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ABSTRACT

When assessing the benefits of transport projects, there is debate on whether qualitative
assessments should simply be listed or combined into an index with weighted scores.
While creating a weighted index offers an appealing sense of quantification, this paper
argues that doing so introduces significant subjectivity and arbitrary quantifications that
risk distorting investment decisions. The process of assigning weights to diverse benefits,
such as access to education, healthcare, and economic opportunities, is often subjective
and may not reflect actual community priorities or long-term outcomes. Instead, this paper
recommends that qualitatively assessed benefits be listed and reported transparently
without attempting to combine them into a single score. This approach allows skilled
decision-makers to consider each benefit on its own merit, ensuring more informed and
balanced transport investment decisions, free from the distortions caused by overly
simplistic quantification methods.

1. INTRODUCTION

Transport projects are associated with a wide range of positive and negative impacts.
While some of these impacts can be readily monetised within project evaluations, others
are more difficult to monetise due to their broader influence on factors such as welfare,
productivity, and equity. These latter impacts have typically been referred to as ‘social
impacts’. Commonly applied social impacts, listed and dealt with as such within standard
project evaluation packages such as the Road Economic Decision (RED) Model and the
Highway Development and Management Model (HDM-4), include: access to education;
access to healthcare; access to other social services and amenities; and labour market
accessibility.

However, the term ‘social impacts’ is misleading as these impacts are linked with
economic outcomes. For example, transport access to schools and healthcare facilities are
clear economic impacts as they potentially affect future labour productivity and labour
force participation (Stokenberga, et al., 2024) (South African Government, 2024; Burger,
2024). The term ‘social impacts’ is generally applied to all impacts that are difficult to
monetise within the standard project assessment packages, typically indirect impacts
compared to the core set of direct user impacts (vehicle operating costs, accident cost
savings, time savings, etc.). Because it would be amiss if the indirect impacts from
transport projects did not feature in a comprehensive economic project evaluation, a point
generally agreed upon in the literature (UK Department for Transport, 2024; Venables,
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2016; OECD, ITF, 2008), the question remains how best to incorporate these difficult-to-
monetise impacts within evaluations.

Many approaches have been applied to include the non-monetised impacts in transport
economic evaluation frameworks. The use of multi-criteria analysis (MCA) has become a
recommended approach across countries and agencies, and as such is the preferred
method within HDM-4 and other project evaluation packages (HDMGLOBAL, 2025;
PIARC, 2025; The World Bank, 2005). The application of MCA often includes the use of
weights to allow for the ranking and comparison of competing investment options (Odoki et
al., 2008; Bhandari et al., 2016). However, creating a weighted index is fraught with
subjectivity and can distort decision-making, especially in contexts with regional diversities,
a wide number of practitioners with varying levels of economic competencies, and patchy
and unreliable data (characteristics present in many countries, especially in Sub-Saharan
Africa).

This paper, therefore, seeks to examine the use of weighted MCA to include non-
monetised impacts in transport economic evaluations. Based on the findings, the
recommendation is that the economic project evaluations should preclude cost-benefit
analysis (CBA) to the set of monetised direct user impacts detailed within packages like
HDM-4, while qualitatively listing the difficult to monetise indirect impacts in a prescribed
standard and comprehensive manner. This provides policymakers with all the necessary
information to make informed project and network-level decisions, without risking arbitrary
distortions to CBA and/or an opaque assessment of any impacts that are difficult to
monetise.

To build this argument, the paper is structured as follows: Section 1 summarises the
complexities and risks associated with monetising the indirect impacts of transport
projects, cautioning policymakers against attempts to apply a standardised national
approach to extend the scope of CBA beyond readily monetised direct user benefits.
Section 2 explores the established qualitative methods for incorporating indirect impacts
within economic project evaluations, critically assessing the use of MCA. Section 3
presents a case study of Namibia to evaluate the practical challenges of using MCA to
include non-monetised impacts in transport project appraisals. Section 4 outlines the
recommended approach of using structured qualitative listing to document non-monetised
impacts systematically, rather than applying subjective weights that risk distorting
investment decisions. Finally, Section 5 concludes by reinforcing the need for an
evaluation framework that retains CBA as the core economic analysis tool, while
transparently listing qualitative benefits to provide a more balanced, accountable, and
evidence-based transport appraisal process.

