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A. Basic Information  

Country: West Bank and Gaza Project Name: 
Emergency Municipal 
Services (Rehab. II) 

Project ID: P074594 L/C/TF Number(s): 
TF-57873,TF-
92840,TF-94522,TF-
96990 

ICR Date: 12/22/2011 ICR Type: Core ICR 

Lending Instrument: ERL Borrower: 
PLO FOR BENEFIT 
OF PALESTINIAN 
AUTHORITY 

Original Total 
Commitment: 

USD 13.00M Disbursed Amount: USD 13.00M 

Revised Amount: USD 13.00M   

Environmental Category: B 

Implementing Agencies:  
 Municipal Development and Lending Fund (MDLF)  
Cofinanciers and Other External Partners: 
 DANIDA  
 Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency  
 
B. Key Dates  

Process Date Process Original Date 
Revised / Actual 

Date(s) 

 Concept Review: 05/06/2005 Effectiveness:  02/28/2007 

 Appraisal: 11/09/2006 Restructuring(s):  
04/09/2009 
05/13/2009 
06/28/2011 

 Approval: 12/19/2006 Mid-term Review: 03/20/2008 03/20/2008 

   Closing: 06/30/2011 06/30/2011 
 
C. Ratings Summary  
C.1 Performance Rating by ICR 

 Outcomes: Satisfactory 

 Risk to Development Outcome: Substantial 

 Bank Performance: Satisfactory 

 Borrower Performance: Satisfactory 
 
 

C.2  Detailed Ratings of Bank and Borrower Performance (by ICR) 
Bank Ratings Borrower Ratings 

Quality at Entry: Satisfactory Government: Moderately Satisfactory
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Quality of Supervision: Satisfactory 
Implementing 
Agency/Agencies: 

Satisfactory 

Overall Bank 
Performance: 

Satisfactory 
Overall Borrower 
Performance: 

Satisfactory 

 
C.3 Quality at Entry and Implementation Performance Indicators

Implementation 
Performance 

Indicators 
QAG Assessments 

(if any) 
Rating  

 Potential Problem Project 
at any time (Yes/No): 

Yes 
Quality at Entry 
(QEA): 

Satisfactory 

 Problem Project at any 
time (Yes/No): 

No 
Quality of 
Supervision (QSA): 

None 

 DO rating before 
Closing/Inactive status: 

Satisfactory   

 
D. Sector and Theme Codes  

 Original Actual 

Sector Code (as % of total Bank financing)   

 General public administration sector 12 12 

 General water, sanitation and flood protection sector 35 35 

 Other social services 12 12 

 Power 23 23 

 Roads and highways 18 18 
 
 

     

Theme Code (as % of total Bank financing)   

 Municipal finance 24 24 

 Other social protection and risk management 25 25 

 Pollution management and environmental health 13 13 

 Social safety nets 13 13 

 Urban services and housing for the poor 25 25 
 
E. Bank Staff  

Positions At ICR At Approval 

 Vice President: Inger Andersen Daniela Gressani 

 Country Director: Mariam J. Sherman A. David Craig 

 Sector Manager: Franck Bousquet Hedi Larbi 

 Project Team Leader: Soraya Goga Stephen George Karam 

 ICR Team Leader: Christianna Johnnides Brotsis  

 ICR Primary Author: Kingsley O. Robotham  
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F. Results Framework Analysis  
     

Project Development Objectives (from Project Appraisal Document) 
The objectives of EMSRP II were to (a) provide assistance for mitigating further 
deterioration in the delivery of essential municipal services in the West Bank and Gaza; 
(b) create temporary job opportunities at the local level; (c) promote pilot initiatives that 
foster collaboration among local governments and NGOs and promote municipal cost 
recovery.  
 
Revised Project Development Objectives (as approved by original approving authority) 
   
  
 
 (a) PDO Indicator(s) 
 

Indicator Baseline Value 

Original Target 
Values (from 

approval 
documents) 

Formally 
Revised 
Target 
Values 

Actual Value 
Achieved at 

Completion or 
Target Years 

Indicator 1 :  
Emergency Assistance Grants provided to municipalities in accordance with a 
transparent, fair and rules-based transfer  system 

Value  
quantitative or  
Qualitative)  

No rules or basis for 
current emergency 
assistance grants (EAG) 

New rules based 
formula and 
system 
institutionalized 

  

-A new grants 
allocation formula 
was developed and 
applied in 2009 
-The formula is 
being used by 
MDLF for 
distribution the  
funds to 
municipalities for 
capital investments 
based on needs, 
population and 
performance 

Date achieved 12/31/2006 06/01/2009  08/28/2008 
Comments  
(incl. %  
achievement)  

100%. Since the institution of the rules-based system for intergovernmental fiscal 
transfers, the formulae for allocation  has been revised and improved and has 
been effectively used to transfer funds to municipalities under the MDP 

Indicator 2 :  Public Disclosure of Municipal Budgets 

Value  
quantitative or  
Qualitative)  

40% 
End Target: 90%, 
June 2009 

  

All municipalities 
submitted their 
budgets to MDLF 
and MOLG in 2010 
-56% disclosed.  
MDLF continues 
communication 
with the  
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municipalities 
continues to 
encourage 
disclosure 

Date achieved 12/31/2006 06/01/2009  06/01/2009 

Comments  
(incl. %  
achievement)  

50% achievement.  The project target was 90% of 132 municipalities achieving 
budget submission & public disclosure.  100% of budgets were submitted to 
MoLG (unified chart of accts and standardized budget reporting). 56% budgets 
were disclosed. 

Indicator 3 :  Equalization Effect (Unemployment or Poverty Targeting) 

Value  
quantitative or  
Qualitative)  

No measures adopted to 
address equity in resource 
distribution 

Equalization Grant 
System 
institutionalized 

  

Funds distribution 
based on 
unemployment 
index multiplied by 
the % municipality 
population/total 
governorate  
population. 
-Unemployment 
index per 
governorate has 
been used for all 
funds allocated to 
component 2, job 
creation. 

Date achieved 12/31/2006 06/01/2009  06/01/2009 
Comments  
(incl. %  
achievement)  

100% achieved. The project (initial commt plus AF) has adopted unified 
transparent criteria for funds allocation which was  approved by donors and 
endorsed by PA. 

 
 

(b) Intermediate Outcome Indicator(s) 
 

Indicator Baseline Value 

Original Target 
Values (from 

approval 
documents) 

Formally 
Revised 

Target Values 

Actual Value 
Achieved at 

Completion or 
Target Years 

Indicator 1 :  
Percent of beneficiaries rating municipal services as improved or significantly 
improved as a result of Emergency Assistance  Grants 

Value  
(quantitative  
or Qualitative)  

No beneficiary 
Assessment 

80% or greater 
reporting 
improved 
municipal services 
as a result of 
EAGs 

  

About 81% of 
interviewed 
beneficiaries 
satisfied or very 
satisfied with the 
services provided 
by the projects 

Date achieved 12/31/2006 12/31/2009  12/31/2009 
Comments  
(incl. %  
achievement)  

101% achieved.  The satisfaction with project ouptuts was higher than targeted at 
appraisal.  95% of beneficiaries assessed  job creation good/very good 
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Indicator 2 :  
Number of person days of temporary employment created through the 
Emergency Employment Generation Component of the Project 

Value  
(quantitative  
or Qualitative)  

0 person days 
140,000 person 
days 

  
167,533 person-
days created 

Date achieved 12/31/2006 12/31/2009  06/30/2011 

Comments  
(incl. %  
achievement)  

119%.  The average income US$12.59 per person per day represents about 
69.6% labor content as compared with >50% at  appraisal.  Addt'l generation of 
indirect temp. employment was 3,304 person-day/avg. earning US$15 per 
person-day 

 
 

G. Ratings of Project Performance in ISRs 
 

No. 
Date ISR  
Archived 

DO IP 
Actual 

Disbursements 
(USD millions) 

 1 06/05/2007 Satisfactory Satisfactory 0.00 
 2 05/21/2008 Moderately Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory 3.49 
 3 12/22/2008 Satisfactory Satisfactory 9.45 
 4 06/29/2009 Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory 9.79 
 5 12/25/2009 Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory 10.74 
 6 06/28/2010 Satisfactory Satisfactory 12.54 
 7 06/10/2011 Satisfactory Satisfactory 13.00 

 
 
H. Restructuring (if any)  
 

Restructuring 
Date(s) 

Board 
Approved 

PDO Change 

ISR Ratings at 
Restructuring

Amount 
Disbursed at 

Restructuring 
in USD 
millions 

Reason for Restructuring & 
Key Changes Made 

DO IP 

 04/09/2009 N S S 9.35 

Level 2: Revised closing date 
from June 30, 2009 to 
December 31, 2009 to fully 
implement parking meter pilot 

 05/13/2009  S S 9.79 
Additional Finance and 
extension of closing date to 
June 30, 2011 

 06/28/2011 N S S 13.00 
Levels 2:  Extension of closing 
date of Danish Trust Fund 
(TF096990)to Sept 30, 2011 

 
 
 



 vi
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1. Project Context, Development Objectives and Design  

1.1 Context at Appraisal 

The Second Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project (EMSRP II) was 
presented to the Board of the World Bank in December 2006 and became effective in 
February of the following year. It succeeded an earlier emergency rehabilitation project 
(EMSRP I, $19.9m, FY03).  The latter, in turn, was one of several other Bank projects 
developed in response to the severe political, economic, social, and institutional crisis 
that engulfed the West Bank and Gaza (WBG) following the onset of the Second 
Palestinian Intifada in September 2000. While some progress had been made since 2000, 
the Palestinian situation remained very difficult: the economy continued to contract, with 
real GDP per capita remaining well below its 1999 level; unemployment remained high 
at 25 percent; poverty continued to increase, to an estimated at 41 percent by the end of 
2006; and the movement of people and goods continued to be severely restricted by stern 
Israeli military measures, with exports from Gaza having dropped by 40 percent over 
already low 2005 levels. As a result municipalities continued to experience sharp declines 
in their revenues; spiraling payment arrears; and the accelerating degradation of 
infrastructure and services already seriously damaged during the Intifada. This was even 
further complicated by the Hamas political party (on the terrorism lists of several donor 
countries) winning a majority in the Palestinian Legislative Council in March 2006 and 
resulting severe difficulties for donors in continuing to provide funds to WBG. In sum, 
the context in WBG at appraisal was one of deep and worsening crisis. 

In response to the situation at the time, the Palestinian Authority (PA) sought urgent help 
from donors in dealing with the crisis, while  also expressing a strong wish to continue to 
maintain their longer-term institution-building agenda. This was entirely consistent with 
the Bank’s strategy to focus on “maintaining medium-term development activity where 
feasible, and providing emergency assistance designed to sustain Palestinian institutions 
and mitigate poverty.”1 The approach was one of balance: continuing to address the crisis 
but also laying a foundation for the future. The Bank’s portfolio at appraisal comprised 
10 active projects totaling US$107.8m with 60 percent committed to the infrastructure 
sector, mostly designed to address emergency issues. There was little room within the 
existing portfolio for reallocation to meet the acute emerging crisis; hence the decision to 
pursue EMSRP II instead of the planned  project then under preparation (see Section 2.1). 
The donor response at the time was also noteworthy. The French and Dutch governments 
were particularly forthcoming as can be seen in Annex 1, and several other donors 
expressed an interest in supporting the Bank’s initiative. 

1.2 Original Project Development Objectives (PDO) and Key Indicators (as 
approved) 

The objectives of EMSRP II were to (a) provide assistance for mitigating further 
deterioration in the delivery of essential municipal services in the West Bank and Gaza; 
(b) create temporary job opportunities at the local level; (c) promote pilot initiatives that 

                                                 
1 See The Trust Fund for Gaza and the West Bank; Status, Strategy, and Request for Replenishment, 
December 2, 2003, World Bank Boards Document (Bank/R2003-0208). This was the relevant Bank strategy 
document at the time. 
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foster collaboration among local governments and NGOs and promote municipal cost 
recovery.2  

1.3 Revised PDO (as approved by original approving authority) and Key Indicators, 
and reasons/justification 

The project development objectives were never formally revised. However, consistent 
with the need to respond to the emergency situation, the emphasis in the PRDP, the 
Bank’s Interim Strategy, and  the allocation of funds, objectives “a” and “b” were 
considered as primary and “c” as secondary throughout the implementation period, and 
also for this ICR. 

1.4 Main Beneficiaries  

The primary target groups were: (i) the 132 municipalities3 in WBG (accounting for 70 
percent of the population), who received support for rehabilitating, sustaining and where 
possible improving essential local government services; (ii) the Ministry of Local 
Government (MOLG) who would secure a mechanism for the more equitable and 
transparent allocation of funds and legally required budget reports from municipalities on 
a timely annual basis. Subsidiary beneficiaries included specific municipalities and 
NGO’s, who were supported through pilot initiatives to improve revenue collection and 
the delivery of local services. 

1.5 Original Components (as approved) 

The components were as follows:4 

Component 1: Emergency Municipal Services Assistance Grants. Total cost  
US$29.7 million, of which Bank financing US$7.0 million; Government of Netherlands 
US$3 million equivalent; AFD US$13 million equivalent; and a financing Gap of US$6.7 
million.5 The component would finance (i) rehabilitation, reconstruction and 
upgrading of damaged municipal infrastructure and facilities, as well as the supply 
of equipment to sustain municipal service provision, and (ii) non-wage recurrent 
expenditures as direct inputs to the provision of essential municipal services over a 
period of up to two years.  

Component 2: Labor-intensive Employment Generation. Total cost US$6.10 million, of 
which Bank financing US$1.10 million; Government of the Netherlands US$3.0 million 
equivalent; and a Financing Gap of US$2.0 million. This sub-component would finance 
temporary labor-intensive employment sub-projects that are identified and 
implemented by Municipalities in coordination with locally-based community groups. 

Component 3: MDLF Innovation Window. Total cost US$1.20 million, financed solely 
by the Bank. This component is divided into two sub-components: (i) Piloting pre-paid 
electricity metering systems at municipalities (US$0.50 million), financing the purchase 
of over 3,500 new meters, administrative systems and technical assistance. (ii) Piloting 

                                                 
2 The wording of the PDO in the TA diverges slightly from the simpler PDO statement in the Grant 
Agreement used for the ICR, but the substance is essentially unchanged. 
3 The appraisal document (TA) makes reference to 131 municipalities, but this appears to be an error. All 
subsequent Bank and Palestinian documents specify 132. 
4 The specific component allocation is provided in Annex 1. 
5 It was expected that the financing gaps would be comfortably filled by donor contributions, and it was. 
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Local Government-NGO collaboration for emergency and other joint programming 
purposes (US$0.70 million), aiming to encourage greater coordination and joint 
programming by local governments and NGOs at the local level through the 
requirement of a joint funding proposal. 

Component 4: Project Management Costs. Total component cost: US$3.2 million, of 
which Bank financing US$0.7 million; Government of Netherlands financing of US$0.3 
million; and AFD financing of US$1.8 million equivalent; and a financing gap of US$0.4 
million. The component would finance: (i) MDLF Management Fee: sub-component 
costs to administer donor funds, based on a 5 percent administration fee. (ii) Technical 
assistance and monitoring (US$1.3 million). This includes financing of four regionally-
based local technical consultants (LTCs) to support municipalities in preparing and 
implementing their Emergency Assistance Programs (EAPs);6 a technical review audit; 
environmental and social safeguard reviews; training in procurement and financial 
management; a beneficiary impact assessment; and other small, specialized technical 
assistance assignments. 

1.6 Revised Components 

The core components were not revised. However, the pre-paid metering pilot was 
replaced early in calendar 2008 by a parking meter pilot in the Ramallah/Al Bireh 
municipalities as requested in a May 26, 2008 letter from Ministry of Finance to the 
Bank.    

1.7 Other Significant Changes 

There were four significant changes. The first was the reallocation of US$2 million from 
component 1 to component 2 to rebalance the overall allocation of funding in response to 
the funding preferences of other donors—reducing the Bank allocation to Component 1 
from US$7 million to US$5 million.7 The second change was the provision of US$3.0 
million in additional grant funding (AF) by the Bank in July 2009 for the purpose of 
supporting additional infrastructure rehabilitation in Gaza. The latter was in response to 
the widespread damage caused by Israeli military attacks during December 2008 and 
January 2009 period. This increased the overall Bank funding from US$10 million to 
US$13 million (i.e., by 30 percent), and total Bank funding for component 1 from US$5 
million to US$8 million. The additional funding also included a further provision for 
project management. Third, the closing date of the project was extended, from the 
original June 2009 to December 2009 to facilitate completion of the parking meter pilot--
and later to June 2011 to facilitate the implementation of the additional funding.8 Fourth, 
overall project funding was increased significantly by additional Bank and donor funding 
from an estimated US$40.2 million at appraisal to an eventual total of US$70.28 million 
(a 75 percent increase) indicating very strong donor support for the initiative (from 
France, the Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden and Germany (KfW)), and more than 
covering the initial component financing gap. (See Annex 1 for details.) 

                                                 
6 Municipalities were required to prepare EAPs as a condition for access to funding. 
7 The precise date of the adjustment is not clear. The adjustment is recorded  in the March 2008 Mid Term 
Review. It is also reflected in ISR # 5, see Annex 1(d)). 
8 The closing date for the Danish Trust Fund was also extended until September 30, 2011. By June 30, 
2011, TF094522 (World Bank Additional Financing), and the TF092840 (Swedish) were fully disbursed 
and closed.  (This joint financing is in addition to the Bank’s US$13m contribution.) 
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2. Key Factors Affecting Implementation and Outcomes  

2.1 Project Preparation, Design and Quality at Entry 

Quality at entry is rated Satisfactory (S). In spite of the emergency situation and the very 
difficult conditions on the ground, the Bank was able to respond quickly because of its 
deep sector knowledge and its ability to draw on the recently completed EMSRP I. 
Importantly, it was also able to use ongoing preparatory work from the planned project--
the Municipal Management and Service Delivery Project (MMSDP) which was cancelled 
at the request of the PA-- and sector knowledge used as a base for preparing EMSRP II. 9  
Based on this, EMSRP II was able to include institutional measures to a greater extent 
than what would normally be seen for an emergency operation, balancing crisis response 
with the strengthening of institutional capacity. The project also built effectively on 
lessons learned; primarily from EMSRP I (see Annexes 2 and 10 for details.)  Notably, 
the October 2007 QAE assessment (discussed in Section 5) rated the project as 
satisfactory overall, and highly satisfactory in several areas.  

A number of aspects of the project could have been improved, however. First, while the 
sector and institutional development objectives of the project were obvious and had been 
clearly specified as such in EMSRP I, they were not so specified in EMSRP II. Second, 
the output indicators were not well specified--there were too many to be practically 
monitored, and too many that were unquantifiable--and had to be significantly revised 
during the March 2008 Mid-Term review (see Annex 2). Third, there was ambiguity 
concerning the number and timing of the required beneficiary impact assessments 
(BIAs)—see Section 2.3. Fourth, while the idea of including pilots was not necessarily a 
bad one even in an emergency project, it is not clear that there was strong ownership for 
them or that the mechanisms for preparation and implementation were adequately 
thought through. These are shortcomings; but given the robustness of the design and the 
rapidity of project preparation under very challenging conditions, the ICR concurs with 
the QAE’s Satisfactory rating. 

2.2 Implementation 

Despite implementation problems early on, overall project implementation is rated 
Satisfactory (S). EMSRP II was never seriously at risk at any time though periodic delays 
were experienced. The project was due to close in June 2009. However, as noted it was 
extended first to December 2009 to enable the completion of the parking meter pilot, and 
later to June 2011 to enable the implementation of the additional US$3 million funding 
for Gaza.  

The project got off to a slow start in the first half of 2007.  Implementation was severely 
hampered by Israeli military restrictions on the movement of people and goods—
particularly in and out of Gaza, but also in the West Bank; and there were problems with 
management and oversight by MDLF. In addition, there were delays due to a contractors’ 
strike occasioned by a depreciation of the US dollar and its negative impact on 
construction costs. Further, the first pilot had to be replaced early on; this change was 
formalized in October 2008 (see discussion in section 3.2). 

                                                 
9 The TA is not specific on the preparation status of MMSDP at the time of EMSRP II appraisal, or on 
which components of MMSDP were included in EMSRP II. 
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Many of the managerial and contractual issues were addressed by 2008 and considerable 
improvements were noted in the performance of municipalities and MDLF--as confirmed 
by the MTR and the Implementation Status and Results report (ISRs). However, in 
December 2008 the Israelis attacked Gaza militarily, severely disrupting project 
operations, physically devastating several neighborhoods, and making an already very 
difficult situation far worse. The Bank and other donors responded quickly to the new 
crisis by providing additional funds to help keep essential infrastructure and services in 
Gaza functioning—even if at a minimal level. MDLF also strengthened their staffing and 
stepped up their operations there. Despite the many obstacles, the MDLF with strong 
support from the Bank and donors was able to sustain disbursements and complete the 
original project by December 2009, and the additional activities as planned by June 2011.  

2.3 Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Design, Implementation and Utilization 
Design of the M&E framework suffered from the lack of sufficiently solid data at the 
municipal level to effectively monitor project impacts on the ground. This was supposed 
to be partially offset by BIAs, and a single beneficiary assessment was in fact carried out-
- in September 2009.10 This helped to capture the subjective experience of the project 
from the beneficiary point of view and overcome the lack of initial data. However, 
coming as it did almost at the end of implementation it was too late to be of any real help 
in steering the project. Further, in terms of M&E utilization the wealth of information 
contained in this BIA was left largely unexploited by the MDLF for EMSRP 2.11   This 
meant that an opportunity was missed to learn other, much deeper, lessons about the 
strengths and weaknesses of the project during implementation. The output indicators in 
particular were not well specified, but corrective and necessary revisions were made at 
the March 2008 MTR in order to overcome the shortcomings in M&E design.  

2.4 Safeguard and Fiduciary Compliance 

There were no significant safeguard or fiduciary compliance issues at any time during the 
project. None of the social safeguards were triggered for this project as the works 
concerned the rehabilitation of existing infrastructure. Sub-projects which required land 
acquisition were ineligible for funding. Part of the due diligence included confirmation 
by municipalities that each sub-project was screened to ensure that land acquisition 
would not take place. 

Financial Management:  Throughout the life of EMSRP II, MDLF issued regular 
quarterly and annual financial reports, which were received by the Bank in a timely 
manner. Annual Audit reports were received by the Bank on time and auditors' opinions 
have always been unqualified. Auditors’ Management Letter, as well as Bank reviews, 
did not reveal material weakness in MDLF internal control System nor reported any 
material misstatement in the Project Financial Statements. MDLF has maintained an 
effective internal control system to ensure that project expenditures are properly 
authorized, supporting documents are maintained, accounts are reconciled periodically 
and project assets, including cash, are safeguarded. 

                                                 
10 Annex 4 of the appraisal document specifies the need for 2 BIAs, “…one after 12 months of project life, 
and one at project closing” (as was done in EMSRP I) while the project description implies the need for 
one, and only one was undertaken. 
11 However the BIA did help to inform MDP I 
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Procurement:  Overall procurement performance improved gradually throughout the 
project lifetime. Initially, project implementation experienced substantial delays that were 
mainly attributed to the low procurement capacity of MDLF and its ineffective 
management of the Local Technical Consultants (LTCs). The latter failed to provide the 
envisaged guidance to municipalities in adhering to procurement guidelines. The weak 
contract management capacity at the municipal level, the restrictions imposed on the 
movement of people and goods, especially into Gaza, and the 2007-2008 protracted strike 
by the Contractor’s Union in protest of the US dollar depreciation further contributed to 
the delays.  

MDLF gradually established an effective system to continuously monitor all procurement 
aspects of the sub-projects in West Bank and Gaza. As a result, procurement performance 
under EMSRPII improved; its rating was upgraded, as of early 2009 to satisfactory and 
remained so until the closing of the project.  The Bank carried out 3 ex-post procurement 
reviews during the project lifetime (May 2009, May 2010 and June 2011).  No major 
noncompliance was noted. 

Environment:  Concerning the environmental aspects, an environmental mitigation plan 
was prepared and implemented. The MDLF staff includes an Environment Specialist who 
was responsible for training municipalities and contracts on implementing the EMP, 
coordinating with the Environment Bureau and with the assistance of a specialist hired by 
MDLF who worked with the municipalities to ensure compliance by the contractors. 

2.5 Post-completion Operation/Next Phase 

Sustainability is usually difficult to achieve in an emergency project. However, 
EMSRP II benefited from the strong coordination of donors to achieve a high level of 
consensus around a common framework for the next phase. A follow up Municipal 
Development Project (MDP I) is already under implementation and a second successor 
project (MDP II) is under preparation.  These projects will contribute to consolidating the 
achievements in terms of the fiscal transfer mechanism and procedures. The follow-on 
MDP I was able to build on the accomplishment of EMSRP II to: 

 Further rationalize the municipal funds allocation system, improve distributional 
equity, and strengthen local and national accountability 

 Strengthen managerial capacity at MDLF and develop an organization that now 
commands widespread local as well as international donor support 

 Strengthen donor coordination and support to a broadly based national led 
programmatic development effort 

With respect to the pilots, the parking meters show promise of sustainability however the 
future of the NGO pilots is less clear. There is the broader question of whether or not 
these kinds of pilots should be part of an emergency project, as discussed in section 6.  

