfamiliar to 
segments of the intended audience.  This made the articles both relevant and up-to-
date. 

 
• Some articles failed to consider social and political factors. 

 
Practical usefulness 
While generally good, the some articles suffered from one or more of the following 
shortcomings: 
 
• They did not address social and political considerations (which as noted above, also 

detracted from the documents’ comprehensiveness). 
 
• They were more theoretical pieces, and not intended to provide practical advice. 
 
• They were introductory articles, and so did not measure up well by the particular 

criteria applied in this evaluation. 
 

Objectivity and consideration of alternatives 
• Several articles did not present alternative perspectives. 

 
The reader is referred to Appendix 1 for the specific observations on each document, 
from which the preceding summary observations are drawn. 
 
3.1.1 Issues in Urban Supplies 
Research and analytic documents have been classified following the list of the World 
Bank's activities in urban water and sanitation development on the Urban Water Supply 
and Sanitation web page (http://www.worldbank.org/watsan/urban.html).  A number of 
the documents cross two or more of the above categories and the classification is 
sometimes arbitrary.  This does not, however, effect the conclusions of this study. 
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• Economics of Water and Sanitation (4 documents) 
• Pricing and Tariffs (6 documents) 
• Private Sector Participation (3 documents) 
• Serving the Urban Poor (2 documents) 
• Utility Finance (2 documents) 
• Utility Operations and Maintenance (1 document) 
 
The assessments of the documents in the various issue areas were as follows: 
 
3.1.2 Economics of Water and Sanitation 
On average the documents received scores of 4 on relevance and comprehensiveness, and 
scores of 3 on the remaining four criteria. 
 
One of the five documents (Colligan, 2000) reviewed was of benchmark quality 
(maximum number of points) three others were judged satisfactory.  The paper by Chisali 
et al, however, was judged unsatisfactory and particularly weak from a sharing and 
application perspective.  It should be pointed out that this does not mean that the 
document is inherently poor, rather that it is weak in the areas considered important for 
the improving and expanding the Bank’s knowledge sharing with clients and other 
development partners.  The paper may have many qualities but its contribution to growth 
and poverty reduction in member nations is likely to be less than the other documents 
reviewed. 
 
In general, the documents scored better on the “content” related characteristics than the 
“sharing and application” characteristics  
 
3.1.3 Pricing and Tariffs  
On average the documents received scores of 4 on all criteria except comprehensiveness, 
for which they received an average score of 3. 
 
The paper by Yepes was considered to be content weak because omission of social and 
political issues precluded the document from being appropriately comprehensive.  The 
paper by Brook was judged unsatisfactory as it had weaknesses in both content and 
sharing & application.  It should be pointed out that this article has been evaluated as a 
stand-alone document  It is understood, however, that the document is part of a larger 
publication and that the shortcomings mentioned in the review would be mitigated if the 
document is evaluated in the context of the whole publication.   
 
3.1.4 Private Sector Participation 
The documents received an average score of 4 on all criteria. 
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The two World Bank authored documents are comprehensive reference works for 
practitioners whilst the Brook Cowan article is an introductory text aiming to encourage 
dissemination and debate of the concept of private sector participation in water services.   
 
3.1.5 Serving the Urban Poor 
The “working paper” by Yoko Katakura and Alexander Bakalian is classified as “Sharing 
and application weak” as it is written in a lobbying style promoting the PROSANEAR 
approach.  As explained in the introduction “the authors argued strongly that 
PROSANEAR I comes a clear answer to failure of the past experiences….”  As such, the 
paper does not score highly on objectivity and, for example, refers to small scale 
providers, which, in other WSS documents are attributed with a useful role in providing 
services to the poor are referred to as “water pirates”.  
 
The much shorter Viewpoint article by Brook-Cohen is likely to achieve its stated 
objective of encouraging dissemination of and debate on ideas, innovations, and best 
practices for expanding the private sector.  The document is readily accessible (hard copy 
and internet), easy to read and thought provoking.  It falls short of “benchmark” standard 
only because it could have better provided practical advice to decision-makers. 
 
3.1.6 Utility Finance 
The Haarmeyer Viewpoint article discusses issues of importance to “clients” but could 
have usefully included a summary checklist for decision-makers. 
 
