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Abstract

In a context of stagnating levels of official development assistance, bilateral
expendituresonemergencyassistance arerisingdramatically, leading toincreased
scrutiny by evaluation departments of the way in which such assistance is
provided. As a result, cost-effectiveness analysis of relief operations is now being
accorded greater attention.

Cost-effectiveness analysis is not the same as cost-benefit analysis. It does not entail
valuation of human life or quantification of human suffering,andis of use in those
situations where benefits cannot be reasonably measured in monetary terms.
Cost-effectiveness analysis is, therefore, a potentially valuable tool for the
evaluation of relief operations, where the aim is to save lives and reduce suffering.

It is essential that the relationship between costs and performance of relief
activities be fully explored and understood:inaworld where numerous competing
demands are being made upon finite aid resources, the inefficient use of fundsin
one operation may reduce the availability of funds for other operations where
needs are equally critical.

Formal cost-effectiveness analysis of relief operations can, however, be fraught
withdifficulties,both practicaland methodological. Such difficulties arise from the
fact that relief operations characteristically take place in complex and rapidly
changing environments, and involve a large number of donors, UN agencies and
NGOs undertaking a wide range of activities. As a result, the particular effects of
any one intervention can be impossible to isolate. In many cases, cost-efficiency
analysis, which investigates the process of aid delivery rather than the outcome,
may be a more appropriate tool.

To facilitate evaluations of relief assistance, those involved need to revise the way
they collect data, and prepare reports. There needs to be less emphasis on strictly
financial reporting and more on reporting in relation to activity. This would
considerably enhance the usefulness of the evaluation process.

However, while attention to efficiency and cost-effectivenessanalysisisimportant,
it should not detract from issues of impact and overall suitability of a relief
operation. Evaluations should include analysis of a political and anthropological
nature.
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L. Introduction

According to the most recent DAC? Annual Report, total expenditures onemergency
assistance continued their upward trendin 1994 bilateral expenditure onemergency and
disaster relief (excluding food) rose toan all-time high of $35 billion, while, if DAC members
emergency food aid and their contributions to multilateral institutions foremergency
purposesare included, the total would be about $6 billion, or roughly 10 per cent of their total
official developmentassistance. Thiscompareswith al980 level of bilateral emergency
assistance of $353 million, or 2% of total bilateral aid.

Suchdramaticincreasesinthelevel of expenditure on humanitarianaid operationsare
inevitably leading toincreased scrutiny of the way emergency assistance is provided. Inthe
case of public funds,such scrutinyis principally undertaken by the evaluation departments
of bilateral donor organisationsand national audit offices,which are now obliged to
undertake morefrequentandin-depthevaluationsofaid operations. Asaresult, cost-
effectiveness analysis of relief operations is now being accorded greater attention.

Acknowledgements. The author would like to thank Johnny Morris and Nick Dyer of the UK ODA
Evaluation DepartmentandJohnBortonand Jo Macrae of the ODI for their contribution to the
developmentof this paper. The financial support by the Evaluation Departmentof ODAIs
gratefullyacknowledged. Anearlier version of this paper was presented to the DACExpert Group
onEvaluationatameeting held in Canberra, Australia, from the 6th to the 8th of February 1996.
The paper drawsonmaterial collected by other members of Study I1l. Theauthor wishes to thank
inparticular, Steve Collins, John Telford, Franz Goetz, Andrew Chalinder and Jeremy Shoham for
this material.

The DAC-the Development Assistance Committee - is aspecialised committee of the OECD, whose
membershave agreed tosecure anexpansion of aggregate volume of resourcesmade available to
developing countriesand toimprove their effectiveness. To thisend, members review theamount
and nature of their aid contributions,and consulteach other onaid policies. The members of the
DACareAustralia, Austria, Belgium,Canada, Denmark Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,New Zealand,Norway, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, the
United Kingdom, the United States and the European Commission.
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The JointEvaluation of Emergency Assistance toRwanda, published in March 1996, provides
animportantexample of cost-effectiveness being used as one of the criteriain the
evaluation ofanemergency. Thisunprecedented collaborative study was funded by 20donor
organisationsand UN agencies,and supervised by aSteering Committee comprising 37
agenciesand organisationsincluding OECD countries, the European Union, UNagencies,
international organisationsand NGO umbrellaorganisations. Study lll'Humanitarian Aid
andEffects' assessed theactivities of the variousagenciesinvolvedin the provision of
emergency aidand protectionassistance using the criteriaofappropriateness, cost-
effectiveness, coverage, coherence, connectedness and impact?

Drawing heavily upon the experience of the Study Il Team, this paper seeks to:

) briefly review perceptions of cost-effectivenessanalysisamong reliefagency
personnel define the termsinvolved,and explore the use of cost-effectiveness
analysis in related fields;

i) identify those activitiesand situations where cost-effectiveness analysisappears to
be most viable and useful;

Iv)  identifythedifficulties of attempting to use cost-effectivenessasacriteriainthe
assessment and evaluation of humanitarian aid operations;

V) suggest steps to be taken to facilitate the greater use of cost-effectiveness, or related
forms of financial analysis.

2. Financial Analysis
21  Perceptions among relief agency personnel
Informal discussionwith personnel fromavariety of agenciesinvolved in humanitarianaid

programmes revealsawidespread unease towards the use of cost-effectivenessanalysisin
theassessmentof performance-insome quarterstheattitudeisopenly hostile. The

Appropriateness, cost-effectiveness and impact are among the criteriagenerally used in
evaluationsundertaken by donor organisations (see Berlage and Stokke, 1992, Casely and Kumar,
1987 and IFRCWorld DisastersReport 1995 Chapter 5). The criteriaof coverage, coherenceand
connectedness were borrowed from a 1994 paper by Larry Minear (see Minear, 1994).
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argumentsgenerally used are that duringahumanitarian crisis the level of suffering is so
greatand the need for assistance so evidentand urgent, that financial considerationsare
quitesimplyirrelevant, if notimmoral. Further discussion reveals that much of the hostility
totheideaofcost-effectivenessanalysisarises fromalack of understandingas toexactly
whatisinvolved,whereitcan be usefuland whereitslimitations render itunsuitable. In
particular, thereisconfusion as to the difference inmeaning between cost-benefitanalysis
and cost-effectivenessanalysis, leading toatendency toreject the latter asunsuitable
because of valid concerns about the former.

The main areaof concern about cost-benefitanalysisis that it requires the valuation of
benefitsin monetary terms. Itisnot, therefore, considered asuitable tool withwhich to
evaluate projectswhere the benefitsare largely intangible, such as better health or access
toeducation, nor those projectswhere the process of change in itself may be asimportant
astheactual outcomes.Many development projects,and mostrelief projects, fallinto
precisely these categories, and hence the concern.