Before proceeding, while this paper focuses on how difficult-to-quantify impacts can be
qualitatively incorporated into an economic evaluation, it is important to distinguish
between constitutionally guaranteed and non-guaranteed impacts. Where an impact is
constitutionally guaranteed, this becomes a binary decision criterion: if the project
addresses a constitutionally mandated right or obligation, it must be prioritised without
further trade-off analysis. In contrast, where impacts are not constitutionally guaranteed,
they should be incorporated into the evaluation model and weighed against other costs
and benefits through an appropriate appraisal framework.



2. COMPLEXITIES AND RISKS OF MONETISING INDIRECT IMPACTS

To include indirect impacts in transport appraisals, there must be rationale that the impact
extends beyond the direct road user impacts and is brought about by the change in the
transport investment (Laird, et al., 2023). While it is relatively easy to link transport projects
with a variety of indirect impacts, the measurement and quantification of such impacts is
more complex.

Firstly, certain transport project impacts depend on several interrelated variables, such as
geography, demographics, and local infrastructure (Venables, 2016; Laird & Venables,
2017). As a result, these impacts - particularly those related to education and healthcare -
vary across communities according to the local conditions. For example, the value of
improved healthcare access varies widely by region due to differences in infrastructure,
service provision, levels of service, and specific health needs. This precludes the
application of simple national parameters to monetise these impacts. Rather, project-
specific data are required to monetise the impacts using local data. Unfortunately, much of
the required sub-national data in Sub-Saharan African countries are only available through
targeted collection exercises, which are typically well beyond the time and budget
allocated for economic project evaluations.

Secondly, certain impacts require very specific information to be accurately monetised. For
example, the value of leisure time should be estimated according to willingness-to-pay
studies, rather than an arbitrary proportion of the value of work time, as is done by
SANRAL in South Africa’s national HDM-4 workspace. Similarly, the value of travel time
savings in terms of work time should be estimated according to regional estimates of
labour force productivity in conjunction with detailed traffic counts observing travel times
and vehicle occupants. Again, many of these studies and data points required to
accurately monetise such impacts of transport projects are unavailable for Sub-Saharan
African countries.

Bearing in mind these critical data gaps, inaccurate quantification of project impacts can
skew individual project investment evaluations and network investment schedules. In the
event of a push by policymakers to include a wider set of project impacts than just the
direct project impacts, then projects which happen to have more available data — or more
liberal analysts — may be unduly favoured over projects where more limited data
availability excludes the addition of more indirect project impacts.

Moreover, inaccurate valuation of certain project impacts risks the approval of some
projects which may actually present a negative net present value (NPV). When projects'
benefits are overestimated - a likely outcome in the absence of appropriate data - the NPV
for certain projects is artificially inflated, leading to inefficient allocation of limited transport
budgets. This is particularly concerning in Sub-Saharan Africa, where countries’
investment schedules are often highly constrained by fiscal limitations and competing
priorities.

While CBA remains the gold standard for transport project evaluation, its practical
application in Sub-Saharan African countries is significantly constrained by data
limitations. The full monetisation of all direct and indirect impacts requires detailed,
localised data and robust methodologies that are often beyond the scope of current
realities and evaluation budgets. Unless significant investments are made in
comprehensive pre-project and post-project evaluations, as outlined in TRH24: Upgrading



Gravel Roads (2024), it is unfeasible that CBA can be fully applied as a standard practice
in the region beyond the core set of direct project impacts.

3. QUALITATIVE INCLUSION OF NON-MONETISED PROJECT IMPACTS

However, excluding non-monetised impacts from transport project evaluations would
present an incomplete and potentially misleading economic assessment. As discussed,
transport investments generate significant impacts which are difficult to quantify but play a
crucial role in decision-making. In cases where reliable data is unavailable for
monetisation, these impacts should still be systematically incorporated into project
evaluations through qualitative methods. This ensures that decision-makers are aware of
the full range of potential impacts, even if they cannot be directly expressed in monetary
terms. Over time, as more robust data collection efforts improve the ability to quantify
these impacts, they can respectively be included in the CBA.

A commonly applied method to qualitatively incorporate non-monetised impacts in
transport project evaluations is MCA (The World Bank, 2005; Mouter, et al., 2020). The
primary MCA approaches are summary charts (listing), screening tools, and weighted
scoring methods. MCA has emerged as a widely used framework to systematically enable
decision-makers to recognise non-monetised impacts, weigh diverse project
considerations, and ensure a more transparent and inclusive evaluation process.
However, the subjectivity of criteria selection and weighting necessitates caution to avoid
distortions in investment decision-making.