3. Assessment of Outcomes  

3.1 Relevance of Objectives, Design and Implementation 

Project objectives were highly relevant to the situation in WBG at the time of appraisal 
and remain relevant today in light of the most recent strategies for WBG (the 2008-2010 
Palestinian Reform and Development Plan (PRDP) and the Bank’s FY08-FY10 Interim 



 

7 
 

Strategy). The PRDP clearly states that the MDLF is the PNA’s preferred mechanism for 
channeling reform and development assistance to local government. The main parts of 
the PRDP governance agenda are security and local government reform, and the Bank’s 
strategy is aligned to these priorities. While addressing critical municipal infrastructure, 
services, and employment problems, EMSRP II managed to lay the foundation for 
institutional change and improved accountability in local government and in the 
transparency of municipal finances. The beneficiary survey provides further evidence of 
the relevance of project interventions, with 81 percent of beneficiaries reporting (in the 
2009 BIA, see Annex 5) that the project was very relevant to their community’s needs.  

The design was relatively well thought through, flexible and yet robust, building on 
lessons learned from previous sector interventions and ongoing lending, but with the 
drawbacks mentioned under Section 2.1. The project clearly helped achieve the key 
objectives of the PRDP and Interim Strategy to balance crisis response with laying the 
foundation for sustainable sector development. Adjustments during implementation 
assured continued relevance of project interventions to the evolving context (e.g. the 
metering pilot), but was only partially able to correct the deficiencies in M&E.  

3.2 Achievement of Project Development Objectives 

The PDO was achieved with minor shortcomings and is rated Satisfactory (S). EMSRP II 
helped lay the foundation for the major on-going policy and strategic shift under MDP I, 
from a succession of largely uncoordinated individual donor-supported initiatives, to a 
more sustainable nationally-led long term programmatic approach (see description in 
Annex 10). The project had three objectives, which are weighed in this analysis 
according to both the importance to respond to the emergency situation, emphasis in 
PRDP and Interim Strategy and the funds allocated to the activities measured by each 
sub-PDO. The first two were clearly the primary objectives-- as reflected in their status in 
the ISRs.  

The first sub-objective of providing assistance for mitigating further deterioration in the 
delivery of essential municipal services in the West Bank and Gaza was achieved with 
minor shortcomings. The majority of project funds were used to this end, with US$7.8M 
disbursed under Component 1 through the transparent, fair and rules-based transfer 
system established under the project. As noted in Annex 2, the project financed works in 
a number of sectors under municipal responsibility and also funded non-wage recurrent 
expenditure to keep services operational, critical in keeping key services going, 
particularly in Gaza, and preventing further deterioration in service delivery, based on 
locally determined priorities. The resources provided by the Bank, plus the additional 
funds leveraged, directly or indirectly benefited the 70 percent of the WBG population 
living in the 132 municipalities targeted. Importantly, the indicator on beneficiary 
satisfaction was achieved, with 81 percent of the target population reporting and they are 
satisfied or very satisfied and the same percentage reporting high relevance. The strong 
ownership of investments was underscored by the municipalities providing additional 
funds to meet the financing gap following cost increases. Further, the Bank was able to 
leverage rather modest funds (US$10m initially) to mobilize an additional US$32m (plus 
subsequently US$27m additional). These funds, combined with support from the group 
of donors, were what made it possible to institute a multi-donor, transparent, fair and 
rules-based transfer system. Achievement of the outcome indicator was a result largely 
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attributable to the Bank’s intervention and coordination effort. The role of EMSRP II in 
laying the foundation for the major policy shifts under the successor MDP I (see Section 
2.5 above and Annex 10), as well as in promoting greatly increased donor cooperation 
should be recognized as a major achievement, in a context of weak institutional capacity. 
The submission of executed and planned municipal budget reports to MOLG was 
achieved as a result of this being a criteria to access funds, and this in itself is a result at 
the institutional level attributable to the project. However, the indicator of public 
disclosure of municipal budgets was only partially (56 percent disclosed versus a target 
of 90 percent) achieved, and only 46 percent of beneficiaries reported that the 
municipality was transparent in its disclosures.  

Sub-objective 2 was supported by Component 2, and the creation of temporary job 
opportunities at the local level was achieved, with 167,000 person-days of employment 
created against a target of 140,000. The BIA indicated that most beneficiaries (95 
percent) had a positive or very positive view of the program. About US3.1 million was 
spent on this component, or 25 percent of project expenditures. This also helped the 
project to achieve the outcome indicator of assuring an equalization effect. The transfer 
allocation system formula has an element of equalization in that it uses population and 
need (employment) as part of the formula.  

The third sub-objective of promoting pilot initiatives that foster collaboration among 
local governments and NGOs and promote municipal cost recovery was only partially 
achieved. The pilot which sought to explore the possibilities for improving municipal 
service cost recovery through the introduction of pre-paid electric metering systems as 
previously noted was replaced by a parking meter scheme. The second sought to test the 
possibilities for leveraging partnerships with local NGOs to deliver services more 
effectively. Results from the parking meter pilot have so far been inconclusive. The 
meters have been installed however there are issues with enforcement, but the pilot 
should still be seen as a worthwhile effort to promote cost recovery and should yield 
dividends in the future. The second pilot was also only partially successful. Ten pilots 
were implemented including a successful community center operation developed in one 
municipality in Gaza; a women’s training center constructed in Ajanta municipality in the 
southern West Bank that is operating satisfactorily; and a park and community center 
developed in Bait Shout municipality, also in the southern West Bank. The total number 
of beneficiaries from the NGO sub-projects was 22,180 in the West Bank and 18,387 in 
Gaza. However, the partnership process between the municipality and the local NGO was 
fairly mechanical, with the municipality simply constructing the building and handing it 
over to the NGO for operations. On both counts the pilots were only partially successful, 
but yielded useful lessons on the advisability of including such components without very 
clear links to core project objectives or strong local ownership.  

Overall, despite shortcomings the project responded well to the emergency situation, and 
with the rather limited funds (US$13 M total) was able to achieve results both in terms of 
mitigating the immediate impact of the crisis in terms of service delivery and 
employment generation, while laying the institutional foundations for continued 
improvement in these areas and in intergovernmental transfers, in collaboration with 
other donors. Further, the funds greatly benefitted many smaller municipalities that were 
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often neglected or by-passed and were often the only rehabilitation funds available. The 
above, taken together, justifies the Satisfactory rating above. (See annex 2 for details.)  

3.3 Efficiency 

The efficiency of EMSRP II is rated Satisfactory (S). Ex-post economic analysis shows 
that investments made under the project yielded high economic rates of returns. The 
project supported capital expenditures and incremental recurrent expenditures in support 
of operations, maintenance and repairs in 132 municipalities, and in six main subsectors, 
as detailed in Annex 3. The dominant subsectors were road rehabilitation, solid waste 
management, and public facilities, which together accounted for some 59 percent of 
disbursements. These investments totaled approximately US$2.8 million—or about 80 
percent of capital expenditure and 22 percent of total project costs.  

Analysis of capital expenditures: The quantification of the expected benefits of these 
subprojects is based on the standard analyses of the situation “with” and “without” the 
project, applying the criteria detailed in Annex 3 (benefits in terms of time and cost 
savings for road rehabilitation, incremental and additional net revenue from solid waste 
management, and savings in expenditures in rental of municipal office space). The 
analysis does not incorporate indirect benefits, and therefore the actual results are likely 
to be higher.  The results are as follows: 
 

 Roads: Investment of US1.5 million on rehabilitation of roads yields an economic 
rate of return (ERRs) of about 25.8 percent; and a Net Present Value (NPV) of 
approximately US$0.88m  

 Solid Waste Collection: Investment of approximately US$0.14 million in the 
improvements on solid waste collection yields an average ERR is 37.8 percent, and a 
NPV of about US$0.3m 

 Municipal Buildings: Reconstruction and rehabilitation of public buildings worth 
about half a million dollars (US$0.52 million) yields an ERR of 14.8 percent, and a 
NPV of US$95,000. 

Sensitivity Analysis: The results are quite robust. Even if lower net benefits of 25 percent 
are assumed, the investments still yields acceptable ERRs: 12.4 percent for roads, and 
11.1 percent and 11.7 percent respectively for solid waste collection and buildings. These 
three investments also yield positive NPVs under this conservative scenario. Moreover, 
this level of profitability does not take into account several other indirect benefits of the 
project, such as: (i) market value of real estate; (ii) improved health; or (iii) productivity 
increases. 

Analysis of non-capital expenditures: Electricity, water and sewer systems comprised the 
sectors with the smallest investments (totaling about 13 percent of disbursements). The 
analysis of the public works in these three sectors reveals that financial resources were 
allocated to maintenance of specific segments in the water, electricity and sewer 
networks; which is estimated to be more cost-efficient than reinvesting in new networks. 
This is also the case for the part of disbursements in road rehabilitation, solid waste 
management, and public facilities, which did not go towards capital expenditures. It was 
deemed more suitable to apply cost-efficiency methods for the assessment of the 
economic merits of the expenditures in maintenance, spare parts, and repairs (constituting 
US$6.3m of total disbursements). It was verified that MDLF's procurement system did in 
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fact systematically request price quotations, as part of established selection procedures, 
for ensuring low maintenance costs, and still ensuring the compliance with minimum 
acceptable technical specifications. Consequently, it may be considered that the execution 
of expenditures in these sectors in maintenance, spare part and repairs met cost-efficiency 
standards. 

Analysis of employment generation: Analysis of efficiency of labor-intensive 
employment generation sub-projects financed under Component 2 focuses on the number 
of man-days of work created under this component per dollar spent, in line with the 
methodology laid out in the TA and as detailed in Annex 3. The results show that 
efficiency of the 167,533 person-days of employment generated, for an expenditure of 
US$3.1m, was higher than expected at appraisal. The labor content was higher, at 69.58 
percent, against 50 percent in the TA and direct temporary employment was created with 
US$12.59 spent per person-day, which is more efficient than the US$15 per person-day 
expected in the TA. The analysis shows that employment generation as actually 
experienced under the project was more efficient than what was foreseen at appraisal. 
 
In conclusion, the efficiency of the EMSRP II is rated as satisfactory based on the 
positive results of the economic analysis for capital investments (US$2.8m) and cost-
efficiency analysis for expenditures in maintenance, spare parts, and repairs (US$6.3m), 
combined with the satisfactory efficiency of employment generation (constituting 
US$3.1m of the sector expenditures).  

3.4 Justification of Overall Outcome Rating 

Overall achievement of objectives is rated Satisfactory (S), based on the demonstrated 
high relevance of the project against current PA and World Bank priorities. Outcome 
targets were achieved with only minor shortcomings (two out of three outcome indicators 
fully achieved—those most relevant to the emergency--and both intermediate results 
indicators achieved), and the satisfactory efficiency of project investments. Further and 
importantly, EMSRP II also played a pivotal role in promoting sector reform and donor 
coordination, and in the development of the successor project which is now tackling some 
of the broader and more deeply entrenched sector issues.  

3.5 Overarching Themes, Other Outcomes and Impacts 

(a) Poverty Impacts, Gender Aspects, and Social Development 

The key themes were infrastructure rehabilitation, and employment aimed at reducing 
poverty, the latter albeit on a temporary basis. Gender was not directly addressed, and 
most of the jobs created went to men (see BIA). However, it is well known that families, 
including of course women and children benefit directly as well as indirectly from the 
income generated by emergency employment. An area directly benefiting women and 
supporting social development was the NGO pilot. The Janata (West Bank) pilot 
specifically supported training and economic activities for women. The Gaza pilot 
supported youth development. 

(b) Institutional Change/Strengthening 

The changes in the rules governing the allocation of funding to the sector through MDLF 
(greater equity and transparency), in the behavior of municipalities, and in the behavior 
of donors in agreeing to coordinate their sector activities are documented elsewhere in the 
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ICR. In addition, municipalities have been assisted in deepening local accountability by 
discussing local needs priorities with the population; and MDLF itself is emerging as an 
increasingly capable and effective implementing agency—an emergence strongly 
supported by several other donors (see Annex 1).  Further, the changes in the funding 
allocation rules while not yet PA policy do begin to lay the foundation for this policy. 
The behavioral changes are of course fragile, and only time will tell whether or not these 
changes are institutionalized. However, recent developments points strongly in this 
direction—particularly the PA’s commitment to further pursuing sector reform under 
MDP I.  

 (c) Other Unintended Outcomes and Impacts (positive or negative) 

There were no clearly identifiable unintended outcomes. 

3.6 Summary of Findings of Beneficiary Survey and/or Stakeholder Workshops 
The BIA was useful to assess the achievement of project objectives, particularly the 
output target that 80 percent of beneficiaries should rate municipal services as improved.   

A single survey was undertaken in September 2009. The survey targeted direct 
beneficiaries, focusing on Component 1 (infrastructure rehabilitation and non-wage 
recurrent expenditure support) and Component 2 (employment creation). A total of 737 
individuals were interviewed for the survey (beneficiaries, municipal staff, NGO 
personnel, and citizens from pilot municipalities). The highlights are presented below, 
with details in Annex 5. 

 Beneficiary Awareness o f  EMSRPII and Associated Projects: Sixty percent of 
beneficiaries (60%) had not heard about EMSRP II.  

 Satisfaction with Infrastructure Development Component: Of those beneficiaries who 
received assistance in infrastructure development, 81% indicated that they are 
satisfied and/or are very satisfied (target 80%). 

 Satisfaction with Job Creation Component: Approximately 95% of beneficiaries 
assessed the job creation program as being good and/or very good. 

 Relevance of Infrastructure Component: Eighty-one percent of beneficiaries of 
infrastructure development specified that the project was very relevant to their 
community's needs. 

 Perceptions o f  Impact: Thirty six percent and forty four percent respectively 
indicated that the project vastly improved the quality of life or improved the quality 
of life to a certain extent. About 16% indicated that the quality of their lives remained 
unchanged. 

 Perception of Municipality Transparency: Forty six percent felt that the municipality 
was transparent and it did provide project information without discrimination. 
Slightly more than thirty percent felt that the municipality was not transparent. 
Twenty four percent of all beneficiaries had no opinion. 

On the whole, the findings of the BIA were very positive, confirmed that the beneficiary 
satisfaction targets had been met, and testified to the general success of the project. (NB. 
There was no stakeholder workshop.) 

4. Assessment of Risk to Development Outcome  
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This risk is rated Significant. This rating is explained by the fact that already much has 
been achieved with respect to infrastructure and job creation, but that the gains in service 
delivery remain at risk due to the precarious political situation of the WBG. Also, 
although the EMSRP II contributed substantially to improving the institutional 
environment for intergovernmental fiscal transfers, with more rational, equitable, and 
transparent sector funding allocations, and to considerably improved donor 
coordination—these hard won gains have yet to be consolidated.  Further, although 
follow-on operations contribute to mitigating this risk and deepening reforms, the 
sustainability of the development outcomes is greatly dependent on improvement of the 
overall political and economic climate in WBG.  

5. Assessment of Bank and Borrower Performance  

5.1 Bank Performance  

(a) Bank Performance in Ensuring Quality at Entry  

The ICR rates Bank performance in ensuring quality at entry as Satisfactory (S). This is 
in line with the Bank’s October 2007 QAE assessment (see discussion in section 2.1, and 
QAE summary at Annex 9). The ICR concurs with the evaluation of the positive aspects 
presented in the QAE review, specifically the team’s contribution to incorporating 
lessons learned and ensuring that the project was able to balance the pressing need for 
immediate financial support to ensuring critical urban services against the need for 
modest institution building support, in spite of the unique and difficult context in WBG. 
The team also helped the client take advantage of the capacity and strong ownership of 
the municipalities and at the same time maintain an appropriate level of accountability 
and flexibility, while focusing on ensuring continued critical municipal services. The 
team worked in a highly charged WBG environment, and was effective in getting a large 
number of donors to participate in the MDLF in a complex logistical and political setting, 
and also keeping the Bank engaged in a critical region. On the negative side were the 
ambiguities of institutional development objectives, the divergent statements of the PDO 
and the weaknesses in the M&E framework. Also, the community participation and 
partnerships with local communities in planning, budgeting and piloting local 
government-NGO collaboration were not robustly designed.  These constitute minor 
shortcomings with the Bank performance, but given the extremely difficult conditions in 
WBG, they are insufficient to negate the overall assessment of satisfactory Bank 
performance. 

(b) Quality of Supervision  

The quality of supervision is rated Satisfactory (S). A review of the project documents 
and discussions with MDLF and municipalities and participating donors confirm that the 
locally based Bank supervision team was flexible, responsive, and highly supportive in 
the face of the difficult, changing and very complex environment.  Bank teams are 
limited in their access to Gaza for security reasons (advanced scheduling; access permits 
etc) and the MDLF team from the West Bank is not able to meet with their counterparts 
from Gaza face to face. Therefore, the Bank teams had to conduct separate supervision 
exercises and could only hold video conference meetings with the MDLF teams together.  
Faced with the changing needs and urgent priorities due to the military intervention and 
continued blockade in Gaza in 2009, the Bank supervision team was a key interlocutor 
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between Gaza and the relevant entities in the West Bank.  The Bank’s facilitation of 
contact with the MOLG ensured that a damage needs assessment was completed thus 
providing a credible foundation for additional funding from donors.  In addition, the 
Bank team was responsive (e.g., facilitating the movement of materials into Gaza with 
Israeli authorities) and flexible (e.g., in adjusting the allocation of Bank funding to 
balance the narrower allocation preferences of some donors, and supporting the adaption 
of existing machinery for service delivery use—itself a significant innovation) as well as 
reallocating funds between components and categories and in seeking to quickly provide 
additional funds to alleviate the pressures faced by the municipalities.  Furthermore, the 
Bank provided leadership in strengthening MDLF (building it into an implementing 
institution that all12 can utilize and depended on), and in promoting more rational and 
coordinated sector development. This is a significant achievement of the on-ground 
supervision team. More narrowly, the supervision of procurement, FM, disbursement, 
accounting, and safeguard issues were all satisfactory managed. No significant problems 
arose.  

(c) Justification of Rating for Overall Bank Performance 

Based on the satisfactory assessments above, overall Bank Performance is rated 
Satisfactory (S). 

5.2 Borrower Performance 

 (a) Government Performance 
Government performance is rated Moderately Satisfactory (MS). The data that is 
available points to significant responsiveness on the part of the Government (the Ministry 
of Finance (MOF) and MOLG). Both took the necessary steps to ensure that Bank and 
project requirements were met on a timely basis (particularly ratifying the environmental 
management plan and executing subsidiary agreements), and that MDLF was able to 
operate effectively in Gaza even under the period of Hamas control. Without this 
flexibility on the part of the PA, it would have been impossible to implement the project 
in the Hamas controlled Gaza. A constant and as yet unresolved issue, however, has been 
the role of the MDLF Board in overseeing the management of the organization, and the 
reluctance of the Chairman of the Board (who is also the Minister of Local Government) 
to even partially devolve responsibility for the signing of checks to the Managing 
Director. The latter highlights a long unresolved internal PA issue: the role of MOLG in 
relation to MDLF.13 

(b) Implementing Agency or Agencies Performance 

Despite some problems the performance of MDLF is rated Satisfactory (S). Initial slow 
progress was partly attributable to weak procurement capacity and the ineffective 
management of LTCs.  However, the problems were eventually resolved by recruitment 
of key staff for MDLF and better training of LTCs. The only area that appeared 
continuously weak was in implementing the pilots. The strong areas were technical and 
financial control and reporting, as well as responsiveness to municipality and donor 
requirements. MDLF was also very effective in developing and implementing more 

                                                 
12 Donors’ policies prevented direct interaction with Hamas led municipalities 
13 Efforts are currently underway within the PA to address this, but the prospects are not clear. 
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transparent rules for the allocation of funds to the sector; helping municipalities to 
prepare projects, and persuading them to comply with their legal obligation to submit 
budgets on a timely basis; building a solid municipal database; and sorting out the initial 
LTC problems, as well as the difficult US$ depreciation and resulting contractors’ strike 
problems. MDLF successfully persuaded municipalities informally to contribute to 
resolving sub-project financing gaps, and to do it up front.. Thus MDLF contributed 
significantly to achieving broader sector and institutional reform objectives as well as to 
effective project problem solving.  For instance, as result of the Israeli interventions of 
2009, the MDLF was able to persuade municipalities in Gaza to change priorities to those 
activities which could be implemented within the short-term and serve to alleviate the 
immediate hardships of the population.   Overall, based on this performance, MDLF was 
subsequently entrusted by the Bank and several other donors with the management of the 
follow-on MDP I and a number of other sector related projects, and enjoys the trust of 
MOF and MOP. On the negative side, as MDLF consolidated its documentation (a 
positive step), reporting became more and more skewed towards financial data, with 
insufficient attention to reporting on implementation issues—though they were clearly on 
top of these issues. 

 (c) Justification of Rating for Overall Borrower Performance 

Overall Borrower performance is rated Satisfactory (S). This is based on the substantial 
achievement of project objectives under MDLF, and MDLF’s strong and constantly 
improving leadership. The issue of check signing by of MDLF’s board chairman, though 
important, is not sufficient to undermine this rating.  

6. Lessons Learned  

Nine lessons may be cited out of the several learned through EMSRP II. Some go beyond 
the particular emergency project, and speak to development of projects in both typical 
and conflict situations. The core lessons are: 

i) BIAs are a valuable project tool: Similar emergency initiatives would clearly 
benefit from performing BIAs at key points during the project (e.g. early on after 
effectiveness, mid-term and closing) to help focus and steer the project and draw out 
lessons learned—particularly when the baseline data are inadequate.  
 

ii) Unrelated Pilots are to be discouraged: Attractive as they may be it is not a good 
idea to include pilots in emergency projects unless they are clearly related to the 
emergency at hand or some very important allied project objective, and also have strong 
local ownership. The view of this ICR is that they should be included only when the 
potential learning payoffs are highly relevant to the emergency in question. Otherwise, 
they are likely to be treated as a distraction—which is partly the case under the EMSRP 
II. 
 

iii) Significant institutional reform can in fact be achieved and capacity built even 
under very difficult emergency conditions: On the face of it an emergency project is not 
the place to seek or expect significant reform or capacity building. However, both were in 
fact achieved under the project: a) A more transparent and equitable municipal funding 
allocation mechanism was developed and implemented; and b) Municipalities were 
persuaded to submit their budgets to MOLG (as required by law but mostly in breach). In 
addition, MDLF’s own capacity to plan, monitor, manage and report was strengthened in 
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the process of implementation—to the point where it is now seen as a model for other PA 
institutions and as an essential municipal sector development institution by donors. The 
key to success was to carefully calibrate and link reform to critical project participation 
requirements (access to funds) and to keep the reforms simple, equitable and achievable. 
 

iv) To be effective, it is essential to have (or to build) a capable and reliable project 
delivery mechanism (MDLF), one that is also not seen as overly partisan: Partly due to 
well thought out long term institutional investments backed by the Bank and other 
donors, going back to EMSRP I; and partly due to the discipline and hard work of the 
Palestinians themselves, MDLF evolved, began to consolidate, and became available as 
an effective and relatively neutral vehicle for channeling donor funds to priority projects. 
Without this, it is doubtful that: a) donor funding and support could have been secured 
and maintained in the midst of considerable internal and external political and military 
conflict; b) critical financial, social and technical support could have been provided to 
municipalities; and c) that the financial and technical accountability necessary for 
effective project implementation and institutional development could have been achieved. 
 

v) Flexibility in implementation is as important as simplicity in design:  One of the 
great strengths of EMSRP II, recognized in the 2007 QAG review, was its simplicity. It 
focused on 2 key components: a) essential infrastructure rehabilitation; and b) temporary 
employment generation. However, no less important was the fact that key subcomponents 
could be redefined and/or reprioritized during implementation in response to 
circumstances on the ground. An example of this is the Bank’s readiness to reallocate 
funds from infrastructure rehabilitation to employment generation [in Gaza] in response 
to particular municipal needs and the complementary inputs of co-financiers.  
 

vi) During implementation it is important to encourage and support innovation and 
to tap latent potential and resources. However success does not come easily: An 
unplanned and unheralded achievement in Gaza was the adaptation of existing machinery 
and equipment (tractors, etc.) for critical infrastructure and service delivery tasks when 
the import of materials and spare parts was severely restricted by Israeli blockades. Local 
Bank staff recognized the local need and potential and provided support accordingly to 
local engineers and mechanics.  
 

vii) Deep institutional reform is not a quick process and thus it is essential to be 
patient and to stay engaged: While not explicitly stated in project documents, EMSRP II 
was in fact part of an evolution of municipal sector institution building in WBG—a 
shifting from individual project funding to a much broader, more equitable, more 
transparent, and more sustainable programmatic approach as witnessed by the successor 
MDP I. However, the reform process has taken 8-10 years and it has required much 
nurturing by successive and committed on-ground Bank teams.  
 

viii) Donor coordination can be increased if: a) the local socio-economic and 
institutional situation on the ground is dire enough; b) there is a relevant and effective 
delivery mechanism; and c) the Bank is able to provide capable leadership: Under 
EMSRP II and the follow-on project it has been possible to build a fairly broad donor 
consensus on municipal development policy, investment programming, the implementing 
institution, and the harmonization of individual donor lending, and project systems. The 
explanation lies in a combination of the following: a) donor realization of the depth of the 
negative impact of the post Intifada crisis on the Palestinian people; b) negative impact of 
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the Israeli attacks on Gaza beginning in December 2008; c) the dilemma created by the 
election of Hamas in 2006; d) the emergence of MDLF as a relatively competent and 
politically neutral vehicle that could operate in Gaza and by-pass the Hamas funding 
dilemma; e) the on-ground Bank team’s patient and determined policy leadership. 
 

ix) Sensitive and competent on-ground Bank leadership and supervision is critical for 
success: It would have been difficult if not impossible to put the project together in such 
short time and in such a comprehensive and carefully calibrated manner if the preparation 
team was not acutely aware of the conditions on the ground, and with the key issues and 
actors (individual and institutional). Proximity meant that monitoring and support could 
be close, and that necessary remedial actions could be effected quickly if needed; 
otherwise it would have been difficult to react as sensitively and flexibly. Finally, it 
would have been impossible to build the kind of donor relationship necessary for 
coordinated and effective longer-term sector development without close and continuous 
on-ground contact with key donor representatives over an extended period of time. This 
on-ground contact allowed sharing of experiences; sharing of problem analyses; sharing 
of objectives and options; and sharing of policy and investment constraints and 
dilemmas.  Gradually this began leading to a convergence of strategies and policies. 