Insome casesitis possible to useameasurable benefitasaproxy for anintangible one. For
example, health and sanitation benefits have beenvalued in termsof the number of hours
ofwork gained by decreasing the incidence of disease amongst the workforce. However,
despite the continuing attempts by economists to develop ways toassign values to
intangibles, nowholly satisfactory solution to the problem hasemerged. Good healthis
clearlyworthfar more toaperson thanwould be reflected by simply calculating how many
extrahourstheycanworkasaresultofless time off due tosickness,and then multiplying
thisby theirwage rate. Asaresult, the usefulness of cost-benefit analysisis limited to those
projectswithlargely tangible benefits,and NGOs are thus right to regard the process as
being highly inappropriate for the evaluation of relief programmes, where the primaryaim
Is to save lives and reduce suffering.

Cost-effectiveness analysis, however, does not require the valuation of benefits.Indeed, itis
of use precisely inthose situations where benefits cannot be reasonably measuredin
monetary terms. Although there are practicaland methodological difficulties involvedin the
use of cost-effectiveness analysis to evaluate relief programmes, there isnomoral basison
whichtorejectitsuse,andifanend result of itsapplication leads to aid resources being used
more effectively, then it is certainly not irrelevant.
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2.2 Cost-effectiveness analysis

Cost-effectiveness analysis avoids many of the difficulties of cost-benefitanalysis,and
requiresno methodologically uncertainvaluation of intangible benefits. There are
essentially two approaches.one of which startswith afixed target level of benefitsand seeks
the cheapestway of achieving these,and the other, whichinvolves the quantification
(though not the valuation) of benefits, and seeks the procedure which will give maximum
benefits per unit cost.

Thefirstof these twoapproachesisknown as least-cost combination'or the ‘constant
effects method,and seeks to determine the least expensive combination of tangible costs
thatwill realise essentially the same stated level of tangible and intangible benefits.For
example,canthe same health benefits be provided at less cost by constructing fewer large
hospitals but more clinics manned by paramedical personnel? By constructingawaterborne
sewerage system or by installing low-cost household sanitation facilities that do not require
sewers?Canthe same number of lives be saved more cheaply by buyingup all the property
rights in a flood plain and moving people out, or by constructing dykes and levees?

Thisapproach tocost-effectivenessanalysisiscurrently carried outas partofsome
Immunisation programmes, to determine, for example, whether itwould be cheaper to
attainastated target rate of coverage fora particular vaccination throughamasscampaign
or by includingvaccinationsas partofageneral visit to the local health post. Acampaign
mightinvolve the purchase of vehiclesand fuel, the hiring of staff and the payment of
overtime and per diems for long stays in the field, whereas the incorporation of a
vaccinationcomponentas part of the health programme delivered through clinics might
require thesetting up ofamore extensive cold chainandincreased training of existing staff,
but might lead to considerable savingselsewhere, as more intensive use is made of existing
infrastructure. The final result might depend very much on the rate of coverage desired. A
very highrate to preventan expected epidemic may mean thatacampaign ismore cost-
effective whereas, in other situations, it may be cheaper to achieve agiven coverage without
setting up a system to run parallel to existing services.

Inthis type of cost-effectivenessanalysis, no reference is made to the value to the population
of the benefit received through the project, hence nomeasure of absolute projectworth can
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be obtained. Itcan only be used tocompare different approaches toachieving the samegoal
- no absolute judgements can be made.

The second approach to cost-effectiveness analysis, knownas the ‘constant cost method,
involves the quantifying of benefits, but without attachingamonetary price or economic
value to them.For example, family planning organisations use ‘couple-years-of-protection’
(CYP)asaquantitative measure to appraise different projects. 13 packets of contraceptive
pillsare estimated to offer one CYP,asare 150 condoms,whereasan IUD isestimated to offer
threeandahalf CYP.Givenaspecific budget,and information on the costs of providing the
alternative family-planning servicesin different countries,anumber of programmescan
be ranked in terms ofwhich provide the most CYP. Funds can then go towhere theywould
have the mostimpact. However,once again, no reference can be made to the value of the
family planning programme-one project may provide more CYP per unitcost thananother,
butother criteriawould need to be used to determine whether the programme wasworth
doing at all.

Althoughtherearecriticisms of thissortofapproach, the methodiscurrently being
extended by organisations like WHO and the World Bank, so that the benefits of expenditure
onhealthinterventionsindifferent parts of the world can be compared. On the basis of
historical epidemiological data, diseasesare ranked in terms of theirimpact or burdenon
affected populations. By assessing howdifferent degrees of disability affect the quality of
life, thisburdenisexpressed using single indicators, such as the Quality-Adjusted Life Year
(QALY) or the Disability-Adjusted Life Year (DALY).

Predictionsare made as to the effectiveness of specific healthinterventionsin reducing the
incidence of disease. The costs of intervention canthen be related tothe QALYsor DALYs
that would be gained or lost. For example, US$100 might pay for 20 children to be vaccinated
against meningitisinaparticular region of Bangladesh which, given the incidence of the
disease and the effectiveness of the vaccine, would be expected to prevent 4 cases of
meningitis, resulting inone death lessand reduced disability in two individuals,equivalent
to a gain of, say, 50 QALYs.

Once thisworkiscompleted, it should theoretically be possible to see where expenditure of
asingle USdollar on healthcare would have the mostimpact worldwide, be iton dialysis
machinesinthe UK or oncold chainsin Somalia-aseemingly attractive proposition for
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those whowish toensure thatmaximumimpactis obtained fromscarce budgetary
resources.

23  Cost-efficiency

Analystsoften use the concept of efficiency to refer to the process ofimplementationofa
project,incontrast to the effectiveness,which referstoits outcome or end benefits. A cost-
efficientprojectisthenonewhere the inputsare suppliedand usedinsuchawayasto
achieve certain specific outputs at lowest cost,whereas a cost-effective projectis onewhere
specificobjectivesareachieved atlower cost. A project can, therefore, be cost-efficient,
without necessarily being particularly effective. For example,aschool could be very
efficiently built, but alack of teachers mean that the objective of increasing school
attendance not be achieved.

Itisworth noting that many analysts use the term ‘cost-effective'in place of cost-efficiency,
anditisgenerally true thatifaprojectis notefficient,itcannot be aseffective aspossible:
supplying the inputs ofaprojectat lower cost, or adapting implementation procedures so
that the same outputsare delivered more efficiently,can only improve the cost-effectiveness
ofaproject Cost-efficiency is, in other words, necessary toensure cost-effectiveness, butis
not sufficient to do so.

