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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. The purpose of this review is to: (i) take stock of impact evaluations conducted by the Operations 
Evaluation Department (OED) over the past 25 years; (ii) examine the methodologies used; and (iii) 
extract lessons for use in future evaluations. The review is based on a portfolio of 78 impact evaluations 
conducted by OED since 1979, the cost data on some evaluations (provided by OED), and interviews with 
a few task managers.  

2. An impact evaluation is an assessment of outcomes of key actions/inputs relative to what would 
have happened in the absence of the intervention. Counterfactual (control/comparison)1 analysis is an 
important element of an impact evaluation that helps in ascertaining the extent to which the positive and 
negative consequences observed in the treatment area can be attributed to the intervention and not to other 
external conditions. A counterfactual analysis “nets out” all observed development changes in the 
treatment area that would have been observed even if the intervention had not taken place. Of the 78 
impact evaluations conducted by OED, 21 presented analysis based on comparison with a counterfactual. 

3. Section II describes the nature of the 78 OED impact evaluation reports. Section III presents in some 
detail the methodologies adopted by 21 impact evaluation reports that were based on counterfactuals, the 
costs of those for which data could be found, and the results of a survey of the OED task managers for nine of 
the evaluations, concerning lessons for future OED impact evaluations. The final section summarizes the 
results and suggests some recommendations for future OED classification of impact evaluations. 

II. OED IMPACT EVALUATIONS 

4. OED has been conducting impact evaluations of World Bank assistance since 1979. This report 
analyzes the methodologies used in 77 OED Impact Evaluation Reports listed in the World Bank 
“ImageBank” database and one additional OED sector study that used a counterfactual.2 Annex 1 lists the 
78 evaluations with their sectoral classification and completion dates. The Partnerships and Knowledge 
Programs Unit of OED (OEDPK) is responsible for the sectoral classification of OED products, including 
impact evaluations.3 This review has used the classification provided by OEDPK. 

5. Each of the 78 reports has been classified under one of 10 sectors: agriculture; education; energy; 
industry; population, health, and nutrition; resettlement; transport; urban; water and sanitation; and other. 
More than half of the evaluations (43 of the 78 reports) have been conducted in the agriculture sector. The 
education and water and sanitation sectors had 6 reports each (8 percent). The industry and resettlement 
sectors had 4 reports each (5 percent); population, health, and nutrition, transport, urban, and energy sectors 
had 2 reports each (about 3 percent); and 7 reports (9 percent) were classified under “other” sectors. 

6. The 78 evaluations cover the period FY79 to FY02, for an average 3 to 4 reports per year. 
However, the distribution over years was not uniform (Figure 1). Only one evaluation was conducted in 
FY79. The annual number of impact evaluations increased during the early 1980s but declined rapidly 

                                                      
1. A counterfactual analysis requires a control or comparison group of non-participants. The terms control and comparison 
groups are used interchangeably in many evaluations. However, a control group consists of participants that are selected at 
random from within a well-defined set from which participants of the treatment group are also selected, while a comparison 
group consists of participants that are purposively matched to the participants of the treatment group. 

2. “Higher Impact Adjustment Lending (HIAL) in Sub-Saharan Africa,” Report 19797. The OED web site does not list impact 
evaluations as a separate evaluation category, so this study relied primarily in those listed in the ImageBank.  

3. Some OED task managers indicated that the sectoral assignment was incorrect.  
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after 1984. OED decided to stop impact evaluations in the early 1990s, but restarted them in 1993 with a 
different focus. Between FY93 and FY98 the number of impact evaluations surged, with at least 4 
evaluations per year. The number of impact evaluations then declined again—to 3 in FY99, and to only 
one in FY00.  

Figure 1. Number of Impact Evaluations by Fiscal Year 
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Total number of evaluations: 78 
 
7. An initial screening of the 78 evaluations was done to determine the eligibility for in-depth 
review. An impact evaluation was included in the review if the evaluation design provided for 
counterfactual data collection. Twenty-five4 of the 78 impact evaluations involved the use of 
counterfactual data. The remaining 53 had no counterfactual analysis for several reasons, the most notable 
being nationwide application of the project; the substantial time lag between completion of the project 
and initiation of the evaluation such that the demonstration effect could not be distinguished from 
treatment effect; and the limitations of the evaluation design.  

Figure 2. Impact Evaluations With and 
Without a Counterfactual 
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Total number of evaluations:  81 

8. Reviewing the reports from a different 
perspective, 13 of the 78 evaluations had no fieldwork 
and were largely based on desk reviews. Three of the 
13 reports with no fieldwork nevertheless had 
counterfactual analysis. Figure 2 presents the 
distribution of the 78 evaluations based on the 
presence or absence of a counterfactual. 