7. Comments on Issues Raised by Borrower/Implementing Agencies/Partners  

(a) Borrower/implementing agencies  

Drafts of the ICR were shared with the Borrower and Implementing Agency. In response, 
the Borrower sent the Borrower's ICR, which agrees to the positive outcome of the 
project and does not raise any issues that warrant comments.  Attached in Annex 6. 

(b) Cofinanciers  

The draft ICR was shared with other donors for comments. KfW, SIDA and DANIDA 
provided comments (main points summarized in Annex 7), overall agreeing with the 
positive outcomes of the project, while requesting that the ICR provide a more nuanced 
picture of the role of other donors and also clarifying that they see 
MDLF is a key national institution. While the current ICR accounts for project results 
from a Bank perspective, the Bank fully recognizes the EMSRP II as a collaborative 
effort with the PA and other donors and agrees to the key role of the MDLF. The 
language in the final ICR has been adjusted to remove any statements that could be 
interpreted otherwise.  

(c) Other partners and stakeholders  

 (not assessed) 
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ANNEXES 

 

Annex 1. Project Costs and Financing  

1-a) Project Cost by Component (in USD Million equivalent)—Bank Funds Only 

Components 
Appraisal Estimate 

(USD millions) 

Actual/Latest 
Estimate (USD 

millions)** 
Percentage of 

Appraisal 
1. Emergency Mun. Service 

Assistance Grants 
7.00 8.00 114% 

2. Labor Intensive Employment 
Generation 

1.10 3.10 282% 

3. MDF Window 1.20 1.20 100% 
4. Project Management Costs 0.70 0.70 100% 

Total Baseline Cost   10.00 13.0 130% 

Physical Contingencies    
Price Contingencies   - 

Total Project Costs  10.00 13.00 130% 

Front-end fee PPF    

Front-end fee IBRD    

Total Financing Required 10.00 13.00 130% 
** Additional Bank funding in 2009.  Source: TA and MLDF. 
 
 
 1-b) Financing (all Funds) 

Source of Funds 
Type of Co- 

financing 

Appraisal 
Estimate 

(USD millions)

Actual/Latest 
Estimate 

(USD millions) 
Percentage of 
Appraisal (%)

 Borrower  - -  
Special Financing (World Bank)  10.00 13.00 130% 
France: French Agency For Development  14.80 16.57 112% 
Netherlands, Govt. Of The  (Except For 
MOFA/Min of Dev. Cooperation 

 6.30 6.17 
98% 

Germany: Kreditanstalt Fur Wiederaufbau 
(KFW) 

 - 20.71 
na 
 

Sweden: Swedish Agency for 
International Development (SIDA) 

 - 8.62 
na 

Denmark: Danish Agency for 
International Development (DANIDA) 

 - 5.22 
na 

Financing Gap  9.10 - na 

Total  40.20 70.28 175% 
Source: TA and MDLF. 
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1-c) Project Financing by Component and Donor at Appraisal 

Estimated Cost by Component W. Bank AFD 
Nether- 

lands Fin Gap Total 
  US$m US$m US$m US$m US$m 

Comp 1: Emergency Municipal Services 
1.1 Infrastructure Rehab, Maintenance & 
Upgrading, Municipal Services 
Equipment 5.0 na na 5.0 26.0 
1.2 Non-wage Recurrent Expenditure for 
Direct Services 2.0 na na 1.7 3.7 

sub-total 7.0 13.0 3.0 6.7 29.7 
Comp. 2: Emergency Employment 
Generation 1.1 3.0 2.0 6.1 
Comp. 3: MDLF Innovation Window 

3.1 Piloting of Prepaid Metering Scheme 0.5 0.5 
3.2 LG-NGO Collaboration Pilot 0.7 0.7 

sub-total 1.2 1.2 

total Sub-Projects 9.3 13.0 6.0 8.7 37.0 
Comp 4: Project Management Costs 
4.1 MDLF Management Fee 2.0 

4.2 Technical Assistance & Monitoring 1.2 
sub-total 0.7 1.8 0.3 0.4 3.2 

Total Project Costs 10.0 14.8 6.3 9.1 40.2 
Source: TA. 
 
 
 
1-d) Changes in Bank Project Financing by Component, 2007 to 2011 

 ISR # 1 ISR # 2* ISR # 3 ISR # 4 ISR # 5 ISR # 
6** 

ISR # 7 

Project Components Jun- 07 May- 08 Dec- 08 Jun- 09 Dec- 09 Jun- 10 May-11 
        

1. Emergency Mun. Service 
Assistance Grants 

7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 5.00 8.00 8.00 

2. Labor Intensive 
Employment Generation 

1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 3.10 3.10 3.10 

3. MDF Window 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 

4. Project Management 
Costs 

0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 

Total 10.00 10.00 10.00 100 10.00 13.00 13.00 
Source: Bank ISRs. *Mid-Term Review, March 2008. ** Additional Bank funding in 2009. 
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1-e) Distribution of Original and Revised Bank Funding by Component and by West Bank and 
Gaza, and by Actual Disbursement to Date 

Component 
Allocated Fund  

West Bank 
(US$m) 

Allocated 
Fund  Gaza 

(US$m) 

Total 
Allocated 
(US$m) 

Total 
Disbursed 

(US$m) 
All-Disb 
(US$m) 

Original fund 
  

1.a : Works, goods 2.03 0.14 2.18 2.18 0.00 
1.b : Budgetary support 1.44 1.38 2.83 2.83 0.00 

sub-total 3.48 1.52 5.00 5.00 0.00 
2    Job creation 1.69 1.41 3.10 3.10 
3.a :  Electricity study 
and Parking meters 
installation 0.51 0.51 0.36 0.14 
3.b  : NGOs-LGUs 
collaboration 0.42 0.28 0.70 0.49 0.21 

sub-total 6.10 3.21 9.31 8.96 0.35 

4.a  :  LTCs 0.12 0.07 0.19 0.19 

4.b  : Management fees 0.33 0.17 0.50 0.50 

Total 6.55 3.45 10.00 9.65 0.35 

Additional fund 
1.a : Works, goods 0.72 0.72 0.71 0.01 
1.b : Budgetary support 2.07 2.07 2.01 0.06 
sub-total 2.79 2.79 2.72 0.07 
2    Job creation 
3.a :  Electricity study 
and Parking meters 
installation 
3.b  : NGOs-LGUs 
collaboration 

sub-total 2.79 2.79 2.72 0.07 

4.a  :  LTCs 

4.b  : Management fees 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.00 

Total 3.00 3.00 2.93 0.07 

Consolidated fund   
1.a : Works, goods 2.03 0.87 2.90 2.89 0.01 
1.b : Budgetary support 1.44 3.45 4.89 4.84 0.06 

sub-total 3.48 4.31 7.79 7.73 0.07 

2    Job creation 1.69 1.41 3.10 3.10 
3.a :  Electricity study 
and Parking meters 
installation 0.51 0.51 0.36 0.14 
3.b  : NGOs-LGUs 
collaboration 0.42 0.28 0.70 0.49 0.21 

sub-total 6.10 6.00 12.10 11.68 0.42 

4.a  :  LTCs 0.12 0.07 0.19 0.19 

4.b  : Management fees 0.33 0.38 0.71 0.71 0.00 

Total 6.55 6.45 13.00 12.58 0.42 
Source: MDLF. 
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1-f) Distribution of Original and Revised Bank Funding by Category, by West Bank and Gaza, 
and by Actual Disbursement to Date 

Category 
Allocated 

Fund  West 
Bank US$m) 

Allocated 
Fund  Gaza 

US$m) 

Total 
Allocated 
(US$m) 

Total Disbursed 
(US$m) 

Original fund         
Works 1.81 0.35 2.15 2.04 
Goods 2.07 1.07 3.14 2.93 
Incremental 2.15 1.79 3.94 3.91 

sub-total 6.02 3.21 9.23 8.88 

Management fees and audits 0.33 0.17 0.50 0.50 
Services 0.18 0.09 0.27 0.27 

Total 6.52 3.48 10.00 9.65 

Additional fund 
Works 0.33 0.33 0.32 
Goods 0.75 0.75 0.75 
Incremental 1.71 1.71 1.65 

sub-total 2.79 2.79 2.72 
Management fees and audits 0.21 0.21 0.21 
Services 

Total 3.00 3.00 2.93 

Consolidated fund 
Works 1.81 0.68 2.49 2.36 
Goods 2.07 1.83 3.89 3.69 
Incremental 2.15 3.50 5.64 5.56 

sub-total 6.02 6.00 12.02 11.60 

Management fees and audits 0.33 0.38 0.71 0.71 
Services 0.18 0.09 0.27 0.27 

Total 6.52 6.48 13.00 12.58 
Source: MDLF.
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1-g) Actual Project Financing by Component and by Donor 

Estimated Cost by Component 
W. Bank 
Original 

W. Bank 
Addn’l 
Funds 

W. Bank 
Total AFD 

Nether- 
lands SIDA DANIDA KFW Total 

  US$m US$m US$m US$m* US$m US$m US$m US$m* US$m 

Comp 1: Emergency Municipal Services 

1.1 Infrastructure Rehab, Maintenance & 
Upgrading, Municipal Services Equipment 2.18 0.72 2.90 na na na na na na 
1.2 Non-wage Recurrent Expenditure for 
Direct Services 2.83 2.07 4.89 na na na na na na 
sub-total 5.00 2.79 7.79 na na na na na na 
Comp. 2: Emergency Employment 
Generation 3.10 3.10 na na na na na na 

Comp. 3: MDLF Innovation Window 

3.1 Piloting of Prepaid Metering Scheme 0.51 0.51 
3.2 LG-NGO Collaboration Pilot 0.70 0.70 
sub-total 1.21 1.21 

total Sub-Projects 9.31 2.79 12.10 na na na na na na 
Comp 4: Project Management Costs 
4.1 MDLF Management Fee 0.50 0.21 0.71 na na na na na na 

4.2 Technical Assistance & Monitoring 0.19 0.19 na na na na na na 
sub-total 0.69 0.21 0.90 na na na na na na 

Total Project Costs 10.00 3.00 13.00 16.57 6.17 8.62 5.22 20.71 70.28 
Source: MDLF Report for period April 1 to end June 2011. * Euro converted at Euro 1.0 = US$ 1.38053 
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1-h) Key Project Signing and Closing Dates 

  
W. Bank 
Original 

W. Bank 
Add. Funds W. Bank Total AFD 

Nether- 
lands SIDA DANIDA KFW 

Signing Date Feb, 2007 July. 2009 na July, 2007 Mar, 2007 Oct, 2008 June, 2010 Sep, 2009 

Original Closing Date June, 2009 June, 2011 na Dec, 2011 Feb, 2009 June, 2011 Sep, 2011 Sep, 2011 

Revised Closing date June, 2011 June, 2011 na Na Dec, 2011 Sep, 2011 na na 

Source: MDLF Interim Financial Report for Period Ending June 30, 2011. 
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1-i) Disbursement (US$) 

Fiscal 
Year 

Year 
Month 

Original 
Amt. 

Formally 
Revised 

Amt. 
Revise
d Amt. 

Actual 
Amt. 

Origin
al Amt. 

Formally 
Revised 

Amt. 
Revised 

Amt. 
Actual 
Amt. 

07 06 Dec 0.77 
07 07 Mar 0.3 0.77 
07 07 Jun 0.8 2.76 1.99 1.99 3% 6% 0% 0% 
08 07 Sep 1.8 2.76 1.99 1.99 8% 21% 15% 15% 
08 07 Dec 3.3 2.76 1.99 1.99 18% 21% 15% 15% 
08 08 Mar 4.8 3.45 2.68 2.68 33% 21% 15% 15% 
08 08 Jun 5.8 6.02 3.49 5.25 48% 27% 21% 21% 
09 08 Sep 6.8 8.84 5.24 8.07 58% 46% 27% 40% 
09 08 Dec 8.3 10.21 6.99 9.45 68% 68% 40% 62% 
09 09 Mar 9.3 10.46 8.74 9.69 83% 79% 54% 73% 
09 09 Jun 10.0 10.55 10 9.79 93% 80% 67% 75% 
10 09 Sep 10.0 11.4 10.84 10.63 100% 81% 77% 75% 
10 09 Dec 10.0 11.51 10.96 10.74 100% 88% 83% 82% 
10 10 Mar 10.0 12.26 11.71 11.49 100% 89% 84% 83% 
10 10 Jun 10.0 12.54 12.26 12.54 100% 94% 90% 88% 
11 10 Sep 10.0 13.00 13.00 13.00 100% 96% 94% 96% 

(US$) (Percent %) 
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Annex 2. Outputs by Component (Key Performance Indicators) 
 
Introduction 

This Annex summarizes achievements of key objectives and outputs as identified in the TA and the ISRs. 
The Annex also provides additional information on a number of issues that have been summarized in the 
main text, including: 

 Project Preparation, Design and Quality at Entry 
 Implementation 
 Achievement of Project Development Objectives 

Further, the Annex provides data on the following: 

 Annex 2-a), Sector-Related WBG Assistance Strategy Goal, indicates that the sector goals were only 
largely achieved. Overall achievement is rated Satisfactory (S) despite some minor shortcomings 
because more could not be reasonably expected in the extremely difficult context. The key issues are:  

i) municipalities still receive funds from MOF and other donor sources outside this framework 
ii) municipality budgets are seemingly not yet being systematically reviewed or used by MOLG for 

funds allocation 

These are more appropriately addressed under the follow up MDP 1, however. 
 

 Annex 2-b), Sector Indicators, shows that the achievement of sector objectives was Moderately 
Satisfactory (MS). 
The key targets (new rules based formula and system institutionalized, and Equalization Grant System 
institutionalized) were met, but there were some problems with the public disclosure of budgets. Only 
54 (of the target of 90 percent) percent were apparently disclosed, underperforming expectations and 
hence the MS rating on this item. 

 Annex 2-c), Outputs by Component, shows the physical outputs with respect to infrastructure and other 
works; the achievements of employment objectives and beneficiary satisfaction, and the relative lack 
of achievement with respect to the pilots. Overall achievement is rated Satisfactory (S) despite 
problems with the pilots which were rated MU, here and throughout the entire implementation period 
based on the ISRs. The achievements with respect to beneficiary satisfaction, employment generation, 
and infrastructure rehabilitation were all satisfactory. Significant repair and improvements were made 
to roads, solid waste services, electricity services, water supply networks, and public facilities—as 
shown in this annex, and evidenced by in distribution of expenditure shown annexes 2d-i. 

 Annexes 2-d-i) indicate the distribution of Bank funding by sector and governorate, and shows where 
the Bank funding went and for what. They also highlight the differences in the structure of 
expenditure between West Bank and Gaza, and between the original and additional funding.  

Project Preparation, Design and Quality at Entry 

The project was prepared quickly (within 4 months) during the second half of 2006. In spite of the 
emergency situation and the very difficult conditions on the ground, the Bank was able to respond 
because of its deep sector knowledge, and because its ability to draw on the recently completed EMSRP I. 
Importantly, it was also able to use ongoing preparatory work from the planned project--the Municipal 
Management and Service Delivery Project (MMSDP) which was cancelled at the request of the PA-- and 
sector knowledge used as a base for preparing EMSRP II. 14  Based on this, EMSRP II was able to include 
institutional measures to a greater extent than what would normally be seen for an emergency operation, 
                                                 
14 The TA is not specific on the preparation status of MMSDP  at the time of EMSRP II appraisal, or on which 
components of MMSDP were included in EMSRP II. 
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balancing crisis response with the strengthening of institutional capacity. The October 2007 evaluation by 
QAG (discussed in Section 5) also rated the QAE satisfactory.  

The project was relatively well prepared, and the potential impact of the Trust Fund for Gaza and the 
West Bank (TFGWB) was significantly increased by the Bank leveraging other donor’s funds for the 
project. The balance between crisis response and institutional reform was appropriate, well thought out, 
and well structured.  Key reforms related to rationalization of the overall sector funds allocation system, 
and the timely submission of budgets was a condition of funding, reinforcing what municipalities were 
already required to do by law. Linking of access to funds with non-onerous reforms was a good tactic in a 
context where the municipalities were in desperate need for funds. The risks were appropriately identified 
and assessed as high, and appropriate mitigation measures set in place by: i) focusing on rehabilitation 
and activities where the stock of required materials was at hand thus limiting the risk of materials 
shortages; ii) decentralizing sub-project preparation, procurement and monitoring thus limiting the risk of 
approvals bottlenecks; iii) utilizing an implementing agency that was seen as relatively neutral and 
increasingly competent; and v) mobilizing donor participation thus sharing the risks and increasing the 
pool of available funds. The design of the electricity metering pilot was based on prior successful piloting 
of the approach at Jerusalem District Electric Utility Company. This sub-component had substantial 
potential to solve a major issue of arrears by Palestinian households that the PA had to cover to the Israel 
Electricity Company, constituting the second largest PA expenditure after the wage bill.15   

The project built effectively on lessons learned, primarily from EMSRP I. These may be summarized as 
follows:  

 Focus on fewer LGUs (132 instead of 400) in order to improve impact. 
 Decentralize to the extent possible to ensure ownership and relevance to local needs. 
 Be flexible in order to be able to respond more effectively to problems as well as opportunities arising 

during implementation—reflected inter alia in the demand-driven approach and a willingness to 
readjust Bank funding allocation to accommodate the preferences of other donors as noted in the 
March 2008 Mid Term Review (MTR) 

 Continue to build the existing implementing agency (MDLF) technical and managerial capacity that 
operates effectively even in the extremely complex political and security environment and is able to 
attract wide donor support. 

In addition, the experience of the earlier project pointed to the continued need to rationalize the allocation 
of funds from central to local governments,16 and to improve accountability at both central and local 
levels—a task partly assumed by EMSRP II. (See Annexes 2 and 10 for details.) 

A number of aspects of the project could have been improved, however: First, while the sector and 
institutional development objectives of the project were obvious and had been clearly specified as such in 
EMSRP I, they were not so specified in EMSRP II, and there were divergent statements of the PDO in the 
TA (TA) and Grant Agreement. This led to some ambiguity in defining indicators (see review of 
Objectives and Indicators in Annex 2, and Annex 10 for comparison with EMSRP I).17 Second, the output 
indicators were not well specified; there were too many to be practically monitored, and too many that 
were unquantifiable. The latter shortcoming was largely but not completely corrected by a major revision 
of the indicators during the March 2008 Mid-Term review (see Annex 2). Third, there was ambiguity 
concerning the number and timing of the required beneficiary impact assessments (BIAs)—see Section 
2.3. Fourth, while the idea of including pilots was not necessarily a bad one even in an emergency 
                                                 
15 This partly explains the inclusion of the pre-paid metering pilot. However, the Palestinian Energy Authority took 
over the initiative just prior to EMSRP II approval. 
16 Data on the nature and volume of these intergovernmental transfers were not provided in the appraisal document, 
and were not available at the time of writing this ICR. 
17 There were significant differences re indicators between the text of the TA and the Indicator Annex (3) of this 
document. There were also differences with the ISRs. 
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project, it is not clear that there was strong ownership for them or that the mechanisms for preparation and 
implementation were adequately thought through. The second pilot (municipality/NGO cooperation) was 
also inadequately specified—i.e., what precisely were the expected achievements. These problems are 
minor shortcomings from the overall quality at entry; but given the robustness of the design and the 
rapidity of project preparation under very challenging conditions, the ICR concurs with the QAG’s 
Satisfactory rating. 

Implementation 

EMSRP II was never seriously at risk at any time though periodic delays were experienced. The project 
was due to close in June 2009. However, as noted it was extended first to December 2009 to enable the 
completion of the parking meter pilot, and later to June 2011 to enable the implementation of the 
additional US$3 million funding for Gaza.  

The project got off to a slow start in the first half of 2007.  Implementation was severely hampered by 
Israeli military restrictions on the movement of people and goods—particularly in and out of Gaza, but 
also in the West Bank; and there were problems with oversight, by MDLF, of the LTC who were not 
adequately fulfilling their roles in helping the municipalities to prepare proposals, and in subsequently 
monitoring project implementation.  In addition, there were staffing problems at MDLF, including low 
procurement capacity and ability to manage the LTCs. Also, there were delays due to a contractors’ strike 
occasioned by a depreciation of the US dollar and its negative impact on construction costs. Further, the 
first pilot had to be replaced early on (apparently during the first year, but not formally until October 
2008—see section 3.2). 

Many of the managerial and contractual issues were addressed by 2008 (as confirmed by the MTR and 
the Implementation Status and Results report (ISRs)), and considerable improvements were noted in the 
performance of municipalities and MDLF. Improvements were due partly to the recruitment of key 
procurement and managerial staff by MDLF, a change in LTC recruitment process, and learning by all 
parties. With respect to MDLF’s own performance, they established a comprehensive project database 
and an effective financial management, monitoring and reporting system—both well respected and relied 
upon by donors and the Bank for their own reporting. MDLF also addressed the contractor issue by 
persuading municipalities to fund the resulting cost escalation from their own resources.  Further, the 
March 2008 mid-term review was instrumental in helping to correct several shortcomings in the M&E 
framework (see Section 2.1 and Annex 2). However, in December 2008 the Israelis attacked Gaza 
militarily, severely disrupting project operations, physically devastating several neighborhoods, and 
making an already very difficult situation far worse. As indicated above, the Bank and other donors 
responded quickly to the new crisis by providing additional funds to help keep essential infrastructure and 
services in Gaza functioning—even if at a minimal level. MDLF also strengthened their staffing and 
stepped up their operations there. Importantly, the close supervision by the Bank team based in WBG, and 
effort by the MDLF to improve its performance meant that disbursements could quickly be put back on 
track, a major objective in this type of emergency operation, targeting quick disbursements to mitigate 
deterioration of services (see Annex 1(i)).  Despite the many obstacles, the MDLF, with strong support 
from the Bank, was largely able to complete the original project by December 2009, and the additional 
activities as planned by June 2011.  

With regard to the municipal infrastructure and services improvements, 18 of the total original funding for 
infrastructure, services and job creation (US$9.71m—see Annex 2(d-i)), on the West Bank 43 percent 
went to road rehabilitation, 12, 11, and 10 percent respectively went to improvements to public facilities, 
electricity, and solid waste, and 18 percent to a mixture of other infrastructure and services improvements. 
The improvements were widely distributed across 11 West Bank governorates. With respect to Gaza, 

                                                 
18Due to the nature of the conflict, (e.g. destruction of infrastructure at various points before and during project), specific figures 
on service delivery levels are unavailable.  
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solid waste and roads accounted for 26 and 20 percent respectively of the infrastructure and services 
expenditures, and 41 percent going a mix of other infrastructure and services expenditures. Overall, the 
largest share of expenditures (35 percent) from the original grant went to road improvements, followed by 
miscellaneous other municipal improvements (25 percent) and solid waste (15 percent). These 
expenditures were widely distributed across the 5 main Gaza governorates. With regard to the additional 
US$3m, it all went to Gaza to help address the damage due to the Israeli incursions under their operation 
“Cast Lead” beginning in December 2008. Of the infrastructure rehabilitation and improvement funds 
(US$2.27m), 45 percent went to solid waste, 11 percent to roads, 5 percent to sewage, 2 percent each to 
roads and water supplies, and 31 percent to a mix of other municipal improvements. Again, these 
expenditures were widely distributed across the 5 main Gaza governorates. Discussions with the 
municipalities during the preparation of this ICR indicated that these improvements helped considerably 
in improving the physical conditions in WBG (confirmed by the BIA), and that the improvements were 
especially welcomed by the smaller municipalities which tended to be neglected or overlooked in the past. 
Further, in several cases, these (along with allied donor funding—see Annex 1) were the only 
rehabilitation funds available to municipalities. 

Achievement of Project Development Objectives 

The PDO was achieved with minor shortcomings and is rated Satisfactory (S). EMSRP II helped lay the 
foundation for the major on-going policy and strategic shift under MDP I, from a succession of largely 
uncoordinated individual donor-supported initiatives, to a more sustainable nationally-led long term 
programmatic approach (see description at Annex 10). The project had three objectives, which are 
weighed in this analysis according to both the importance to respond to the emergency situation, emphasis 
in PRDP and Interim Strategy and the funds allocated to the activities measured by each sub-PDO. The 
first two were clearly the primary objectives-- as reflected in their status in the ISRs. 

