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	The purpose of this short report was to elaborate and measure to the extent possible selected indicators on the cost-benefit relation of the dldp 2 grant fund, in the frame of a broader effort of SDC to address cost-benefit questions in a range of their projects in different countries. For this reason a number of indicators are identified and measured. The report will analyze two main interventions related to the grant fund: 1) The cost effectiveness of the projects co-financed by the grant fund. 2) The cost – effectiveness of the technical assistance offered by dldp in the form of capacity building/coaching for the LGU-s related to project cycle management and procurement. Based on the indicators selected, one can conclude that the dldp grant fund has made a substantial contribution towards achieving one of the project outcomes related to the strengthened capacities of the LGU-s in Shkodra and Lezha Regions  to perform better services. This was achieved through cost-effective interventions. The analysis of the indicators shows that further efforts are needed in some areas in order to sustain the results achieved.
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0. Background 
The goal of the second phase of the Decentralization and Local Development Programme (dldp) is: “Capacities of municipalities and communes in Shkodra and Lezhë are strengthened contributing to improved regional development in Northern Albania and decentralization reform at national level.” 

Based on the project document, one of the two main outcomes of dldp is to support Local Government Units  (LGUs) in the project region to improve their governance structures, capacities and selected local public services; More specifically the output 1.3 states that “Selected local administrative and public services are improved ensuring equal access to all citizens, including women, poor and marginalized groups”.
In order to achieve these outcomes, the dldp 2, has set up a competitive grant fund scheme (around 1 million Euro) to support partner LGUs in concrete improvements in public services and infrastructure, information/communication activities, elaboration of studies and promoting of inter-LGU projects. The competitive grant scheme
 of dldp phase 2, besides helping the LGUs in concrete improvements in their services, was conceived to serve two other purposes: 

· to enable the targeted LGUs to access other funds at regional and national level, especially the Regional Development Fund of the Albanian Government, the IPA CBC funds as well as other potential funds from donors operating at local level. 

· To trigger, initiate and test innovations, such as inter-LGU procurement practices, waste management schemes, which might bring in new ideas and/or approaches to other LGUs/actors/national government

Through the participation in the grant scheme, the LGUs in the two regions of the project have benefitted from training (in the first application phase) and coaching (in the second phase for the pre-qualified projects), to prepare good quality project proposals in both rounds of applications. Furthermore, the LGU-s benefitted from a training series on procurement management in the first round of the applications. 

1. The purpose and methodology of the report
The purpose of this short report was to elaborate and measure to the extent possible selected indicators on the cost-benefit relation of the dldp 2 grant fund, in the frame of a broader effort of SDC to address cost-benefit questions in a range of their projects in different countries. For this reason a number of indicators are defined and measured. 
The report will analyze two main interventions related to the grant fund: 

1) The cost effectiveness of the projects co-financed by the grant fund.

2) The cost effectiveness of the technical assistance offered by dldp in the form of capacity building/coaching for the LGU-s related to project cycle management and procurement.
2. The cost effectiveness of projects co-financed by the grant fund
a) The grant fund projects
The dldp 2 grant fund financed around 1 Mio Euro to support partner LGUs in concrete improvements in public services and infrastructure, information/communication activities, elaboration of studies and promoting of inter-LGU projects.  Several types of projects were supported (or are currently being supported), namely public services and infrastructure improvements (such as green areas, sidewalks, waste management schemes), information and communication projects (especially one stop shops) as well as studies and strategic documents such as preparation of strategic and waste management plans.
Infrastructure projects account for around 47% of the projects
 in both rounds covered by dldp, therefore making the data for this group of projects a solid comparative basis to understand the effectiveness of intervention. The analysis will focus on green area projects, for which finding a comparative sample was possible.

b) Methodology and results 
In order to verify the cost effectiveness of the dldp interventions, a comparison is made between the costs of the grant co-financed projects in creation/revitalization of green areas/parks/sidewalks compared to a similar small-scale investments carried out by the Albanian Development Fund
 during 2005-2006. The ADF programme (supported by KfW) was carried out in selected northern Albanian towns, so the context is quite similar. Two indicators cost/m2 and cost/capita were defined to evaluate the differences. A case study compares data from two bigger investments from dldp and ADF in the Shkodra region, comarable in terms of context and the above mentioned indicators. 
We must acknowledge that there are limitations to this analysis because certain works have been specific in each one of these projects (i.e replacement on underground engineering network, electric works for lightning, quality of tiles used etc.). However by grouping similar projects we believe that the overall data show a general trend. 

