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ABSTRACT

A Comprehensive Evaluation Processfor Transport Projects

Transport projects underpin the economic devel opment of acountry and thus attract substantial
demand imposing immense pressure on many governments primarily due to scarcity of the
public resources required to implement them. This particular context demands the
governments and other related agenciesto allocate public resources efficiently when investing
in transport projects. Thus, the evaluation of transport projects becomes an important feature
as it indicates how efficiently resources can be or were alocated to a given project.
Nonetheless, the literature does not reveal a collectively agreed-upon process for evaluating
transport projects despite its rationalization being accepted from the mid 19" century.

The processes predominantly using to evaluate transport projects range from the single-criteria
cost-benefit analysis (CBA) to the multi-criteria analysis (MCA) methods and their different
combinations. CBA is often criticized for its input- incompleteness raised due to inability to
cope with non-monetizable impacts while MCA for its result-incompleteness raised due to
those results not being able to demonstrate the implementation feasibility of projects and
comparable absolutely. Thus, the most recent trend, combining CBA and MCA, is becoming
more popular globally as it is capable of negating each other’s disadvantages to a certain
extent. However, even these combined models have failed to sort result-incompleteness
effectively, primarily due to using MCA methods as their platforms. In view of solving the
said input and result-incompleteness issues in existing processes, this research aimed to
develop a new evaluation process for transport projects capable of ensuring (i) input-
completeness by taking both monetizable and non-monetizable impacts into account and (ii)
result-completeness by producing results enabling to test the implementation feasibility of
each evaluated project and their performance-based prioritization.

This new evauation process, termed as comprehensive evaluation process (CEP), was
formulated by first establishing a Theoretica Comprehensive Evaluation Process (TCEP)
using an inductive approach and then functionalizing it through an approach of deductive
reasoning. The TCEP was developed on a MCA platform, ensuring input and result-
completeness, and minimizing MCA method related issues such as subjectivity, arbitrariness,
and double counting, and common issues of transparency, robustness, simplicity, and
accountability. The functionalization improved the practicality issues associated with the
TCEP in solving transport project evaluation problems and eventually established the
Functionalized Comprehensive Evaluation Process (FCEP). Such formulated FCEP was
incorporated with a methodological adjustment to test the implementation feasibility of each
evaluated project and thereby established the CEP.

The CEP ascertains both input and result-completeness in its practical application to solve
transport project evaluation problems and hence achieves originaly set features for the new
evaluation process in the research aim. This new process was demonstrated by applying it to
an evaluation problem targeted to improve public transportation on the Galle Corridor in Sri
Lanka. The results of the same demonstration were compared with their originals estimated
using the CBA to validate the CEP justifying deviations through rational reasoning.

Keywords: input-compl eteness, result-compl eteness, multi-criteria anaysis, functionalization
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