The first sub-objective of providing assistance for mitigating further deterioration in the delivery of 
essential municipal services in the West Bank and Gaza was achieved with minor shortcomings. The 
majority of project funds were used to this end, with US$7.8M disbursed under Component 1, or 67 
percent of project funds. As noted in Annex 2, the project financed works in a number of sectors under 
municipal responsibility and also funded non-wage recurrent expenditure to keep services operational. 
The latter was critical in keeping key services going, particularly in Gaza, and preventing further 
deterioration in service delivery, based on locally determined priorities. The resources provided by the 
Bank, plus the additional funds leveraged, directly or indirectly benefited the 70 percent of the WBG 
population living in the 132 municipalities targeted. Importantly, the indicator on beneficiary satisfaction 
was achieved, with 81 percent of the target population reporting and they are satisfied or very satisfied 
and the same percentage reporting high relevance. The strong ownership of investments was underscored 
by the municipalities providing additional funds to meet the financing gap following cost increases. 
Further, the Bank was able to leverage rather modest funds (US$10m initially) to mobilize an additional 
US$32m (plus subsequently US$27m additional), and these funds were what made it possible to institute 
a transparent, fair and rules-based transfer system. Achievement of the outcome indicator was a result 
largely attributable to the Bank’s intervention and coordination effort. The role of EMSRP II in laying the 
foundation for the major policy shifts under the successor MDP I (see Section 2.5 above and Annex 10), 
as well as in promoting greatly increased donor cooperation should be recognized as a major 
achievement, in a context of weak institutional capacity. The submission of executed and planned 
municipal budget reports to MOLG was achieved as a result of this being a criteria to access funds, and 
this in itself is a result at the institutional level attributable to the project.  However, the indicator of 
public disclosure of municipal budgets was only partially (56 percent disclosed versus a target of 90 
percent) achieved, and only 46 percent of beneficiaries reported that the municipality was transparent in 
its disclosures. 
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Sub-objective 2 was supported by Component 2, and the creation of temporary job opportunities at the 
local level was fully achieved, with 167,000 person-days of employment created against a target of 
140,000. The BIA indicated that most beneficiaries (95 percent) had a positive or very positive view of 
the program. About US3.1 million was spent on this component, or 25 percent of project expenditures. 
This also helped the project to achieve the outcome indicator of assuring an equalization effect. The 
transfer allocation system formula has an element of equalization in that it uses population and need 
(employment) as part of the formula.  

The third sub-objective of promoting pilot initiatives that foster collaboration among local governments 
and NGOs and promote municipal cost recovery was only partially achieved. The pilot which sought to 
explore the possibilities for improving municipal service cost recovery through the introduction of pre-
paid electric metering systems as previously noted was replaced by a parking meter scheme. The second 
sought to test the possibilities for leveraging partnerships with local NGOs to deliver services more 
effectively. Results from the parking meter pilot have so far been inconclusive, but should still be seen as 
a worthwhile effort to promote cost recovery and should yield dividends in the future.  The meters have 
been installed however there are issues with enforcement.  The second pilot was also only partially 
successful. Ten pilots were implemented including a successful community center operation developed in 
one municipality in Gaza;19 a women’s training center constructed in Ajanta municipality in the southern 
West Bank that is operating satisfactorily; and a park and community center developed in Bait Shout 
municipality, also in the southern West Bank. The total number of beneficiaries from the NGO sub-
projects was 22,180 in the West Bank and 18,387 in Gaza. However, the partnership process between the 
municipality and the local NGO was fairly mechanical, with the municipality simply constructing the 
building and handing it over to the NGO for operations. On both counts the pilots were only partially 
successful, but yielded useful lessons on the advisability of including such components without very clear 
links to core project objectives or strong local ownership.  

Overall, despite shortcomings the project responded well to the emergency situation, and with the rather 
limited funds (US$13 M total) was able to achieve results both in terms of mitigating the immediate 
impact of the crisis in terms of service delivery and employment generation, while laying the institutional 
foundations for continued improvement in these areas and in intergovernmental transfers. The pilots were 
less successful, but still provided valuable lessons learned in return for limited investments. In addition 
(and importantly), the quantifiable project investments yielded highly positive economic rates of return 
and the non-quantifiable infrastructure maintenance and job creation efforts were relatively efficient (see 
Section 3.3 below). Further, the two primary objectives of the project (accounting for some 85 percent of 
expenditures and directly addressing the emergency) were significantly achieved. Further, as noted in 
Section 2.1, the funds greatly benefitted many smaller municipalities that were often neglected or by-
passed and were of then the only rehabilitation funds available. The above, taken together, justifies the 
Satisfactory rating above. 

                                                 
19 Details are unavailable, and very information is provided in the ISRs. 
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2-a)  Sector-Related WBG Assistance Strategy Goal*  

Narrative Summary Key Performance Indicators Achievement 
Sector Related WBG Assistance Strategy 
Goal Sector Indicators  

 Strengthening capacities for and financing the 
delivery of basic services to the poor –through the 
development of efficient and transparent 
institutions in five key Palestinian “institutional 
domains” – the PA ministries, the municipalities, 
the universities, NGOs and private sector 
representative bodies. 

 Development of a more equitable and 
transparent municipal finance system, 
building on the development of the 
Municipal Development and Lending 
Fund established under EMSRP. 

 MDLF mainstreams rules-based system 
for intergovernmental fiscal transfers 

 Rating: S 
 A new grants allocation formula was 

developed and applied by MDLF in 2009; 
the formula is being used for distribution 
the funds to municipalities for capital 
investments based on needs, population and 
performance 

 However, municipalities still receive funds 
from MOF and other donor sources outside 
this framework 

 

  EAP Access Criteria provides incentive 
to municipalities to improve budgetary 
reporting to improve sector monitoring 
and transparency in financial resource 
management 

 Rating: S 
 All (100%) municipalities now submit 

budgets to MOLG and to MDP 
 However, budgets seemingly not yet being 

systematically reviewed or used by MOLG 
for funds allocation 

  Continue providing analytical and 
programmatic leadership to the collective 
effort to cope with the emergency, while 
initiating multi-donor operations to support 
delivery of essential social services. 

 Donor Consultative Forum established, 
linked to the Municipal Development 
and Lending Fund to serve as a 
programmatic framework for mobilizing 
and coordinating donor assistance to 
local governments 

 Increased intergovernmental transfers 
and increased donor aid mobilized 
through the Municipal Fund 

  Improved municipal service coverage 

 Rating: S 
 MDLF used to organize the meetings of the 

Donors Consultation Forum (DCF), with 
attendance of MDLF Board of Directors, 
MDLF staff, MOP, MOLG and the 
Financing Partners 

 A key achievements of these meetings is the 
harmonization of donors under the ongoing 
MDP program 

 
*Technical  Annex (TA), Annex 3 p 45.  
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2-b) Sector Indicators*   

TA (2006) 
Indicator  

(ISRs # 1-7) Baseline 
End Target 
(ISRs # 1-7) Achievement 

1. Instituting a Rules-
based System of 
Intergovernmental 
Fiscal Transfers: 
Emergency As-
sistance Grants 
provided to 
municipalities in 
accordance with a 
transparent, fair 
and rules-based 
transfer system 

 Emergency 
Assistance 
Grants provided
to municipalities
in accordance
with a transpa-
rent, fair and
rules-based 
transfer system 

 None  New rules based 
formula and 
system 
institutionalized 

 Rating: S 
 A new grants allocation formula was developed 

and applied in 2009 
 The formula is being used by MDLF for 

distribution the funds to municipalities for 
capital investments based on needs, population 
and performance 

2. Public Disclosure 
of Municipal 
Budgets 

 Public 
Disclosure of
Municipal 
Budgets 

 40%  End Target: 
90%, June 2009 

 

 Rating: MS 
 All municipalities submitted their budgets to 

MDLF and MOLG in 2010  
 However, these budgets are not yet being fully 

disclosed to their citizens 
 MDLF through the outreach and communication 

with the municipalities continues to encourage 
them to disclose their budgets to their citizens.   

1. Equalization Effect 
(Unemployment or 
Poverty Targeting) 

 Equalization 
Effect 
(Unemployment 
or Poverty 
Targeting) 

 None  Equalization 
Grant System 
institutionalized 

 

 Rating: S 
 Funds now distributed based on unemployment 

index multiplied by the % municipality 
population/total governorate population. 

 Unemployment index per governorate has been 
used for all funds allocated to component 2, job 
creation. EMSRPII AF has adopted unified 
transparent criteria for funds allocation which 
was approved by donors and endorsed by PA. 

* First Part of ISR “Status of Agreed Outcome Indicator” table; TA text page 16; Not included in TA Annex 3, p45. 
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2-c)  Outputs by Component (not recorded in ISRs) 

Outputs for each component* Output Indicators (TA)** End Target* Achievement MDLF  

Component 1 : Emergency 
Municipal Services Assistance 
Grants: 

 80% of beneficiaries 
rate municipal 
services as improved 
as determined by 
Beneficiary 
Assessment 

Rating: S 

 (i) Rehabilitation and 
reconstruction of 
damaged municipal 
infrastructure and 
facilities, as well as the 
supply of equipment to 
sustain municipal 
service provision. 

 Water supply: 
 km networks rehabilitated 

 
 na 

  
 3.9 km of water networks rehabilitated 
 903 water meters installed 

 Sanitation: 
 km networks rehabilitated  na 

  
 1.69 km of wastewater networks rehabilitated 

 Solid Waste: 
 # units of solid waste 

collection equipment and 
vehicles supplied (bins, 
collection tools, compactors, 
small collection trucks, etc.) 

 volume of solid waste 
collected, % (tons)  

 na  447 solid waste containers installed 
 2 tractors and 3 trailers installed 

 Electricity: 
 km of rehabilitated 

electricity networks 
 # new installed electricity 

polls 
 # distribution transformers 

 na 
  
 9 km of electrical networks rehabilitated 

 Roads: 
 km of roads rehabilitated 
 meters of sidewalks 

rehabilitated/constructed 
 # manholes and drainage 

systems installed 
 length of storm water 

 na 
  
 72.5 km paved 
 10 km sidewalks construction and rehabilitated 
 4.6 km of street lighting networks rehabilitated 
 2973 street lighting units installed 
 809 lm of culverts and drainage rehabilitated 
 240 lm hand rails constructed/rehabilitated 
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Outputs for each component* Output Indicators (TA)** End Target* Achievement MDLF  

drainage installed  630 lm of retaining walls constructed 
 street roller, asphalt cutter , excavator and 

concrete mixer installed 

 Public/Municipal Buildings: 
 m2 of rehabilitated 

municipal buildings 
(headquarters) 

 m2 of municipal service 
buildings rehabilitated/ 
maintained (public libraries, 
schools, theatres, clinics, 
etc.) 

 na  3,958 m2 of public buildings 
constructed/rehabilitated 

 1,430 m2 of public facilities 
constructed/rehabilitated 

(ii) Non-wage recurrent 
expenditures as direct 
input to the provision of 
essential municipal services 
over a period of up to two 
years 

  
 na 

 Budgetary Support: US$ 2,652,440 spent for 
spare parts,  fees for dumping sites, services tools, 
labor insurance, vehicles insurance, supplying 
fuels to maintain the basic services  

Component 2: Labor-
intensive 
Employment Generation 

 # person-days of direct 
temporary employment 
created (based on 50% labor 
content and average us$15 
per person-day): 

  # months equivalent of 
seasonal jobs 

  # person-days of indirect 
temporary employment 
(estimate) 

 average % labor content 
(compared to target 

 min. 50% labor content) 

 140,000 
person days 

 Rating: S 
 Direct Temporary Employment: 167,533 person-

days were created with US$12.59 per person-day; 
equivalent to 5,584 person- months with US$378 
per person-month; labor content for that is 
69.58%, which is higher than the percentage set in 
the TA of the project (50%)  

 Indirect Temporary Employment: 3,304person-
day was created with us $15 per person-day; 
equivalent to 110 person-month with us $450 per 
person-month.  

Component 3: MD L F 
Innovation Window 
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Outputs for each component* Output Indicators (TA)** End Target* Achievement MDLF  

(i) Piloting pre-paid 
metering 
systems at municipalities 

 % increase in municipal 
revenue from electricity bill 
collection in pilot areas 
(min. baseline x%) 
throughout the project life 

 10% in cost 
recovery 

 Rating: MU 
 Metering Pilot: Original electricity metering 

replaced by parking meters in Ramallah and Al 
Bireh Municipalities; parking meters installed but 
not fully operational 

(ii) Piloting Local 
Government NGO 
collaboration for 
emergency and 
other joint 
programming 
purposes 

 # joint applications received  
 # joint applications accepted   
  # joint projects completed   
 estimated number of 

beneficiaries (target min. to 
be determined). 

 na  Rating: MU 
 NGO Component: 33 joint proposals were 

received from municipalities and NGOS, 10 of 
these proposals were approved; total number of 
beneficiaries was 22,180 in the West Bank and 
18,387 in Gaza. However, subcomponent suffered 
from lack of clarity re linkage to emergency 
program, ownership and implementation 
mechanism. 

* From TA (Annex 3, p49). ** From Mid-Term Review, March 2008, which modified original, eliminating several measures. 
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2-e)  Distribution of Original Bank Funding by Sector and Governorate, West Bank and Gaza 

Governorate Roads Water Sewerage Electricity 
Solid 
Waste 

Public 
Facilities Others  

($m) 

Tulkarm 0.26 0.04 
 

0.12 
 

0.02 0.02 0.45 

Salfit 0.11 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.20 
Tubas 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.09 
Qalqilia 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.16 
Nablus 0.27 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.44 
Jenin 0.34 0.02 0.21 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.68 
Jericho 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04 
Hebron 0.82 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.31 0.39 1.84 
Bethlehem 0.19 0.02 0.12 0.18 0.04 0.54 
Jerusalem 0.22 0.02 0.04 0.15 0.09 0.06 0.58 
Ramallah & Albireh 0.33 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.52 1.07 

sub-total West Bank 2.63 0.32 0.06 0.67 0.60 0.73 1.09 6.10 

Deir Al Balah 0.14 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.24 0.05 0.29 0.81 

Gaza 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.55 
North Gaza 0.30 0.05 0.01 0.15 0.26 0.77 
Khan Younis 0.10 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.27 0.07 0.15 0.68 
Rafah 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.10 0.02 0.19 

sub-Total Gaza 0.59 0.11 0.13 0.06 0.77 0.12 1.22 3.00 

Total 3.23 0.44 0.18 0.73 1.36 0.85 2.31 9.10 

  (Percentage (%)) 

Tulkarm 8% 9% 0% 16% 0% 2% 1% 5% 

Salfit 3% 4% 0% 6% 0% 4% 0% 2% 
Tubas 1% 10% 0% 0% 1% 2% 0% 1% 
Qalqilia 2% 2% 27% 5% 1% 0% 0% 2% 
Nablus 8% 8% 0% 7% 4% 2% 1% 5% 
Jenin 10% 5% 0% 29% 3% 2% 2% 8% 
Jericho 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
Hebron 26% 27% 0% 14% 7% 36% 17% 20% 
Bethlehem 6% 0% 0% 2% 9% 21% 2% 6% 
Jerusalem 7% 4% 0% 6% 11% 10% 3% 6% 

Ramallah & Albireh 10% 5% 4% 6% 7% 6% 23% 12% 

sub-total West Bank 82% 74% 32% 92% 44% 86% 47% 67% 

Deir Albalah 4% 6% 30% 1% 17% 6% 12% 9% 

Gaza 0% 6% 0% 2% 0% 0% 22% 6% 
North Gaza 9% 0% 26% 1% 11% 0% 11% 8% 
Khan Younis 3% 9% 12% 4% 20% 8% 7% 8% 
Rafah 1% 5% 0% 1% 8% 0% 1% 2% 

sub-Total Gaza 18% 26% 68% 8% 56% 14% 53% 33% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Governorate Roads Water Sewerage Electricity 
Solid 
Waste 

Public 
Facilities Others  

Tulkarm 58% 9% 0% 26% 0% 4% 3% 100% 
Salfit 53% 8% 0% 20% 1% 15% 2% 100% 
Tubas 27% 46% 0% 0% 12% 15% 0% 100% 
Qalqilia 30% 5% 31% 23% 11% 0% 0% 100% 
Nablus 62% 8% 0% 11% 11% 5% 3% 100% 
Jenin 50% 3% 0% 31% 7% 3% 6% 100% 
Jericho 36% 6% 0% 12% 37% 7% 1% 100% 
Hebron 45% 7% 0% 5% 5% 17% 21% 100% 
Bethlehem 35% 0% 0% 3% 23% 32% 6% 100% 
Jerusalem 38% 3% 0% 8% 25% 15% 11% 100% 

Ramallah & Albireh 31% 2% 1% 4% 9% 4% 49% 100% 

sub-total West Bank 43% 5% 1% 11% 10% 12% 18% 100% 

Deir Albalah 18% 3% 7% 1% 29% 6% 36% 100% 
Gaza 1% 4% 0% 2% 1% 0% 91% 100% 
North Gaza 39% 0% 6% 1% 19% 0% 34% 100% 
Khan Younis 15% 6% 3% 4% 40% 10% 22% 100% 
Rafah 23% 12% 0% 3% 54% 0% 8% 100% 

sub-Total Gaza 20% 4% 4% 2% 26% 4% 41% 100% 

Total 35% 5% 2% 8% 15% 9% 25% 100% 

Source: MDLF. 
 
 
  



 

36 
 

2-f) Distribution of Additional Bank Funding by Sector and Governorate,  Gaza Only 

 
  Sector 

Total ($) Governorate Roads Water Sewerage Electricity Solid Waste 
Public 

Facilities Others 

    
(US$) 

    
Deir Albalah 0.06 0.08 0.16 0.04 0.18 0.50 
Gaza 0.14 0.04 0.55 0.34 1.07 
North Gaza 0.02 0.24 0.03 0.16 0.45 
Khan Younis 0.01 0.03 0.14 0.01 0.27 0.10 0.55 
Rafah 0.09 0.05 0.08 0.22 

Total 0.30 0.06 0.14 0.10 1.26 0.07 0.85 2.79 

 Percent (%)  

Deir Albalah 18% 74% 12% 51% 21% 18% 
Gaza 48% 59% 44% 40% 38% 
North Gaza 18% 19% 49% 19% 16% 
Khan Younis 4% 41% 100% 9% 21% 11% 20% 
Rafah 29% 4% 9% 8% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

        
(Percent (%)

        

Deir Albalah 11% 15% 31% 7% 35% 100% 
Gaza 13% 3% 51% 32% 100% 
North Gaza 4% 53% 7% 36% 100% 
Khan Younis 2% 5% 26% 2% 48% 17% 100% 
Rafah 41% 23% 36% 100% 

Total 11% 2% 5% 4% 45% 2% 31% 100%
Source: MDLF. 
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2-g) Distribution of Original Bank Funding by Sector and Governorate, West Bank and Gaza

 

2-h) Distribution of Additional Bank Funding by Sector and Governorate, West Bank and Gaza 

 

 
2-i) Distribution of Additional Bank Funding by Component and Governorate, Gaza Only 

Governorate 
Comp. 
1.a ($) 

Comp. 1.b 
($) Total ($) 

Comp. 
1.a ($) 

Comp. 
1.b ($) Total ($) 

Deir Albalah 0.20 0.30 0.50 28% 14% 18% 

Gaza 0.18 0.89 1.07 25% 43% 38% 

North Gaza 0.03 0.42 0.45 5% 20% 16% 

Khan Younis 0.13 0.42 0.55 18% 21% 20% 

Rafah 0.18 0.03 0.22 25% 2% 8% 

Total 0.72 2.07 2.79 100% 100% 100% 

Percentage 25.9% 74.1% 100.0%       

 Source: MDLF. 
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2-j) Distribution of Additional Bank Funding by Category and Governorate, West Bank and Gaza 

Governora
te 

Works 
($) 

Goods 
($) 

Incremental 
($)

Total 
($)

Works 
($)

Goods 
($) 

Incremental 
($)

Deir 
Albalah 0.07 0.13 0.30 0.50 23% 17% 18% 

Gaza   0.50 0.57 1.07   66% 33% 
North Gaza 0.02 0.06 0.38 0.45 5% 8% 22% 
Khan 
Younis 0.13   0.42 0.55 39%   25% 

Rafah 0.11 0.07 0.03 0.22 33% 9% 2% 

Total 0.33 0.75 1.71 2.79 100% 100% 100% 

Percentage 11.8% 27.0% 61.2% 100.0%       

Source: MDLF. 
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Annex 3. Economic and Financial Analysis  

Considering that EMSRP II was an emergency operation, no cost benefit analysis was conducted during 
project design. As such, there are no estimates of either the expected ERRs or NPVs for any of the 
investments executed by this project. Therefore, no comparison could be made between the expected and 
the actual results of EMSRP II’s main investments. In practice, however, the value added of this analysis 
is that it confirms the economic viability of the executed investments and offers subsequent operations a 
reference point regarding actual ERRs and NPVs that could be used to judge the economic merits of 
future operations supporting similar types of investments. 

Summary of the Actual Use of Funds by EMSRP II 

The original trust fund grant for EMSRP II was US$10 million, which subsequently was granted an 
additional amount of US$3 million, as illustrated in Table 1 below. Out of the US$13 million only about 
US$2.8 million, worth of public works and equipment, constituted the actual project investment, which is 
the object of cost-benefit analysis in this Annex. The rest of the funds, due to the emergency nature of this 
project, were primarily allocated to incremental recurrent expenditures in support of operations, 
maintenance and repairs, which are not subject to cost-benefit analysis of ERR and NPV, but are 
evaluated in terms of cost efficiency. Finally, the efficiency of employment generation is evaluated 
following the methodology laid out in the TA, namely the number of man-days of work created per dollar 
spent. 
 

Table 1:    Summary of the Actual Use of Funds by EMSRP II 

Category 
Allocated 

Original Fund 
(US$)  

Disbursed 
(US$) 

Allocated 
Additional Fund 

(US$)  

Disbursed 
(US$) 

Works 2,154,947 2,035,304 330,353 320,201 

Goods and equipment 3,139,664 2,933,880 753,000 752,966 

Incremental operating costs 3,936,934 3,908,104 1,706,647 1,651,649 

Management fees and audits 500,000 500,378 210,000 209,074 

Services 268,455 268,655 0 0 

Total 10,000,000 9,646,321 3,000,000 2,933,890 
Source: Municipal Development Fund. 
 
The number of subprojects covered 132 municipalities in about six different sectors, and considering this 
situation the economic analysis focuses on those sectors that absorbed most of EMSRP II’s financial 
resources, and cost-benefit analysis is carried out on those resources that was allocated to public “Works” 
(Component 1a), including some specific types of equipment. As illustrated in Table 2 below, the main 
sectors that benefit from EMSRP funds were in roads (29.68%), solid waste collection (22.07%), and 
public facilities (7.68%). These three sectors as a whole benefited from more than half (about 59%) of the 
total disbursements for both recurrent and capital expenditures. 

It should be noted that the investments by sector are much smaller than the actual disbursement for each 
of these sectors, considering that a significant proportion of these resources were by design allocated to 
the financing of non-wage recurrent expenditures (budgetary support), such as operations, maintenance 
(O&M) and reconstruction costs. Only about 22% (US$2.8 million) of EMSRP II’s financial resources 
were allocated to investments that could, at least in principle, be suitable to cost benefit analysis. Most of 
the funds (78%), were allocated across the 132 municipalities and the six sectors to a multiple number of 
fairly small sub-projects (i.e., 626 sub-projects in about 400 locations). 



 

40 
 

Table 2:   EMSRPII: Distribution of World Bank Fund by Sectors. (In US$) 

Roads Water Sewerage Electricity Solid 
Waste 

Public 
Facilities 

Others Totals 

3,226,105 438,109 184,163 728,196 1,362,904 845,467 2,314,626 9,099,570 

302,224 60,500 143,212 102,000 1,261,495 68,000 852,569 2,790,000 

3,528,329 498,609 327,375 830,196 2,624,399 913,467 3,167,195 11,889,570 

29.68% 4.19% 2.75% 6.98% 22.07% 7.68% 26.64% 100.00% 
Source: Municipal Development Fund based on the most updated figures by sectors. 
 
Therefore, the cost-benefit analysis focuses only on the main investments in urban infrastructure and 
municipal services; for which their benefits are quantifiable and the required data was available to apply 
the respective methodologies. The dollar amounts of such investments are as follows: (i) Roads 
rehabilitation and reconstruction (US$1.5 million), (ii) solid waste collection equipment (US$144 
thousand) and (iii) municipal buildings (US$517 thousand). 

EMSRP II’S Main Benefits 

The main benefits of the project were the restoration of basic local infrastructure and essential municipal 
services including: Roads, water supply, sanitation service, solid waste collection, and electricity 
distribution, among others. The improvements of service quality and coverage, particularly in sanitary 
conditions including waste collection, have apparently contributed in reducing health risks. However, 
there was no empirical data available to support this argument. In addition, as part of the objective of 
creating temporary job opportunities MDRP II channeled an important part of its resources (about US$3.1 
million) to those communities with higher indices of poverty and unemployment rates in order to support 
them in carrying out small public works in multiple economic sectors. During the project, the total 
number of persons-days paid was about 167,533 in subprojects characterized by being labor intensive. In 
these cases the measurement of benefits is primarily done in terms of the number of man-days of 
temporary work created per dollar spent. Also, considering that the Project was to support demand-driven 
subprojects based on community initiatives, there were no specific baseline indicators to measure physical 
achievements. Nevertheless, the different subprojects that were approved and implemented were subject 
to a positive list. The section below focuses on those subprojects for which the application of standard 
cost-benefit analysis was possible, with the analysis of cost-efficiency further below, and analysis of 
employment generation at the end of this Annex. 