The Foster document, as its title suggests, is primarily and economic and financial 
evaluation and could have contributed more to Bank’s goals by making more 
recommendations and offering practical advice to stakeholders in similar projects. 
 
3.1.7 Utility Operation and Maintenance 
The document provided for evaluation is a brochure introducing and promoting the 
benchmarking start-up kit and has been evaluated in this context.  It is evaluated here, as 
this is the subject matter of the Start-up toolkit. However, the brochure evaluated would 
more appropriately be classified as a promotional document, rather than a research or 
analytical paper.  It received benchmark rating. 
 
Because of the nature of the document, the criteria of up-to-date knowledge and 
objectivity were deemed non-applicable.  The document received a 4 on the remaining 
four criteria. 
 
3.2 Rural and Small Town Supplies 

The Water and Sanitation Program, rather than the World Bank, seems to be producing 
most of the analytical and research literature (apart from conference papers which were 
not reviewed in this category) on rural and small town water supply.  The sample of 
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research and analytical documents for rural and small town water supplies included only 
two produced by the World Bank, even though nearly every document written after 1998 
and listed on the Bank’s rural and small towns water and sanitation web site was selected 
for the sample.   
 
The thirteen documents reviewed averaged a score of 3 on each of the six questions used 
to score the documents, and therefore had an overall score of 3.  Most of the documents 
scored quite high (3 and 4), except for three papers that averaged only 1 or 2.  Two of 
these papers received low scores because they focused on quantitative analysis, and this 
suffered from significant methodological flaws 
 
Below are some summary observations on the documents in relation to the four issues 
posed in the Terms of Reference: 
 
Relevance and comprehensiveness 
The documents were generally relevant in that they focused on important sub-topics, and 
within these, on useful issues.   
 
Many of the documents address the issues by providing a case study of best practices, 
usually a single project.  Some authors were clearly better at this sort of analysis than 
others, but the Water and Sanitation Program developed a standard format that helped all 
authors give an apparently complete account of the cases.   
 
One caveat, though, is the difficulty for an outsider to judge whether problems and 
shortcomings have been sufficiently described.  The problems with multi-village schemes 
are sufficiently well-known that an external reader could identify the overly glowing 
accounts of such schemes given in two documents.  However, on other types of issues 
and cases, this kind of bias would be difficult to catch.  This issue will be further 
discussed below in relation to Objectivity.   
 
Another group of studies relied instead on quantitative analysis, particularly to address 
the question of whether and how various types of participation influence sustainability.  
These studies generally received low scores on relevance because a simpler methodology 
could have addressed the relevant issues without running into the methodological 
problems that quantification engendered. 
 
The comprehensiveness of the documents, individually and as a whole, was more 
problematic.  For the ones that scored low, the problem was a tendency to focus on a 
narrow set of factors to explain project success, without considering obvious alternatives.  
This also relates to the issue of objectivity and will be discussed below.   
 
The more important point, though, is that the group of documents as a whole did not 
cover the main issues in the field.   
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• As mentioned above, multi-village schemes received only incomplete coverage in 
the documents.   

 
• The web set for rural and small town water supply rightly listed the economics of 

rural water supply as a key topic, but indicated no documents for this subject. 
 
• Again, the web site identified basic principles, as a key topic, but referenced only 

one research paper (not selected for this sample).  What is notably missing is an 
overview of the project designs/components that the Bank is using to implement the 
demand responsive approach, and an analysis of the experience to date, either in 
general or with specific project features. 

 
• Reading the project appraisal documents makes clear that the Bank has regularly 

included similar project features (individually or in combination) in projects in 
different countries, e.g., community training, preparation of community plans, 
training and contracts to encourage private operators to manage large schemes.  One 
of the problems with several quantitative studies reviewed was that they focused on 
studying the impact from rather abstract variables, e.g., “gender sensitive user 
participation,” rather than more concrete and understandable project features. 

 
The topics that were fairly well covered were community contracting and supply chains, 
although the latter documents focused mostly on Asia.  The Water and Sanitation 
Program contracted a private firm, Hydroconseil, to do a cross-country comparison of 
management models for small town water supplies, but the documents were excluded 
from the study because they were produced outside the Bank.  However, between these 
and the two excellent articles on this subject included in the sample, small town supplies 
management has probably been well covered as well.  
 