3. Experience of Using Cost-effectiveness Analysis in Evaluating
Emergency Assistance to Rwandain 1994

31 Why cost-effectiveness analysis was undertaken

Between April and December 1994, an estimated $1.4 billion was spent by donor
organisations,UNagencies,international organisationsand NGOs on the provision of
humanitarian assistance withinRwandaand to Rwandese refugeesin neighbouring
countries. Adesire toassess the effectiveness of such massive expenditureswasan
importantstated motive of the donor organisationsinvolved in establishing the Joint
Evaluation, to‘draw lessons from the Rwandaexperience relevant for future complex
emergenciesaswellasfor currentoperationsinRwandaand the region”. Each Study was
commissioned,and the quality of itswork monitored, by amember of aManagement Group
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made up of the Heads of the Evaluation Departments of five bilateral donor organisations.
Inthe case of Study ll, this role was performed by the Evaluation Department of the UK ODA.
During the process by which ananalytical framework and broad workplan was developed
by the Study Ill Team, the Evaluation Department of ODAstrongly encouraged the inclusion
of cost-effectiveness as a criteria.

32  Howitwas planned to undertake the analysis

Members of the Study Il Team were well aware of the likely data problems and
methodological difficulties of assessing the cost-effectiveness of the response. Nevertheless,
itwas felt that there were four particular aspects of the international response where cost-
effectivenessanalysiswould be feasible and capable of yielding useful insights. These were;

The food logistics operation

Thesupply, transportationanddistribution of food isnot only critical to the survival of
beneficiary populationsbutitalsoinvariably represents the largest single component of
relief operations (in the case of the Rwanda operations between April -December 1994, such
activitieswere found to have cost over $350 million). Moreover, there appeared to be
interesting issues toexamine:aWFP internal report made available atanearly stage of the
evaluationindicated that substantial savingsin operating costs could have been obtained
byinvestmentinroad repair and the procurementofadditional railway enginesand rolling
stock for the Tanzanian Railway system, had adequate up-front funds been available.

The provision of water to refugees

Aswithfood, the production,storage and distribution of water wasacritical activity,
particularlyin Gomawhere the sudden influx of 850,000 refugees from Rwandain mid-July
created an urgent need for the establishment of pumping, storage, tankering and
distributionsystems.Expenditurein thissector wassubstantial, involvingasitdid the
provision and transport of water by the US military, private contractors, civil
defence/disaster response teamsaswellas NGOs such as Oxfam. There were cases of very
high expenditureson particular activities within the sector. For instance the large capacity
hydro sub-pump provided and operated by PWSS,acontracted UScompany, was flown non-
stop from Californiato Gomaby the US Air Force (involving two mid-air refuellings) on the
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personalinstructions of President Clinton;one NGO collected and transported water from
Lake Kivu using a large bucket suspended from beneath a helicopter.

Itwas recognised that the ad hoc nature of the response in the water sector, the large
number of organisationsandagenciesinvolved and the range ofapproachestothe
productionand distribution of water, wereall likely to create considerable difficulties for
theevaluationteamintermsof dataavailability and isolating the costs associated with
particular agenciesandactivities. However, itwas expected that, at the very least, it would
be possible to obtain figures on the cost per litre of water produced and distributed by the
various methods used. Inaddition, itwas hoped thatinformation oncholeraand dysentery
ratesatdifferentsites might prove usefulwhen comparing the suitability of different
approaches to water production and delivery.

The airlift operations

Theairlift of relief resources playedavital role in the emergency programme, particularly
inGoma,where therewere only very limited stocksin place whenthe refugeesarrived. The
airportwasused intensivelyinthe early days, with flightsarriving fromall partsof the
world. Therewereanecdotal reports thatinappropriate itemswere sentbyair, that non-
urgentitemsdisplaced urgentitemsand that theairlift operations continued for longer
than necessarywithaircraftoperating over routesopentooverland transport. Itwas
hoped thatacomparison between the costs of delivering items by road, air,and, where
available, railwould be possible, takingintoaccount the fact that certain materialswere
needed urgently. Itwas hoped that such analysiswould reveal where improvements could
be made to the organisation of emergency airlifts in general.

The role of the bilateral military contingents

Military contingents played asubstantial role in the international response not only in the
provision of security butalso in terms of providing support to humanitarianagenciesand
insome cases undertaking directdistributions themselves. The US, Israel, Japan,and the
Netherlandsdeployed military contingents to help with the relief operation at the refugee
sitesinEastern Zaire, inresponse toarequest by UNHCR for Governmentsto provide ‘self-
containedservice packages’ Othersdeployed troopsinside Rwanda, either aspart of
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UNAMIR (eg the UK, Australia, Ghanaand Ethiopia), or outside the UNAMIR framework (eg
France, the US and a bilateral Canadian contingent).

Initial evidence suggested that the use of military contingents in the provision of
humanitarian assistance was particularly expensive, their personnel on the ground being
backed up by human and material resourceswell in excess of those available toNGOsand
UNagencies,and,apparently inexcess of, or inappropriate to, what was needed for the job-
in-hand. The USArmy, forexample, flew in Reverse Osmosis Water Purification Units
(ROWPUs) to pump and filter water out of Lake Kivu. These produced small quantities of very
high-quality water when what was needed was large quantities of choleravibrio free water.

Assessing the cost-effectiveness of the military contingents also promised methodological
challengesinascertaining the extent towhich the resources provided by military capacity
wereadditional to,and thusinterchangeable with, the resources provided by the donor
organisations of the same country. UNHCR, without any doubt, would never have received
comparableamountsin cash tofinance those activities undertaken by the military. Asa
result,someagencies felt that considerations of cost-effectiveness simply did notapply to
the military:according toanecdotal evidence, NGOs taking advantage of ageneral offer by
the USAirForce of free cargoflights transported non-urgent itemswhen road transport
wasalso available. However, many of the additional costsincurred by the military were
subsequently recorded as official aid donations,andin some cases,a proportion of the
additional costswere actually met from the aid budget, thereby possibly prejudicing the
level of funding available for other relief or development projects. The service offered by the
military may not, therefore, be ascostlessasit mightappear to the NGO or UNagency
concerned. Asaresult(and because the most effective use of public fundsis,inany case, of
interest to the wider constituency of taxpayers) it was decided toinclude those military
contingentswhich provided support to humanitarian agencieswithin the assessment of
cost-effectiveness.

Another methodological problem anticipated was that of establishing realisticcomparators
for thework of the military contingents. This required the identification of activities
undertaken by both military and non-military actors in the same area and under
comparable conditions. Initialinformationindicated that thiswould be possible for: the
airliftoperation,where commercial air chartersand military planeswere used over the
same routes; the pumpinganddistribution of water,undertaken by USforces, private
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contractorsand NGOs;and the provision of basic health servicesinwhichNGOsand a
number of military contingents were involved.

Itwas recognised that obtaining accurate information from the military on the cost of their
contingentsand particular activities undertaken might be problematic but it was felt that
thestrongcommitmentto the Joint Evaluation by many donor governments,some of
which had deployed contingentsduring the response, would resultinaccess to cost
estimates.