 
Roads Rehabilitation 

Costs: EMSRP II invested about $1.5 million in the rehabilitation and reconstruction of roads in 132 
municipalities across both the West Bank and Gaza. The cost-benefit analysis was carried out comparing 
the situation of roads “with” and “without” the project, in order to determine the net effect, among others 
aspects, on the net expenditure needed for the operation and maintenance (O&M) of rehabilitated roads. 
The analysis applied the standard average for O&M cost, which is 10% of the capital value. 

Benefits: The main direct benefits of roads are primarily reflected in savings in transportation time, and 
savings in vehicles maintenance cost. Additionally, indirect benefits are due to the appreciation in market 
values of those real estate properties adjacent to the rehabilitated roads. 

Methodology: Considering that most of the investments were relatively small and spread over 132 
municipalities, the calculation of total benefits is based on the aggregated benefits of all the subprojects in 
terms of savings in both transportation time, and vehicles maintenance costs. 

Time-Savings: In order to estimate time-savings, the quantification of three basic variables was needed, 
as it is briefly described below: 
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(i) Relevant number of vehicles: The number of motor-vehicles that operate in the 132 
municipalities (in which PMSRP II did road rehabilitation and reconstruction) was determined 
based on the information provided by the Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS) on 
number of vehicles in West Bank and Gaza. This total amount of vehicles was adjusted 
downwards by the proportion of vehicles that actually use the rehabilitated roads in the average 
municipality. 

(ii) Relevant number of Passengers: In order to estimate the number of passengers associated 
with the rehabilitated roads a distinction was made of the different type of vehicles that benefit 
from these roads. The typical mix of vehicles includes: Public buses, private vehicles, taxis, 
commercial vehicles, trucks, and motorcycles. Each of these types of vehicles is associated with 
a certain number of passengers, which allowed for the calculation (in Table 3) of the relevant 
number of passengers. 

(iii) Duration of the average road trip: The methodology, in this particular case, took into account 
the duration of the average road trip “without” and “with” the project in order to estimate the 
total savings attributable to these subprojects. The result was in turn adjusted by the proportion 
of the average duration of a trip that is actually affected by the rehabilitation. 

 
Table  3: Economic Evaluation Of Road Rehabilitation, Population Economically Active 

(Pea): Projection Of Passengers/Beneficiaries 

Year 
Total 

population 

Municipal 
Population 
(132 mun) 

Municipal 
pop. 

(Benefited 
from road 

Rehab.) 

Total 
Motor 
Veh. In 

WB & G 

Total 
Motor Veh. 

In 
benefited 

mun. 

Total 
Passen  

PEA (4.3 
p / veh. ) 

Daily 
Passengers 
using rehab 

roads 

2007 3,524,126 2,681,299 1,297,744 177,100 65,216 280,430 36,316 

2008 3,629,850 2,761,738 1,336,676 178,871 65,868 283,234 36,679 

2009 3,738,745 2,844,590 1,376,777 180,659 66,527 286,066 37,046 

2010 3,850,908 2,929,928 1,418,080 182,466 67,192 288,927 37,416 

2011 3,966,435 3,017,826 1,460,622 184,291 67,864 291,816 37,790 

2012 4,085,428 3,108,360 1,504,441 186,134 68,543 294,734 38,168 

2013 4,207,991 3,201,611 1,549,574 187,995 69,228 297,682 38,550 

2014 4,334,230 3,297,660 1,596,061 189,875 69,921 300,659 38,935 

2015 4,464,257 3,396,589 1,643,943 191,774 70,620 303,665 39,325 

2016 4,598,185 3,498,487 1,693,262 193,691 71,326 306,702 39,718 

2017 4,736,131 3,603,442 1,744,059 195,628 72,039 309,769 40,115 

2018 4,878,215 3,711,545 1,796,381 197,585 72,760 312,866 40,516 

2019 5,024,561 3,822,891 1,850,273 199,560 73,487 315,995 40,921 

2020 5,175,298 3,937,578 1,905,781 201,556 74,222 319,155 41,331 

2021 5,330,557 4,055,705 1,962,954 203,572 74,964 322,347 41,744 

2022 5,490,473 4,177,376 2,021,843 205,607 75,714 325,570 42,161 

2023 5,655,188 4,302,698 2,082,498 207,663 76,471 328,826 42,583 

2024 5,824,843 4,431,779 2,144,973 209,740 77,236 332,114 43,009 

2025 5,999,589 4,564,732 2,209,322 211,837 78,008 335,435 43,439 
 

Savings in the Cost of Maintenance: The calculation was based on an estimate of the average yearly 
expenditure in maintenance, adjusted by the estimated proportion in which the typical rehabilitation is 
expected to contribute to a reduction in maintenance’s yearly expenditures. The relevant number of 
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vehicles remained the same as the one applied for the computation of time savings. Table 4 below 
illustrates the calculations made to estimate both time savings and maintenance cost savings. 

Table 4: Economic Evaluation of Road Rehabilitation, Yearly Savings In Terms Of Economic 
Value of Time and Maintenance Cost 

Year 

Total 
Motor Veh. 

in 
benefited 

mun. 

Daily 
Passengers  
in vehicles 

Time 
savings in 
minutes 
per day 

Yearly 
savings 
in (US$) 

Savings in 
maintenance 
(USD/Vehicle 

/year) 

Savings in 
mainten. 

due to 
rehabs in 

US$ 

Total yearly 
savings (time 

and 
maintenance) 

(US$000) 

2007 63,317 36,316 78,442 135,900 625,570 218,950 354.8 

2008 64,583 36,679 79,226 137,259 638,082 223,329 360.6 

2009 65,875 37,046 80,018 138,632 650,843 227,795 366.4 

2010 67,192 37,416 80,819 140,018 663,860 232,351 372.4 

2011 68,536 37,790 81,627 141,418 677,137 236,998 378.4 

2012 69,907 38,168 82,443 142,833 690,680 241,738 384.6 

2013 71,305 38,550 83,268 144,261 704,494 246,573 390.8 

2014 72,731 38,935 84,100 145,704 718,583 251,504 397.2 

2015 74,186 39,325 84,941 147,161 732,955 256,534 403.7 

2016 75,669 39,718 85,791 148,632 747,614 261,665 410.3 

2017 77,183 40,115 86,649 150,119 762,566 266,898 417.0 

2018 78,726 40,516 87,515 151,620 777,818 272,236 423.9 

2019 80,301 40,921 88,390 153,136 793,374 277,681 430.8 

2020 81,907 41,331 89,274 154,667 809,242 283,235 437.9 

2021 83,545 41,744 90,167 156,214 825,426 288,899 445.1 

2022 85,216 42,161 91,068 157,776 841,935 294,677 452.5 

2023 86,920 42,583 91,979 159,354 858,774 300,571 459.9 

2024 88,659 43,009 92,899 160,947 875,949 306,582 467.5 

2025 90,432 43,439 93,828 162,557 893,468 312,714 475.3 
 
Assumptions: Considering that there are no technical studies available in WBG on passengers per vehicle 
and the proportions of different types of motor-vehicles, the methodology assumed that such proportions 
as well as the average number of passengers per vehicle are similar to those in other countries in the 
MENA region. Furthermore, it was assumed that most of the rehabilitations and reconstructions were 
carried out on the main municipal roads. 

Roads: Economic Rate of Return (ERR) and Net Present Value (NPV) 

The economic analysis of the investment of US$1.5 million on rehabilitation and reconstruction of roads 
indicates that the ERR is about 25.8%, and the Net Present Value (NPV) is approximately US$880 
thousand (Table 5). This result supports the economic viability of the public works on roads. 
Furthermore, if the net benefits had been lower in 25%, as compared to the base case, under that scenario 
the ERR would have been 12.4% which, still, would had been economically acceptable (Table 6). Lastly, 
considering the long term durability of this type of infrastructure, as well as the O&M expenditures 
“without” and “with” the project, it is estimated that there will be no immediate net fiscal impact beyond 
the standard (O&M) cost. 
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Table 5:   Economic Evaluation of Roads 

Year 
Investment Cost 

(US$000)
O & M 

(US$000)
Total Cost 
(US$000)

Gross Benefit 
(US$000) 

Net Benefits 
(US$000)

2007 0 0 0  0
2008 909.639 91.0 1000.6 360.6 -640.0
2009 303.213 30.3 333.5 366.4 32.9
2010 303.213 30.3 333.5 372.4 38.8
2011   151.6 151.6 378.4 226.8
2012   151.6 151.6 384.6 233.0
2013   151.6 151.6 390.8 239.2
……. ………. ………. ………. ……….
2024   151.6 151.6 467.5 315.9

2025   151.6 151.6 475.3 323.7
  1516.1  EIRR = 25.8%
       NPV = $881 
 

Table 6: Sensitivity Analysis Assuming Benefits Lower by 25% 

Year 
Investment Cost 

(US$000) 
O & M 

(US$000) 
Total Cost 
(US$000) 

Gross Benefits 
(US$000) 

Net Benefits 
(US$000) 

2007 0 0 0 0 0 

2008 909.6 91.0 1000.6 270 -730 

2009 303.2 30.3 333.5 275 -59 

2010 303.2 30.3 333.5 279 -54 

2011 151.6 151.6 284 132 

2012 151.6 151.6 288 137 

2013 151.6 151.6 293 142 

2014 151.6 151.6 298 146 

2015 151.6 151.6 303 151 

2016 151.6 151.6 308 156 

2017 151.6 151.6 313 161 

2018 151.6 151.6 318 166 

2019 151.6 151.6 323 172 

2020 151.6 151.6 328 177 

2021 151.6 151.6 334 182 

2022 151.6 151.6 339 188 

2023 151.6 151.6 345 193 

2024 151.6 151.6 351 199 

2025 151.6 151.6 356 205 

  1516.1 EIRR = 12.4% 

        NPV = $151 
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Solid Waste Collection and Equipment 

Cost: EMSRP II invested US$144,500 (as part of Component 1a) in the rehabilitation and expansion of 
solid waste collection services benefiting residents in both the West Bank and Gaza. In order to determine 
the total net cost of this type of investment, the analysis took into account the required expenditure for 
operation and maintenance (O&M) of roads “with” and “without” the project. The estimated average cost 
of O&M is 7% of the investment value, while the replacement cost of the equipment has been computed 
using the standard of 10%. 

Benefits: The main direct economic benefits come from two sources: One, the incremental net revenue 
from higher fees, due to service improvements; and the other, the additional or new revenue, because of 
the expansion of the service coverage benefiting new subscribers. It is important to note that there are also 
some specific indirect benefits, such as the positive impacts on both environmental protection and 
sanitation conditions; which reduce human health hazards. 

Methodology: The quantification of net economic benefits focuses only on the incremental net revenue 
from higher fees due to service improvements and to enhance cost recovery; together with the additional 
net revenue from the expansion of service’s coverage to new subscribers. It should be noted that no 
attempt was made to measure indirect benefits due to the unavailability of data to offer specific estimates 
on the positive impact on environmental protection and human health. 

Incremental Net Revenue: Due to service improvements “with” the project, additional revenue from 
better collection efficiency and new fees was estimated at 30% with respect to the scenario “without” the 
Project. This figure was calculated for the aggregate of the sub-projects in solid waste collection. The 
average subproject includes improvements in fee collection primarily supported by the acquisition of 
additional community containers, as well as the replacement of the old units -- those that were practically 
obsolete. 

Expansion of Service Coverage: in order to expand the service to new subscribers additional containers 
were installed in specific communities. The net revenue impact of these investments has been examined 
and it is estimated at 20% greater in relation to the situation “without” the Project. This result, similarly to 
roads, refers to the average subproject (i.e. the consolidated of all the subprojects in solid waste 
collection). 

Solid Waste collection: Economic Rate of Return (ERR) and Net Present Value (NPV): The total 
investment in improvements to solid waste collection amounts to approximately US$144 thousand, and it 
yields a NPV of about US$300 thousand. This result is consistent with the average ERR for the sector, 
which is about 37.8% (Table 7). This is a fairly robust indicator of the economic merits of investments in 
solid waste collection. The sensitivity analysis, under the assumption that net benefits had been lower in 
25%, indicates that the ERR would have dropped to 11.1% (Table 8), which would have also been 
economically acceptable, considering an opportunity cost of capital of 10%. On the fiscal side, 
considering the life expectancy of the solid waste containers, and the improvements in revenue collection 
in this service, it is estimated that there will be no net fiscal impact on O&M of this revenue-generating 
service in the short term. It will depend on the sustainability on the current revenue collection effort.
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Table 7: Economic Evaluation: Solid Waste Collection System 

Year 
Investment 

Cost (US$000) 
Replacement Cost 

(Dep.)   US$000 
O&M 
(000$) 

Total Cost 
(US$000) 

Gross 
Benefits 
(US$000) 

Net Benefits 
(US$000) 

2008 86.7 8.7 96.2 191.6 0 -191.6 

2009 28.9 2.9 96.2 128.0 193.1 65.1 

2010 28.9 2.9 96.2 128.0 193.1 65.1 

2011   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

2012   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

2013   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

2014   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

2015   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

2016   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

2017   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

2018   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

2019   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

2020   14.4 96.2 110.6 193.1 82.5 

  144.5       EIRR = 37.8% 

          NPV = $309 
 

 
Table 8: Sensitivity Analysis Assuming Benefits Lower by 25%  

Year 
Investment 

Cost (US$000) 
Replacement Cost 

(Dep.)   US$000 
O&M 
(000$) 

Total Cost 
(US$000) 

Gross 
Benefits 
(US$000) 

Net Benefits 
(US$000) 

2008 86.7 8.7 96.2 191.6 0 -191.6 

2009 28.9 2.9 96.2 128.0 144.8 16.8 

2010 28.9 2.9 96.2 128.0 144.8 16.8 

2011   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

2012   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

2013   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

2014   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

2015   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

2016   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

2017   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

2018   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

2019   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

2020   14.4 96.2 110.6 144.8 34.2 

  144.5   EIRR = 11.1% 

          NPV = $10 
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Municipal Buildings 

Costs: EMSRP II invested $517.6 thousand in the rehabilitation and reconstruction of municipal 
buildings in both the West Bank and Gaza. In order to compute the net cost in O&M the analysis 
examined the actual and required expenditure for operation and maintenance of municipal buildings 
“with” and “without” the project. O&M was estimated at 7% of the invested capital. 

Benefits: The criteria to estimate economic net benefits are based on the actual yearly savings in 
expenditures in rent per square meter of office space currently being used for municipal operations. It is 
estimated that about 3,958 sqm of office space were rehabilitated. Indirect benefits may include 
productivity increases in both the municipal administration and in the services the municipality provides 
to the private sector. 

Methodology: In order to determine the net economic costs and benefits the methodology analyzed the 
situation “with” and “without” the project. The monthly savings in rent per sqm were estimated at 
US$2.00 for the average subproject. 

Municipal Buildings: Economic Rate of Return (ERR) and Net Present Value (NPV): The results for 
the reconstruction and rehabilitation of public buildings, which is worth about half a million dollars 
(US$517 thousand) yields an ERR of 14.8% and a NPV of US$95 thousand (Table 9). These two 
indicators support the economic justification of the rehabilitation of this type of municipal fixed assets. 
Additionally, under the conservative scenario that net benefits had been lower in 25%; the ERR would 
have been 11.7% (Table 10), which still would have been acceptable considering that it is greater that the 
opportunity cost of capital (i.e., 10%). Last, the net fiscal impact of the rehabilitation of municipal 
buildings is positive, considering that it generates savings in the operating budget in rent for office space, 
as well as in buildings’ recurrent expenditures in physical maintenance and repairs. 

 
Table 9: Economic Evaluation Of Municipal Buildings 

Year 
Investment Cost 

(US$000) 
O & M 

(US$000) 
Total Cost 
(US$000) 

Gross Benefits 
(US$000) 

Net Benefits 
(US$000) 

2007 0 0 0 0 0 

2008 310.6 21.7 332.3 95.0 -237 

2009 103.5 7.2 110.8 95.0 -16 

2010 103.5 7.2 110.8 95.0 -16 

2011 36.2 36.2 95.0 59 

2012 36.2 36.2 95.0 59 

….…. ……. ……. …….. ….. 

2023 36.2 36.2 95.0 59 

2024 36.2 36.2 95.0 59 

2025 36.2 36.2 95.0 59 

  517.6 EIRR = 14.8% 

  NPV = $95 
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Table 10: Buildings: Sensitivity Analysis  At - 25%  

Year 
Investment Cost 

(US$000) 
O & M 

(US$000) 
Total Cost 
(US$000) 

Gross Benefits 
(US$000) 

Net Benefits 
(US$000) 

2007 0 0 0 0 0 

2008 310.6 9.3 319.9 71 -249 

2009 103.5 3.1 106.6 71 -35 

2010 103.5 3.1 106.6 71 -35 

2011 15.5 15.5 71 56 

2012 15.5 15.5 71 56 

2013 15.5 15.5 71 56 

…….. …….. …….. ….. ….. 

2022 15.5 15.5 71 56 

2023 15.5 15.5 71 56 

2024 15.5 15.5 71 56 

2025 15.5 15.5 71 56 

517.649 EIRR = 11.7% 

NPV = $36 
Other Sectors 

In contrast to the capital expenditures analyzed above, electricity, water and sewer systems comprised the 
sectors with the smallest investments (13 percent of disbursements went to these sectors). The analysis of 
the public works in these three sectors reveals that financial resources were allocated to maintenance of 
specific segments in the water, electricity and sewer networks; which is estimated to be more cost-
efficient than reinvesting in new networks. Also, the analysis of the situations "with" and "without" the 
sub-projects indicates that the public works referred to sub-projects on the old networks, which did not 
add new beneficiaries. This is also the case for the part of disbursements in road rehabilitation, solid 
waste management, and public facilities, which did not go towards capital expenditures. Considering 
these findings it was deemed more suitable to apply cost-efficiency methods for the assessment of the 
economic merits of the expenditures in maintenance, spare parts, and repairs (constituting US$6.3m of 
total disbursements). It was verified that MDLF's procurement system did in fact systematically request 
price quotations, as part of established selection procedures, for ensuring low maintenance costs, and still 
ensuring the compliance with minimum acceptable technical specifications. Consequently, it may be 
considered that the execution of expenditures in these sectors in maintenance, spare part and repairs met 
cost-efficiency standards. 
 
Employment Generation 

In the case of labor-intensive employment generation sub-projects financed under Component 2, least cost 
methodologies cannot be applied since the emphasis on labor intensity would preclude using capital 
intensive approaches that may in some cases be less expensive. In such cases, any assets developed under 
the sub-projects would be considered a positive spillover benefit. As such, measurement of actual 
economic benefits focuses on the number of man-days of work created under this component per dollar 
spent, as foreseen in the TA. The results under this component, with 167,533 person-days of employment 
generated for an investment of US$3.1m shows that labor content (wages as percentage of investments) 
was higher than expected at appraisal, at 69.58 percent against 50 percent in the TA. Direct temporary 
employment of 167,533 person-days was created with US$12.59 spent per person-day, which is more 
efficient than the US$15 per person-day expected in the TA. In conclusion, employment generation as 
actually experienced under the project was more efficient than what was foreseen at appraisal.  
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Annex 4. Bank Lending and Implementation Support/Supervision Processes  

 (a) Task Team members 

Names Title Unit Responsibility/
Specialty 

Lending 
 Ayed A. Abu Ramadan E T Consultant MNAPR  
 Khairy Al-Jamal Senior Infrastructure Specialist EASIS  

 Sahera Bleibleh Consultant MNSIF - 
HIS  

 Ibrahim Khalil Dajani Senior Operations Officer MNSTR  
 Akram Abd El-Aziz Hussein 
El-Shorbagi 

Sr Financial Management Specia MNAFM  

 Stephen George Karam Lead Urban Economist ECSS6  
 Mihaly Kopanyi Senior Infrastructure Specialist PA9SS  
 Colin S. Scott Lead Specialist MNSSO  
 
Supervision/ICR 
 Afaf Khalil Abbasi Procurement Specialist MNAPR  
 Lina Abdallah Operations Officer MNSUR  
 Zeyad Abu-Hassanein Sr Water & Sanitation Spec. MNSWA  
 Khalida Seif El-Din Al-Qutob Program Assistant MNC04  
 Siaka Bakayoko Country Manager AFMGN  
 Meskerem Brhane Sr Urban Spec. EASIN  
 Ibrahim Khalil Dajani Senior Operations Officer MNSTR  
 Lina Fathallah Rajoub Procurement Specialist MNAPR  
 Samira Ahmed Hillis Senior Operations Officer MNSSP  
 Adel Fahed J. Odeh Operations Analyst MNC04  
 Suhair M. Saah Consultant MNAFM  
 Mario Antonio Zelaya Consultant MNSUR  
Soraya Goga Sr. Urban Spec. MNSUR  
Christianna Johnnides Brotsis Urban Spec. MNSUR  
Kingsley O. Robotham Consultant MNSUR  
 
(b) Staff Time and Cost 

Stage of Project Cycle 
Staff Time and Cost (Bank Budget Only) 

No. of staff weeks USD Thousands (including 
travel and consultant costs)

Lending   
 FY05 23 80.62
 FY06 35 116.29
 FY07 20 76.45
Total: 78 273.36
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Stage of Project Cycle 
Staff Time and Cost (Bank Budget Only) 

No. of staff weeks USD Thousands (including 
travel and consultant costs)

Supervision/ICR   
 FY07 14  67.82
 FY08 45 129.55
 FY09 28 82.07
FY10 12 46.59
FY11 12 46.11
FY12 8 36.01
Total: 119 408.15 
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Annex 5. Summary of Beneficiary Survey Results 
 
I. Introduction  

The Beneficiary Survey was undertaken in September 2009 by consultants contracted by MDLF. Its 
objectives were to: 

i) Assess the activities delivered vis-a-vis its intended objectives 
ii) Assess the perception of beneficiaries on actual activities vis-a-vis intended objectives 
iii) Assess the relation with and performance of the Local Technical consultants hired by MDLF to 

support municipalities during the projects 
iv) Compare actual activities vis-a-vis intended objectives and original performance indicators 
v) Produce lessons learnt and recommendations for future programs 

The survey targeted direct beneficiaries, focusing on Component 1 (Infrastructure Development) and 
Component 2 (Job Creation). A total of 737 individuals were interviewed for the EMSRPII survey 
specifically, covering: 614 beneficiaries; 62 municipal staff; 15 NGO personnel; 46 citizens from pilot 
municipalities, as shown in the table below.  (See Appendix 1 for details.) 
 

Distribution of Sample Population 

Area 
Beneficiaries 

Client (Municipal 
Staff) NGO’s Key Informants 

(no.) (%) (no.) (%) (no.) (%) (no.) (%) 

Northern West Bank 379 62% 21 34% - - -  

Southern West Bank 165 27% 27 44% 12 80%   

West Bank 544 89% 48 77% 12 80% 40 87% 

Gaza 70 11% 14 23% 3 20% 6 87% 

Total 614 100% 62 100% 15 100% 46 100% 

 
 
Summary o f  Beneficiaries' Demographics 

 Slightly less than half of all beneficiaries (45.4%) are the head of their households. 55.7% of 
beneficiaries are male, while 44.3% are female. 28.2% are aged 26 to 35 years; 23.8% are aged 36 to 
45 years; 20.4% are aged 18 to 25 years; 15.6% are aged 46 to 55 years; and 12.1% are over the age 
of 55 years.  

 Close to three-quarters of beneficiaries (72.8%) are married.  
 More than two-thirds of beneficiaries (71.8%) have completed high-school or less.  
 Slightly less than half of beneficiaries (47.7%) live in households with between 4 and 6 family 

members, representing 49% of beneficiaries in infrastructure and 43.3% of those in job creation.  
 A further 27.5% live in households with between 7 and 9 family members, comprising 26.6% of 

beneficiaries in infrastructure and 30.5% of those in job creation. 
 Slightly less than half of beneficiaries (43.3%) are salaried employees 
  17.4% are unemployed at the time of the survey.  
 Slightly less than half of beneficiaries (48.5%) live in households with a monthly income of between 

1,000 and 2,000 shekels; 19% live in households with monthly income of between 2,001 and 3,000 
shekels; and 18.4% live in households with a monthly income of less than 1,000 shekels. 
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Summary of Key Findings 

Beneficiary Awareness o f  EMSRPII and Associated Projects 

 More than half of all beneficiaries (59.9%) have not heard about EMSRP II.  
 
Satisfaction with Infrastructure Development Component  

 Of those beneficiaries who received assistance in infrastructure development, 81%) indicated that 
they are satisfied and/or are very satisfied,  

 
Satisfaction with Job Creation Component 

 Approximately 95% assessed the job creation program as being good and/or very good. 
 