3.1 Listing

The listing approach in MCA systematically reports all relevant project impacts according
to a standard template and can also present multi-criteria summary charts. The graphical
analysis moves beyond descriptions of the various impacts to also visually display the
performance of competing project options against key evaluation criteria (such as the
number of students attending a school connected by the transport project) through tables,
graphs, and diagrams. While both qualitative and quantitative assessments can be
incorporated, this approach avoids mathematical weighting or score aggregation and
thereby reduces the risk of subjective distortions. Instead, it provides decision-makers with
a transparent, structured summary of a project's expected impacts, enabling more
informed factual discussions (Mouter, Dean, Koopmans & Vassallo, 2020).

3.2 Screening Tools

The screening approach in MCA employs checklists, graphical orderings, and other
intuitive methods to prioritise competing project options based on their expected
performance. Unlike more complex evaluation techniques, this approach does not rely on
numerical calculations or weighted scoring. Instead, project options are systematically
assessed against relevant criteria in a sequential manner, allowing evaluators to eliminate
less favourable alternatives and refine the selection process. By structuring decision-
making around clearly defined criteria without introducing mathematical aggregation, this
method provides a simple yet effective way to identify impactful investment options
(Mouter, Dean, Koopmans & Vassallo, 2020). However, evaluating project options against
predefined objectives can be challenging as measurement inconsistencies, data
limitations, and subjective interpretations may lead to uncertainty in the assessment
process and require potentially extensive data collection.



3.3 Weighted Scoring

The weighted scoring approach in MCA assigns numerical weights to selected criteria and
indicators, which are then used to calculate performance scores for each competing
project option. These weights reflect the relative importance of different factors within the
evaluation framework and help establish an investment preference hierarchy that guides
decision-making. However, the choice of weighting methodology can significantly influence
project rankings, introducing subjectivity and potential inconsistencies in project
evaluations.

Widely applied techniques in MCA include the Simple Additive Weighting (SAW) method,
which aggregates weighted scores across multiple criteria to compare alternatives. Its
simplicity and ease of implementation make it a preferred approach in transport
evaluations where decision-makers must balance multiple objectives. Other well-
established MCA methodologies include the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) and Multi-
Attribute Utility Theory (MAUT), both of which provide structured frameworks for assigning,
processing, and aggregating weights (Mouter, Dean, Koopmans & Vassallo, 2020; Odoki,
Ahmed, Taylor & Okello, 2008).

Weighting methodologies in MCA typically follow three key steps (The World Bank, 2005):

1.  Define the importance of each project impact based on a single criterion or objective
— This step often involves subjective judgments, such as stakeholder input or expert
opinions.

2. Translate these priorities into estimated weights — Depending on the specific MCA
method used, weights may be derived through statistical models, participatory
approaches, or predefined policy frameworks.

3. Compute weighted scores to compare competing project options — The final ranking
is determined by aggregating the weighted performance scores, which influence the
ultimate investment decision.

For Step 2, several methodologies exist for determining weights (Mouter, Dean,
Koopmans & Vassallo, 2020):

o Historical basis: Weights are determined from past transport project evaluations in
similar contexts.

o Objective balancing: Weights are adjusted to balance short-term and long-term policy
objectives.

o Ethical principles: Weights reflect broader societal goals such as environmental
sustainability, economic growth, or social equity.

o Interactive adjustment: Weights are tested iteratively between analysts and decision-
makers, refining priorities through engagement.

o Policy guidelines: Weights are derived from government policies or strategic transport
plans.

o Stakeholder input: Weights are determined based on participatory approaches,
incorporating the views of affected communities.

AHP is a widely used weighting approach in transport appraisals and is supported by the
World Bank Group for infrastructure evaluation (Odoki, Ahmed, Taylor & Okello, 2008).
AHP derives weights based on available data sources, such as field studies, expert
judgments, or structured stakeholder engagements. The methodology is particularly useful



when a structured comparison of alternatives is required, incorporating pairwise
comparisons to determine relative importance.

The AHP approach typically follows these steps (Odoki, Ahmed, Taylor & Okello, 2008):

1. Establish an economic narrative — Define the decision context and create a
structured decision tree.

2. ldentify potential project costs and benefits — Determine key economic, social, and
environmental impacts.