9. Counterfactual analysis was prevalent in the 
urban and water and sanitation sectors, but was not 
prevalent in the resettlement and energy sectors 
(Figure 3). Seven of the 43 reports prepared for the 
agriculture sector had counterfactual analysis. The 
other 18 evaluations with counterfactual analysis 
included 2 reports for the industry sector; one each for 
the population, health, and nutrition and transport 
sectors; 3 for the education sector; 5 for the water and 
sanitation sector; and 2 for the urban sector. Further, 

 

                                                      
4. Of these 25 evaluations, 4 collected counterfactual data, but there was limited evidence that it was used. These four were 
therefore excluded.  
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four reports under “other” sectors had a 
counterfactual analysis.  

Figure 3. Distribution of OED Impact 
Evaluations by Sector and the Use of a 
Counterfactual 
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10. A larger proportion of 
more recent OED impact 
evaluations used a 
counterfactual, compared with 
impact evaluations before FY95 
(Figure 4). Fifty-eight percent of 
the evaluations (45 evaluations) 
were conducted before FY95, of 
which only 9 (20 percent) had 
counterfactual analysis. The 
proportion of evaluations with a 
counterfactual to total 
evaluations progressively 
increased over the years FY95 to 
FY01; over a third of the 
evaluations in each year after 
FY94 had analysis based on 
counterfactuals. 

Figure 4. Distribution of OED Impact Evaluations by Completion Year 
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III. OED IMPACT EVALUATIONS WITH A COUNTERFACTUAL 

11. This section presents a typology of the methodologies used in the 21 OED impact evaluations 
conducted since FY77 that have attempted to establish a counterfactual. Information is also presented on 
the costs of a subset of these evaluations and the results of a short survey of their OED task managers to 
understand better any lessons or recommendations for future OED impact evaluations. 
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Typology of OED Impact Evaluations with a Counterfactual 

12. An impact evaluation typically includes:5 

• Data on a sample of participants from the treatment group at different levels of analysis (e.g., 
household, farmers, institutions, municipalities, etc.). 

• Comparable data on non-participants from a control or comparison group at each level of analysis. 
• Baseline data and follow-up data for the treatment and control/comparison groups. 
• Sample selection based on appropriate sampling methodology (e.g., probability sampling, which 

attaches a specific chance of selection to each unit in the universe, normally referred as random 
sampling), and sufficient sample size to establish statistically valid inferences. 

• Qualitative information to inform interpretation of results. 
 
13. Based on country and project conditions, an impact evaluation can use different approaches to 
select the control or comparison group for assessing the impact of the intervention on the treatment group 
(see Box 1).  

Box 1. Approaches to Impact Evaluation and the Counterfactual 

Experimental or Randomized Treatment-Control Design 

Participants are randomly assigned to treatment and control groups. The two groups are expected to be similar in all 
respects except that the treatment group receives the development intervention and the control group does not. 

Non-experimental or quasi-experimental design 

Participants in the comparison group are drawn from a larger population and matched to the participants in the 
treatment group, based on a set of observed characteristics. Propensity score matching, matching based on 
geographic proximity or on socio-economic proximity, instrumental variable or statistical controls, and reflexive 
comparisons are some of the matching methods employed in creating a comparison group. 

Other Approaches to Impact Evaluation 

Counterfactual generated using multiple assumptions. A counterfactual can be generated using simulation modeling, 
by comparing outcomes in countries or households that received an intervention with those that did not, or by trying 
to control statistically for differences in initial conditions. 

Theory-based evaluation assesses each theory and assumption about the project during its implementation, over 
time. Data are collected at each step of implementation, flowing from assumptions to actions. If the intervention 
does not deliver as expected, it is possible to pinpoint where in the chain of assumptions and actions the problem 
occurred. This method is often used in situations where an intervention is applied nationwide, only “before” and 
“after” data are available, and the possibilities for attributing results via a counterfactual are limited. 

Implicit counterfactual is based on comparing the treatment group to a comparison group with a similar intervention 
from another source. In such an evaluation, the counterfactual helps to address the question of the suitability of the 
source of the intervention rather than the suitability of the intervention itself. 

Source: Judy L. Baker. 2000. Evaluating the Impact of Development Projects on Poverty: A Handbook for Practitioners. 
Washington, D.C.: World Bank. 

14. The 21 OED impact evaluations with a counterfactual in Annex 2 can be broadly classified into 5 
groups: 

                                                      
5. Judy L. Baker. 2000. Evaluating the Impacts of Development Projects on Poverty: A Handbook for Practitioners. Directions in 
Development Series. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank. 
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15. The first group, with only one evaluation, used a control group to establish the counterfactual. 
The evaluation of the community-based rural water systems and the development of village committees in 
Paraguay had data from San Juan Hospital that served 10 large villages, of which five had a rural water 
system (RWS) financed by the World Bank. The hospital records provided data on all children treated in 
the hospital for two years: 1987 (pre-intervention) and 1996 (post-intervention). The study also conducted 
analysis on 17,644 individuals from RWS I and II and 101,787 individuals to be in RWS IV from a 
survey by the National Environmental Sanitation Service’s (SENSA’s) department of operations in 1996–
97. In addition, interviews were conducted with directors and employees of local organizations, 
representatives of the local municipality, central and municipal officials, system operators, bilateral 
donors, and consultants. 