Relevance of Infrastructure Component 

 Of those beneficiaries who benefited from infrastructure development, the clear majority (80.5%) 
specified that the project was very relevant to their community's needs, 

Perceptions o f  Impact 

 Slightly more than a third of all beneficiaries (35.8%) indicated that the project vastly improved the 
quality of life, comprising 38.3% of those in infrastructure and 27.7% of those in job creation.  

 Slightly less than half of all beneficiaries (43.6%) indicated that the project improved the quality of 
life to a certain extent, comprising 40.4% of those in infrastructure and 54.6% of those in job creation.  

 15.6% indicated that the quality of their lives remained unchanged, representing 15% of beneficiaries 
in infrastructure and 17.7% of those in job creation 

 
Perception of Municipality Transparency 

 Slightly less than half of all beneficiaries (46.1%) feel that the municipality was transparent (no spin) 
and it did provide project information without discrimination; representing 40.2% of beneficiaries in 
infrastructure and 66% of those in job creation.  

 Slightly less than a third of all beneficiaries (30.5%) feel that the municipality was not transparent; 
representing 31.5% of beneficiaries in infrastructure and 27% of those in job creation. 23.5% of all 
beneficiaries don't know. 

 

II. Beneficiary Perceptions  

Component 1: Infrastructure 

Satisfaction with Assistance in Infrastructure Development 

 Of those beneficiaries who received assistance in infrastructure development, slightly less than half 
(48%) indicated that they are satisfied; one-third (33.2%) indicated that they are very satisfied, 13.3% 
are not satisfied, and 4.9% are not satisfied at all.  

 Of 85 beneficiaries in infrastructure development who indicated that they are not satisfied or not 
satisfied at all, reasons cited for dissatisfaction included: 

 Destruction of adjacent agricultural lands, bad smells, polluting water, flies and mosquitoes, very 
close to residential areas and mosques and parks (17.6%) 

 Project doesn't cover all areas that require assistance (11.8%) 
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 Noise and dust (10.6%) 
 The time it took to complete the project was very long (10.6%) 
 Tarring was not completed properly: it did not cover all areas and wrong type of pavement was used 

(9.4%) 
 There is a need for other projects and services i.e. there are more important needs (4.7%) 
 Bad administration and absence of supervisors (4.7%) 

 

Relevance 

 Of those beneficiaries who benefited from infrastructure development, the clear majority (80.5%) 
specified that the project was very relevant to their community's needs, 13.1% specified slightly 
relevant and 3.3% sad that it was not relevant. 

 Of 16 beneficiaries in infrastructure development who indicated that the project was not relevant, or 
not relevant at all, reasons cited for irrelevance included: 
o Projects were very close to residential areas and agricultural lands (12%) 
o Previous conditions were good and there was no need to rehabilitate roads (10.7%) 
o Roads don't reach certain houses and areas (10.6%) 
o Work was not completed properly (8%) 
o There are more important projects, what was done was not relevant, a sanitation network would 

have been more relevant (6.7%) 
o It does not meet the needs of the area; it only targets roads and deprived areas (6.7%) 
o Roads are narrow and have not been fixed in the required ways (need wider roads) so there are 

many accidents (5.3%) 
 
Component 2: Job Creation 

Satisfaction with Assistance in Job Creation 

 Approximately half (49.6%) assessed the job creation program as being good, while a further 45.4% 
specified very good. 

 Of seven beneficiaries in job creation who specified that the job creation program was not good, 
reasons cited for this are as follows: 
 Period of employment was too short, as such it is not sufficient for the needs of the family 
 (57.1%) 
 We are engineers with university qualifications, but they treat us like laborers (28.6%) 
 Project hurt some people and was not fair in its treatment (28.6%) 
 Poor project administration (14.3%) 
 Wages are too little (14.3%) 

 63.8% specified that they were satisfied in working with the municipality, 31.2% indicated that they 
were very satisfied, while 4.9% were not satisfied. 

Employment Period 

 43.3% of the beneficiaries in job creation indicated that they were employed for 30 days or less; 
29.8% indicated that they were employed for more than 90 days; 16.3% indicated that they were 
employed for more than 61 but less than 90 days; and a further 10.6% indicated that they were 
employed for more than 31 but less than 60 days. 
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Earnings 

 Regardless of the length of employment during the job creation component, 34.3% of the 
beneficiaries earned between 1,001 and 3,000 shekels; 31.4% earned more than 5,000 shekels; 17.5% 
earned between 3,001 and 5,000 shekels and 16.8% earned less than 1,000 shekels. 

Information 

 Slightly more than half (52.5%) of the beneficiaries in job creation indicated that they heard about the 
project through friends and community members; 20.5% through a municipal employee; 18.4% 
through their municipality, who advertised the project; 3.5% through family members and 3.5% 
through newspaper adverts. 

Selection 

 41.1% of the beneficiaries in job creation indicated that workers were selected by the Municipality, 
and that this form of selection included a training program and exam.  

 A further 14.9% indicated that to the best of their knowledge, the selection of workers was based on 
the fact that the worker had to be unemployed; hold a high-school leaving certificate and suffer from 
dire economic conditions. 9.9% indicated that the selected worker must be married, unemployed and 
have at least 5 family members in their households.  

 8.5% indicated that the selection was random; and a further 8.5% indicated that selection was 
according to type of work experience, qualifications, economic conditions and needs of these 
individuals.  

 5% specified that they don't know, while a further 4.3% indicated that, to the best of their knowledge, 
selection was based on interviews with workers, through which those who are experienced and need 
employment are given priority. 

 The clear majority of the beneficiaries in job creation - 89.4% - specified that they felt that the 
selection of workers was fair. 

Future 

 96.5% beneficiaries in job creation specified that they would be interested in participating in a repeat 
of the program.  

 Of five beneficiaries who indicated that they would not be interested in participating in a repeat of the 
program, 80% specified that this is because the wages that they received were too little, 20% that the 
municipality treated them disrespectfully, 40% because of extreme fatigue and 20% because they felt 
that the municipality was not transparent in dealing with workers. 

 
Information about Program Donors 

 Close to a third of all beneficiaries (30.1%) were not informed about the project's donors (30% in 
infrastructure, 30.5% in job creation); while fully 49.3% of all beneficiaries were not informed at all 
about project's donors (57.1% in infrastructure, 23.4% in job creation).  

 Only 10.9% of all beneficiaries were slightly informed, and 9.6% were very informed.  
 In job creation in particular, 34.8% of beneficiaries indicated that they were very informed. 
 Of 126 beneficiaries who claimed to be aware of the project's donors, 40.5% identified the World 

Bank as the donor, comprising 73.8% of beneficiaries in job creation, yet only 4.9% of beneficiaries 
in infrastructure. 14.3% identified the Municipality as the donor, comprising 26.2% of beneficiaries in 
infrastructure, yet only 3.1% of beneficiaries in job creation. 10.3% identified the Municipal Fund as 
the donor, comprising 18% of beneficiaries in infrastructure, yet only 3.1% of beneficiaries in job 
creation. 7.9% identified the French, 6.3% the EU, 4% the USA, 4% foreign countries and 3.2% 
donor countries. 
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Perceptions o f  Impact 

 Slightly less than half of all beneficiaries (43.6%) indicated that the project improved the quality of 
life to a certain extent, comprising 40.4% of those in infrastructure and 54.6% of those in job creation. 
Slightly more than a third of all beneficiaries (35.8%) indicated that the project vastly improved the 
quality of life, comprising 38.3% of those in infrastructure and 27.7% of those in job creation. 15.6% 
indicated that the quality of their lives remained unchanged, representing 15% of beneficiaries in 
infrastructure and 17.7% of those in job creation. 

 Slightly less than two-thirds of all beneficiaries (63.5%) specified that the project did not have any 
negative impacts during implementation, comprising 55% in infrastructure and 92.2% in job creation. 
By contrast, close to a third of all beneficiaries (33.4%) specified that the project did have negative 
impacts during implementation, representing 41.6% of those in infrastructure and 5.7% in job 
creation.  

 Of 205 beneficiaries who indicated that the project did have negative impacts, the following was cited 
as types of negative impacts: 
o Trash piled up, remains of gravel caused dust and brought insects (49.7% of beneficiaries, all 

exclusively in infrastructure component) 
o Traffic slowed down, roads were closed and smashed to pieces (30.2% of beneficiaries, all 

exclusively in infrastructure component) 
o Disturbances, anarchy caused by excavation work (29.8% of beneficiaries, representing 30.5% of 

those in infrastructure and 12.5% of those in job creation) 
o Long period for completing work - work was too slow (22.4% of beneficiaries, all exclusively in 

infrastructure component) 
o Not completing work in the required ways (bad administration), a lot of mistakes were made in 

implementation (3.4% of beneficiaries, all exclusively in infrastructure component) 
 Of 205 beneficiaries who indicated that the project did have negative impacts, 72.7% of these 

beneficiaries indicated that to the best of their knowledge, the municipality did not do anything to try 
to limit these negative impacts, representing 73.1% of such beneficiaries in the infrastructure 
component and 62.5% of those in job creation. Conversely, 23.4% of these beneficiaries indicated 
that to the best of their knowledge, the municipality did try to do something to limit these negative 
impacts, representing 22.8% of such beneficiaries in the infrastructure component and 37.5% of those 
in job creation. 

 Of 48 beneficiaries who indicated that the project did have negative impacts and that the municipality 
did try to do something to limit these negative impacts, 79.2% were satisfied with the municipality's 
efforts at damage limitation, representing 77.8% of such beneficiaries in infrastructure and 100% of 
those in job creation. 

 
Perceptions o f  Municipal Transparency in EMSRPII 

 Slightly less than half of all beneficiaries (46.1%) feel that the municipality was transparent (no spin) 
and it did provide project information without discrimination; representing 40.2% of beneficiaries in 
infrastructure and 66% of those in job creation.  

 Slightly less than a third of all beneficiaries (30.5%) feel that the municipality was not transparent; 
representing 31.5% of beneficiaries in infrastructure and 27% of those in job creation. 23.5% of all 
beneficiaries don't know. 

 
Suggestions and Recommendations for Future Implementation 
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 In the event that the municipality was to implement similar projects in the future, beneficiaries 
provided the following suggestions and recommendations: 
o Suitable length of time to complete work, emphasis on need to complete project, speeding up 

implementation (11.9% of all beneficiaries) 
o Informing community members about the project before planning and taking their needs into 

account i.e. advertising project (7.2% of all beneficiaries) 
o Longer periods of employment, employing the largest possible number of workers (6.8% of all 

beneficiaries) 
o Supervision and planning for the project (4.4% of all beneficiaries) 
o Better project administration and implementation, more serious approach to working (3.7% of all 

beneficiaries) 
 
 
Component 3: NGO Pilot 

Municipalities' Assessment o f  Partnership with NGOs 

 The following municipalities benefited from funding for pilot LGU - NGO Projects: Beit Sahour; 
Janata; Al Samou'; Sourif; Al Shyoukh; Beit Awwa; Khuza'a 

 
 Of 21 municipal employees who provided an assessment of the partnership between their 

municipality and NGOs during the implementation of joint projects, 52.4% assessed the partnership 
as good, and a further 33.3% assessed the partnership as very good. None of the municipal employees 
are from the north of the West Bank. 

 Two municipal employees indicated that the relationship was bad, because it imposed a heavy burden 
on the municipality in implementation; and because some NGOs did not respond to requirements.  

 Recommendations for improving this relationship, made by 2 municipal employees, include: 
o Participation in project management 
o Committing NGOs to coordination and organized work 
o Hold  meetings with  NGOs to  resolve differences in  some  matters regarding the 

implementation of the project 
 
NGOs' Perceptions on the Nature and Quality o f  Delivered Activities  

 The survey targeted 15 NGO staff members, interviewing approximately 2 NGO personnel from 
seven localities in which a joint LGU-NGO project was implemented. 

 
Awareness of EMSRPII Donors 

 All NGO personnel (100%) claimed that they are aware of the donors of their organization and 
project. All 15 indicated that it was the World Bank. 

 
Satisfaction 

 Nine out of 15 NGO personnel (60%) indicated that they are very satisfied with the services provided 
by their project, while five are satisfied. One NGO personnel is not satisfied, saying that the building 
in which the project was held was not suitable for service delivery. 

 Eight out of 15 NGO personnel (53.8%) indicated that they are satisfied in coordination and 
communications between themselves and the municipality in project implementation.  

 A further 5 are satisfied. 2 are not satisfied, specifying that their reason for dissatisfaction is the lack 
of coordination and cooperation (between NGO and Municipality). 
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Communications with Municipality 

 80% of the 15 NGO personnel (12 respondents) specified that communications continued between 
them and the municipality after the end of the project.  

 Of the 3 NGO personnel who indicated that there was no further communication, two specified that it 
was because of an initial lack of lack of coordination and cooperation between NGO and Municipality 
that continued after project closure; while one specified that there was a large difference in 
operational methods between their NGO and municipality. 

 Seven out of 15 NGO personnel (46.7%) indicated that communications can be improved between 
themselves and the municipality in the case of future projects through coordination, follow-up and 
meetings. 3 NGO personnel indicated that communications can be improved by taking into account 
needs and studying needs of NGO and Municipality. 2 specified cooperation and agreement in 
communications and continuity of work; and 2 specified that there is a need to appoint people with 
experience. 

Relevance 

 Twelve out of 15 NGO personnel (73.3%) indicated that the project was very relevant to their 
community's needs; and the remaining 3 indicated that it was relevant. 

 
Roles in Project Selection and Implementation 

 All 15 NGO personnel indicated that they did have a role in determining the nature of the project.  

 Twelve out of 15 NGO personnel (73.3%) are very satisfied with their role; and the remaining 3 are 
satisfied. 

 All 15 NGO personnel indicated that local communities were included in the project. 12 NGO 
personnel indicated that they were included by studies, visits, invitations to participate, meetings and 
workshops to assess their needs; and twelve also specified that the project included taking into 
account people's opinions, providing definitions, lectures, discussions, and questionnaires on town's 
needs. 

 
Future Outlook 

 All 15 NGO personnel indicated that they would prefer a repeat of such development projects in the 
future. Seven indicated that they would prefer projects that direct support to NGOs; four emphasized 
the need to promote active coordination and cooperation between municipality and NGOs; and a 
further two specified more developmental and educational projects that target children's education, 
communities and continuity in project implementation. 

 

III. Municipality Perceptions 

Non-Wage Budgetary Support Component 

 Slightly more than half of all municipal employees (54.8%) specified that their municipality was not 
provided with spare parts, goods, or supplies as part of non wage budgetary support, representing 
66.7% of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank, 66.7% of those in the middle and south 
of the West Bank and 14.3% of those in the Gaza Strip. 45.2% of all municipal employees indicated 
that their municipality was provided with spare parts, goods, or supplies as part of non wage 
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budgetary support, representing 33.3% of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank, 33.3% 
of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 85.7% of those in the Gaza Strip. 

 
Relevance of Non Wage Budgetary Support 

 28 municipal employees provided answers to the question of whether EMSRPII provisions matched 
their community's needs. Of those municipal employees, 46.4% indicated that they assistance was 
very relevant, while a further 42.9% specified that the assistance was relevant. Of these 28 municipal 
employees, 57.1% indicated that the assistance saved their municipality a lot of money, while 42.9% 
specified that the assistance saved their municipality some money. 

 
Satisfaction with Workshops 

 Approximately two-thirds of all municipal employees (66.1%) are satisfied with workshops on 
project launch, representing 75% of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank, 66.7% of 
those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 57.1% of those in the Gaza Strip.  

 A further 17.7% of all municipal employees are very satisfied with this feature, comprising 19.4% of 
municipal employees in the middle and south of the West Bank and 28.6% of those in the Gaza Strip. 
16.7% of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank don't know. 

 Approximately two-thirds of all municipal employees (67.7%) are satisfied with workshops for 
raising municipality's awareness about project planning, representing 66.7% of municipal employees 
in the north of the West Bank, 72.2% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 57.1% of 
those in the Gaza Strip.  

 A further 14.5% of all municipal employees are very satisfied, comprising 8.3% of those in the north 
of the West Bank, 16.7%% of municipal employees in the middle and south of the West Bank, and 
14.3% of those in Gaza. 

 More than two-thirds of all municipal employees (71%) are satisfied with workshops concerning bids, 
tenders, and documentation, representing 75% of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank, 
75% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 57.1% of those in the Gaza Strip.  

 A further 17.7% of all municipal employees are very satisfied, comprising 22.2% of those in the 
middle and south of the West Bank, and 21.4% of those in Gaza.  

 Approximately two-thirds of all municipal employees (67.7%) are satisfied with workshops about 
spending regulations, representing 66.7% of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank, 
72.2% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 57.1% of those in the Gaza Strip. A 
further 16.1% of all municipal employees are very satisfied, comprising 8.3% of those in the north of 
the West Bank, 16.7%% of municipal employees in the middle and south of the West Bank, and 
21.4% of those in Gaza. 

 More than half of all municipal employees (58.1%) are satisfied with workshops concerning project 
closure and required documentation, representing 66.7% of municipal employees in the north of the 
West Bank, 58.3% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 50% of those in the Gaza 
Strip.  

 A further 17.7% of all municipal employees are very satisfied, comprising 8.3% of those in the north 
of the West Bank, 22.2% of municipal employees in the middle and south of the West Bank, and 
14.3% of those in Gaza. 

 Nine (9) municipal employees provided reasons as to why they are not satisfied with EMSRPII 
features detailed above.  

 Reasons cited were as follows: 
o Too few workshops (44.4%) 
o Insufficient workshops on expenditure regulations (22.2%) 
o Need courses and workshops on how to implement the tender from start to end (11.1%) 
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o Focus only on project launch (11.1%) 
o Not enough to study documents, discuss them, and pose questions and suggestions (11.1%) 

 
Perceptions of  and Satisfaction with Consultancy Services 

Consultancy Assistance Provided to Municipality in Planning Projects 

 Slightly more than half of all municipal employees (53.2%) are satisfied with consultancy assistance 
provided to municipality in planning projects, comprising 58.3% of municipal employees in the north 
of the West Bank, 33.3% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 50% of those in the 
Gaza Strip.  

 Slightly less than a quarter of all municipal employees (22.6%) are very satisfied, representing 8.3% 
of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank, 33.3% of those in the middle and south of the 
West Bank and 7.1% of those in the Gaza Strip.  

 12.9% of all municipal employees are not satisfied, representing 16.7% of municipal employees in the 
north of the West Bank, 8.3% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 21.4% of those 
in the Gaza Strip. 

Consultancy Assistance Provided to Municipality in Bid Documentation 

 Slightly less than half of all municipal employees (46.8%) are satisfied with consultancy assistance 
provided to municipality in bid documentation, comprising 58.3% of municipal employees in the 
north of the West Bank, 50% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 28.6% of those 
in the Gaza Strip.  

 Slightly less than a third of all municipal employees (30.6%) are satisfied with consultancy assistance 
provided to municipality in bid documentation, comprising 16.7% of municipal employees in the 
north of the West Bank, 36.1% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 28.6% of those 
in the Gaza Strip. 11.3% of all municipal employees are not satisfied, representing 8.3% of municipal 
employees in the north of the West Bank, 8.3% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank 
and 21.4% of those in the Gaza Strip. 

Consultants' Monitoring and Site-Visits during Implementation 

 Slightly more than half of all municipal employees (59.7%) are satisfied with consultants' monitoring 
and site-visits during implementation, comprising 58.3% of municipal employees in the north of the 
West Bank, 66.7% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 42.9% of those in the Gaza 
Strip. 11.3% of all municipal employees are very satisfied, representing 16.7% of municipal 
employees in the north of the West Bank, 11.1% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank 
and 7.1% of those in the Gaza Strip.  

 A further 17.7% are not satisfied, comprising 8.3% of municipal employees in the north of the West 
Bank, 16.7% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 28.6% of those in the Gaza Strip. 

Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Consultancy Services 

 12 municipal employees provided feedback as to why they thought that consultancy services were 
bad. Reasons cited included: 
o Insufficient visits were undertaken by the consultant(s) (33.3%) 
o Consultants did not help in the preparation of the project or documents or follow-up, they 

requested everything from an engineer, and submitted it ready-made to the Fund (16.7%) 
o Consultants did not allocate sufficient time for the project (16.7%)  
o Consultant was unaware of procedures for the municipal fund (16.7%) 

 Consultant lacks the experience in these types of projects (16.7%) 
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 Consultant prolonged financial transactions and delay response, leading to delays in implementation 
(8.3%) 

 The consultants imposed new bureaucratic requirements (8.3%) 

Perceptions of Usefulness of Consultancy Services 

 Slightly more than two-thirds of all municipal employees (67.7%) are of the opinion that consultants 
are useful, comprising 58.3% of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank, 77.8% of those 
in the middle and south of the West Bank and 50% of those in the Gaza Strip.  

 Slightly more than a quarter of all municipal employees (25.8%) are of the opinion that consultants 
are not useful, comprising 33.3% of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank, 16.7% of 
those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 42.9% of those in the Gaza Strip. 

 Of 42 municipal employees who provided reasons as to why they thought that consultants are useful, 
reasons cited were as follows: 

 Simplifying documentation, evaluation and preparation of tenders (38.1%) 
 Follow-up work in all stages and conduct site visits (23.8%) 
 Preparation of documents at tender stage to facilitate the easy functioning of the project, as required in 

terms of preparation and follow-up (9.5%) 
 Of 16 municipal employees who provided reasons as to why they thought that consultants are not 

useful, reasons cited were as follows: 
o Consultant was an obstacle as s/he did not work well, s/he did not know the laws of the Fund, 

s/he imposed bureaucratic requirements (18.8%) 
o Lack of follow-up during implementation (12.5%) 
o Absolute lack of familiarity with required procedures and lack of previous experience (12.5%) 

Preferences in Working with Consultants 

 Slightly more than half of all municipal employees (56.5%) would prefer working with consultants as 
opposed to working with MDLF directly, representing 58.3% of municipal employees in the north of 
the West Bank, 61.1% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 42.9% of those in the 
Gaza Strip.  

 Slightly more than a third of all municipal employees (37.1%) would prefer working with MDLF 
directly as opposed to consultants, representing 33.3% of municipal employees in the north of the 
West Bank, 33.3% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 50% of those in the Gaza 
Strip. 

 When asked if they would prefer the presence of a consultant if the project were to be re-
implemented, slightly less than half of all municipal employees (43.5%) indicated that they would 
prefer that to a certain extent, comprising 75% of municipal employees in the north of the West Bank, 
44.4% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 14.3% of those in the Gaza Strip.  

 Approximately a quarter of all consultants (25.8%) indicated that it would be much preferred, 
comprising 33.3% of those in the middle and south of the West Bank and 28.6% of those in the Gaza 
Strip, yet none of the those in the north of the West Bank. 
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IV. Citizen Perceptions  

Citizens' Satisfaction with, and Perceptions o f ,  the Nature and Quality o f  Delivered Activities in 
Component 3 ,  Part Two (NGO-LGU Joint Projects) 

 The survey targeted 46 key informants, interviewing approximately 6 key informants from seven 
localities in which a joint LGU-NGO project was implemented. 

Awareness of Donors for NGO-LGU Projects 

 87% specified that they are aware of the donor for the NGO-LGU Project. 40 key informants 
specified that they are aware of the donor, 92.5% specified the World Bank, 2.5% specified American 
NGOs, and 5% indicated donor countries. 

Satisfaction with NGO-LGU Projects 

 
 52.2% specified that they are very satisfied with the service provided by the project; while a further 

45.7% specified that they are satisfied. 2.2% indicated that they are not satisfied. 1 key informant 
provided a reason as to why s/he was not satisfied, indicating that the project had failed to deliver any 
concrete services. 

Perceptions of Relevance of NGO-LGU Projects 

 82.6% of key informants indicated that the project was very relevant to their locality's needs, and a 
further 17.4% specified relevant. 

Citizens' Role in Project Selection 

 65.2% of indicated that they did have a role in determining the nature of the project, while 34.8% 
specified otherwise.  

 Of 30 key informants who specified that they did have a role, 56.7% specified that they were very 
satisfied with this role, while 43.3% specified that they were satisfied.  

 Of 16 key informants who specified they did not have a role, 18.8% specified that it was because 
other individuals were more knowledgeable about the project; 12.5% indicated that by definition, 
citizens were not involved in project selection, but were involved in project formulation and planning.  

 A further 12.5% specified that the project was previously agreed upon by the municipality and donor 
without the participation of citizens. Local Communities' Role in Project 

 45 of 46 key informants (97.8%) indicated that local communities were included in the project. Of 
these 45 key informants, 31.1% indicated that local communities were involved from start to end; a 
further 31.1% indicated that local communities were involved through workshops, training events, 
events, panel discussions, and opinion polls. 28.9% specified that involvement was through meetings 
and training sessions, while 15.9% indicated courses and lectures and discussion. 

Citizens' Outlook on Future Projects 

All key informants (100%) specified that they prefer the continuation of such development programs. 

Assessment of Relationships between NGO and Municipality 

 Slightly less than half of key informants (45.7%) specified that they felt that the relationship between 
the NGO and Municipality was very good, while an additional 45.7% specified good. 6.5% said bad, 
and 2.2% don't know. Of 3 key informants who specified bad, two said that there was no coordination 
and communications between NGO and municipality. 
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Recommendations for Improvement of NGO-LGU Relationships 

 Slightly less than half (45.7%) specified that the relationship between NGOs and municipalities can 
be improved through coordination and discussion, and appointing committees at both parties. 19.6% 
indicated that the relationship can be improved through improved workshops and through 
emphasizing continuity and mutual assistance and advise.  