Provision of state-of-the-art knowledge backed by experience 
Most of the documents scored quite high on this criterion, because there were so many 
case studies.  As long as they presented a complete overview of the project or case, they 
received a good score.  As mentioned in the sub-sections on Relevance and Objectivity, 
though, it is difficult to know if the case studies are really presenting an accurate and 
complete overview of problems; a case study.  The case studies on multi-village schemes 
clearly did not. 
 
A number of the quantitative studies scored low on this criterion because they were 
testing hypotheses without situating the study in relation to past research and experience 
outside the Bank. 
 
Practical usefulness 
Most of the documents scored quite high on this criterion as well.  The five documents 
that received low scores generally offered advice that did not conform well to the other 
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findings in the report, or impractical advice, e.g., building roads and communications 
links to increase sustainability of water projects. 
 
Objectivity and consideration of alternatives 
Again, most of the documents scored 3 or 4 on this criterion.  However, the case studies 
were given the benefit of the doubt on this for the most part, and that may not be 
warranted in reality.  An outside reviewer has little way of knowing whether case 
material has been presented fairly, that is, with the problems as well as the positive 
points.   
 
In written comments to the Consultant, Water and Sanitation Program staff argued that 
these cases studies were (1) useful lobbying tools and (2) fairly presented all the 
problems.  In regard to the first point, a lobbying tool will in general not fair well when 
assessed for its objectivity.  In regard to the second point, the case study on multi-village 
schemes suggests that problems are presented only in way that will not detract from the 
successfully lobbying for the approach and recommendations highlighted in the case 
study. 
 
The other documents that scored poorly were the quantitative studies that did not follow 
proper scientific methodology, which of course is meant to guard objectivity.   
Quantitative analysis was a general problem.  Two papers received low scores because 
they consisted primarily of such analysis, but other papers had a similar problem, 
although other qualities in the papers served to raise their overall scores.  Some examples 
of these methodological problems are as follows: 
  
• Several studies that looked at the effect of different aspects of participation on 

sustainability had an upward bias built into their data.  The researchers would create 
the independent and dependent variables out of responses from project beneficiaries.  
However, this runs into the problem that people who are satisfied with their projects 
tend to describe the planning and implementation in glowing terms, while those who 
are dissatisfied tend to disparage the whole process.   
 

• One study defined a causal variable and its values, and then noted that the cases in 
practice didn’t correspond well to the values.   
 

• Some fieldwork was carried out in several countries by different teams, each of 
which coded qualitative data and observations to create variables.  This raises 
doubts, unaddressed in the studies, about whether and how well the research leaders 
were able to standardize the coding across countries. 
 

• The studies tended to ignore obviously important causal variables, such as 
technology and geography.  Studies that look at the relationship between various 
types of participation and sustainability across cases using anything from household 
connections to dug wells beg the question of spurious effects, since technology 
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surely must have some impact.  Other variables such as supply chains, backstopping, 
institutional linkages, and so forth must also have a significant effect.  One study 
remarked on regional patterns in the data, but then did not examine the main 
relationship while controlling for geography.   
 

• The studies relied overly much for analysis on correlation coefficients between pairs 
of variables.  That exacerbates the deficiency just mentioned in that the researchers 
ignore even the effect that other variables in the study may have on the bivariate 
relationships.
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4. 

4.1 

4.2 

                                                

 
Economic and Sectoral Work 

The Bank has produced water supply sector reports for seven countries since 1993.  
Meanwhile, the Bank funded 135 water supply projects in sixty-eight countries during the 
1990s.  Clearly therefore, sector reports have not been a widely used analytical tool for 
directing investments in the sector in recent history. 
 

Urban Supplies 
The evaluation looked at the water sector report for Jordan.  Overall the document was of 
benchmark quality.  Its main shortcoming was the limited discussion of alternatives.  
However, these may well have been provided to the client in documents and a process 
outside the sector report per se.  This points to a limitation in attempting to evaluate a 
knowledge bank based on documents alone. 
 

