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2. Project Objectives and Components:    

 a. Objectives:

  This is the second in a series of two APLs .  The overall objectives of the APL (and of the government's Basic 
Education Program) were: "(a) to achieve universal coverage in an expanded, eight -year basic education cycle  
(formerly, five years), (b) to improve the quality and relevance of basic education, and  (c) to make basic education 
schools a learning resource for the community " (BEP1 PAD, p2).  The objective of the second APL was to : "promote 
progress in coverage of eight -year basic education and improved basic education quality by supporting the  
implementation of the Basic Education Program" concentrating on "increasing coverage and improving quality among  
the children in low-income families and children with special needs " (PAD, p6).  The loan agreement was more 
explicit with the groups to be targeted : rural schools and schools in low-income areas around large cities (gecekondu 
), preschool children and children with special education needs  (Loan Agreement, p13). 
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 b.Were the project objectives/key associated outcome targets revised during implementation?     

    No

 c. Components (or Key Conditions in the case of DPLs, as appropriate): 

        1111....    ExtendingExtendingExtendingExtending     Basic Education CoverageBasic Education CoverageBasic Education CoverageBasic Education Coverage  (appraisal estimate: US$116.8 million/33% of estimated cost; actual cost : 
US$172.2 million/61% of actual cost) for (1) rehabilitation and extension of rural schools and schools in low -income 
areas around large cities (gecekondu areas); (2) construction of new preschool classrooms in existing basic  
education schools, and (3) renovation and extension of schools for children with special needs .

2222....    Improved Basic Education QualityImproved Basic Education QualityImproved Basic Education QualityImproved Basic Education Quality (appraisal estimate: US$174.2 million/49% of estimated cost; actual cost: 
US$95.9 million/34% of actual cost) for (1) equipment of basic education schools with information and 
communication technology (ICT) classrooms and equip remote rural schools with modest computer facilities; (2) 
development of an online education portal; (3) provision of educational materials to schools in low-income peri-urban 
areas; (4) initiation of support for expanded formal preschool education and education of children with special needs; 
and (5) nonformal education in early childhood development for mothers .

3333....    Delivery of Basic Education ProgramDelivery of Basic Education ProgramDelivery of Basic Education ProgramDelivery of Basic Education Program    (appraisal estimate: US$19.1 million/5% of estimated cost; actual cost: 
US$6.3 million/2% of actual cost) for (1) ICT in-service training to tutors to provide teachers with basic computer skills  
and to assist them to utilize ICT to improve instruction, (2) in-service training to inspectors to assist them to provide 
pedagogical ICT support to schools, and (3) training to assist computer instructors to utilize the existing ICT 
classrooms to their full potential; (4) in-service training courses provided to teachers of children with special needs 
and to preschool teachers and trainers of mothers in early childhood development .

4444....    Project Implementation SupportProject Implementation SupportProject Implementation SupportProject Implementation Support (appraisal estimate: US$1.6 million/0.4% of estimated cost; actual cost: US$3.0 
million/1.1% of actual cost) for consultant services (particularly in the areas of project management, procurement 
management, financial management, reporting and communication, ICT and construction) and provision of office 
equipment, training and incremental operating costs to upgrade implementation capacity .

5555....    Monitoring and EvaluationMonitoring and EvaluationMonitoring and EvaluationMonitoring and Evaluation (appraisal estimate: US$1.9 million/0.5% of estimated cost; actual cost: US$0.6 
million/0.2% of actual cost): to support studies and assessments of the outcomes of the Program against 
performance indicators, and provide continuous feedback to Program management to improve the effectiveness of 
the Program. In particular, the loan was to support semi-annual reviews of the Basic Education Program and the 
second phase of the APL by Government and the World Bank . 

 d. Comments on Project Cost, Financing, Borrower Contribution, and Dates:     
        Actual project cost (US$280.9 million) was 79% of cost at appraisal (US$356.9 million), largely due to lower 
borrower's contribution (which is consistent with the second amendment to the loan agreement ). The total cost of the 
Basic Education Program is not reported, but it is worth noting that during the first year of the project,  2002, public 
spending on education was US$12,735 million of which 40% (approximately US$5 billion) was spent on primary 
education (Education Sector Study, p107). 