Additional Comments 

 21.7% asked for more and longer courses and more diverse projects. 17.4% specified requesting 
additional, useful projects for their town like entertainment programs and children's education. 13% 
indicated that the Fund should continue financing these types of projects, including different types of 
projects reaching different age groups and more diverse specifications. 6.5% specified that they 
would prefer speedier implementation and integrating the private sector in implementation. A further 
4.3% asked for literacy programs, mathematics, English, and Quran studies. 

V. Lessons Learnt from a Beneficiary Perspective 

i) EMSRPII was not well known to the public, and experienced problems with awareness and 
image. More than half of all beneficiaries (59.9%) have not heard about EMSRPII.  

ii) Of those beneficiaries who received assistance in infrastructure development, slightly less than 
half (48%) indicated that they are satisfied, 33.2 % indicated that they are very satisfied, while the 
clear majority (80.5%) specified that the project was very relevant to their community's needs. 

iii) In job creation, satisfaction was good. Approximately half (49.6%) assessed the job creation 
program as being good, and 45.5% described it as being very good. 96.5% of beneficiaries in job 
creation specified that they would be interested in participating in a repeat of the program. 

iv) A clear majority of beneficiaries (88.8%) did not participate in project selection, but close to two-
thirds of all beneficiaries (62.5%) indicated that they are satisfied with the method in which the 
project was implemented. 

v) Recommendations included better informing community members about the project before 
planning and taking their needs into account; providing longer periods of employment; and 
ensuring better project administration and implementation. 

vi) Another lesson learnt, is that more than half of all municipal employees (53.2%) are satisfied with 
consultancy assistance provided to municipality in planning projects.  

vii) More than half of all municipal employees (56.5%) would prefer working with consultants as 
opposed to working with MDLF directly. 

viii) To ensure project flexibility and responsiveness to different community needs and to 
circumvent prevailing mobility restrictions, the design of EMSRP II retains the demand-driven 
arrangement and decentralized implementation approach of its predecessor, whereby local 
governments, in consultation with their communities would determine their own emergency 
assistance priorities and would implement projects at the local level, including preparation of 
emergency programs, tendering, contracting and supervising implementation, under the guidance 
of the MDLF. 

ix) On the NGO level, all 15 NGO personnel indicated that they did have a role in determining the 
nature of the project. Twelve out of 15 NGO personnel (73.3%) are very satisfied with their role. 
This is very encouraging and gives the stakeholders and the designers of future projects some 
hope to continue to build such projects. 

x) The future outlook was represented in initiatives adopted through LGU-NGO collaboration. This 
relationship is still at an infant stage: NGOs are occasionally reluctant to be immersed into 
volatile relationships with the government on the local and national levels.  

xi) However, municipalities appear to be flexible, and will take advantage of any type of cooperation 
that might help them recover some of the costs for the services they provide. Today, 
municipalities are taking very serious measures for financial sustainability and steadfastness.
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Appendix 1: Distribution of Sample Population by Municipality 

Municipality Beneficiaries NGOs 
Client 

(Municipal) Staff 
Key 

Informants Beneficiaries NGOs 
Client 

(Municipal) Staff 
Key 

Informants 
Northern West Bank    

Ya'bad 22 3 4% 5% 

Tulkarm 104 3 17% 5% 
Bal'a 15 3 2% 5% 
Nablus 135 3 22% 5% 
Al Bireh 83 3 14% 5% 
Beitunia 9 3 1% 5% 
Beit Surik 11 3 2% 5% 

Sub-total 379 21 62% 34% 

Southern West Bank 
Bethlehem 46 3 7% 5% 
Beit Sahour 2 3 6 13% 5% 13% 
Janata 2 3 6 13% 5% 13% 
Hebron 112 3 18% 5% 
Al Samou' 2 3 9 13% 5% 20% 
Sourif 2 3 6 13% 5% 13% 
Al Shyoukh 2 3 6 13% 5% 13% 
Beit Awwa 2 3 7 13% 5% 15% 
Kharas 7 3 1% 5% 

Sub-total 165 12 27 40 27% 80% 44% 87% 
Total West 

Bank 
544 12 48 40 

 
89% 80% 77% 87% 

Gaza 

Gaza 49 3 8% 5% 

Al Buraije 7 3 1% 5% 
Abasan Kabera 7 2 1% 3% 
Alqarara 7 3 1% 5% 
Khuza'a 3 3 6 20% 5% 13% 

Total Gaza 70 3 14 6 11% 20% 23% 13% 

Total WBG 614 15 62 46 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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 Annex 6. Summary of Borrower's ICR and/or Comments on Draft ICR  
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1. Project Context, Development Objectives and Design  

In 2007 The World Bank (WB) and the Government of Netherlands represented by the Netherlands 
Representative Office (NRO) in the WBG contributed with a grant of an amount of US$10 million and 
US$ 6.17 million respectively to provide emergency assistance to the Palestinian LGUs. The financed 
program is called the second phase of the Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project (EMSRP 
II) under which the beneficiaries are the municipalities in West Bank and Gaza. Both the Swedish 
International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA) and the German Development Bank (KFW) 
decided to contribute for the year 2008 by US$5.0 million and Euros 15 million respectively. In year 2009 
SIDA, the World Bank agreed to contribute additional funding of 6 million US$ (3 US$ million each). 
Danida joined the agreement in 2010 with a contribution of 5.2 US$ million 

The main project development objectives are to:  
1) Help mitigate further deterioration in the delivery of essential municipal services, including solid 

waste collection, provision of water, wastewater and electricity services (where such services are 
provided by municipalities), and street cleaning, among other services, through rehabilitation of 
damaged or deteriorating infrastructure and the provision of non-wage budgetary support for 
direct service cost inputs.   

2) Create temporary job opportunities at the local 
level through the launching of labor-intensive 
employment generation schemes, 
proportionally allocated on the basis of an 
unemployment index. 

3) Pilot innovative initiatives that foster Local 
Government-NGO collaboration in response to 
urgent community needs and assist 
municipalities in recovering costs for the 
provision of services.  

Based on the findings of final review of the First 
Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project (EMSRP I) done by the World Bank (WB) and the 
MDLF, it was noted that the project scope was too broad, 
aiming at addressing over 400 localities, thus spreading too 
thinly limited resources while limiting the Project’s impact.  
The lessons learned have been incorporated into the proposed 
project’s design, as EMSRP II would be targeting only the 
132 municipal areas, while other Bank interventions 
(particularly the Integrated Community Development 
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Project) would aim to target refugee camps and smaller village councils and communities. 
 

EMSRP II project components:  
Component 1:  Emergency Municipal Services Assistance Grants: This component would finance (a) 
rehabilitation, reconstruction and upgrading of damaged municipal infrastructure and facilities, as well as 
the supply of equipment to sustain municipal service provision, and (b) non-wage recurrent expenditures 
as direct inputs to the provision of essential municipal services over a period of up to two years.  
 Component 2: Labor-intensive Employment Generation: This sub-component would finance labor-
intensive temporary employment sub-projects that are identified and implemented by municipalities in 
coordination with locally-based community groups.  
Funds would be earmarked for municipalities on the basis of the unemployment index of the Governorate 
in which they are located and then the total amount allocated for the governorate will be distributed based 
on population among its municipalities. This allocation method would ensure that localities in greatest 
need of assistance would be eligible to receive a greater share of resources. 
Component 3: MDLF Innovation Window:  This component is the third component of the EMSRP II 
project supported by the WB and is divided into two sub-components: 
Piloting pre-paid metering systems at municipalities: 
This subcomponent was designed to install electricity 
pre meters at no more than 3 pilot municipalities and 
tested as a means of enabling municipalities to enhance 
local revenue collection.   
Piloting Local Government-NGO collaboration for 
emergency and other joint programming purposes: This 
pilot activity is being prepared in coordination with a 
parallel World Bank-financed operation (NGO Project 
III).  The main aim of this pilot is to encourage greater 
coordination and joint programming by local 
governments and NGOs at the local level through the 
requirement of a joint funding proposal.  NGOs will be 
financed under the NGO III Project, while municipalities will be financed under EMRSP II.   This 
component had financed physical rehabilitation and/or expansion of public facilities, parks and other 
municipal-owned assets within which NGOs will provide programming for social activities for youth, 
children, and women.  Public awareness campaigns to promote water and energy conservation, public 
health, and environmental management are proposals likely to receive support.  The LGU component 
would involve financing for small-scale civil works and goods not to exceed an aggregate value of 
US$70,000 per subproject and would likely include playground and park rehabilitation, fencing, sports 
facilities (soccer/basketball) and amenities to provide a platform for NGOs to organize community 
activities for youth, children, women, etc.   
 
Key Factors Affecting Implementation and Outcomes 
Regarding the implementation of the WB original fund, MDLF had approved 626 sub‐projects under the 
components  (1, 2 & 3) with an allocated amount of (US$ 9,099,570), where the  implementation     was 
completed in Dec. 2009, despite facing many obstacles including the difficult security situation in Gaza, 
dollar devaluation and prices  instability, and  the Palestinian contractors strike. Given  that, 528 out of 
626 sub‐projects were funded by the World Bank and 98 out of 626 sub‐projects were co‐financed by 
the World Bank and Dutch. A breakdown of the sub‐projects according to the funding source is provided 
in table 1: 
 

Table 1: EMSRPII 1st Cycle Sub-Projects Per Funding Source (original fund) 
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Funding Source No. of 
Projects

Allocated Budget (WB)-
US$ 

World Bank 528 7,395,960 

World Bank & Dutch (co-financed  
sub-projects)

98 1,703,610 

Total 626 9,099,570 

 
In year 2009, in particular after the recent Israeli military attack from December 27, 2008 to January 18, 
2009,  the PNA has requested an additional financing from international partners for assistance to the 
EMSRPII based on the Gaza early recovery and reconstruction plan as well as the Gaza municipal sector 
assessment conducted by the MDLF. The World Bank agreed to contribute additional amount (US$ 3 
million) to EMSRPII component 1. The agreements with the World Bank had been signed in July, 2009.  
MDLF had approved 109 municipal sub-projects with  an  allocated  amount  of  (US$  2,790,000) 
distributed among Gaza municipalities where the implementation started in August 2009 and completed 
by end of June 2011. 
It should be noted that the additional financing (AF) for Gaza was designed to support incremental 
operating costs to help municipalities in maintaining the basic municipal services from deteriorating as 
any construction of new works would be subject to delays associated with the current constraints resulting 
from Israeli’s policy restricting access. The access restrictions limit the availability of supplies and 
construction materials and equipment. 
 
 
Special notes about the implementation of EMSRPII in Gaza. 
The progress in Gaza: was slower compared to the West Bank. The 
situation in Gaza and in particular after the recent Israeli military 
attack from December 27, 2008 to January 18, 2009 in addition to the 
chronic unavailability of construction materials caused by the Israeli 
blockade, have badly affected the progress of infrastructure sub-
projects. Moreover, the shortage in fuel supply and spare parts is 
delaying the budgetary support sub-projects.  
During the implementation period of the project the environment in 
Gaza was characterized by more restrictions on movement of people and goods from and into Gaza. The 
Israeli Military continued to impose a high level of restrictions preventing the entrance of most basic 
materials as well as the construction material into Gaza. These restrictions had affected the 
municipalities’ activities and the implementation of EMSRPII's subproject leading to a clear delay in the 
progress of the original fund sub-projects. Moreover, these restrictions and the closure of Gaza Strip 
during most of the reporting period had negatively affected the supply of fuel that was considered at the 
beginning of the program as one of the most urgent needed materials and was thought to be feasible to 
implement.  
Since the EMSRPII was designed as an emergency intervention, the MDLF in coordination with its 
partners encouraged the municipalities to and assisted them in revisiting their priorities in order to come 
up with more reasonable projects that could be implemented and at the same time enable the 
municipalities to alleviate the continuation of burdens on the living conditions of the Gaza's population. 
 
Assessment of Outcomes (Achievements against outcomes) 
As mentioned previously, the main objectives of EMSRP II include:  help mitigate further deterioration in 
the delivery of essential municipal services, create temporary job opportunities at the local level, and pilot 
innovative initiatives that foster Local Government-NGO collaboration in response to urgent community 
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needs and assist municipalities in recovering costs for the provision of services.  These objectives 
coincide with one of the major goals of the PRDP which is to increase national prosperity, and enhance 
quality of life. In addition, the EMSRP II objectives fall within the second Strategic Theme of the MDLF 
Strategic Plan “ Supporting and Enabling LGUs “.  
The EMSRP II various activities have improved the ability of municipalities to provide better services to 
their constituents. The outputs of the implemented projects will contribute in the improvement of basic 
services and infrastructure. The following chart illustrates the achievements against the revised indicators 
at different levels (output, outcomes, and sector related objectives). 
 

 
         Sector Related Objectives: Sector Level Indicator Achievements / Works Being 

Done
Strengthening capacities for and 
financing the delivery of basic 
services to the poor – through 
the development of efficient 
and transparent institutions in 
five key Palestinian 
“institutional domains” – the 
PA ministries, the 
municipalities, the universities, 
NGOs and private sector 
representative bodies

Instituting a Rules-based 
System for Intergovernmental 
Fiscal Transfers:  Emergency 
Assistance Grants are provided 
to municipalities in accordance 
with a transparent, fair, and 
predictable transfer system. 

- A new grants allocation 
formula was build in 2009, the 
formula is being used by MDLF 
for distribution the funds to 
municipalities for capital 
investments based on needs, 
population and performance. 
The formula was approved by 
the BoD and got the satisfaction 
from all financing partners. 

 Public Disclosure of Municipal 
Budgets:  90% of all 132 
eligible municipalities are 
submitting 2007, 2008, 2009 
executed and planned budget 
reports to Ministry of Local 
Government conforming to the 
reporting formats adopted for 
municipalities (The Danish-
financed, Bank-administered 
Local Government Capacity 
Building Project is producing a 
unified municipal Chart of 
Accounts and standardized 
budget reporting formats as an 
input to achievement of this 
indicator.)

- According to the MOLG 
records, all the municipalities 
sent their budgets to MOLG for 
approval using the unified 
budget format which was 
designed under the financial 
component of the LGCBP. 
Regarding the disclosure of the 
budgets, MDLF and through the 
outreach and communication 
with the municipalities, is 
encouraging the municipalities 
to disclose their budgets to their 
citizens.   

 Equalization Effect:  
Municipalities in Governorates 
with higher levels of 
unemployment receive 
proportionately greater 
allocations for employment 
generation activities.

-The allocations for the 2nd 
component of the EMSRPII 
was distributed among 
municipalities based on the 
unemployment index from the 
PCBS. Given that the index was 
at the  governorate  level.

Continue providing analytical 
and programmatic leadership to 
the collective effort to cope 

Increased Donor Aid 
Mobilization & Program 
Coordination:  Evidence of 

-MDLF used to organize the 
meetings of the Donors 
Consultation Forum (DCF), 
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with the emergency, while 
initiating multi-donor 
operations to support delivery 
of essential social services. 

increased donor aid within a 
harmonized framework policy 
and implementation framework. 
 

with attendance of MDLF BoD, 
MDLF staff, MOP, MOLG and 
the Financing Partners. One of 
the achievements of these 
meetings is the harmonization 
of donors under the ongoing 
MDP program. 

Development Objectives Outcome Indicator Outcome Achievement

Help mitigate further 
deterioration in the delivery of 
essential municipal services, 
including solid waste collection, 
street lighting, provision of 
water, wastewater and 
electricity (where such services 
are provided by municipalities), 
and street cleaning, among 
other services, through 
rehabilitation of damaged or 
deteriorating infrastructure and 
the provision of non-wage 
budgetary support for direct 
service cost input. 

Minimum 70% of surveyed 
beneficiaries reporting 
satisfactory improvements in 
service delivery 

About 81% of interviewed 
beneficiaries were satisfied and 
very satisfied with the services 
provided by the projects versus 
a targeted minimum 70%,  as 
measured through the 
beneficiary assessment 
completed in September 2009 
 

Create temporary job 
opportunities at the local level 
through labor intensive 
employment generation 
schemes, proportionally 
allocated on the basis of MDLF 
unemployment index; 
 

Minimum 70% of surveyed 
beneficiaries (households of 
employed persons) reporting 
satisfactory impact on their 
livelihood as a results of the 
temporary jobs created 
 
 
A  minimum of 140,000 person 
days of temporary employment 
created through Component 2 
of EMSRP. 

About 82.3% beneficiaries 
reported satisfied and very 
satisfied with this component 
versus a targeted minimum of 
70% . 
The satisfaction was based on 
fairness in the selection of 
workers. People employed were 
out of work, and considered that 
such programs are much needed 
and more of the same should be 
continued in future programs. 
People who expressed 
dissatisfaction indicated that the 
employment was too short. 
Direct Temporary Employment: 
167,533Person-Day was created 
with US $ 12.59 Per Person-
Day. This is equivalent to 
5,584Person-Month with US $ 
378 Per Person-Month. Labor 
content for that is 69.58%which 
is higher than the percentage set 
in the TA of the project (50%). 
Indirect Temporary 
Employment: 3,304Person-Day 
was created with US $15 Per 
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Person-Day. Which is 
equivalent to 110 Person-Month 
with US $450 Per Person-
Month. 

Pilot innovative initiatives that 
foster Local Government-NGO 
collaboration in response to 
urgent community needs and 
assist municipalities in 
recovering costs for the 
provision of services. 

Minimum of 70% of surveyed 
persons Indicates of increased 
involvement of local 
communities in identifying 
priorities; as per (LGU-NGO 
collaboration) 

The beneficiary assessment 
completed in September 2009 
reported that 100% of NGOs 
surveyed were satisfied and 
very satisfied, which exceeds by 
30% the target of at least 70%.  
Municipal staff interview 
expressed 85.7% satisfaction 
and 97.9% of citizens 
interviewed were satisfied and 
very satisfied with the program. 
Satisfaction was measured in 
terms of relevance of the project 
to the community needs, and 
citizens expressed satisfaction 
with the project services 
rendered or to be rendered. 
People who expressed some 
dissatisfaction indicated that 
NGO-LGU relationship could 
be improved. 
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Contribution of budgetary support Component to recurrent municipal budgets 

‐ Regarding the WB original fund (the contribution of the budgetary support component to the 
recurrent municipal expenditures was 2.33% for both West Bank and Gaza municipalities). 
However, it was 1.93% for West Bank   and 4.18% for Gaza municipalities.  

‐ Regarding the WB additional fund for Gaza municipalities, (the contribution of the budgetary 
support component to the recurrent municipal expenditures was 9.41% in average. 

 
 

O
u
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Component 1:  
Emergency 
Municipal 
Services 
Assistance 
Grants 

 
Component 2:  
Labor-
intensive 
Employment 
Generation 

Component 3:  
MDLF 
Innovation 
Window 

 I- Roads: 72.5 Km pavement, 10km sidewalks and shoulders, 809 Lm culverts and drainage, 630 Lm 

retaining walls, 4.6 Km of street lighting networks rehabilitation, 2973 lighting units were supplied, 

installation of street roller, asphalt cutter, excavator and concrete mixer 

II- Water: 3.9 km of water networks rehabilitation, 903 water meters. 

 

III- Electricity: 9km networks rehabilitation 

 
IV- Wastewater: 1.69 Km network rehabilitation. 

V-Solid Waste: 447containers, 2 tractors, 3 trailers. 

 

VI- Public Facilities: 3,958 Sq.m public buildings rehabilitation, 1430 Sq.m parks and gardens.  

VII- Others: US$ 2,652,440 service tools and vehicle maintenance for municipalities, vehicle insurance, 

labor insurance,  service tools and   fuel supply  for municipal services to maintain basic services.  

I-Direct Temporary Employment: 167,533Person-Day was created with US $ 12.59 Per Person-Day. 

Which is equivalent to 5,584Person-Month with US $ 378 Per Person-Month. Labor content for that is 

69.58%which is higher than the percentage set in the TA of the project (50%). 

For the LGU-NGO activities: 33 joint proposals were received from municipalities and NGOS, 10 of these 

proposals were approved.  

The total number of beneficiaries was 22,180 persons in the West Bank and 18,387 persons in Gaza. 

II- Indirect Temporary Employment: 3,304Person-Day was created with US $15 Per Person-Day. Which 
is equivalent to 110 Person-Month with US $450 Per Person-Month. 
 

Project Development Objectives

Sector Related Objectives
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2. Assessment of Risk to Development Outcome 

Rating: High 
The risk to the Development Outcome is High given several critical factors : 

‐ The project development objectives were too optimistic even though the project was designed 
under the emergency scheme. The outcome indicators had been revisited and revised during 
the MTR mission to cope with the situation and to come up with reasonable, realistic, 
measurable and achievable outcomes. 

‐ The Israeli Military continued to impose a high level of restrictions preventing the entrance of 
most basic materials as well as the construction material into Gaza. Where the needs for 
budgetary support projects, spare parts,…etc. became more important than rehabilitation and 
construction projects.   

‐ The municipal allocated amounts distributed among municipalities had affected the priorities 
of sub-projects selection using the funds for other than the intended purpose in some cases for 
small municipalities.  

‐ The political situation and the financial crises in the municipalities after the formation of 
Hamas government wherein major donors suspended most of the financial aid earlier 
committed to WBG; guided the projects priorities of municipalities to cover their recurrent 
expenditure through the budgetary support component of EMSRPII.  

‐ The dollar devaluation and the contractors strike affected the project implementation and 
leading to a clear delay in the progress. 

 
 

3. Assessment of Bank Performance  

 Bank  
The overall bank performance is rated satisfactory given that the following:  
‐ The project was prepared and designed to respond on the emergency needs of the municipal 

sector within the environment to sharp declines in economic activity, high unemployment, 
deteriorating of municipal services and sharp decline in local government revenues. The 
project well balanced between emergency and medium term objectives, with practical 
consideration given to how to get things done". 

‐ During the implementation, there was day-to-day follow up by the field based members, 
semiannual structured supervision missions were organized which featured team members 
from West Bank and Gaza and HQ. This ensured the mobilization of a multi-disciplined team 
much needed to oversee this project. Moreover, Safeguard policies were also monitored 
closely and were timely addressed. For example, procurement was constantly monitored with 
periodic post-reviews as part of the supervision missions' activities. Most importantly, there 
was a flexibility in doing such reallocation for the categories, and revision for the outcome 
indicators at the MTR mission to be more realistic, achievable and measurable. 

 
4. Lessons Learned  

‐ The fund transfer mechanism should be modified to reflect the objectives of the national 
government and the MDLF which is building the capacity of municipalities and improve their 
performance as the basic requirement for development. The recommended transfer 
mechanism should include incentives to reward better financial, planning and management 
practices in the municipalities. 

‐ Based on the Paris Declaration (endorsed on March, 2005) it’s highly recommended to work 
with donors and relevant ministries to ensure the harmonization of the donors’ projects 
through coordination and continuous discussion among different parties. Working together 
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will maximize the benefits and the impact of international support to the Palestinian 
community. The Palestinian National Plan (NDP) should serve as the guidance to all donors 
who are active in the local government sector.  

‐ Furthermore, donors shall coordinate their efforts with each other’s and with the Palestinian 
counter parts to eliminate funds earmarking so to achieve better impact and more transparent 
approach of allocations and have efficient implementation. The MDLF has been promoting 
the idea of pooling and having one basket of funds from all donors. 

‐ The MDLF should continue its approach in strengthening the municipalities’ institutions and 
improving their staff capacities through in job training and transfer of knowMDLF  This will 
enable the municipalities to be efficient and sustained institution as well as better rank to the 
municipality toward the implementation of the MDLF’s transfer mechanism. 

 
5. Comments on Issues Raised by Borrower/Implementing Agencies/Partners 

During the supervision missions of EMSRPII and during the Donors Consultation Forums, it was 
commented by the financing partners and MDLF concerning the following: 
 

‐ Funds Allocation:  The EMSRPII allocation was distributed among municipalities based on 
the population criteria causing the allocation to be small in certain cases which had limited 
measurable impacts. Moreover, it was highlighted to have performance based criteria along 
with population.  

‐ Donors Harmonization: In order to build on the experience of EMSRPII pooling, it was 
highlighted to have donors harmonization with development oriented scheme rather than 
emergency. 

‐ Needs for budgetary support / incremental: It was also highlighted by the WB to continue 
supporting the municipalities in Gaza with incremental investment to cover their needs for 
recurrent expenditure. 

‐ Procedures: It was highlighted by MDLF that the procedures and application forms which 
were used for EMSRPII were too detailed and beyond the technical capacity of smaller 
municipalities.  
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Annex 7. Comments of Cofinanciers and Other Partners/Stakeholders  
 
In addition to direct edits from the donors within the draft documents, the following more general 
comments from KfW and the Danish International Development Assistance are included: 
 
A.  KFW Banken Gruppe (German Development Agency) 
Thank you very much for providing us with a draft ICR for our comments.  We have two comments on 
the report, 
  
We do not agree with the report's many references to donors perusing "parochial interests" that is 
"attenuated" by the EMRSPII and efforts of the World Bank. The KfW and also other MDLF donors have 
since long supported Palestinian national developmental goals/objectives and plans, and consider donors' 
harmonization and alignment with PA systems as an essential element of reducing transaction cost for the 
PA. Furthermore, the KfW funding for the MDLF is basically stemming from interest in supporting 
national plans and national institutions.  
  