Rural and Small Town Supplies 
The document sample in this category consisted of two sector reports, for India5 and 
Kyrgyz Republic respectively.  These were selected because appraisal documents for 
rural water supply projects in both countries had already chosen for the sample.   
 
The Kyrgyz and Indian reports started from almost diametrically opposed situations.  In 
India, a large number of donors had been working alongside the Indian government’s 
massive investment program for decades.  The sector knowledge base was huge in every 
respect.  In the Kyrgyz Republic, almost no data were available on the sector, and donors 
had not been previously involved.  Perhaps understandably under the circumstances, the 
Kyrgyz report seemed to go too far in the direction of prescriptions unadapted to the local 
conditions.  The report recommended, for instance, a large-scale village water supply 
program along the lines that such programs are now being designed in Africa.  However, 
these programs developed successfully in Africa out of pilot programs by the Bank, the 
frustrations and successes of NGO and bilateral projects, and lengthy discussions of the 
preceding by stakeholders.  To transplant full-grown such a program into Asian soil is 
certainly ambitious. 

 
5 The India report comprised five volumes.  Only the one on rural water supply was evaluated. 
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5. 
 

Project Appraisal Documents 

It is understood that the objectives of Project Appraisal Documents are: 
 
• To justify to the Bank that the project is a cost-effective means of achieving the 

Bank’s objectives of promoting growth and reducing poverty and therefore should be 
considered for funding. 

 
• To serve as an initial framework document for project stakeholders (the client, Bank 

personnel, consultants, etc.) by setting out the objectives, context, rationale and 
summary description of the project. 

 
The contents and structure of Project Appraisal Documents are standardized with the 
following sections: 
A Project development objectives 
B Strategic context 
C Project description summary 
D Project rationale 
E Summary project analysis 
F Sustainability and risks 
G Main loan and grant conditions 
H Readiness for implementation 
I Compliance with bank policies 
 
It is not easy to locate Project Appraisal Documents on the Bank web site and the 
unnecessarily large download size makes access almost impossible from many member 
countries.   
 
Below are some summary observations on the documents in relation to the four issues 
posed in the Terms of Reference: 
 
Relevance and comprehensiveness 
All Project Appraisal Documents received a 4 on relevance, because the situation in each 
country appeared to justify some kind of investment in the sub-sector.   
 
Provision of state-of-the-art knowledge backed by experience 
The appraisals, with the exception of the one for the social fund, proposed a fairly 
standard recipe of reforms and activities.  The social fund appraisal received a low score 
on this criterion because it did not include the typical measures to address common 
problems such as the sustainability of water supplies. 
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Practicality 
The Tanzanian social fund appraisal did not measure up well on this criterion, because it 
did not propose measures to encourage cash contributions and regular revenue collection; 
to provide sufficient technical input into design, construction and operation and 
maintenance; to develop supply chains; and so forth.  But, some of the dedicated 
appraisals were weak in these areas, too.   
 
Objectivity and consideration of alternatives 
The standard format for a project appraisal document includes a section on alternatives 
that were considered.  The various appraisals handled this section differently.  Some 
made it a discussion of alternative types of loans, others the options for institutional 
arrangements, and yet another an alternative strategy.   
 
As noted above, the appraisal documents generally adopted a standard approach to 
reforms and activities.  The evaluation involved judging whether this represented a 
commendable application of best and most relevant international knowledge, or a cookie 
approach to program design.  The comments in Appendix 1 indicate the specifics of how 
this determination was made.  The general conclusion is that some projects did not do 
enough to temper the standard model with local experience. 
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6. 

  

6.1 

Supporting Documents for Conference 

Infrastructure for Development Conference, May 2000 
This conference was held in London on May 31, 2000.  The objective of the conference 
was “to identify a learning and practical agenda for moving towards more consistently 
‘pro-poor’ private infrastructure reforms and arrangements.” The conference organizers 
intended to achieve this by “exploring the frontiers of knowledge and best practice in 
mobilizing the private sector to participate and invest in infra-structure services for low-
income households in developing countries.” 
 
A total of 217 delegates from over 40 countries attended the three day event, bringing 
together, government officials, regulatory agents, NGOs, utility operators, investors, 
financiers, various multilateral and bilateral donors, as well as academics and consultants.   
 