Project cost was significantly underestimated  (and some outputs consequently cut ), partly ascribed to the additional  
earthquake safety requirements in all civil works following the passage of a national law .  Cost of Component 1 
(largely civil works) was 147% of appraisal cost.

The project became effective as anticipated and project closing was delayed twice  (in total by 18 months). The 
project was restructured in June 2005, mainly to overcome implementation inefficiencies caused by long and  
complicated contracting procedures .  After restructuring provincial authorities were delegated with the responsibility  
to conduct minor procurements without involving the Ministry of National Education  (MONE) and the Board of 
Education. 

 3. Relevance of Objectives & Design:         
   Relevance of Project ObjectivesRelevance of Project ObjectivesRelevance of Project ObjectivesRelevance of Project Objectives : The relevance of the objective to the country was  highhighhighhigh.  Turkey’s long-term 
development agenda, as articulated in the  23-year National Development Plan (2001-23), emphasized raising the 
level of health and education in the society  (one of six long-term goals). The objective was, and remains highly  
relevant to the Bank, because: (1) the project addressed two of five themes of the  2001 CAS ("to expand social 
services and social protection" and "to accelerate connectivity and technological capabilities "), and (2) the project is 
directly or indirectly relevant to the three pillars of the  2008 CPS (Improved competitiveness and employment  
opportunities; Equitable human and social development; and Efficient provision of high quality public services ).  The 
project financed supply-side interventions and the demand-side interventions were implemented by the  
Bank-financed Social Risk Mitigation Project  (conditional cash transfers to promote girl's enrollment, school supplies  



and textbooks for poor students ) suggesting high level of complementarity of the Bank's support to the sector .  
Relevance of Project DesignRelevance of Project DesignRelevance of Project DesignRelevance of Project Design : The relevance of project design is rated as  modestmodestmodestmodest.  The project was complex --  
involving 11 MONE directorates and 81 provincial directorates.  The complexity was not counterbalanced with risk  
mitigation efforts.  This was of particular concern given the unsatisfactory outcome of the preceding BEP 1 project 
and the unchanged project design .  The implementation time-frame of 3.5 years was unrealistic as the project  
involved substantial civil works  (at national and provincial levels), as well as large ICT procurements.  According to 
the ICR, many of the project's targets were ambitious .  The restructuring of the project in  2005 provided the 
opportunity to adjust the targets especially in view of the underestimation of the project costs . Yet, the targets 
remained unchanged.  The results chain links were not well -defined and more output than outcome focused .

 4. Achievement of Objectives (Efficacy):     
    The implementation of the project targeted low income students in rural and low -income peri-urban areas, special 
education students and preschool students, and the achievement of the objective among each group is discussed  
below: 