3. Derive weightings for costs and benefits — Use pairwise comparison techniques or
expert judgments.

4. Calculate individual and combined scores for each alternative — Apply weighted
scoring to establish a ranking.

5. Make the investment decision — Select the preferred project option based on the final
weighted scores.

Step 3 is particularly influential as the selection of weights can significantly alter project
rankings. The subjectivity involved in pairwise comparisons, which can be seen through
the example in Figure 1, introduces potential biases into the project evaluations as
stakeholder interests and/or analyst judgments shape weighting priorities.

Figure 4.3 Pairwise Comparison of different type of benefits and costs'®

Monetary/Economic 9|8|7|6|5|4]3|2|1]2 @ 41516 7] 8| 9| Social Benefits/costs
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Benefits/costs benefits/costs

Environmental/Econo 91 8|l7|6|5|4]3]2]1 2\3> 41 516]| 7] 8] 9| Social Benefits/costs
mic benefits/costs

Figure 1: Example of pairwise comparison (Odoki et al., 2008)

Even within structured weighting frameworks such as AHP, there is a high degree of
subjectivity in determining the relative importance of different criteria. The analyst’s
discretion, stakeholder involvement, and data availability all introduce variability into weight
selection, potentially distorting investment prioritisation.

A further challenge arises when attempting to use policy documents as a reference for
weight determination. Policy guidelines often lack the specificity required to establish
numerical weights, leading to potential inconsistencies. Similarly, attempting to use
historical project decisions as a basis for weight assignment may reinforce past biases,
rather than providing an objective framework for future evaluations (Mouter, Dean,
Koopmans & Vassallo, 2020).

In Southern Africa, where transport needs and community priorities vary significantly
across regions, the use of a single, standardised national weighting system may result in
project rankings that do not reflect local needs and priorities. For instance, a transport
project in a rural region may emphasise accessibility to health services, whereas an urban
transport intervention may place greater emphasis on congestion reduction and air quality
improvements. However, introducing multiple weighting systems tailored to different
regions impairs comparability across project evaluations. This not only complicates
decision-making at the national level but also creates greater potential for bias and
manipulation as different weighting methodologies can produce contradictory rankings for
similar projects.



Therefore, while weighted scoring methods provide a structured approach to evaluating
multiple criteria in transport project appraisals, they are also highly sensitive to the
selection and application of weights. Subjectivity, data availability, and policy alignment all
influence weight determination, creating potential inconsistencies in decision-making. In
data-constrained environments like Sub-Saharan Africa, caution must be exercised to
ensure that weighting methodologies do not introduce bias, distort investment priorities, or
undermine transparency in transport evaluations.

4. CASE STUDY - NAMIBIA

The Namibian Roads Authority (NRA) relies on CBA as the primary method for evaluating
transport projects, as detailed in its 2014 Economic Evaluation Manual. However,
recognising that certain benefits cannot be readily monetised, the manual also allows for
the application of MCA in cases where the economic impact "cannot be directly quantified"
(Namibian Roads Authority, 2014a). The prescribed MCA process follows these steps:

1. Define the criteria for use in the evaluation. These criteria can include cost of
alternatives, environmental impact, developmental impact, accessibility impact, and
Public Transport Impact.

2. Assign weights to the criteria. The sum of the weights must equal 100, and the
criteria which are decided to be relatively more important from the community’s
perspective should be weighted more than those that are difficult to qualify and
weigh.

3. Rank the proposed project alternatives/options. This is done in terms of the criteria
with the ranking being then multiplied by the individual criterion weight to obtain the
score for the criterion.

4. Calculate the overall score of each alternative/option. This is done by adding the
scores of the individual criteria. The lowest or highest score is then deemed the most
cost-effective.

An example from Namibia’s MCA process is shown in Table 1, where five evaluation
criteria (cost, accessibility, public transport, environment, and development) have been
weighted and scored across three project alternatives.

Table 1: Namibian MCA example (Roads Authority, 2014)

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

ALTERNATIVE 3

CRITERIA WEIGHT RANK SCORE |WEIGHT RANK SCORE [WEIGHT RANK SCORE
Cost 35 2 70 35 1 35 35 3 105
Accessibility 35 3 105 35 2 70 35 1 35
Public Transport 15 2 30 15 1 15 15 3 45
Environment 5 1 5 5 3 15 5 2 10
Development 10 2 20 10 1 10 10 3 30
Total Score: 230 Total Score: 155 Total Score: 225

This methodology was operationalised in the 2014 Roads Masterplan Revision Report for
Oshikoto, Oshana, Omusati, Ohangwena, Kavango West, and Kavango East (Namibian
Roads Authority, 2014b). In this study, a utility analysis MCA was introduced to
complement the CBA evaluation, incorporating non-monetised impacts using the following
weighting criteria:

o Accessibility to social facilities
o Accessibility to education facilities, including the total number of



Accessibility to agricultural facilities
Supporting tourism

Population coverage

Strategic and network connectivity impacts
Road length and surface type

Figure 2 details the weighted scoring of this MCA approach. In this system, each road was
scored on these criteria, with weighting points assigned to specific attributes (e.g. a road
near a clinic received 100 points, while proximity to a church was assigned 20 points).