16. The second group, with 15 evaluations, used non-experimental or quasi-experimental design to 
establish a counterfactual (Table 1). These consisted of three subgroups: three evaluations had no baseline 
data and historical data analysis was based on annual country-level data; one evaluation had non-random 
or self-selected6 participants in the treatment and comparison group; the remaining 11 evaluations had 
baseline data and involved random selection of participants. A counterfactual was established in a similar 
way in all the 15 evaluations. For example, in the evaluation of the World Bank support for small-scale 
enterprises (SSE) in Ecuador, 145 treatment SSEs were compared to 55 SSEs that did not receive the 
Bank support. The accounting data of both sets of SSEs were available from secondary sources. The 
quantitative data were supplemented with structured interviews with officials from participating financial 
institutions. 

Table 1. OED Impact Evaluations with Non-experimental or Quasi-experimental Design 

Group Features Country Project 
Bangladesh Shallow Tubewells Project 
Pakistan SCARP Transition Pilot Project 
Indonesia The Legacy of the Kampung Improvement Program 
Ecuador World Bank Support for Small-Scale Enterprises  
Brazil/ 
Philippines 

Building Institutions and Financing Local Development 

Philippines Second Rural Credit Project 
Turkey Seyhan Irrigation Project (Stage II) 
Philippines Small & Medium Industries Development Projects (I–IV) 
Morocco Socioeconomic Influence of Rural Roads 
India Tamil Nadu Integrated Nutrition Project 

2A 

Baseline data based on 
existing secondary 
sources or recall; 
random selection of 
participants; qualitative 
information 

Korea Delayed Development of the Cholla Region: An Institutional Study 

India Early Experience with Involuntary Resettlement 
India West Bengal Agricultural Development Project 

2B No baseline data; 
random selection of 
participants; qualitative 
information Kenya Development of Housing, Water Supply and Sanitation in Nairobi 

2C Baseline data based on 
existing secondary 
sources or recall; non-
random selection of 
participants; qualitative 
information 

Brazil Learning from Best Practice in Five Urban Projects 

 

                                                      
6. Self-selection can introduce biased responses. 
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17. The third group, with one evaluation, used multiple assumptions to generate a counterfactual. 
The objectives of this evaluation of Higher Impact Adjustment Lending (HIAL) were to: (i) determine 
whether there was an improvement in adjustment lending; and (ii) assess the difference the HIAL 
approach has made in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). Thirteen of the 17 HIAL SSA countries were the 
treatment group and 35 non-HIAL SSA countries and 24 non-SSA countries were used as the comparison 
groups. The mean value comparison between the treatment and the control group assumes that external 
conditions affect both sets of countries in the same way. A panel was created using all fiscal data 
available from pre-existing secondary sources. 

18. The fourth group, with one evaluation, used theory-based evaluation to evaluate World Bank 
agricultural extension projects in Kenya. The objective of this evaluation was to assess empirically the 
impact of the National Extension Projects (NEP I and NEP II). Theory-based evaluation was used since 
NEP was introduced nationwide between 1983 and 1998 making the estimation of a counterfactual 
extremely difficult without making strong assumptions. A panel on households was created by re-
interviewing households from a 1982 survey (pre-intervention) conducted by the Africa Technical 
Department. Contingent valuation methods and regression techniques were used, maintaining a clear 
distinction between impact of a particular system and the impact of extension. In addition, the evaluation 
involved discussions with current and former extension staff, ministry staff, focus groups, and district-
level staff. 

19. Three evaluations made up the fifth group, in which the criteria for the selection of the 
comparison group were not clearly specified (see Table 2). For example, for the evaluation of the 
Bank’s support for the first and second education projects in Colombia, all 19 schools that had the Bank 
intervention were selected as the treatment group. Ten schools from various parts of the country were 
selected as a comparison group. The criteria for the selection of these 10 schools as comparison group is 
not specified. 

Table 2. Impact Evaluations with Unspecified Comparison Group 

Design Grouping Country Project 
Sri Lanka World Bank support for small & medium 

industries (SMI)  
Colombia First and Second Education Projects  

Baseline data based on existing secondary sources 
or recall, random selection of participants, and 
qualitative information 

Thailand First Education Project 

 
20. The findings of two of these evaluations—one with a control group and one using theory-based 
evaluation supplemented by panel data—are highlighted in Box 2. 
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Box 2. Key Findings of OED Impact Evaluations with a Counterfactual 

OED impact evaluations have documented projects and programs that worked and those that have been ineffective, 
in each case with important recommendations for improving performance. 

