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Opportunities for VfFM analysis pracricaL action
across the project lifecycle
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1. Cost-per-beneficiary eracrica strion

benchmarking

Purpose: At-a-glance
comparison of what we have
offered in proposals compared
to others

And because others are
evaluating us on this basis!

Issues:

= Finding comparable projects
internally and externally (our
urban focus)

= What do the costs buy?

= Who are the beneficiaries and
what are the benefits?

Why did we try this?

= We reviewed a concept
note proposing a project
costing GBP 750,000
“reaching 10,000 people”

(c/b @ GBP 75)

= While the same team was
implementing a project
costing GBP 1,004,433
with a target of 93,400
beneficiaries

(c/b @ GBP 10.4)



Country Access to clean Access to improved | Total No. Spend (GBP) |C/B
water (No. Ben.) sanitation (No. Ben. ) Ben.
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831,700 4,464,620
|\|n r\llr\nnnvnnn-l-lnn

Access to Access to Practicing Total
clean water improved improved
sanitation  hygiene

(Global) DFID 26,485,817 Figures could not be found 4,500,000 5.9

Confusing! More questions than answers! Difficult to find appropriate
comparators.

think carefully how we communicate the project. ).5

led Kenya
Consortium

(Kenya) Practical 1,004,433 60,400 33,000 112,000 93,400* 10.4*
Action

received hygiene promotion rather than access to 5
improved sanitation”. ' )

South Asia 3,100,000 25,500,000 28,600,000 19,600,000 0.7

Paklstan




2. EEEES reviews as part of project design

...Example of the effect this can have on budget structuring

Unsuccessful proposal (Nov 2014)

Partner

capacity
building

and M&E
9%

Project
office and

UK

managem
ent and physical
admin inputs
4% 11%

Partner In negotiation (May 2015)

capacity

building

and M&E
10%

Project
office and
physical
inputs
10%

county
project
support
costs

4%
UK

manageme
nt and
admin



Unsuccessful proposal (Nov 2014) In negotiation (May 2015)

Practical
Action UK
4%

Practical
Action UK
1%



How did we do that? PRACTICAL ACTION

Making the log-frames and budgets work much
harder, by asking tough questions

Economy: e.g. Do we really
need this staff 100 % over all 5
years given that there are only
half the number of activities in
year 5 compared to year 2!?
Does this item really cost this
much? This is a big line item,
how important is this?

Efficiency: Are all costs accountable to
logframe outputs? Is paying for everyone to
have a workshop in a hotel and have lunch
really the best way to raise awareness of
the public sector!?

Effectiveness: Are all costs accountable
to logframe outcomes? What lasting
benefits are we trying to achieve? Are our
outcomes about restructuring the system,
and are our outputs contributing to
changing patterns of behaviour in the
system?

Equity: Who is most affected?
How are they affected? Are we
trying to address their problems?

y

Sustainability: Where are the activities that build local
ownership? Are we using project funds to subsidise
recurring costs in the system?



nd by benchmarking with other PRACTICAL ACTION

“successful” projects in similar contexts

Completed project in Nakuru: GBP 711,534 bought us...

- CLTS adapted for urban areas, working through county public
sector + market systems promotion = low-subsidy approach

- 2152 facilities improved with landlords’ own resources
- Estimated private resources leveraged at GBP 0.5m

Indicator Achieved number of C/B* (*Total budget /
beneficiaries beneficiary classes)

Engagement in CLTS process 135,431 GBP 5.3

Access to adequate on-plot 52,708 GBP 13.5

sanitation

Awareness on improved Directly reached: 67,879 GBP 3.5 (direct and indirect)
hygiene practices Indirectly reached: 135,758

Total: 203,637

Adoption of improved 127,300 GBP 5.9
hygiene practices




But... VfM and Systems PRACTICAL ACTION
change

Most VfM approaches focused on service
delivery projects:

Focus on alighment to MDG outputs and
outcomes:

» |[ncreased access to clean water

» |[ncreased access to improved sanitation
facilities

» Beneficiaries of hygiene promotion activities

... but if we are building projects
aiming for systems change...




One systems lens: market
systems development (e.g.
from Nakuru, Kenya)
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Another systems lens: faecal sludge management PRACTICAL ACTION

Technology challenging poverty

Key: Unsafely managed = (D Safely managed = [
Containment :> Emptying :> Transport :ﬂ Treatment :> Reuse / disposal
Sewer
connected . Sewer connection - Safely treated and
toilets J Wastewater disposed
- Mechanically exh d by NAWASSCO treatment
echanically exhausted by plant
Septic and
conservancy Mechanically exhausted private exhausters
- Informal manual pit d

Safe transfer




Facilitating systems change eracrica atrion

What can we measure
= | everaged investments

* Indicators that demonstrate the system is
working, e.g.:

- Volumes of sludge safely managed

- Decrease in harmful pathogens in environment
- Reduced child stunting

Hard to measure because
= Attribution and contribution

» Counting beneficiaries not particularly
helpful




Conclusions and PRACTICAL ACTION
recommendations so far

VIM driver out of necessity, turns out to be a highly
enriching process

VIM offers a way of closing the loop of learning
between evaluation and business development

C/B is CONFUSING!
EEEES is a very powerful design tool
C/B is a negative influence on thinking systemically

- Let’s make sure that VfM discourse is more
nuanced!

Challenge for the future: Focus on how VfM can
create information to help us plan for “impact-
based financing”, e.g. development impact bonds