33  Findings

Broadly speaking, due toacombination of dataand methodological problems (discussedin
the following sections), the attempt toapply cost-effectiveness analysis to the four areas of
activity outlined above was only successful in the case of the food logistics operation and the
airlift,

Inthe case of the food logistics operation, the analysis undertaken revealed acost of US
$70.8/tonne by rail from Mombasa to Kampala (total distance 1,333 kilometres givingarate
of US$0.053/tonne/kilometre) asagainst US $l15/tonne by road (US $0.086/tonne/kilometre).
For Dar-es-Salaam toNgara, via the railhead at Isaka (total distance 1, 363 kilometres) the
mixed rail/road rate was US $85/tonne (US $0.052/tonne/kilometre) compared toaroad-only
rate of US$134/tonne (US$0.098/tonne/kilometre). Given that approximately 170,000 tonnes
of foodwere transportedin 1994 alone, theimpact on budgets of using the right channel are
enormous. Infact, 90%of the 170,000 tonnes of commaodities transported by WFP during 1994
used rail or the road/rail option (depending on the destination), while ICRC relied entirely on
road transportfor the 8800 tonnes moved between Mombasaand Nairobiin 1994,and only
used the road/rail option for 35% of the 55,000 tonnes they transported from Dar es Salaam
totheir distribution pointsineastern Tanzaniaand Rwanda. Itappeared that the smaller
tonnages moved by the ICRC limited the agency's ability to make effective use of the block
train operations utilised by WFP.

When examiningair transport, the uncertainty over the charging basis used by military
operators meant that it was not possible to establish the average cost per tonne carried by
aircraft. Costinformation was obtainable, however, for commercial air transport: large-
capacity chartersusing jetaircraft,operating from Europe to the region, costapproximately

10
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$06/tonne/kilometre, while asmaller-capacity commercial turbopropaircraft, carrying a6-
tonneload between Kampalaand Gomacost approximately $1.0/tonne/kilometre. This
compareswithacommercial trucking rate of just over $0.20/tonne/kilometre between the
same locations.Commercial air transportwithin the region was, therefore, approximately
four tofive times more expensive than road transport (and between ten and twenty times
more expensive than rail transport, where this option was available).

Military transportaccounted for almost half the flights carrying humanitarian cargo tothe
key locations of Goma, Bukavu and Kigaliand were significantly more expensive than
commercial flightsover equivalent routes. On the basis of the limited evidence available, it
appeared that,onatotal cost basis, military aircraft were 4-8 times more expensive than
commercialaircraft Thus,in those instanceswhere military aircraft operated over the
same routesas functioning road transport routes, such as between Entebbe and Goma, the
use of militaryaircraft to carry cargoes that could have travelled by road was between 20
and 40 times more expensive.

Inthe case of water provision, the complexity of the operations and the rapidity withwhich
theywere established meant that cost datawas simply not available for particular activities.
Theattempt toassess the cost-effectiveness of military contingentswasalso thwarted by
alack of sufficiently detailed or organised costinformation on the activities undertaken by
the military.

The particular difficultiesencountered are presented below. They broadly fellinto three
types of difficulty. that of establishing asatisfactory framework for the analysis; lack of
data on effectiveness; and lack of data on cost.

34  Difficulties encountered: lack of data on costs

Thecritical constraint on using cost-effectiveness analysis during the evaluationwas the
difficulty of obtaining basic dataon costs, whether at the aggregate level, or for particular
activities Although the Study Ill Teamwere given access to DHAs Financial Tracking System
(FTS)-which categorised donations by donor,channel (UN agency, NGO, military contingent),
countrywhere projectwas undertakenandimplementingagentandactivity - mostdonors,
despite repeated requests by DHA for informationinastandardised form, presented
financial datain the way thatwas most convenient to them. Asaresult, itwas not possible

1
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tocompare expenditureson Internally Displaced Populations (IDPs)in campswith those on
interventionsinareastowhich refugeesand IDPswere returning,norwas it possible to
compareexpendituresonactivitiesinside Rwandawith those on activities outside the
country. The categorisation of expenditure by activity was also impossible.

Theavailable datawas further complicated by the fact that many donorsgave funds to
UNHCR against the general consolidated emergency appeal which were subsequently passed
ontoalarge number ofimplementing partners. The FTSwas incapable of recording this
onward flow of funds. Information onexpenditure by monthwasalso difficult to obtain,as
donorsoftenreferenced their donations to their own particular financial year, or recorded
alldonationsas being made at the date of the emergency appeal. The informationinthe FTS
isrecordedindollars, butwas provided by the donorsin terms of national currencies, many
ofwhich had beenappreciatingand depreciating fairly widely againsteach other during the
year.

Asaresultofthelimitations of the FTS, considerable time and effort was spentby the Team
Economistin contacting bilateral donors, UN agenciesand NGOsinan attempt toobtain
datainaform thatwouldallowfor amore disaggregated analysis of expenditure. Additional
information was obtained, though it proved of limited use, due to the fact that:

) many agencies do notrecord their expenditure by activity or beneficiary group,
particularly those working on multi-sectoral relief programmes. Their accountsare
primarily produced for auditing requirements,and not toallow for detailed cost-
effectiveness analysis of projects;

i)  whereexpenditureisclassified byactivity,nostandard classificationsare used,so
the same project can be recorded in differentways by the NGO, UN agency and donor
involved.Inaddition, the same project can be recorded using different currenciesand
under different financial years,asdonors fund NGOs from countriesdifferent to
theirown. Thismakesitverydifficult toreconcileinformation received from
multiple sources;

i) thevalue of aid-in-kind is measured in a number of different ways;

12
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Iv)  complexsub-contractingarrangementswere entered into betweenandamongst
bilateralagencies, UN organisationsand northernand southernNGO partners,
involving the transfer of humanand financial resources,aswell asaid-in-kind. It
became difficult to trace the flow of funds, let alone work out end-use of resources;

V) thereisnostandardway of dealingwith theissue of overheads. Inlooking at the
performance of differentNGOs,itisclearlyimportanttoincludeall the costs
involved,whether incurredinthe field or at headquarters.NGOs,when collecting
from the public, generally wish to downplay the proportion of funding thatgoeson
overheads, yetwhen seeking funds from official donors like to raise overheads as
high as possible to increase the level of ‘own' resources. This problem was
compounded by the numbers of agenciesinvolved in some sort of sub-contracting
arrangement (see point iv) above).

Despiteaconsiderable input of timeandeffort, very little usefulinformation was obtained
onthe costs of the various military contingents. Figures for the additional costsincurred by
the military during their deployment (namely those extracostsincurredsolelyasaresult
of their presence in Gomaand the region- the salaries of soldiers, for example, would not be
included) were obtainable for those countries that recorded such costsas part of their
humanitarian contributions, but total costs of deploymentwere impossible to obtain. ltwas
thus very difficult to compare the cost-effectiveness of military contingents with that of
NGOs, when only partial cost information was available for the former.