OutputsOutputsOutputsOutputs ::::
- Low income students: The project financed renovation of : 94 (of the targeted 200) rural schools, 87 (of the targeted 
150) schools in low-income peri-urban areas, 79 (of the targeted 200) 'bussing' schools, and 50 (of the targeted 150) 
boarding schools.  The project also financed the provision of educational materials to  2.5 million (of the targeted 3.5 
million) students, of whom 2.4 million were in schools in low-income peri-urban areas.   
- Preschool students: The project financed: construction and furnishing of  169 (out of the targeted 300) preschool 
classrooms mainly in poor rural areas; training of  3,500 preschool teachers (out of the targeted 4,500); in-service 
training to 3,349 (of the targeted 4,500) preschool teachers and administrators; educational materials for the targeted  
800 preschool classrooms; pre-service and in-service training for 3,497 (of the targeted 1,300) early childhood 
educators; the training-of-trainers and provision of materials under the Mother and Children Training Program .  
- Special needs education: The project financed: renovation of 7 (out of the targeted 40) special needs schools;  
construction of 9 (out of the targeted 20) additional buildings for special needs education; installation of ICT for the  
targeted 70 special education schools;  1,035 (of the targeted 900) Braille typewriters in 15 schools; 65 (of the 
targeted 75 group hearing devices in 47 (of the targeted 48) schools; special education materials for the targeted  
1,340 ordinary school classrooms; in-service training to 5,390 (of the targeted 6,694) special education teachers and  
administrators. 
- The expansion of ICT access and utilization was an important aspect of quality improvement, estimated to have  
benefited 2.5 million students. The project financed: computers and educational software for the targeted  4,002 
classrooms in 3,000 schools. In-service training for 31,500 teachers, 22,800 rural teachers; 3,000 inspectors and 
5,800 administrators was cancelled. A training-of-trainers model was used and school -based master trainers were 
trained. The saved resources were reallocated to training of subject teachers in the new curriculum . 
- The financing of the retrofitting (for earthquake safety) of more than 300 schools to be consistent with new building  
requirements could not be anticipated at appraisal . This improved the safety of an estimated  216,000 
pupils--benefiting especially the groups targeted under this project, i .e., students in rural and low-income peri-urban 
areas, special needs students and preschool students .  The retrofitting was commended in the beneficiary  
assessment by all the groups interviewed  (headmasters, teachers, parents etc .).

Outcomes and ImpactsOutcomes and ImpactsOutcomes and ImpactsOutcomes and Impacts ::::    
- Low income students: School infrastructure was expanded and renovated; estimated to have benefited  216,000 (of 
the targeted 350,000) schoolchildren. BEP2 was part of the MONE’s program of investment into basic education and  
overall, 515,000 additional students were enrolled between  2002 and 2007 (ICR, p37).  No information is provided on 
enrollment (absolute or relative) among the poor, or in the disadvantaged southeastern provinces . According to the 
ICR, the expanded and renovated infrastructure contributed to less crowded schools and reduced the number of  
double shifts, but no supporting evidence  (e.g., on class sizes or pupil-teacher ratios) was provided. In fact, 
nationwide pupil-teacher ratio remained constant at  27 (based on the data in Table 3; ICR, p37).
- Preschool students: Utilization of the preschool classrooms was well below the expected  24 children per classroom, 
but interviews with teachers and headmasters suggest that utilization will increase in coming years . According to the 
ICR, the project contributed to the increase in net preschool enrollment rate from  11% in 2002 to 25% in 2006/7 (the 
target in the GOT’s 5-year Development Plan).  Evidence from the beneficiary assessment suggested that the  
preschool teacher training and the Mother and Children Training Program contributed to improved school readiness,  
but no supporting evidence (such as grade 1 repetition rates or grade 1 drop-out rates) was reported. 
- Special needs education: The ICR did not report any outcome or impact indicators for investments in special needs  
education.
- The ICR states that it is too early to determine the impact of quality improvements  (e.g., educational materials, ICT 
investments and training of teachers ).  The beneficiary survey found that : materials were intensively used by the  
various student groups targeted; use of study materials increased; class participation and student performance  
improved; computer literacy and internet access improved; and teacher training was associated with improved  
teaching practices. No evidence using intermediate outcome indicators, such as instructional time, textbook  



utilization, quality of education materials or ICT utilization time was provided to support the findings from the  
beneficiary survey.
- According to the ICR, it is an important achievement that performance  (based on national achievement tests ) did 
not worsen while the net enrollment rates increased between  1997 (84.7%) and 2006 (90.1%) (ICR, p19).

Overall the efficacy is rated as modestmodestmodestmodest.

 5. Efficiency (not applicable to DPLs):         
         No rate of return was calculated (in PAD and ICR) and the QER criticized the project for the lack of economic  
rationale (ICR, p18). The PAD presented no analysis  (in monetary or non-monetary terms) of anticipated project 
benefits, and no sensitivity analysis .  The project design was efficient in the way it targeted specific groups where  
enrollment and performance were lacking : poor and rural students, special needs students, and preschool students,  
although uptake of some services  (e.g., preschool education) is slow. No evidence of efficiency of investments in  
special education is provided.  The inefficiency of the delays in implementation detracted from overall efficiency,  
although the Bank and borrower did well to resolve the long and complicated contracting procedures .