We do not agree with depicting the MDLF as merely an implementing institution for donors funded 
projects. The MDLF is a key national institution that implements national policies and strategies with the 
aim of helping LGUs to improve quality of services and achieve sustainable development by inducing 
national reforms, funded by international funding partners and PA own resources.  
 
B.  Danish International Development Assistance 
 
I guess all financing partners strategies are aligned to this governance agenda…In general I believe the 
very first paragraphs of Context etc. would benefit by strengthening the partnership and trust fund aspect 
of this operation. When Denmark supports WB trust fund we do not prepare additional reporting to the 
MFA as we normally consider WB reporting adequate. This means, however, that the WB reporting has 
to be a little less WB and more Trust Fund and joint financing. A Trust Fund Arrangement is for 
Denmark not only about financing. 
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Annex 8. List of Supporting Documents  
 
1. The Trust Fund for Gaza and the West Bank; Status, Strategy, and Request for Replenishment, 

December 2, 2003, World Bank Boards Document (Bank/R2003-0208).  

2. Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project and Local Government Capacity Building 
Project, Aide Memoire: Midterm Review Mission, March 10-20, 2008 

3. Implementation Completion and Results Report (MULT-50956) on a Grant in the amount of US$19.9 
million to West Bank and Gaza for Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project, September 
26, 2006 

4. TA for a Proposed Trust Fund Grant in the amount of US$10 million to West Bank and Gaza for an 
Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project II (EMSRP II), November 16, 2006 

5. International Bank for Reconstruction and Development and International Development Association, 
Interim Strategy for West Bank and Gaza for the period FY08-FY10, and Request for Replenishment 
of  The Trust Fund for Gaza and the West Bank, March 25,  2008. 

6. EMSRP II Beneficiaries Assessment: Final Report, submitted by Alpha International to Municipal 
Development and Lending Fund (MLDF), September 15, 2009 

7. Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project-Phase II (EMSRP II), Interim Financial Report, 
For the period from April 1st – June 30th, 2011 

8. Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project-Phase II (EMSRP II), Interim Financial Report, 
For the period from Oct 1st – Dec 3st, 2009 

9. Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project-Phase II (EMSRP II), Interim Financial Report, 
For the period from Sep 30th - Dec 3st, 2008 

10. Municipal Development and Lending Fund (MDLF), Annual Progress Report 2008, January 1st –
December 31st, 2008, West Bank and Gaza 

11. Implementation Status and Results Reports, for Investment Projects, West Bank and Gaza , Sequence 
# 1-#7, World Bank 
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Annex 9. Summary of Quality Assessment at Entry Review (QAE) by Quality Assurance Group 
(This is based on the original QAE review undertaken in October 2007. ) 
 
Overall Judgment 

1. Quality at Entry of this project was rated “Satisfactory” (2) overall, with Highly Satisfactory (1) 
ratings for the critical categories of Strategic Relevance and Approach, Policy and Institutional Aspects, 
and Bank Inputs and Processes. All other quality dimensions were rated Satisfactory (2). 

2. An emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation Project (EMSRP1) was approved in 2002 against 
the background of severe deterioration of social and economic conditions and public service delivery 
services triggered by the Intifada. After satisfactory implementation of the project (2006) the Bank in 
consultation with the client proposed a Municipal Management and Service Delivery Project (MMSDP) 
for WBG. This was based on the assumption that, following a protracted period of instability and 
uncertainty, there would be an opportunity to return to a medium-term development framework. 
Unfortunately, further civil strife broke out in WBG, which required a change in strategy. To respond to 
the crisis the Bank had to abandon the MMSDP and proposed a repeater EMSRPII (2006) project focused 
on local municipal delivery service.  

3. The panel found EMSRP II to be a well prepared operation, which was deemed highly appropriate for 
the unique and difficult context of West Bank/Gaza. The team is to be congratulated on its ability to shift 
quickly from a planned medium term urban renewal project to this emergency operation with its clear 
focus on sustaining essential municipal services. Building effectively on EMSRP I and the work done on 
the preparation of a conventional (as opposed to emergency) project, the project found an appropriate 
balance between the pressing need for immediate financial support to ensuring critical urban services, and 
the need for modest institution building support as a precursor to a future, conventional urban services 
operation.  

Strong Aspects 

4. On the face of it, the project would seem to be over prepared and over documented for an emergency 
operation (the environmental assessment work is an example), but this was the result of the advanced 
preparation of a longer term, conventional project before changes in West Bank and Gaza forced a shift in 
tactics, which the team was able to draw upon. 

 Emergency operations are inherently short term in nature, but even so, the project did a good job of 
balancing immediate needs with longer term country strategic goals.  

 The policy and political environments in WB/G are unique and difficult. The TT managed to find a 
way forward that took advantage of the capacity and strong ownership of the municipalities and at the 
same time maintained an appropriate level of accountability and flexibility. The focus on ensuring 
continued critical municipal services was the right focus in the highly charged WB/G environment. 

 For an emergency operation, the project was exceptionally well grounded in country and sector 
knowledge.  

 In an extremely complex logistical and political setting, the TT was extremely effective in getting a 
large number of donors to participate in the MDLF. The role of MDLF as vehicle for the transfer of 
funds and auditing results should be considered as best practice. 

 Community participation and partnerships with local communities in planning, budgeting and pilot of 
local government-NGO collaboration are noteworthy. Budgets are being made public and service 
delivery surveys are being carried-out. 
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 The skill mix, continuity and experience combined with exemplary coordination between HQ and 
field staff produced excellent results with quick processing of the project. Strong presence on the 
ground played an important role. 

 The relationship and mutual understanding between the different units of the Bank was very good and 
given the sensitivities of this project in a conflict area there was excellent support provided by 
Management and support units. 

5. Even in the face of these strong points, the review panel did not necessarily see the project as a model 
for other emergency operations. The unusual circumstances surrounding this case (a repeater project, 
significant preparation work on a conventional project already completed, stronger than usual institutional 
capacity) are unlikely to be present in other emergency operations.  

Areas Needing Improvements 

6. Given the conditions existing in Gaza, the panel was pleasantly surprised to find no significant 
deficiencies that deserved highlighting in an emergency project. 

Any Systemic Lessons 

7. The panel has high praise for the focus and preparation of this operation, and deems it among the best 
prepared emergency operations QAG has seen. However, it may be inappropriate to hold future 
emergency operations to the preparation standards set by this project. Had the project team not been well 
advanced in the preparation of a conventional urban services operation, we might have faulted the team 
for doing too much when quick action was what was needed. Social and environmental safeguards that 
apply to conventional operations need to be applied with great care and common sense to emergency 
operations. However, since the team already had in hand most of the underpinnings for a conventional 
project, it would have made no sense not to have used these materials in the preparation of this project.  

8. As to broader lessons, the panel found the project design very well suited to the task at hand, but was 
uncertain as to whether the lessons from this operation can be generalized beyond WBG. The Bank would 
do well to follow this operation carefully, and to find ways to assess whether the model developed here—
the combination of a locally-managed municipal development fund and local implementation—is 
applicable to other post conflict and difficult settings.  

9. The panel also feels that the current QEA questionnaire format may not fully capture the unique and 
often very complex situations that characterize crises such as violent conflicts, which may require 
operational responses that are different than the ones the standard questionnaire is designed for. The panel 
would suggest that QAG consider adjusting several of the questions and accompanying guidance in the 
questionnaire, and/or adding other questions (such as the project's ability to respond to the specific 
challenges of the emergency situation both in design and in institutional arrangements, its ability to be 
guided by an understanding of the key aspects of the crisis situation, its ability to adapt and apply 
operational lessons from similar circumstances, its ability to maintain sound institutional principles such 
as accountability amidst an emergency, etc.).  

 
E. Suggestions to the Task Team  
In light of this assessment, list two or three factors that will require particular attention during the short-
medium term to improve the prospects for achieving the project’s development objectives and long-term 
sustainability. 
 
10. The team might consider strengthening emphasis on ex post physical audits of operations funded 
under this project as a means on increasing local accountability. While emergency operations are 
generally not places for experimentation and innovation, the special circumstances of WBG might make it 
appropriate to consider ways of testing “payment for performance” as a means of holding local authorities 
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accountable for results. Increased accountability and transparency (wide distribution of the results of 
audits) will help create demand for further institutional development in WBG. 
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Annex 10: EMSRP 1 and 2, and MDP Comparisons, Objectives, Components, Beneficiaries, Lessons Learned and Reflected in Project 
Design, and Institutional Change/Strengthening 

ICR: EMSRP 1 ICR: EMSRP 2 MDP I 

Sector & Program Level Development 
Objectives 

  

na 1. Strengthening capacities for and financing the 
delivery of basic services to the poor –through 
the development of efficient and transparent 
institutions in five key Palestinian “institutional 
domains” – the PA ministries, the municipalities, 
the universities, NGOs and private sector 
representative bodies. 

2. Continue providing analytical and 
programmatic leadership to the collective 
effort to cope with the emergency, while 
initiating multi-donor operations to support 
delivery of essential social services 

The MDP has a three-stage hierarchy of objectives: 

i) Sector-Level objective: Drawing on the MDLF's 
institutional mandate and vision, over the long-term 
the MDP contributes to strengthening municipal 
governance to enable
municipalities to become creditworthy and 
thereby access resources from the market for 
investments that will enhance service delivery. 
At present, no municipalities are creditworthy.  

ii) Program-Level objective: Drawing on the PRDP, 
over the medium-term, subsequent phases of the 
MDP will be designed to support municipalities in 
providing better coverage and improved quality of 
services. 

iii) Objective of the First Phase of the MDP: Over 
the short-term, the MDP - Phase I, will support 
municipalities in improving their 
management/governance practices. (Phase I will 
also test the tools to improve municipal 
performance, enable donor harmonization, and 
draw lessons for future phases.) 
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Project Development Objectives   

(i) help mitigate further deterioration in the 
quality and coverage of essential municipal 
services by providing budgetary support for 
non-wage municipal operating costs; 

(ii) create temporary labor-intensive employment 
opportunities; and 

(iii) introduce a mechanism to link central and local 
government budgetary planning processes to 
strengthen Palestinian emergency response 
capacity, enhance mobilization of donor 
assistance, and improve the efficiency and 
equity of resource transfers to local 
governments. 

i) provide funding for infrastructure rehabilitation 
and maintenance to help mitigate further 
deterioration in the delivery of essential 
municipal services;  

ii) create temporary job opportunities at the local 
level through the launching of labor-intensive 
employment generation schemes; and  

iii) pilot initiatives to improve municipal service 
cost recovery and to leverage partnerships with 
local NGOs to deliver services more effectively. 

i) support municipalities in improving their 
management/governance practices.  

ii) test the tools to improve municipal performance, 
enable donor harmonization, and draw lessons 
for future phases.) 

Components   

Component 1: Emergency Program Assistance. 
(Bank financing US$18.5 million).  

This component was to finance: 

(i) local government expenditures for essential service 
provision such as water and wastewater, solid 
waste, road rehabilitation and maintenance and 
electricity services, including operating costs, 
goods and services, 

(ii) temporary labor-intensive employment 
generation micro-projects, and repair of 
damaged local government facilities 

Component 1: Emergency Municipal Services 
Assistance Grants. Total cost  US$29.7 million, of 
which Bank financing US$ 7.0 million; 
Government of Netherlands US$ 3 million 
equivalent; AFD US$ 13 million equivalent; and a 
financing Gap of US$ 6.7 million.20  

The component would finance.  

(i) rehabilitation, reconstruction and 
upgrading of damaged municipal 
infrastructure and facilities, as well as the 
supply of equipment to sustain municipal 
service provision, and  

(ii)  non-wage recurrent expenditures as direct inputs 
to the provision of essential municipal services 
over a period of up to two years 

Window 1: Municipal Grants for Capital 
Investment (Total USS 46.16 million of which 
US$7.6 million will be under Bank financing)  

Window 1 allocates grants to municipalities for 
capital investments or operating expenditures for 
service provision, per their mandate defined in the 
Local Councils Law No. 1 of 1997 and sectors 
described as eligible in the Operations Manual. 

Component 2: Municipal Fund Design, Management 
& Performance Monitoring. (Bank financing US$1. 

Component 2: Labor-intensive Employment 
Generation. Total cost US$ 6.10 million, of which 

Window 2: Support to Municipal Innovations and 
Efficiency (Total US$3.7m of which US$ 0.7 million 

                                                 
20 It was expected that the financing gaps would be comfortably filled by donor contributions. 
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10 million).  

This component would also finance: 

(i) the establishment of a Project Coordination 
Unit (PCU) with two offices – a main one in 
West Bank and a branch office in Gaza, and 

(ii) the recruitment of Management Agent (MA) to 
be contracted to design and set up the 
Municipal Development Fund (MDF) and 
monitor the PCU's management on behalf of 
the Project Steering Committee/Fund 
Commission (PSC/FC). Under this contract, the 
MA was to be also responsible for: establishing a 
Municipal Financial Information System, whereby 
program activities would be more systematically 
monitored; developing the operating guidelines and 
procedures for the MDF; helping the PCU to 
coordinate and scale up donors' emergency program 
assistance to the MDF; and assist the PCU to 
monitor the performance of the MDF. 

Bank financing US$ 1.10 million; Government of the 
Netherlands US$ 3.0 million equivalent; and a 
Financing Gap of US$ 2.0 million.  

This sub-component would finance temporary 
labor-intensive employment sub-projects that 
are identified and implemented by 
Municipalities in coordination with locally-based 
community groups. 

 

under Bank  financing) 

This Window  

i) promotes learning and innovation to promote 
municipal development, including 
implementation of MOLG policy decisions.  

ii) will cover the costs of goods, works, training and 
services.  

The two main areas of intervention envisaged are: (a) 
strengthening amalgamation of local governments and 
(b) piloting innovations 'that promote municipal 
revenue 
generation or cost savings. 

 

Component 3: Technical Assistance and Technical 
Assistance and Capacity Building. (Bank financing 
US$0.40 million).  

This component was to finance consultant 
services for technical support, training, and 
capacity-building among the LGUs, as well as 
the design of labor-intensive temporary 
employment projects. The component was also 
to finance contracts for local NGOs to provide 
feedback on community participation activities 
linked to the preparation of emergency assistance 
programs at the local level. 

Component 3: MDLF Innovation Window. Total 
cost US$ 1.20 million, financed solely by the Bank.  

This component is divided into two sub-
components: 

i) Piloting pre-paid metering systems at 
municipalities. (Total sub-component cost: US$ 
0.50 million.) This subcomponent would 
finance the purchase of over 3,500 new meters, 
administrative systems and technical assistance to 
guide the piloting process.21 

ii) Piloting Local Government-NGO 
collaboration for emergency and other joint 
programming purposes.  (Total sub-component 
cost: US$ 0.70 million, financed solely by the 

Window 3: Capacity Building for municipalities 
and the MDLF (US$5.43 in total of which US$0.6 
million to be financed by Bank). 

This window will support municipalities to graduate 
to higher performance categories in the performance 
ranking system in which they are currently classified. 
It will cover the costs of goods, works and services. 

                                                 
21 The Subcomponent design was based on prior successful piloting of the approach at Jerusalem District Electric Utility Company. 
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Bank.) The main aim of this pilot is to 
encourage greater coordination and joint 
programming by local governments and 
NGOs at the local level through the 
requirement of a joint funding proposal. 

 Component 4: Project Management Costs. Total 
component cost: US$3.2 million, of which Bank 
financing US$ 0.7 million; Government of 
Netherlands financing of U S$0.3 million; and AFD 
financing of US$ 1.8 million equivalent; and a 
financing gap of US$0.4 million.  

The component would finance: i) MDLF 
Management Fee: sub-component costs to 
administer donor funds, based on a 5 percent 
administration fee. ii) Technical assistance and 
monitoring (US$1.3 million). This includes 
financing of four regionally-based local technical 
consultants (LTCs) to support municipalities in 
preparing and implementing their Emergency 
Assistance Programs (EAPs);22 a technical review 
audit; environmental and social safeguard reviews; 
training in procurement and financial management; a 
beneficiary impact assessment; and other small, 
specialized technical assistance assignments. 

Window 4: MDP Management (Total of US$ 6.64 
million of which US$ 1.1 million financing from 
TFGWB). It will cover the costs of goods and 
services. 

Beneficiaries   

The primary target groups were: 

(i) Local Government Units with a population of 
over 1,000 which would receive support for 
improved public service delivery; 

(ii) the Palestinian population, directly, through the 
creation of temporary jobs and also as recipients 
of improved municipal services; and 

The primary target beneficiary groups were:  

i) the 132 municipalities in WBG who would 
receive support for rehabilitating, sustaining and 
where possible improving essential local 
government services;  

ii) the municipal population generally, who would 
benefit from the receipt of improved municipal 
services and access to employment opportunities 

Not specifically stated., but presumably includes 
the LGUs and the LGU population 

                                                 
22 Municipalities were required to prepare EAPs as a condition for access to funding. 
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(iii) the Ministry of Local Government which 

would institute a mechanism to link central and 
local government budgetary planning 
processes as well as more efficiently channel 
emergency assistance from both the central 
government and the international community to 
the local Municipality level. 

 

on a temporary basis;  
iii) the Ministry of Local Government (MOLG) 

who would secure a mechanism for the more 
equitable and transparent allocation of funds to 
municipalities; would obtain budgets and reports 
from municipalities on a timely annual basis as 
required by law.  

iv) Subsidiary beneficiaries included specific 
municipalities and NGO’s, who were supported 
through pilot initiatives to improve revenue 
collection and the delivery of local services. 

Lessons Learned and Reflected  Project Design   
na A major lesson learned from recent emergency 

operations supported by the Bank is that 
developing countries are becoming increasingly 
aware of the need to put in place measures to 
prevent or reduce risks arising due to crises.  

With respect to Bank experience in WBG, 
complementary approaches adopted by ESSP have 
demonstrated that: 

i) the Bank and other donors need to focus on 
both central and local levels. Over 
centralization of service administration and 
delivery can result in implementation delays, 
and mobility restrictions in WBG in particular 
have shown that greater decentralization in the 
assignment of responsibilities is essential for 
effectiveness and to achieve impact.  

ii) Based on the findings of a recent review of 
EMSRP I, it was further noted that the project 
scope was too broad, aiming to address over 400 
localities, thus spreading too thinly limited 
resources while limiting the Project’s impact.  

iii) Building further on learning gained from 
EMSRP I, implementation of the proposed 
project would be managed on a day-to-day basis 

This operation draws on several lessons from 
international experience in implementing municipal 
development projects. These are: 

i) Clear implementation arrangements and well 
defined contractual distribution of roles are 
essential for a successful municipal development 
program (such as municipal compacts and 
conventions to foster participatory processes and 
facilitate speedy implementation). These have 
been successfully applied in the Tunisia 
Municipal Development Program and Jordan's 
Regional and Local Development Project. The 
proposed operation includes such arrangements. 

ii) Link investment grants to measurable 
performance standards while emphasizing 
capacity building aspects. This approach has 
been shown to improve local government 
accountability, transparency and service 
delivery.7 

iii) Well designed programming tools and clear 
rules of the game, allow for successful program 
implementation, even if the program targets a 
large number of municipalities. Urban projects 
have often shied away from working with a 
large number of municipalities because of the 
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by a fully staffed entity in the newly-established 
MD L F, which attributes its establishment to the 
support, provided under EMSRP I.  

iv) To ensure project flexibility and 
responsiveness to different community needs 
and to circumvent prevailing mobility 
restrictions, the design of EMSRP II retains 
the demand-driven arrangement and 
decentralized implementation approach This 
approach would be reinforced by the engagement 
of four regionally-based teams of technical 
consultants who would provide monitoring, 
implementation support and training to 
participating municipalities. 

v) the need for effective donor coordination, both 
before and during project implementation.  

vi) Many such programs have relied on 
conventional works-based, largely capital 
intensive project designs to create temporary 
employment opportunities and placed much of 
the burden on contractors to find ways of 
ensuring maximum labor content. However, 
because these sub-projects by design are not 
labor intensive, many of the subprojects 
featured labor content of no more than 20 
percent, thus limiting impact. 

risk of spreading too thin and the complexity of 
supervision. This operation is designed to ensure 
that all 132 municipalities adhere to the discipline 
and rules-based approach made explicit in the 
Grant Allocation Mechanism. 

iv) Keep the program simple in terms of design, 
scope and institutional arrangements and set 
modest goals that can be achieved within existing 
constraints. In conflict environments, keep 
program design flexible to allow it to adapt to 
changing circumstances. 

v) Institution building is a slow and long process and 
it is therefore important for donors to stay the 
course. 

 

vi) This operation also builds on the lessons 
learned from the Bank's two previous 
operations in the West Bank and Gaza 
{Emergency Municipal Services Rehabilitation 
Project, 
EMSRP 1 and the follow-on EMSRPII).  

(a) First, experience with both projects 
highlighted the need to improve municipal 
performance and establish an institutionalized 
mechanism for central-local transfers that is 
based on equity and accountability.  

(b) Experience under EMSRP II demonstrated 
that performance related incentives work: 
they required municipalities to comply with 
the law by submitting their planned and 
executed budgets to the MOLG. At the start 
of EMSRP only 24 municipalities submitted 
their budgets, now, under EMSRPII, this has 
become a routine practice with 100% 
compliance. 
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Institutional Change/Strengthening    

The institutional development impact of the project 
is rated as "Substantial". The creation of MDF has 
laid a solid foundation for a transparent and 
effective intergovernmental transfer system and a 
tool to empower the MOLG to enforce the LG Law. 
As mentioned before there has been an impact on the 
LGUs submitting their budgets to the Ministry - 
something which previously did not happen at 
satisfactory rate. Furthermore, the MDF is a legally 
established institution, vetted through all political 
screenings in which its criteria for further releasing 
funds to LGUs is conditional on further compliance 
with the Law. The MDF enjoys the support of the 
donor community and has also become a channel 
for which donors can coordinate their funds. A 
survey of 6 governorates completed in May 2004 
by a qualified consulting firm contracted by the 
MDF, indicated that 83% of LGUs were encouraged 
by EMSRP to be timely and responsive with regards 
to financial matters. 
 

Institutional change is one of the most important 
payoffs of the project. Three specific changes can 
be cited: 
 The change in the rules governing allocation of 

donor funding to the sector, a change 
promoting greater equity,  rationality, and 
transparency  

 Changes in the behavior of municipalities: i) in 
preparing and submitting budgets on a timely 
basis; and ii) in deepening local accountability 
by discussing local needs priorities 

 Changes in the behavior of donors in: i) 
agreeing to coordinate their sector activities 
and to support broader national programs 
rather than simply pursuing parochial national 
interests 

 

na 

The MDF staff is capable of efficiently mobilizing 
significant resources and monitoring their 
application through the use of indicators. In terms 
of fund management capacity, under EMSRP the 
PCU/MDF staff progressed to the point where 
they were able to prepare high quality joint 
quarterly reports on all donor activities, a first in the 
donors' experience in WBG's municipal sector. The 
LGUs were also positively affected by the project 
by implementing their own projects using unified 
procurement guidelines. While there is still much to 
learn, all sub-project contracts were completed 
within the original project timeframe and budget. 

Further, development of MDLF itself into an 
effective and capable implementing agency—an 
initiative now supported several other donors.  The 
changes in the rules are not yet PA policy, but they 
lay the foundation for this policy. The behavioral 
changes are of course fragile, and only time will tell 
whether or not these changes are institutionalized. 
However, recent developments point strongly in 
this direction. 
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The evidence indicates that the sustainability of 
the project outcomes will be "High", based on 
the following: 

(i) The MDF is a legally 
independent entity with by-laws, 
organizational structure, operational 
manual and capable key staff in place; 

(ii) PA support is clearly indicated 
by the US$20 million it had earmarked 
as its budgetary contribution to the MDF 
– until the current fiscal crisis escalated; 

(iii) The Bank's follow-on EMSRP-2 
Project, costing about US$15 million, is 
anticipated to be effective in early 2007 
and will consolidate EMSRP 
achievements to date; 

(iv) Another US$42 million has 
been pledged from Germany, 
France, and the Netherlands for the 
MDF; 

(v) LGUs and JSCs have embraced 
the need to comply with LG law regarding 
budget planning and submission to obtain 
funds; this is demonstrated by the increase 
in eligible LGUs and the JSCs applying 
for funds; 

(vi) Community's commitment to 
contribute towards local sub-projects, in 
cash or kind, has always been strong. 

 

Post completion operations are now well advanced 
so solid evidence is at hand. A follow up Municipal 
Development Project (MDP) has been prepared and 
is so far being effectively implemented; and a 
second successor project is now also being 
prepared. The follow-on project was able to build 
on the accomplishment of EMSRP II to: 

 Further rationalize the municipal funds 
allocation system, improve distributional 
equity, and strengthen local and national 
accountability 

 Strengthen managerial capacity at MDLF and 
develop an organization that now commands 
widespread local as well as international donor 
support 

 Persuade donors to downplay their traditional 
parochial interests and joint together to support 
a broadly based national led programmatic 
development effort 

Perhaps even more important, EMSRP II helped lay 
the foundation for the major on-going strategic 
shift now taking place, from a succession of largely 
uncoordinated individual donor-supported 
initiatives, to a more sustainable nationally led long 
term programmatic approach 
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