Given the high profile of those military contingents active in the humanitarian response,
and the representation on the Steering Committee of the Joint Evaluation of governments
whichsentmilitary contingents, thispoor response to requests for dataon military
expenditureswas disappointing. The deploymentofamilitary contingent overseasisvery
expensive,and where itis made on humanitarian grounds,aproportion of the costs may
be met fromaid budgets. Itisvital, therefore, that cost-effectivenessanalysisbe carried out,
for recourse tothe military can directly affect the volume of fundsavailable for other
humanitarian activities.

Asaconsequence of the failure to obtain adequate costinformation on the military during

theevaluation,and of theimportance of the issuesinvolved, the Study Il report contained
anexplicitrecommendation thataseparate study on the prosandconsof military

13
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involvement be carried out, with the involvement of the donors concerned. This
recommendation is currently being discussed amongst the DAC members.

35  Difficulties encountered: lack of data on effectiveness

Itwas recognised from the beginning that some activities would be far more amenable to
performance measurement than others.Forexample, the tonnage of food deliveredtoa
refugee campiseasier tomonitor and record thanamore intangible benefitsuch asthe
provision of health services. However, even for the sameactivities, the availability of data
varied considerably depending on theareaof operation, theagency involved and the
particular beneficiary groups.

The Study lll Team generally found thatinformation on refugee operations outside Rwanda
was more plentifuland easier to obtain thaninformation on those operationsinside
Rwandathat provided assistance to IDPsand other beneficiary groups. Thisexperience
largely reflected the fact that asingle agency, UNHCR, had an unambiguous mandate to
protect refugeesand coordinate activities in the camps outside Rwanda, whilstinside
Rwanda, coordinationand the division of responsibilities was much more confused. Initially,
thisconfusionwasaresult of the civilwar and the high levels of insecurity inmuch of the
country.Later itwasattributable to the combination of anew, inexperienced and poorly-
resourced governmentinKigali,and the lack ofasingle UN organisation strongenough to
ensure standardizationin datacollection techniguesand toimpose somedisciplineonthe
large number of NGOswhicharrivedin the country after the end of the conflictin July 1994,

Amongst the refugee sites, Goma, with its larger scale and higher profile, had the best
epidemiological informationavailable, thanks to the presence of teams from CDC, Epicentre,
WHO, and UNICEF.

Differencesin dataavailability also depended upon the number of organisationsinvolved.
Forexample, most of the food aid supplied to the refugee camps was delivered by asingle
UNagency (WFP),whereas there were up toadozen NGOsworking in health careinsome
of the camps. Itwas thus far easier to track down sources of data on tonnes of food
delivered than on vaccinations given or consultations carried out. The number of
organisationsinvolved also made it difficult,even where datawasavailable, toisolate the
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contribution ofany one particular organisation andillustrated the considerable advantages
of conducting multi-donor evaluations, where overall effort is considered.

Another problem was common to most relief operations: in the early stages of an
emergency operation, the heavy demandsupon relief personneland organisational
structures preclude adequate datacollection. Thiswas certainly the case during thecrisis
inthe Great Lakes- UNHCR, for example, had only twointernational staff presentin Goma
onthefirstday of the influx of close to 850,000 refugees. When theairliftinto Gomastarted,
record keeping of the manifestswas poor and itisimpossible to know in retrospect what
commoditiesand equipmentwere flown inonsome of the first flights. This problemwas
exacerbated by vague or incomplete manifestswhich did not describeaall the itemsaboard
or used unhelpful general terms such as ‘relief goods.

3.6  Methodological issues:establishingasatisfactory framework for cost-
effectiveness analysis

Dealing with the high levels of uncertainty

Cost-efficiency or cost-effectiveness

The Rwanda operation wasextremely complex,involving,at different stages,genocide, a
rapidly shifting front-line inacivilwar, the movement of over two million refugees from
Rwanda to four neighbouring countries,concurrent Chapter Vliand Chapter VII UN peace-
keeping operationsandahuge internally displaced population within Rwanda Asaresult,
itwasoftendifficult toaccurately relate cause to effect. For instance, did the massive relief
operationsin Gomaencourage Hutu refugeesto remainin Zaire rather than returnto
Rwandaand therebylead tothe currentimpasse? Had the relief operation notbeen
undertaken in Goma,how muchgreater would the mortality rate have been over and above
the 50,000 whodiedinthefirst fewweeksafter the influxin mid-July1994? If massive
effortshad notbeen made to provide relief to the Hutu refugees in North Kivu, would the
conflictbetween theindigenous Zaireans (the Hunde) and the Banyarwandain North Kivu,
whichhadalready claimed the lives of several thousand people in 1993 have been re-ignited
by the refugee influx resulting in thousands more being killed? The lack of counterfactuals
meansthatitisimpossible to knowhow many lives may have been saved by the relief
operationand thusimpossible togenerate even highly approximate estimates of the cost
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per life saved. In such acontext cost-effectiveness analysis of the overall operation issimply
not possible.

In the context of such major uncertainties, cost-effectiveness analysis can only be
meaningfully carried out for specific, highly defined, components of areliefprogramme,and
even then, the rapidly changingsituation,and the wide range of needs that must be met
simultaneouslyinorder to protectvulnerable populations, means that great careisneeded
todistinguish between outcome indicators (malnutrition, mortalityand morbidity rates,
etc.)and processindicators(tonnesof food delivered, litres of water produced,drugs
dispensed, patientsseen,etc.). Malnutrition, for example, isnot caused solely by alack of
food, but also by poor hygiene, inadequate water supplies and lack of health care.
Malnutrition,asan indicator of effectiveness, might not, therefore, be suitable tousein
assessing the performance of afood logistics system-an efficiency indicator mightbe more
appropriate.

Theimportance of using the correctindicator was demonstrated by Study 1l Team's
analysis of WFP'slogistics operation during the Rwandacrisis. The Transport Economist
showed that thisoperationwas generally very efficient, while other members of the Team
foundthat, inthe early stages of the operation, high levels of malnutrition were recorded
amongst certainvulnerable groupsin the campsin Goma. WFP had used the transport
corridorswiththe lowest costs (viathe port of Dar-es-Salaam, rather than Mombasa) and
had relied principally on the cheapest mode of transport (the railways), but their
responsibility lay in delivering the food only up to storage points (the Extended Delivery
Point-EDP) next to the camps.From there,itwasa responsibility of the NGO partners of
UNHCR todeliver it to the refugees themselves. The quantities of food delivered to the EDPs
were generally sufficientbut, unable todeliver toindividual households because of the
numbersinvolved, NGOs had delivered food directly to self-elected refugee representatives.
These were often membersof the former regime such ascommune leaders or mayors, who
diverted rationsaway from the camps to fund non-humanitarian activities. Thiswas found
tobe the principal cause of the high rates of malnutrition. Despite a very cost-efficient
logistics operation, the ultimate objective of preventing malnutrition in the campswas not
fully achieved.