Efficiency is considered modestmodestmodestmodest ....

aaaa....    If available, enter theIf available, enter theIf available, enter theIf available, enter the     Economic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of ReturnEconomic Rate of Return     ((((ERRERRERRERR))))////Financial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of ReturnFinancial Rate of Return ((((FRRFRRFRRFRR))))    at appraisal and theat appraisal and theat appraisal and theat appraisal and the     
rererere----estimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluationestimated value at  evaluation ::::        

                     Rate Available? Point Value Coverage/Scope*

Appraisal No
ICR estimate No

* Refers to percent of total project cost for which ERR/FRR was calculated.

 6. Outcome:     

    Based on the high relevance of the project objective, the modest relevance of the project design, the modest  
efficacy and efficiency, the project outcome is rated  moderately unsatisfactorymoderately unsatisfactorymoderately unsatisfactorymoderately unsatisfactory ....

  aaaa.... Outcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome RatingOutcome Rating ::::  Moderately Unsatisfactory

 7. Rationale for Risk to Development Outcome Rating:     
    The risk to development outcome is rated  lowlowlowlow. The project investments were central to the GOT ’s development 
objectives (in the 5 year Development Plan). MONE’s sectoral program has been supported by stable budgetary  
allocations (of approximately US$2 billion per year) since the implementation of the Basic Education Law in  1997.  
Some risk is posed by the possibility of unfavorable economic conditions .  The low rating is based on the fact that in  
the recent past education expenditures have largely been protected from the consequences of fiscal contraction  
during successive economic shocks  (e.g., in 1999 through 2001 when GNP dropped by 9.4%). The protection of the 
education expenditures from fiscal pressures is also indicative of the high level of government commitment and  
ownership of the overall Basic Education Program .
   
     aaaa....    Risk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome RatingRisk to Development Outcome Rating ::::  Negligible to Low

 8. Assessment of Bank Performance:        

  QualityQualityQualityQuality ----atatatat----entryentryentryentry: The triggers (mainly based on outputs and procurement actions ) for APL transition were met, 
and BEP2 was implemented. BEP2 generally used the same implementation arrangements despite the  
unsatisfactory performance of BEP1. A QER was conducted in 2002.  According to the ICR many of the 
recommendations were taken into account, but several important shortcomings  remained: 
- Complexity: the project built on the BEP1 design, and the complexity was of particular concern given the  
unsatisfactory performance of the preceding BEP 1 project.  A detailed institutional assessment was lacking and  
could have avoided the some of the substantial delays during the first  3 years of the project.  
- Implementation period: The implementation time-frame of 3.5 years was unrealistic as the project involved  11 
MONE directorates and contained substantial civil works as well as large software procurements .
- Results framework: The project design lacked a results chain that links the outputs to outcomes and impacts,  
and that could have served as a basis for supervision .
- Lack of ESW was raised in the QER, and  was a particular concern in view of the magnitude of the sectoral  
investment (US$600 million over the two APLs).  In fact, in 2006 IEG concluded that the sectoral dialogue  



focused mainly on implementation and procurement issues and less on strategic and policy issues to improve  
sectoral performance (CAE, 2006, p47). 
Quality of supervisionQuality of supervisionQuality of supervisionQuality of supervision : Supervision resources have increased especially after the restructuring  -- from an 
average of 30 staff weeks per FY in FY03-04 to an average of 50 staff weeks per FY for FY05-07.  There was no 
formal MTR. The changes after the restructuring in  2005, although very late in the project's lifespan, were  
instrumental in expediting implementation. In fact, 89% (US$250 million) of total project costs were disbursed in  
the last 18 months of the project.  The Bank team did well to encourage the hiring of an independent firm to  
oversee civil works implementation and ensure quality of the civil works .