Community-Based Rural Water Systems and the Development of Village Committees in Paraguay 

The World Bank loan led to establishment of 275 functioning community-based rural water systems (RWS) and 
raised the coverage of rural areas from around 1 percent to about 20 percent over a 20-year period. The National 
Environmental Sanitation Service (SENASA) delivered 952 training courses on health and hygiene and on water 
system management, benefiting 160,000 people, and helped create 424 local organizations. RWS created 
employment and leadership opportunities for women in rural villages, improved income distribution and local 
coordination capacity, reduced the disparity between rich and poor in terms of basic household amenities, improved 
environmental hygiene, strengthened the private sector, and produced time and energy savings and productivity 
gains due to health improvements at the household level. 

The impact evaluation recommended that RWS should: (i) have sustainable tariffs; (ii) provide administrative help 
for weaker local organizations (juntas); and (iii) cover water meters in the loans for new juntas and provide access to 
credit to existing juntas that are up to date with their payments for universal metering of household use. In addition, 
SENASA should be provided with assistance in knowledge management and evaluation capacity. 

World Bank Agricultural Extension Projects in Kenya 

The evaluation found that the World Bank projects had no lasting improvement in the effectiveness of agricultural 
extension services. Institutional development was limited, with continued weak management, and the evaluation was 
not able to establish a positive rate of return on current expenditures for extension. The ineffectiveness of the 
approach adopted in the projects has led some extension agents to adopt alternative approaches to deliver extension 
services to their clients. 

 

Cost Analysis 

21. Data on costs financed from OED budget sources were available for 10 of the 21 evaluations with 
counterfactuals (Annex 3). Cost data were available for all evaluations from the first, third, and fourth 
groups; 6 of the 15 evaluations from the second group; and 1 of the 3 evaluations from the fifth group.7 

22. The experimental or randomized control evaluation of community-based rural water systems and 
the development of village committees in Paraguay was the least expensive evaluation ($36,000, in 1995 
U.S. dollars). On the other hand, the theory-based evaluation of World Bank agricultural extension 
projects in Kenya was the most expensive ($252,000). The evaluation that used a counterfactual generated 
using multiple assumptions, “Higher Impact Adjustment Lending (HIAL) Initial Evaluation” was also 
relatively low, at $88,000. The quasi-experimental evaluations ranged in cost from a low of $44,000 for 
the Pakistan SCARP Transition Pilot Project to a high of $179,000 for the evaluation of World Bank 
Support for Small-Scale Enterprises in Ecuador.  

23. Is the cost related to the approach used to estimate a counterfactual? No. The costs are directly 
related to the type and extent of data collected for the evaluation. The evaluations that used secondary 
sources, such as the community-based rural water systems in Paraguay, SCARP transition pilot project in 
Pakistan, and HIAL evaluation, were low cost. The evaluations that were based on collection of additional 
data through sample surveys were more costly and the cost increased with the number of surveys and 

                                                      
7. The cost data covers staff time, travel costs, and consultant costs. However, expenditures out of trust funds are not included 
and were not available. 
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regions covered. Evaluations of the NEP projects and the housing, water supply and sanitation in Kenya, for 
example, covered over 500 individuals each. The evaluation of the Second Rural Credit Project in 
Philippines covered over 700 farmers and the evaluation of SSE in Ecuador covered 200 firms. Both the 
NEP project and the SSE project had large regional coverage, making them the two most costly evaluations. 

Task Manager Interviews 

24. In an effort to glean lessons from past OED impact evaluators, 13 of the task managers of the 21 
evaluations8 with counterfactuals were asked to complete a short questionnaire. The questions included 
their assessment of: the extent of collaboration between OED staff, Bank operational staff, and 
developing country research institutions; the influence of the impact evaluation on the Bank’s and 
borrower’s policies and programs; 9 the adequacy of the time and budget to conduct the study and 
disseminate results; and advice for future OED impact evaluations. Of the 13 task managers to whom a 
questionnaire was sent, nine responded and their responses were tabulated (Annex 4). 

25. Extent of collaboration with Bank operational staff and governments. Seven of the nine task 
managers indicated that the extent of collaboration between the Bank regional staff and the OED team 
conducting the impact evaluation was the same (or more in one case) as required, while two felt that it fell 
short of what was required. A similar picture emerged for the collaboration between the government 
officials and the OED team conducting the impact evaluation. 

26. Use of local public or private research institutions. Six of the nine impact evaluations used local 
public or private research institutions in one or more roles: data collection (6), data analysis (3), report 
writing (2), and discussions (2). 