The cost-effectiveness of preparedness measures
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ReliefexpendituresinRwandaand the region tended to be very reactive toevents, reflecting,
toacertainextent, the high levels of uncertainty surrounding unfolding events. However,
there seemslittle doubt that considerable savings could have been made, and effectiveness
enhanced, had the signals of the impending crisis been read and analysed correctly,and the
appropriateinvestments made. WFP, for example, could have made substantial savingsin
operating costs, had they had sufficient up-front fundswithwhich toinvestin road repair
andthe procurementof additional railway enginesand rolling stock for the Tanzanian
Railways.

ICRC pre-positioned suppliesin preparation for cross-border operationsinside Rwanda,and
these stocks enabled the first distributions of food and non-food items tocommence within
hoursof the start of theinfluxesin these locations. Thisgave WFP time to open land routes,
andorganise thefirstdeliveries, therebyavoiding the need for bulk food to be airliftedin,
and resulting in considerable savings.

MSF-Holland and OXFAM had also built up suppliesand equipment in Goma. OXFAM used
approximately £400,000 of its privately-raised funds to purchase and pre-position water
equipment,which enabled the agency to rapidly establishwater production,storage and
distribution systemsin Mugungaand Katale camps.Foranumber of years prior to the
influx 0f1994, MSF-Holland had been building up the capacity of alocal Zairean NGO that was
involvedinsupplyingdrugs to the local health structuresand,inaddition, had deliberately
builtupalarge stock of drugsinanticipation of instability in the region. This stock was used
intheinitial phase of the response by MSF aswell as by other organisations,andwas
available immediately.

The twoagencieswhich undertook these very positive preparedness measures shared some
common characteristics. bothalready had a presence on the ground,and both had access
totheir own funds. Although UNHCR hada contingency planfor Goma, thiswas notwholly
adequate for the unfoldingsituation on the ground,and nor wasit fully operationalised by
the time of the influx. Although there was acomplex sequence of eventswhich led to this
state of affairs, the Study Ill Team concluded that more effective contingency planningand
greaterinvestmentinpreparedness measures (for example the presence ofadditional
technical personnelinthe weeks prior to the influx, the establishment of increased off-
loading capacity at theairport, etc) would probably have improved the effectiveness of the
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response. Itwould,inaddition,almost certainly have significantly reduced the costs of the
ensuing operation.

Acommon fear withup-frontinvestmentsisthatif nocrisisoccurs,orifitunfoldsinan
unexpected manner,donors may consider them to have beenawaste of funds. Yet,inmany
developed countries, risk analysisand investmentin preparedness measuresis standard.
Donors mightwell find thatinvestinginanintegrated monitoringandearly warning
capacity,and the provision of more up-front funding to the principal agencies would cut
costs considerably in the longer run.

The type of activity for which cost-effectiveness analysis is most appropriate

Inarecentstudy commissioned by the UK ODA onlinking costs and benefits inNGO
development projects (Riddell 1996), the author concludes that, when making judgements
aboutwhat projects to put up for funding, certain (development) projects lend themselves
more readily toimpactanalysis (including cost-effectiveness) than others. Where projects
are concernedwith the whole process of social change, and are innovative and risky,impact
assessment may be lesssuitable than amore qualitative appraisal of the NGO implementing
the project. However,where the projects involve meeting the core needs of people which
would otherwise not be met, by means of tried and tested methods, then impact
assessment, including cost-effectiveness, would be given afar greater emphasisinthe
decision-making process.

Thislastcategory of project,although describing hypothetical development projects,
accurately sumsup the characteristics of many reliefinterventions. Certainly,in the early
stagesofarelief operation thereisgenerally little or noemphasis on social development
issues. The mainaimistodeliver food and non-food itemsas quickly aspossible, along with
emergency provision of water and health services. Indeed, food aid alone constitutes
approximately 40% of the resources consumed inanemergency operation. It seems, then,
thatrelief projects may be particularly amenable to cost-effectiveness/cost-efficiency
analysis, using processindicators,suchas.number of vaccinations given; patient-daysina
hospital bed; tonnes of food delivered:; litres of water produced and delivered, etc.

Unfortunately, the scope of this paper does notallow for an activity-by-activity review of
which indicators might be most suitable for which activities.
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The importance of including all the costs

Whenevaluating relief programmes, itisimportant to consider not only the costsborne by
thedonors, butalso by the beneficiary groups themselves, as well as the communities
hosting affected groups. In Tanzaniaand Zaire, the lack of provision of cooking fuel to
refugees,along with the supply of slow-cooking beans and whole grain maize instead of
flour, led to intense deforestation around the camps. Thiscost,whichisadirect result of
inappropriate assistance and inadequate account being taken of the needs of the refugee
population,isbeing borne almostsolely by the host communitiesin Tanzaniaand Zaire.
Analysis of alternative foodstuffs, or projects designed to supply fuel to the camps, must
take theenvironmental costsintoaccount The successful continuation of much of the relief
effortdepends toagreatextent upon the goodwill of the host communities,goodwillwhich
can be jeopardised by ignoring the impact on them of both the crisis itself and the
associated relief programme.

Speed versus cost

Inareliefoperation, needsare sometimesso urgent thatif food, drugs or water pumping
and purifyingequipmentdo notarriveimmediately, the result will be massive loss of life. In
such cases, if the resources required are not presentin the area, they will have to be flown
in. Cost-effectiveness analysis must take this need for speed into accountwhen comparing
the costsof material delivered by plane with the cost of delivering itby road. Itisimportant,
however, toassessexactlywhenroadtransportisfeasible, forairliftsare extremely
expensive, and ought not to be continued once other routesare open. Itisinteresting to note
that the first WFP overland convoy to Gomaarrived from Kampalawithin five days of the
startof theinflux,while theairlift between Entebbe and Gomacontinued for another ten
weeks. Although, due toinadequately completed manifests, itwas not possible to fully
evaluate the use of air transportin thisoperation, the Study Il Team did conclude that the
airliftcontinued for several weekslonger than was required,and that potential savings of
several milliondollarscould have been made had there been more extensive use of land
routes.
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Isolating the humanitariansupportactivitiesinmulti-functional military contingent

Thedifferentand often overlapping roles performed by the military contingents presented
aparticular problem. Whilstseveral of the bilaterally provided military contingents had
exclusively humanitarian objectives, several of those deployed within UNAMIR undertook
mixed security and humanitarian support/delivery roles. Whilst (theoretically) their
principal role was that of peace-keeping and the provision of security, and thus the costs of
their deploymentwould ultimately be refunded by the UN Department of Peace-Keeping
Operations,several UNAMIR contingents put considerable effortsinto humanitarianand
rehabilitationactivities. Of the 600 British military personnel deployedinRwandaduring
the period August-November 1994, for instance, the majority were specialist personnel
drawn from medical, mechanical repair and logistics units. The mixed objectives of such
contingentsand the fact that their costs would ultimately be borne by UN member states,
rather thansolely by the troop contributing country,substantially increased the difficulties
of applying cost-effectiveness analysis to these contingents.