    aaaa....    Ensuring QualityEnsuring QualityEnsuring QualityEnsuring Quality ----atatatat----EntryEntryEntryEntry ::::Moderately Unsatisfactory

    bbbb....    Quality of SupervisionQuality of SupervisionQuality of SupervisionQuality of Supervision ::::Moderately Satisfactory

    cccc....    Overall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank PerformanceOverall Bank Performance ::::Moderately Satisfactory

 9. Assessment of Borrower Performance:        
Government performanceGovernment performanceGovernment performanceGovernment performance : The project became effective as anticipated . The borrower contribution of US$0.5 
million was well below the appraisal estimate of US$56.9 million. Nonetheless, the government spent substantial  
resources on the implementation of the Basic Education Program . The State Planning Organization participated  
in annual project implementation reviews, suggestive of a high level of government commitment to the project .
Implementing agency performanceImplementing agency performanceImplementing agency performanceImplementing agency performance : The project spanned numerous national and provincial directorates and lack  
of authority for operational decision -making at various levels caused substantial delays .  Implementation capacity 
was lacking and capacity strengthening was needed for the Project Coordination Center  (PCC) despite it being a 
repeater project .  The substantial delays caused many of the intended outcomes not to be realized .  The Bank 
and the Borrower share credit for the remedial actions after the restructuring in  2005 leading to the rapid increase 
in implementation and disbursement.  Given that the unsatisfactory performance of the preceding project, one  
would have expected the borrower to pay greater attention to M&E .  Performance in the area of M&E was lagging 
for a large part of the project and there was no clear leadership in this area  (discussed in greater detail below). 
    aaaa....    Government PerformanceGovernment PerformanceGovernment PerformanceGovernment Performance ::::Moderately Satisfactory

    bbbb....    Implementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency PerformanceImplementing Agency Performance ::::Moderately Unsatisfactory

    cccc....    Overall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower PerformanceOverall Borrower Performance ::::Moderately Unsatisfactory

 10. M&E Design, Implementation, & Utilization:     
   Design: The M&E design identified numerous indicators with clearly specified targets : 6 PDOs and 35 intermediate 
outcome indicators. There were, however, a few shortcomings : 
- most of the intermediate outcome indicators were in fact  output  indicators; there was no disaggregation of  
indicators into the groups (preschool children, special needs education student ) or regions (the southeast of the 
country) targeted by the project; 
- four of the six KPIs (PAD, p7) made reference to "improved performance" or "improved school readiness" without 
stating how performance or readiness would be measured;  
- the M&E framework did not specify a results chain i .e., the outcome and impact indicators associated with the  
outputs (e.g., there  are no outcome and impact indicators for investments in special needs education ); 
- many of the indicators had no baseline values; and  
- M&E implementation arrangements were not clearly specified .  
While there were substantial achievements, very few of the stated targets were met .  According to the ICR many of 
the targets were too ambitious and the cost escalation made some targets unaffordable .  The restructuring was a 
missed opportunity to adjust the targets . 

Implementation and Utilization:   As mentioned in the ICR the MONE’s efforts at M&E were weak, resulting in the  
failure to implement a Monitoring and Evaluation system .  Several studies on topics that seem to be highly relevant to  
the project performance have been successfully completed, but it is unclear how or to what extent the findings from  
these studies were used to inform implementation . The studies are: ICT integration study (indicator 30); ICT 
evaluation studies (indicator 31); evaluation studies on the effect of preschool education on basic education  
(indicator 32); Impact studies on in-service training activities (indicator 33); Evaluation/impact studies on efficiency of  
special education initiatives (indicator 34); OECD evaluation of basic education in Turkey  (indicator 35).

 aaaa....  M&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality RatingM&E Quality Rating ::::  Modest



 11. Other Issues (Safeguards, Fiduciary, Unintended Positive and Negative Impacts): 

    The Program had a category B rating for environmental safeguard purposes . According to the ICR, implementation 
was in accordance with the Handbook for Basic Education School Buildings, and there were no other reported  
fiduciary issues of significance .