27. Influence of impact evaluations on the Bank’s policies and programs. Eight of the nine task 
managers believed that the impact evaluation had no impact on the design of the projects that followed 
those evaluated. Three reasons were given: there was no new project (3 evaluations); the follow-on 
project was already initiated before the evaluation was completed (1); and the project design was 
satisfactory and required no change (3). The task manager for one impact evaluation provided no reason 
for the lack of impact on subsequent project design. The ninth task manager reported that the impact 
evaluation did have an impact by ensuring that greater emphasis was given to monitoring outcomes in the 
subsequent project (Box 2). Despite the consensus that there was limited impact on subsequent projects, 
seven task managers noted that the impact evaluations resulted in better understanding of policies for the 
sector. Three task managers rated the overall influence of the impact evaluation on the Bank’s policies 
and programs as substantial, one rated it moderate, and four rated it marginal.  

28. Influence of impact evaluations on government policies and programs. Although seven task 
managers indicated that the evaluation had an influence on the government’s policies and programs (Box 
3), only one task manager rated the overall influence as substantial; two rated the impact moderate and 
four rated it marginal. 

29. Time, resources, and effort to disseminate findings and follow-up actions. Six task managers 
indicated their satisfaction with the time and resources devoted to conducting the impact evaluation. 
However, only two were satisfied with the level of dissemination and follow-up actions; two had mixed 
                                                      
8. Eight impact evaluations either did not mention the name of the task manager or the task manager could not be contacted.  

9. The responses reflect the task managers’ own assessments of the impact of their evaluation but present only one perspective. A 
formal evaluation of the impact of past OED impact evaluations was beyond the scope and objectives of this paper. 
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feelings, and two indicated that seminars to disseminate findings had to be cancelled because of the 
audience resistance to the messages. 

Box 3. OED Impact Evaluations that had an Impact, According to OED Task Managers 

Building Institutions and Financing Local Development: Lessons from Brazil and the Philippines 

Objective: To assess both direct impacts on the beneficiaries as anticipated by the projects, and indirect impacts on 
institutional capacity building and the development of local economies focusing on fiscal and financial management, 
employment, and income generation in the participating municipalities. 

Impact: The task manager rated the impact of the evaluation on the policies and programs of both the Bank and the 
country’s as substantial. The follow-up project gave more emphasis to monitoring of outcomes in the Philippines; 
the Bank’s policy shifted toward greater assistance at the local level (municipalities); and government policy 
supported this by more support for decentralization. The task manager was very satisfied with the level of 
collaboration between different entities involved—Bank regional staff, government officials, and the OED team.  

World Bank Agricultural Extension Projects in Kenya 

Objective: (i) To assess empirically the impact of the NEP I and NEP II using theory-based evaluation and panel 
household data without a control group. (ii) To draw appropriate policy conclusions, maintaining a clear distinction 
between the impact of a particular system and the impact of extension. 

Impact: The task manager rated the impact of the evaluation on the Bank’s policies and programs as substantial and 
on country’s policies and programs as moderate. The evaluation resulted in: (i) a decisive shift in the Bank’s policy 
away from monolithic and rigid agricultural extension systems; (ii) considerable debate to reconsider government 
policy toward extension strategy and service delivery; and (iii) thinking about good/bad practice in extension policy 
and project design in neighboring countries and the international community at large. However, the task manager 
was not satisfied with the level of collaboration between different entities involved—Bank regional staff, 
government officials and the OED team. 

 
30. Recommendations for future impact evaluations. Task managers for two of the evaluations said 
that they would make insignificant changes to their former study if the study were to be conducted again. 
The other six mentioned that they would allocate more time or more resources, or have more local 
collaboration. Two task managers advocated greater reliance on secondary data, especially in data-rich 
countries. Three task managers indicated that more rigorous and thorough analysis is the key to good 
impact evaluation. 

IV. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

31. The international community is increasingly calling for results-based programming and spending. 
This paper reviewed the methodology and design of 78 OED evaluations of the impact of World Bank 
assistance since 1977. This list was obtained from the World Bank “ImageBank” database and included 
all OED “Impact Evaluation Reports,” plus one OED Sector Study highlighted by OEDPK as having a 
counterfactual. There was no list of impact evaluation reports as a separate category on OED’s websites, 
nor were the criteria documented for classifying an evaluation as an impact evaluation. 

32. This list of 78 evaluations reveals two “waves” of interest in impact evaluation in OED—from 
1980 to 1985 and from 1993 to 1998. These are the years with the greatest number of impact evaluations 
annually. More than half of OED impact evaluations have been in the agriculture sector.  
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33. Of the 78 impact evaluations, 25 (nearly a third) compared outcomes of the project to a 
counterfactual. Most of those with a counterfactual also collected data in the field. Nearly two-thirds of 
the impact evaluations tried to estimate impact without a counterfactual, which is sometimes extremely 
difficult to construct—for example, when an intervention is nationwide. If the evaluation can account for 
the influence of other factors, this type, too, can provide some evidence of impact. Most of the impact 
evaluations without a counterfactual nevertheless conducted field surveys.  