Range/Facility/Criteria Weighting Point

Accessibility to social facilities

Churches 1 km 20

Health centres 1 km 200
Clinics 2 km 100
Vocational training centres (VTC) 2 km 100
District hospital 5km 300
Police facility Tkm 60

Post offices 1 km 20
Pension pay-out points 2 km 60

Figure 2: Utility analysis criteria example (RA, 2014)

Figure 3 illustrates the process of calculating final criterion scores for each road based on
its assigned weighting points across various accessibility and social service categories.
Each road accumulates scores depending on its proximity to key facilities. These scores
are then aggregated to generate a total utility score for each road, reflecting its perceived
contribution to social accessibility and economic connectivity.
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Figure 3: Accessibility to social services weighting point allocation example (RA, 2014)

Once each road has been evaluated across the seven established criteria groups, the
utility scores are summed and ranked, as shown in Figure 4. This ranking provides a
preliminary prioritisation of road investments based on their assessed social and
accessibility impacts.
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Figure 4: Results of utility analysis example (RA, 2014)

Following this utility analysis, a final priority ranking was developed by integrating
economic efficiency metrics derived from the CBA. Specifically, each road’s total utility
score was multiplied by its Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR), calculated through standard
economic appraisal techniques. This composite score was then used to rank road projects.
For example, a road with a utility score of 1000 and a BCR of 1.2 would receive a final
composite score of 1200. Roads with higher composite scores were ranked as higher
investment priorities, influencing decisions regarding infrastructure upgrades and funding
allocations. The final prioritisation of the top ten roads is presented in Figure 5.

While Namibia’s MCA framework aims to incorporate non-monetised impacts into transport
project appraisals, its methodology presents several economic shortcomings that risk
distorting investment priorities. A primary concern is the arbitrary assignment of weighting
points, which lacks a rigorous economic foundation. For example, in the evaluation
framework, proximity to a clinic is assigned 100 points, while proximity to a church is given
20 points. This effectively equates five churches to one clinic, an assumption that has no
clear economic rationale. Furthermore, the system allows roads to accumulate multiple
facility-based scores, meaning that a road located near several churches could receive a
higher score than one connecting to a vital healthcare or vocational training facility,
thereby misrepresenting actual economic value.
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Figure 5: Results of the combined evaluation (top 10) (RA, 2014)

Beyond the issue of arbitrary weightings, the MCA approach fails to incorporate economic
trade-offs effectively. Investment in transport infrastructure involves opportunity costs,
where prioritising one project diverts resources from another. However, Namibia’s MCA
framework does not offer a coherent mechanism to balance different types of impacts.
Roads that improve trade connectivity or tourism access may be ranked lower than roads
that merely provide proximity to multiple social facilities, despite their broader economic
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contributions. Without a structured method for weighing competing priorities, project
rankings become inconsistent and unreliable, potentially leading to suboptimal investment
decisions.

Another major limitation is the lack of transparency in the final decision-making process.
The methodology involves multiple layers of calculations that obscure the rationale behind
project prioritisation. The final step, where utility scores from MCA are multiplied by the
BCR derived from CBA, is particularly problematic. This practice combines two
fundamentally different evaluation methods - one rigorous and data-driven (CBA) and the
other subjective and based on arbitrary weightings (MCA) - resulting in a composite score
that does not provide a reliable basis for investment decisions. Instead of clarifying project
trade-offs, this approach introduces additional complexity and opacity, reducing the ability
of policymakers and analysts to make informed choices.

Finally, the application of national-level weightings fails to reflect regional economic
realities, particularly in a geographically diverse country like Namibia. Transport priorities
vary significantly across urban and rural areas, but a one-size-fits-all weighting system
disregards these nuances, potentially leading to misaligned investment priorities.
Additionally, the reliance on stakeholder input without empirical validation introduces bias
and inconsistencies, as different communities may prioritise localised benefits over
broader national development objectives. Without a structured framework for integrating
stakeholder perspectives into an objective economic analysis, the MCA approach risks
amplifying subjective preferences rather than guiding strategic investment planning.