The review of the conference is based on the web site and its contents.  The evaluation 
uses an approach similar to that used for documents but the questions applied to the 
conference as a whole and not to individual contributions.  The six questions were 
adjusted correspondingly (typically  by replacing the words “in the document” by 
“covered at the conference”).  The results of the reviews are included in Appendix 1. 
 
The conference received a poor rating in response to the question “Was the information, 
analysis and advice covered at the conference appropriately comprehensive?”  This is 
based on the observation that the conference papers and presenters comprise a 
disproportionate number of development professionals; and that there were no member 
country clients amongst the presenters.  Also, a cursory review of the presentations 
indicated an avoidance of issues such as political interference and corruption that are 
often important in the provision of infrastructure services to the poor. 
 
The conference also scored poorly on objectivity; as presentations showed a tendency for 
a “good news” approach with under-representation of issues such as political interference 
and corruption.  Also, the conference failed to provide any concluding practical advice to 
decision-makers. 
 
Such conferences are often criticized as being “talking shops” for a limited number of 
favored development professionals and as junkets for clients.  Although this is probably 
unfair, the conference and its web site could have made a greater contribution to Bank 
objectives and has an overall evaluation of unsatisfactory.  (It is emphasized that 
Consultant did not attend the conference and that this evaluation is based on the 
conference web site and its contents.) 
 



Evaluation of Water Supply Knowledge Resources Page 23 of 80 
 

6.2 

  

Community Water Supply and Sanitation Conference, 1998 

This conference surely had numerous objectives, of which sharing knowledge in the 
narrow sense of the term was not necessarily the most important.  Creating networks 
among stakeholders and building a favorable views of the demand responsive approach 
may well have been the top priorities.  This evaluation, however, focused only on the 
knowledge-sharing aspects as evidenced in the twenty-eight page summary proceedings. 
 
Overall, the document scored 3, with scores of 4 for relevancy and comprehensiveness.  
However, the conference proceedings fared poorly in providing up-to-date, clear, 
objective, and practical knowledge, as the scores of 2 and remarks given in the appendix 
table on the conference proceedings make clear.   
 
The main drawbacks to the conference proceedings were as follows: 
 
• Controversial and difficult aspects of issues avoided:  For instance, the issue of 

making poor communities contribute cash to projects is a key albeit disputed aspect 
of the demand responsive approach.  Yet this was not discussed in any detail, and 
therefore practical issues such as whether, how much, when, and to what extent 
communities should contribute cash were not addressed.   

 
• Lessons, recommendations, and advice cast in overly general and abstract terms:  

For example, even the distinguishing phrase of the demand responsive approach, 
“treat water as an economic good,” was not illustrated concretely (e.g., examples of 
projects that treated water as an economic good compared to those that did not).  The 
discussion of social intermediation was another example.  The term was not defined 
and contrasted only with “straw man” alternatives, rather than a more reasonable 
option such as working through decentralized local government procedures.  Without 
this sort of discussion, one could not broach more practical issues such as the relative 
costs for social intermediation, different models for accomplishing it, and so forth. 

 
• Case studies presented an overly favorable view of the projects:  This comment is 

similar to the one made in the section on Research and Analytical Papers.  The case 
studies had clearly been prepared by stakeholders who believed they were 
successful, and were in some way involved in their implementation.  While problems 
were discussed, the overall image was one of success.  While this may be true, the 
reader is left wondering how a more objective observer would write up the cases.  

 
• Unclear as to what the case studies were illustrating:  This is not a blanket 

observation.  The discussion of small town supplies, for instance, made fairly 
coherent statements about actions that encourage and discourage private sector 
participation in such supplies.  But no such point unified the group of projects 
presented to the conference as a whole.  The common element that made all the 
projects illustrative of a demand responsive approach was not brought out. 
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7. 