Where the military are present solely toassistinthe delivery of relief services, itseems
reasonable to estimate that they would be considerably more expensive thanan NGO
carryingoutcomparable activities. However, if they are primarily involved in peace-keeping
activities, then the marginal costs of their humanitarian activitieswould undoubtedly be
verylow. Somegovernments present the work of their military asa national humanitarian
response for the domestic audience, while seeking reimbursement from UN peace-keeping
budgetsfor their costsinthe field. Where unfavourable cost comparisonsemerge between
the military and alternative sources of service provision such as NGOs or private
contractors, these may be rebutted on the grounds that the soldierswere undertakinga
security role that could not be undertaken by such organisations.

3.7  Political and institutional factors limiting the usefulness of cost-
effectiveness analysis

Political factors can substantially constrain the ability of reliefagencies to achieve the most
cost-effective solutionsand can therefore limit the usefulness of cost-effectivenessanalysis.
Forexample, since August 1994, the spontaneously settled camp atKibumba, 27 kilometres
north of GomaTown, hasreceived itswater supplies through an extremely expensive
tankering operation. A hydrological survey of the areaaround the camp revealed that it
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would probably be cheaper either toinvest several million dollarsin constructingapipeline
tothecampfromaperennial water source several kilometresaway or,alternatively, to
move the refugeescloser to Lake Kivu. However, for political reasons, the Zairean authorities
did notwant tosignal to the local population that the refugees were going to be staying for
anindefinite period and were therefore unwilling, regardless of the cost being borne by the
international community, toeither bring them closer to the lake, move them furtherinto
Zaire, or encourage the building of ‘permanent’ water systems.

Despite these political constraints, cost-effectiveness analysis of the alternatives to
tankeringinKibumbawould make clear the enormous cost of maintaining refugeesinsuch
aninappropriate locationand, thereby, possibly stimulate the search for abetter solution.

Verysimilar constraints to moving to more cost-effective water supply systemswere also
encounteredinNgaraDistrictin Tanzania. The borehole supply systemsthere were
inadequate to meet the demands of the refugee population in part, itappears, because the
campswereso close together that the boreholes were drawing-down the sameaquifer. The
main options for achievingamore sustainable water supply were either todevelop systems
requiring substantial investment, drawing water from perennial sourcesat some distance
fromthe maincamps,or to reduce the size of the campsand spread themover alarger area
anddevelop new borehole sources. Again, the Tanzanian authoritieswere againstspreading
thecampsoveralargerareaand investingin more permanent settlementsas thiswould
signal to the local population that the refugees would be remaining for anindefinite period
and, tothe refugees, that Tanzaniawas prepared toaccept them for anindefinite period.
Suchsignalswere particularly sensitive in the Tanzania case because national electionswere
scheduled to be held during1995and the continued presence of the refugees looked likely to
become an important issue in the election campaign.

Institutional factorscanalso limit the usefulness of cost-effectiveness indicators. For
example inGoma, immediately after theinflux of 850,000 refugeesin July 1994, UNHCR was
forced to pay some NGOs considerably more than they would normally do for expatriate
staff costs, vehiclesand house rents, etc. as theywere notinaposition to negotiate. In
addition,someNGOsincluded intheir budgets requests for payments of overheadsof up to
25% on capital goods. Only as the crisis stabilised were UNHCR able to renegotiate
agreements,and placeaceilingon theamount they would reimburse NGOs for certain
activities. Indicatorson ‘reasonable’ unit costs alone would not have been sufficient to
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reduce such claimsonthe UNHCR budget. Consensus on their use would also have been
required,alongwith pre-arranged stand-by procedures specifying ceilings for expatriateand
overhead costs.

Asshown by thisexample, not onlyare there technological and procedural reasons, butalso
institutional reasonswhy interventions do notwork as cost-effectively as they should do.
Tackling these institutional problems can be asimportantin cost-effectiveness termsas
attemptstodevelop, forinstance, new technology for water pumpsor newways totreat
cholera infection.

3.8  The context-specific nature of most cost-effectiveness information

Although many relief operationsinvolve undertaking essentially the same activities, such
asthe provision of food aid, the setting up of airlift capacity and the emergency provision
ofwater and health services,each relief operationis unique to the circumstancesinwhich
it takes place. Cost-effectivenessand cost-efficiency analysis of one particular reliefactivity
or operation will, therefore, tend to produce information that is highly context-specific.

Experience of evaluating one of the key interventionsin Goma, namely the provision of
water to Kibumbacamp,demonstrates thispoint. Atthe early stages of the relief operation,
water was pumped out of Lake Kivu by a private contractor intowater tankers operated by
arange of NGOs, UN agencies and donor teams, which then delivered the water to
tanks/reservoirsbuiltand run by OXFAM-UK which also constructed and operated the
reticulation systemswithin the camp. The cost of producing and delivering alitre of water
inKibumbawould not necessarily bear any relation tothe costofalitre of waterinany
other refugee setting or,indeed, evenin neighbouring camps in Gomawhich had quickly
moved to systems drawing on nearby surface water sources.

Eventhe more commonexample of water provision by borehole and hand-pump cannot be
adequately described without detailed information on the particular circumstances
involved: the depth to be drilled for boreholes; the nature of the layers of rock between the
surface and the aquifer; the quality of the water being produced; the distance recipients
needed to walk to be able to collect the water, the time needed to queue, etc.
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Thisoften highly context-specific nature of information on cost-effectivenessdoesnot mean
theapproachisnotuseful. Relief operations may continue inthe sameareafor several years
and theinsights of cost-effectiveness analysis can be used to adapt on-going operations or
todrawup contingency plansfor future operations,evenifonlyfor thosein the same
region. They canalso be of use to evaluatorsand managers- having abreakdown of the
componentcosts of awater tankering operationinEthiopia, forinstance,canserveasa
useful guide whenimplementingand assessing suchan operation elsewhere, provided
informationisalsoavailable on the environmentand contextinwhich the operation took
place.

During the transition to peace in Mozambique, one UN agency received proposalsfroma
range of NGOs to build schoolsin the same areas that differedin costbyafactor of eight,
despite only minor differencesin the design and the quality of the materials to be used.
Simply knowing that one NGO was capable of building schools at the lower cost allowed this
agency tofilter out proposals that were too expensive, and led toaninterestingand useful
debate amongst NGOs and Ministry of Education officials on the issue of the most
appropriate design for classrooms,and where itwas better tosacrifice some quality inorder
to provide more schools and thus educational opportunities for a larger population.

Itisalsouseful toknow the cost per beneficiary of arelief operation,notasaguide tohow
much itwould cost to provide similar services elsewhere, but to highlight theenormous
costs of not taking preventive action. The cost of conflict-resolution efforts or even peace-
keeping activities could then be placed in some sort of context.