5. RECOMMENDATIONS

To ensure a comprehensive yet economically rigorous approach to transport project
evaluation, we recommend that qualitative MCA be used to complement CBA in cases
where non-monetised impacts cannot be reliably quantified due to data constraints.
However, to prevent distortions and biases in economic analysis, we strongly advocate for
the adoption of the listing MCA approach, rather than the use of weighted scoring systems,
which are prone to subjectivity and arbitrary quantifications (Mouter, Dean, Koopmans &
Vassallo, 2020).

The listing approach aims to provide analysts and decision-makers with a structured yet
non-distorted representation of the key non-monetised impacts that a proposed transport
project may generate. By detailing each impact objectively and transparently, this
approach ensures that qualitative benefits are acknowledged without compromising the
integrity of the CBA framework. A well-structured economic narrative should accompany
the listing of non-monetised impacts, ensuring that decision-makers can assess the
context, scale, and significance of these impacts without relying on speculative weighting
systems.

However, it is critical to clarify that listing does not simply entail compiling a list of potential
non-monetised impacts. Instead, it requires a thorough discussion of each impact,
including: detailed contextualisation (e.g. if a project improves access to education, the
evaluation should specify school size, type, and enrolment characteristics); stakeholder
perspectives, captured through structured engagement; and potential economic linkages,
where indirect economic benefits may be reasonably inferred based on existing data.

Existing economic evaluation literature (Romijn & Renes, 2013) suggest that when
empirical data are insufficient to monetise an impact, project appraisals should clearly
describe its nature and indicate whether it would likely have a positive or negative effect on



net project benefits. This approach, if implemented systematically through a standardised
listing MCA framework, would:

o Enhance transparency by ensuring decision-makers can assess qualitative benefits
without misleading weighted scores.

o Improve consistency by standardising the documentation of non-monetised impacts
across all projects.

o Preserve economic integrity by preventing subjective influence from distorting CBA
results.

To ensure that the listing MCA approach is applied consistently and effectively, we
propose the development of a standard evaluation template. This template should include:

o A structured format covering all potential impact categories (e.g. health, education,
tourism, agriculture, job creation, social inclusion).

o Clear reporting requirements for the contextual and economic information needed for
each category.

o A systematic approach to presenting evidence gaps, ensuring that decision-makers
are aware of data limitations.

By integrating this structured listing approach into transport project evaluations, trained
analysts and policymakers can supplement CBA results with qualitative insights, leading to
more balanced and informed investment decisions.

6. CONCLUSION

Transport infrastructure investments play a crucial role in driving economic growth and
protecting communities’ access to essential services. However, the inclusion of all
potential impacts in transport appraisals remains a challenge due to data limitations and
methodological complexities. The reliance on weighted MCA approaches, while intended
to capture non-monetised project impacts, introduces significant subjectivity, arbitrary
value assignments, and distortions in investment prioritisation, ultimately undermining the
reliability of project evaluations.

To address these challenges, this paper advocates for a more transparent and
economically sound evaluation framework, where CBA remains the core quantitative tool,
while non-monetised impacts are systematically documented through structured qualitative
listing. Unlike weighted MCA, which risks overemphasising certain impacts based on
subjective weight assignments, the listing approach ensures that all relevant non-
monetised impacts are considered on their own merits, without distorting the economic
evaluation process. This method allows decision-makers to holistically assess project
trade-offs, ensuring that transport investments are aligned with both economic efficiency
and broader developmental objectives.

A key takeaway from this analysis is the urgent need for better data collection and
research to support the long-term development of transport evaluation frameworks in Sub-
Saharan Africa. Governments should prioritise investments in empirical studies, such as
willingness-to-pay surveys and long-term impact assessments, to improve the ability to
quantify currently non-monetised benefits. Expanding data availability will enable future
CBA methodologies to incorporate a wider range of transport impacts more accurately,
reducing reliance on subjective qualitative assessments.



By adopting this structured and transparent approach, transport project evaluations in
Namibia and other data-constrained regions can strike a balance between economic rigour
and broader social considerations, ensuring that infrastructure investment decisions
remain both technically sound and socially inclusive. This methodology not only enhances
decision-making accountability but also ensures that public resources are allocated
efficiently, maximising the developmental impact of transport investments in the region.
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