7.1 

7.2 

 

Web Sites 

World Bank>Water and Sanitation>Urban Water Supply 
The evaluation uses an approach similar to that used for documents but the six questions 
were adjusted correspondingly (typically  by replacing the words “in the document” by 
“advice accessible from the web site”).  In this context, “accessible” was taken as 
meaning directly accessible from the home page or one of its secondary level pages, 
namely: 
 
• Economics of Water and Sanitation  
• Pricing and Tariffs  
• Private Sector Participation  
• Serving the Urban Poor  
• Utility Finance  
• Utility Operations and Maintenance 
 
The web site, as evaluated on Sunday 4th August, was considered to have a number of 
weaknesses on both the content and sharing & applicability questions and lead to its 
overall evaluation as “unacceptable”.  Although the information accessible from the 
home page was relevant to the reform of urban water supply and sanitation, a number of 
areas are not accorded appropriate importance (e.g. access to project documents such as 
Project appraisal Documents, access to sites / information dealing with technical issues).  
Ideas were stated clearly but in a jumbled manner.  A number of references on key issues 
were not working at the time of review (e.g. “Serving the Urban Poor” on entry page,  
“private operators and developers”, “private investors”).  The wording on the site did not 
indicate significant differences that exist in ideas and approaches and gives the 
impression that private sector participation is a panacea to water and sanitation service 
improvement.  Finally, there is no guidance to decision-makers searching for practical 
information who would need to surf the site and links. 
 
In summary, the site could be substantially improved with respect to the qualities 
examined in the this report.  Nevertheless, it is a useful Knowledge Bank resource. 
 

World Bank>Water and Sanitation>Rural Water Supply and Water and 
Sanitation Program 

These two web sites (www.worldbank.org/watsan/rural.hmtl and www.wsp.org) have to 
be evaluated together because they are so closely linked in the sense that the hyperlinks 
on the various pages take one back and forth between the two sites. 
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The Water and Sanitation Program had a communications audit completed in June 2000.  
That looked at the web site from the perspectives of its technical and graphic features: 
ease of use, and of how well the program communicated its mission.  This evaluation by 
contrast looks at the site solely in regard to whether and to what extent it provides 
relevant, comprehensive, up-to-date, etc. information on rural and small town water 
supplies and issues.  The contents of Water and Sanitation Program and World Bank 
documents listed at the web site have already been evaluated in the section of this report 
on Research and Analytical Documents.  This section focuses on the information 
provided on the screen, through links to other sites, and through links to non-Bank and 
non-Water and Sanitation Program documents.  (The last is examined only in a cursory 
fashion based on the titles and prior knowledge, as reading further documents goes 
beyond the scope this evaluation.) 
 
The site www.worldbank.org/watsan/rural.hmtl lists ten key topics as hyperlinks taking 
the reader into pages, documents, and other links on each topic.  The quality of the 
information provided on each topic was somewhat uneven, but generally quite good.   
 
The small towns and multivillage links—which were Water and Sanitation Program 
pages-- were excellent.  The text was comprehensive, detailed, and up-to-date; brief 
project descriptions of model projects could be downloaded; and numerous documents on 
sub-topics were also available for downloading.6  The supply chains links—also Water 
and Sanitation program pages—were another example of high quality knowledge-sharing 
through the web. 
 
The pages describing the basic strategy and principles now being promoted by the Bank 
(i.e., the demand responsive approach) were certainly of acceptable quality and concise.  
The descriptions were somewhat general, however, with no project write-ups to illustrate 
the features of the strategy.  There was also no indication that this strategy had achieved 
anything less than success in implementation, which would be an unusual achievement. 
 
The web site did not include training as a key topic, surprising because the strategy places 
so much emphasis on community capacity-building and facilitation.   
 

 

 
6 Some of these documents and project descriptions were prepared as part of the 1998 Community Water 
Supply and Sanitation, pointing to positive aspects of this conference not captured in the preceding review 
of the conference proceedings. 
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 c
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 o
f a

 P
A

D
, i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

is
 w

el
l-w

rit
te

n 
4 

D
id

 th
e 

do
cu

m
en

t p
re

se
nt

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

in
 a

n 
ob

je
ct

iv
e 

m
an

ne
r (

in
di

ca
tin

g,
 w

he
re

 p
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 d
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ra
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ra
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 p

ro
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, c
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ra
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 d
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 d
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ra
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t d
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t r
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 o
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 b
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 re
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 p
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at
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 p
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 d
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 c
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t t
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f p
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 p
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 m
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 p
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