34. This paper examined in detail the methodology of 21 of the 25 OED impact evaluations with a 
counterfactual. Only one used a randomly selected control group; the vast majority (15 impact 
evaluations) used quasi-experimental designs. Information on the approximate costs of 10 impact 
evaluations with counterfactuals and dating from FY96-99 was gleaned from budget files. The cost of the 
evaluations ranged from $36,000 to $252,000 in 1995 dollars, although the data may not include all of the 
costs (such as those funded from trust funds or external sources). The impact of these evaluations on the 
design of subsequent projects and on government and World Bank policy has never been formally 
studied. The task managers for nine of the impact evaluations with a counterfactual were reached with a 
short questionnaire to assess their views on the impact and on lessons for future OED impact evaluation. 

35. The conclusion from this study is that OED has substantial experience with impact evaluations, 
including those that constructed counterfactuals, but this experience is not well documented and the 
impact on Bank and borrower performance has not been tracked. OED should consider the following 
actions to improve the documentation and better understand the impact of its impact evaluations: 

1. Add “Impact Evaluations” as a distinct, searchable product on OED’s website with a description 
of the criteria for defining an impact evaluation. This will improve access of the public to 
evidence of the impact of Bank assistance. 

2. Maintain an on-line impact evaluation database that includes key methodological characteristics 
and available information on the costs of the evaluation, the extent of collaboration with local 
research institutions, the institutions involved, the name of the OED task manager and the task 
manager(s) for the project(s) under evaluation. 

3. Greater effort should be made to systematically collect information on the impact of OED impact 
evaluations, as assessed by government, operational staff, beneficiaries and other donors, and as 
reflected in real changes in the way things are done.  
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Annex 1. List of OED Impact Evaluation Reports 

 Sector/ 
Region 

Country Title Report # Date 

Agriculture    

 AFR Kenya Smallholder Agricultural Credit Project 2968 5/1/1980 
 AFR Sudan Roseires Irrigation Project 3051 6/1/1980 
 AFR Burundi Arabica Coffee Improvement Project 3314 2/1/1981 
 AFR Malagasy Republic Lake Alaotra Irrigation Project 3600 8/1/1981 
 AFR Kenya Livestock Development Project 3622 9/1/1981 
 AFR Malawi Shire Valley Agricultural Consolidation Projects 4850 12/1/1983 
 AFR Kenya First and Second Forest Plantations Projects 4911 2/1/1984 
 AFR Dahomey Hinvi Agricultural Development Project 5029 4/1/1984 
 AFR Côte d’Ivoire First, Second, Third and Fourth Oil palm and coconut 

projects 
5072 5/1/1984 

 AFR Gambia Agricultural Development Project 5125 6/1/1984 
 AFR Togo, Côte d’Ivoire, 

and Upper Volta 
Agricultural and Rural Development Projects 6878 6/30/1987 

 AFR Nigeria Kano and Sokoto Agricultural Development Projects 14767 6/29/1995 
 AFR Malawi The World Bank and the Agricultural Sector 17898 5/20/1998 
 AFR Tanzania Agriculture, and the World Bank: an OED review 18111 6/30/1998 
 AFR Mauritania Second Livestock Project 18133 6/30/1998 
 AFR Kenya World Bank Agricultural Extension Projects in Kenya 19523 6/30/1999 
 EAP Papua New Guinea New Britain Smallholder Development Pr. 3070 7/1/1980 
 EAP Malaysia Muda River and Kemubu Irrigation Projects 3587 8/1/1981 
 EAP Philippines Second Rural Credit Project 4557 6/1/1983 
 EAP Korea Pyongtaek-Kumgang Irrigation Project 5941 11/1/1985 
 EAP China North China Plain Agriculture Project 13243 6/29/1994 
 EAP Thailand Second Tree Crops and Third Rubber Replanting Projects 13244 6/29/1994 
 EAP LAC  Philippines Mexico 

and Thailand 
World Bank Experience with Irrigation Development: 
Socio-economic, Institutional and Technical Impact and 
Lessons: Philippines and Thailand 

8494 3/22/1990 

 EAP  
SAS 

Thailand  
Myanmar Vietnam; 
Bangladesh 

 Irrigation: Operation, Maintenance, and System 
Performance in Southeast Asia: an OED Impact Study 

15824 6/27/1996 

 ECA Turkey Seyhan Irrigation Project – Stage Two 5745 6/1/1985 
 LAC Mexico Third Irrigation Project 2559 6/1/1979 
 LAC Peru San Lorenzo Irrigation and Land Settlement (stage three) 

