Comments to “On the move in rural areas”, Initial Draft Paper

Dieter Schelling, November 15, 2000

General

The paper generally corresponds to the requirement as set out in the TOR and is acceptable as an initial draft.  As discussed with the authors, they will enhance the message of the text with appropriate samples presented in Boxes (maximum size ¾ page) or, if bulkier, as Appendixes.  The rural transport thematic group is soliciting its members to contribute appropriate boxes.  The final structure and formatting of the paper should be similar to its companion papers  (Options for Managing and Financing of Rural Transport Infrastructure,  Design and Appraisal of Rural Transport Infrastructure and Developing Rural Transport Policies and Strategies). In order to avoid duplication of messages we are cross-referencing as much as possible.  In other words your paper should deal with issues related to rural transport infrastructure and RT policy development only in as far as relevant to your messages, and should cross-reference where required.  Notes must be endnotes as per the bank’s publication guidelines.   

Title of Paper

Related to the above, we need to agree on a final title of your paper as soon as possible (because we want to publish the Design and Appraisal paper where we cross-reference to your paper).  I suggest the following main title: Promoting Rural Mobility.  “Promoting” comes in because we want to be proactive and want the paper to give guidance to policy makers and agencies to improve RT.  Mobility refers to RTS and IMT and not infrastructure.  Agreement on the subtitle is less urgent, however, I suggest that both the terms Rural Transport Services and Intermediate Means of Transport do appear in the subtitle because these terms are now widely understood.  We need to mention IMT because otherwise these will be forgotten. (When “we” talk of RTS we may think predominantly of IMT, however, as you know, others don’t).  Hence the subtitle could for example be Making Rural Transport Services and Intermediate Means of Transport Affordable and Available.  But I am open to suggestions.

Foreword, Abstract and Summary 

The Foreword (not more than a page), Abstract (half a page) and Summary (four pages) can put emphasis on different messages.  Remember that here we need to make a strong argument to policy makers and agency representatives that rural mobility is a major impediment to poverty alleviation and that there a potentially huge gains through more efficient RTS and IMT.  Some ball part figures as to the sums we talk about would be helpful.

As mentioned during the Forum meeting, I would also like to see at the beginning of the paper an unambiguous statement as the role of the private sector and government in the provision of RTS.  It comes out clearly in the paper (private sector: owner, operator; government: facilitator, regulator) but it needs to be said at the outset.  Because politicians in developing countries, often correctly argue that in developed countries these services are publicly provided.  But as you know, it is not a recommendable option for developing countries and besides also developed countries are changing.  An option might be the communal provision of RTS.  However, as we have seen this is truly controversial and of doubtful sustainability and I hope you will add an objective box on the experience of the Sri Lanka example.

Detailed Comments to Text 

Page 14:  The need to address mobility and not just continue to build and upgrade roads

While I agree with the title and content, we need to avoid the perception that huge public investments could be made in RTS.  Rather we need to emphasize that government must create the enabling framework for the private provision of RTS and to promote the affordability of IMT.  
Page 16:  Table 1

I welcome this table.  The key indicator are cost per ton km.  I have the impression that they vary strongly with distance. I have seen a table of Simon where at least two ranges of distances are shown (say below 5km and above).  Actually my point is demonstrated in Figures 2 and 3 (what is the “farm vehicle” in these charts?)

Page 15:  Technical Choices

I think some of this could be expanded upon and could be added into an Appendix, while in the main text only a brief summary would be required.

Page 25:  The organization of rural transport services

I miss a discussion of taxation of vehicles in this chapter.  Do you want to devote a special sub-chapter on this topic?  Tax exemption or reduction on vehicles and imports can be a powerful tool of promoting RTS and IMT ownership.  This topic should also appear in the next chapter on rural transport cost.

Page 35:  Rural Transport Cost

Here I miss data on freight and passenger hauling costs (cost per ton/km and passenger /km).  I hope that we get some information from your visits to the various countries.  I hope to be able to contribute with a box on rural passenger transport in Andhra Pradesh India.

Page 38:  The value of passenger time

We need to ensure that we say the same in our two papers (I believe we do).

Page 45:  Provision of Physical Infrastructure

Again, we must ensure full compatibility between the two papers.  I don’t see diversion. Please check yourselves.

Page 55:  Conclusions and Recommendations 

I think here we also emphasize the need for studies to understand the situation.  This is very important as a background for stakeholder workshops.  Stakeholders collectively might have a good understanding of the situation.  However, in-depth studies might reveal astonishing results not expected by anyone.  I suggest that we add appropriate TOR for such studies in the appendix to the paper.

I think the setting of the context of high density and low density should be done before the conclusions chapter.  

As Jerry mentioned during the workshop this chapter should also give guidance as to how to approach the issues and in what sequence (which are the issues that have to be tackled in first priority).

I hope this is helpful.

Kind regards  Dieter 