12121212....    RatingsRatingsRatingsRatings:::: ICRICRICRICR  IEG ReviewIEG ReviewIEG ReviewIEG Review Reason forReason forReason forReason for     
DisagreementDisagreementDisagreementDisagreement ////CommentsCommentsCommentsComments

OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome :::: Moderately 
Satisfactory

Moderately 
Unsatisfactory

The rating is based on the high 
relevance of the project objective, the  
modest relevance of the project design,  
and the modest efficacy and efficiency .  
The ICR does not provide sufficient  
evidence of the outcomes and impacts  
that were associated with the outputs  
financed by the project against which  
the stated objective (improved 
coverage and quality of education  
among targeted  groups) can be 
assessed.

Risk to DevelopmentRisk to DevelopmentRisk to DevelopmentRisk to Development     
OutcomeOutcomeOutcomeOutcome ::::

Negligible to Low Negligible to Low

Bank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank PerformanceBank Performance :::: Moderately 
Satisfactory

Moderately 
Satisfactory

Borrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower PerformanceBorrower Performance :::: Moderately 
Satisfactory

Moderately 
Unsatisfactory

The lack of authority for operational  
decision-making, and the limited 
implementation capacity (despite it 
being a repeater project) contributed to 
substantial delays and caused many of  
the intended outcomes not to be 
realized.

Quality of ICRQuality of ICRQuality of ICRQuality of ICR ::::
    

Satisfactory

NOTESNOTESNOTESNOTES:
- When insufficient information is provided by the Bank for IEG  to  
arrive at a clear rating, IEG will downgrade the relevant  ratings as  
warranted beginning July 1, 2006.
- The "Reason for Disagreement/Comments" column could 
cross-reference other sections of the ICR Review, as appropriate .

 13. Lessons:     
   Some lessons are offered below and several coincide with lessons identified in the ICR, as well as the BEP 1 ICR 
Review that remain pertinent:

A project restructuring provides an opportunity to reassess the feasibility of the KPI targets and to revise if  �

necessary.  If this is not done and the objectives are overly ambitious, the project's rating against the project's  
original KPI targets will likely suffer;
In instances where the first phase of an APL has been unsatisfactory, the second phase will likely replicate  �

weaknesses in design and implementation arrangements unless there is a detailed re -assessment (even 
when the triggers have been met);
Triggers for APL transition to subsequent phases that are focused exclusively on the achievement of outputs  �

or procurement actions can miss the opportunity to encourage a stronger results focus; and  
Without an institutional assessment during project preparation the institutional capacity requirements for  �

implementation may be underestimated, and not be matched with the available institutional capacity .

 

 14. Assessment Recommended?     Yes No

    Why?Why?Why?Why? Yes. BEP1 was rated unsatisfactory and implementation of BEP 2 started before the end of BEP1 with a 



largely similar design and implementation capacity limitations .  Furthermore, many of the BEP2 achievements have 
been concentrated in the last  18 months of the implementation period and their impact on project outcomes are hard  
to fully assess. Finally, a more detailed assessment may be able to collect more and correctly defined outcome and  
impact information in order to verify the outcome rating .

 15. Comments on Quality of ICR:     

The quality of the ICR is rated as satisfactory . It documented the project achievements and the factors affecting  
implementation and project outcomes, but there were some important caveats . The ICR could have done better at  
presenting evidence of project outcomes and, where outcome data were presented  (e.g., enrollment data), the ICR 
could have done  a better job of providing disaggregated outcome data showing the achievements among the  
targeted groups (e.g., for low-income students, special needs students ) in support of the findings from the beneficiary  
survey.  In addition to noting the completion of studies that were financed by the project  (see indicators 28, 29, 30, 
32) the ICR should have commented on their quality and utilization . I.e., the ICR reported the output (the completion 
of the study) not the outcome or result (how the study was or is being used).

    aaaa....Quality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR RatingQuality of ICR Rating ::::    Satisfactory