Project 
3933 5/1/1982 

 LAC Colombia Third Atlantico Irrigation Project 3959 6/1/1982 
 LAC Dominican Republic Livestock Development Project 4732 10/1/1983 
 LAC Mexico and Morocco World Bank Experience with Irrigation Development: 

Socio-economic, Institutional and Technical Impact and 
Lessons: Mexico and Morocco 

7876 6/15/1989 

 MNA Tunisia Reduction Flood Hazards and Traffic Congestion: SFAX 
Flood Protection Project 

16777 6/20/1997 

 SAS Indonesia Irrigation Rehabilitation Project 4575 6/1/1983 
 SAS Ceylon Lift Irrigation Project 5634 5/1/1985 
 SAS Bangladesh Foodgrain Storage Project 6567 12/31/1986 
 SAS India and Indonesia Seeds Projects 6575 12/31/1986 
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 Sector/ 
Region 

Country Title Report # Date 

 SAS Bangladesh Shallow Tubewells Project 11031 8/22/1992 
 SAS India Karnataka Irrigation Project 12132 6/29/1993 
 SAS India West Bengal Agricultural Development Project 12140 6/29/1993 
 SAS Sri Lanka Smallholder Rubber Rehabilitation and Fourth Tree Crops 

Projects 
14760 6/30/1995 

 SAS Bangladesh, India 
and Pakistan 

Seed Projects 14761 6/30/1995 

 SAS Pakistan On-Farm and Command Water Management and 
Irrigation Systems Rehabilitation Projects 

15863 6/28/1996 

 SAS  Sri Lanka Kurunegala and Second Rural Development Projects 16418 3/28/1997 
 SAS India Karnataka & Rajasthan Dairy Development Projects and 

Madhya Pradesh, and First and Second National Dairy 
Projects 

16848 6/30/1997 

Education    

 AFR Malawi Education Project 7919 6/30/1989 
 EAP Philippines Agricultural Education Project 4472 5/1/1983 
 EAP Thailand Vocational Education Project 5069 5/1/1984 
 EAP Indonesia First and Second Education Projects 7767 5/22/1989 
 LAC Colombia First and Second Education Projects 3062 6/1/1980 
 LAC Colombia First and Second Sustainability of Education Projects 7926 6/30/1989 

Energy   

 AFR Ghana Kpong Hydroelectric Project 12141 6/30/1993 
 EAP Thailand Khao Laem Hydroelectric Project 12131 6/29/1993 

Industry   

 EAP Philippines First, Second, Third and Fourth Small & Medium 
Industries Development Projects 

18041 6/18/1998 

 MNA Arab Republic of 
Egypt 

El-Dikheila Reinforcing Bar Project 15555 4/23/1996 

 SAS India Maharashtra Petrochemical Project 13260 6/30/1994 
 SAS Sri Lanka World Bank Support for Small & Medium Industries in Sri 

Lanka: An Impact Evaluation 
16790 6/24/1997 

Health, Nutrition & Population   

 LAC Brazil The Brazil Health System 18142 6/30/1998 
 SAS India Tamil Nadu Integrated Nutrition Project 13783 12/12/1994 

Resettlement  

 AFR Senegal First and Second Terres Neuves Resettlement Projects 5170 6/1/1984 
 EAP Malaysia First, Second, and Third Jengka Triangle Land Settlement 

Projects 
5988 12/1/1985 

 SAS India Early Experience with Involuntary Resettlement: Impact 
Evaluation Report on India Second Maharashtra Irrigation 
Project 

12133 6/29/1993 

 AFR; EAP; 
SAS 

Ghana, Thailand, 
India 

Early Experience with Involuntary Resettlement: Overview 12142 6/30/1993 

Transport   

 LAC Brazil Secondary and Feeder Roads Project and the Second 
Feeder Roads Project 

16738 6/13/1997 

 MNA Morocco Socioeconomic Influence of Rural Roads: Fourth Highway 
Project 

15808 6/28/1996 
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 Sector/ 
Region 

Country Title Report # Date 

Urban   

 EAP Indonesia Enhancing the Quality of Life in Urban Indonesia: the 
Legacy of Kampung Improvement Program. 