4. Conclusions: How Useful is Cost-Effectiveness Analysis in the
Assessment and Evaluation of Relief Operations?

In assessing the usefulness of cost-effectiveness analysis in the evaluation of relief
operations,anumber of points can be made based upon the experience of the Joint
Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda.
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Inaworld where numerous competing demands are being made upon finite aid resources,
itisessential that the relationship between costsand performance of relief activities be fully
exploredand understood. Cost-effectiveness analysis can reveal inefficientimbalancesin
resourcing, whether these involve toolowalevel of up-front funds for preparednessand
contingency planning measures, or toolittle spenton investments that mightyield
considerable savingsover time. Theinefficient use of fundsin one operation or one part of
anoperation may reduce the availability of funds for other operationsor evenfor other
partsof the same operation. The extraordinarily high rate of expenditure inGomamay have
had the effect of reducing the funds available for responding to refugee needs in Bukavu, to
theacute needs of IDPsinside Rwandaor to rehabilitation effortsinRwandaafter July 1994,
Similarly, the extraordinary level of expenditurein Gomain the July-September period may
have reduced the availability of funds for relief operationsin Afghanistan or Liberiaoreven
theavailability of funds for developmentactivitieselsewhere. Itisin theinterestsof all
agenciesand notjustdonor organisationsalone, thatscarce resourcesare used cost-
effectively.

Formal cost-effectivenessanalysis of relief operations,as this paper hasshown,can,
however, be fraught with difficulties, of both a practical and methodological nature.

Methodological difficulties arise from the fact that relief operations characteristically take
place inextremely complexand dynamicenvironments,and involve alarge number of
donors,UNagenciesand NGOs undertakingawide range of activities. Asaresult, the
particular effectsofany one intervention can be impossible toisolate and this significantly
limits the situationsinwhich cost-effectiveness analysis can properly be utilised. Cost-
effectiveness is not a universally applicable, straightforward form of analysis.

However,such limitations on the use of cost-effectiveness should not preclude all financial
analysis of relief operations. Cost-efficiency analysis, which investigates the process of aid
delivery rather than the outcome of such activities,isamuch more appropriate tool in those
situationswhere the methodological difficulties facing cost-effectiveness analysis are too
great Cost-efficiency analysis representsalimited form of cost-effectivenessanalysis, in the
sense thatefficiency isonly anecessary and notasufficient condition for effectiveness. It
does, however, have a potentially invaluable role to play given the enormous expenditures
onemergency operationsand the fact thateven smallimprovementsin efficiency canlead
to large resource savings.
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Obtainingsuitable datawas the main practical difficulty encounteredin trying tocarry out
cost-effectiveness analysis during the Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance toRwanda.
Suchalack of dataalsosignificantly limited the scope and usefulness of attempts toapply
cost-efficiency analysis. However, the data problemis notintractable - suitable datais often
notavailable simply because until nowit has not been considered worthwhile recording
expendituresinaformat thatallows for meaningful cost-efficiency analysis. Thisstate of
affairsstemsinpartfromthe reporting requirements of donor organisationswhich
currently emphasise;

a) financial reporting rather thanevidence of appropriateness,impactoreven
efficiency;

b) reportingin relation toconventional categories ofexpenditure (eg. personnel,
procurement, transport, etc) rather than by activity.

Ifdonorsweretoattachgreater priority to cost-efficiency analysis,and require their
implementing partnersto organise financial reporting differently, agreater level of data
would become available, and evaluations would become considerably more useful.

5, Recommendations

Donor organisations need towork together withagenciesand personnelinvolvedin the
provision of humanitarianaid towork outcommon procedures for cost-efficiency analysis,
establishing, in the process,some consensus onexactly where it can be most useful Whilst
this may soundadauntingly complex processinvolving hundreds of different organisations
andagencies, itneed notbe. Inthe response to the emergency inRwandain 1994, over 70%
of the total expenditure of US$L4 billion was channelled throughjust 12 organisationsand
45%was channelled through UNHCR and WFP alone. Donor organisations need only focus
their initial efforts on the large agencies and organisations.

Itisimportanttocarry-outcost-effectiveness/efficiency analysisas partofawider
evaluative process. While attention to costissues isextremely important, itshould not
detractfromtheissuesofimpactand overall suitability of the programme.Evaluations
should, therefore,include analysis of a politicaland anthropological nature, aswellasofa
more technical and financial nature.
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Finally, given the large number of actorsinvolvedinarelief operation,and their frequently
overlapping mandatesand responsibilities, the commitment of anumber of organisations
tojointevaluationsis much more beneficial than the practice of donorsandagencies
undertaking evaluations which focus only upon their own activities.
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Acronyms

CDC Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
CYP Couple-Year-of-Protection

DAC Development Assistance Committee (OECD)
DALY Disability-Adjusted Life Year

DHA Department of Humanitarian Affairs (UN)
EDP Extended Delivery Point

FTS Financial Tracking System

ICRC International Committee of the Red Cross

IDP Internally Displaced Person

IUD Intra-Uterine Device

MSF Médecins sans Frontieres

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation

ODA Overseas Development Administration
OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
PWSS Potable Water Supply System Co. Ltd

QALY Quality-Adjusted Life Year

ROWPU Reverse Osmosis Water Purification Unit
UNAMIR United Nations Assistance Mission in Rwanda
UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
UNICEF United Nations Children's Fund

WFP World Food Programme (UN)

WHO World Health Organisation
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Relief and Rehabilitation Network

The objective of the Reliefand Rehabilitation Network (RRN) is to facilitate the exchange of
professional information and experience between the personnel of NGOs and other agencies
involvedinthe provision of reliefand rehabilitation assistance. Members of the Network
areeither nominated by their agency or may apply onanindividual basis. Eachyear,RRN
members receive four mailingsin either English or French comprising Newsletters, Network
Papersand Good Practice Reviews. Inaddition,RRN membersare able toobtainadviceon
technicaland operational problems they are facing from the RRN staffin London. Amodest
chargeis made formembershipwith ratesvaryingin the case ofagency-nominated
members depending on the type of agency.

TheRRNisoperated by the Overseas Development Institute (ODI) in conjunctionwith the
European Association of Non-Governmental Organisations for Food Aid and Emergency
Relief (EuronAid). ODlisanindependent centre for development researchandaforumfor
policy discussion onissuesaffectingeconomic relations between the Northand Southand
socialand economic policies within developing countries. EuronAid provideslogisticsand
financing services toNGOs using EC food aid in their relief and development programmes.
Ithas27 member agenciesand twowith observer status. Itsofficesare locatedinthe Hague.

For further information, contact:;

Relief and Rehabilitation Network - Overseas Development Institute
Regent's College, Inner Circle, Regent's Park

London NWL4NS - United Kingdom

Tel: +44 (0) 171487 7601/7591- Fax: +44 (0) 171487 7590

Email: rrn@odi.org.uk

Internet: http://www.oneworld.org/odi /