14747 6/29/1995 

 LAC Brazil Learning from Best Practice in Five Urban Projects: 
Medium-Sized Cities, the Recife Metropolitan Region, 
Preparations of Metropolitan Development Programs for 
Fortaleza and Salvador, the Parana Market Towns 
Improvement and Northeast Urban Flood Reconstruction 
Projects 

16736 6/17/1997 

Water and Sanitation   

 AFR Kenya Development of Housing, Water Supply and Sanitation in 
Nairobi 

15586 4/25/1996 

 LAC Paraguay Community Based Rural Water Systems and the 
Development of Village Committees 

17923 5/29/1998 

 SAS India Water Supply and Waste Water Services in Bombay: First, 
Second and Third Bombay Water Supply and Sewerage 
Projects 

15849 6/28/1996 

 SAS Pakistan  SCARP Transition Pilot Project 16840 6/30/1997 
 SAS Sri Lanka Community Water Supply and Sanitation Project 18113 6/30/1998 
 SAS India Comparative Review of Rural Water Systems Experience: 

The Rajasthan Water Supply and Sewerage Project, and 
the Rural Water Supply and Environmental Sanitation 
Projects for Maharashtra and Karnataka 

18114 6/30/1998 

Other   

 AFR Sub-Saharan Africa Higher Impact Adjustment Lending (HIAL) in Sub-Saharan 
Africa 

19797 6/29/1999 

 EAP Indonesia First, Second and Third Transmigration Projects 12874 3/22/1994 
 EAP Korea Delayed Development of the Cholla Region: An 

Institutional Study 
16211 12/31/1996 

 LAC Ecuador World Bank Support for Small Scale Enterprises in 
Ecuador - An Impact Evaluation 

17953 6/3/1998 

 LAC Brazil and the 
Philippines 

Building Institutions and Financing Local Development: 
Lessons from Brazil and the Philippines 

18727 12/18/1998 

 SAS Pakistan First, Second and Third Income Generating Projects for 
Refugee Areas 

15862 6/28/1996 

 Global  The World Bank and Microenterprise Finance: From 
Concept to Practice 

19895 11/15/1999 
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Annex 3. Historical Cost Data for OED Impact Evaluations 

   Total Costs (US$ 000) 

Evaluation Report Title and Number FY CPI Current Constant 1995 
dollars 

World Bank Agricultural Extension Projects in Kenya (19523) 1999 109 267.10 252 
Higher Impact Adjustment Lending (HIAL) Initial Evaluation (19797) 1999 109 92.70 88 
World Bank Support for Small Scale Enterprises in Ecuador (17953) 1998 107 186.10 179 
First, Second, Third and Fourth Small & Medium Industries Development 
Projects in Philippines (18041) 1998 107 149.10 144 

Paraguay: Community-based rural water systems and the development of 
village committees (17923) 1998 107 37.70 36 

World Bank Support for small & medium industries (SMI) in Sri Lanka: An 
Impact Evaluation (16790) 1997 105 115.90 114 

Brazil: Learning from Best Practice in Five Urban Projects (16736) 1997 105 100.70 99 
Pakistan: SCARP Transition Pilot Project (16840) 1997 105 41.40 41 
Kenya: Development of Housing, Water supply and sanitation in Nairobi 
(15586) 1996 103 144.00 144 

Kingdom of Morocco: Socioeconomic influence of rural roads (15808) 1996 103 72.40 72 
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Annex 4. Results of Survey of OED Impact Evaluation Task Managers 
Comparison between the actual and required extent of collaboration between: 
 Bank Regional staff and the OED 

team conducting the impact 
evaluation 

Government officials and the OED 
team conducting the impact 
evaluation 

Actual less than required 2 2 
Actual same as required 6 7 
Actual more than required 1 0 

Use of local public or private research institutions: 
 Used Data collection Analysis Report writing Discussions 
Yes 6 6 3 2 2 

No 3 3 6 7 7 
Influence of impact evaluation on World Bank’s or country’s policies & programs 
 Design of next Bank 

project 
Bank Policy in the 
sector 

Government policy in the 
sector 

Policies of the 
international 
community 

Yes 2 6 5 2 

Maybe/Small 0 2 1 2 
No 7 1 2 3 
Don’t know 0 0 1 2 

Overall, rating of the impact evaluation on: 
 Bank’s policies & programs Government’s policies & programs 
Substantial 3 1 

Moderate 2 2 
Marginal 4 4 
Only to extent staff interviewed 0 1 

Don’t know 0 1 
Level of satisfaction with: 
 Adequacy of resources 

& time 
Effort to disseminate findings Follow up actions 

Satisfied 6 2 2 
Unsatisfied 2 1 2 
Mixed 0 3 2 

Indifferent 0 1 2 
Hostility 0 2 0 
Don’t know 1 0 1 

Recommendations if the impact evaluation were conducted for the same project again 
 Insignificant 

changes 
More Time More Resources Better Data More local 

collaborations 
Yes 2 1 1 2 1 
No 7 8 8 7 8 

Lessons or advice about conducting impact evaluation 
 Adequate 

Time 
Adequate 
Resources 

Good Data Use of local collaborators Rigorous and thorough 
analysis 

Yes 0 0 1 0 3 

No 9 9 8 9 6 
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