The results of the comparison between two infrastructure programmes:
	Data 
	DLDP interventions 
	ADF interventions 

	Number of projects  
	5 Park, greenery, sidewalks  projects (Shkoder, Puke, Orosh, Kallmet, Vau i Dejes)
	9 Park, greenery, sidewalks  projects (Kukes, Peshkopi, Fushe Arrez, Librazhd, Burrel, Krume) 

	Total cost
	30,65,820 ALL
	31,725,115 ALL


	Total surface 
	13,935 m2
	14,824 m2  

	Cost/m2:
	2,200 ALL/m2
	2,140 lek/m2 

	Cost/m2 (corrected by the inflation rate
) 
	2,220 ALL/m2
	2.504 lek/m2 

	Number of beneficiaries 
	11,939
	16,150

	Cost/beneficiary 
	2,568 ALL/beneficiary 
	1,964 ALL/beneficiary 

	Cost/beneficiary(corrected by the inflation rate)
	2,568 ALL/beneficiary
	2,298 ALL/beneficiary 


	
	
	
	


The results of the comparison between two specific infrastructure projects:
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Shkodra Park  (dldp)




Velipoja park (ADF) 
Dldp 

A comparison between the main data of investment gives the following results 
	Indicators 
	Shkodra Park (dldp) 
	Velipoja square (ADF) 

	Total cost 
	23,863,698    Leks
	95,956,164 Lek

	Total surface 
	8.607
	34,500

	Cost/m2
	2,772 
	2,781

	Beneficiaries 
	113,350
	8,700 (100,000 tourists) 

	Cost/beneficiary 
	211 


	960


c) Findings:
The data show that the costs/m2 in the projects are similar. The cost/beneficiary is also similar, slightly higher for dldp in the first group and lower in the case study, but that really depends on the population density in the sites of intervention. In the first group the difference can be explained through the fact that ADF projects have focussed on urban areas only, while in the dldp case they have been both in urban and rural areas. While in the second case, the notable difference is due to the fact that the interventions were focussed respectively in the biggest urban tourist centre of the region of Shkodra.

Both projects have been operating in similar contexts (i.e. Northern Albania), with the projects procured and managed by the LGU-s themselves while being supervised and guided by the respective projects staff.  Similar results means that dldp is ranked at the same level with some of  the best country practices and in some indicators resulting  even better than them.
d) Dldp contribution in inter LGU practices


3. The 
4. cost effectiveness of the technical assistance offered by dldp 

To measure cost-effectiveness of the provided technical assistance (training, coaching), the following chapter looks at 3 dimensions:
a) Costs of capacity development measures vs. improvement of quality of project proposals/projects implemented
b) Costs of capacity development measures vs. increase of access to other funds

c) Costs for capacity development in procurement vs. accurate and transparent procurement procedures
a. Technical assistance provided by dldp (PCM) vs. improved project proposal quality
The TA activities 
As part of the grant fund arrangements, dldp offered intensive training and coaching in both phases (project idea and full project proposal) to the participating LGU-s. In both rounds, in the first phase all the LGU-s of the targeted regions were invited to participate in the training session how to prepare the project idea application . In the second phase only the LGU-s who were qualified and invited to submit a full project proposal benefitted from training and coaching. The projects in the first phase are evaluated from the experts of the Regional Councils and crosschecked by the experts of dldp service providers; while in the second phase the projects are assessed from a panel of independent experts.

Methodology and results 

An indicative measurement on the effectiveness of the TA in PCM is the level of TA costs in both rounds of training and the TA costs compared to the evaluation of the projects submitted. 

Technical Assistance costs for the first phases of applications in both rounds

	
	Total TA cost (EUR) 
	Participating LGU-s 
	Cost/LGU trained 
	Participating persons 
	Cost/person trained 

	First round/phase one 
	9768
	40
	244
	88
	111

	Second round/phase one 
	5377
	30
	179
	48
	112


Comparison of evaluation scores for the first phases in both rounds 
	
	Average evaluation score

	Number of projects scoring under 35
  
	Average score of top three projects 

	First round/phase one
	47.4
	3
	68

	Second round/phase one 
	43.6
	6
	64


Technical Assistance costs for the second phases of applications in both rounds

	
	Total TA cost (EUR) 
	Participating LGU-s 
	Cost/LGU trained 
	Participating persons 
	Cost/person trained 

	First round/phase two
	5568
	10
	309
	30
	192

	Second round/phase two 
	6338
	13
	352
	29
	211


Comparison of evaluation scores for the first phases in both rounds 

	
	Average evaluation score
	Number of projects scoring under 40  
	Average score of top three projects 

	First round/phase two
	54
	4
	73

	Second round/phase two 
	54
	2
	76.3


The technical assistance costs for the first phase decreased (around 30 % per LGU) from the first to the second round, partially due to the fact that less LGU-s and persons participated. The average score per project as well as the other indicators are pointing to a decrease in the quality of the project proposals submitted in this stage. 

The TA costs for training and coaching are higher (around 30 % per LGU) in the second round than in the first round.  While the average score for the second round is the same in both rounds (the average score of the top three projects is higher and the number of poor projects (under 40) is lower than in the first round.  
Findings
There is no clear evidence that the projects are increasingly better comparing the first to the second round in both phases. While some indicators show a better quality of the project for the full project proposals submitted, the indicators also show that the project applications in the first phase of the second round are not better than the ones submitted in the first round. This might be linked to the fact that not all the LGU-s that applied in the second round participated in the preceding training sessions underestimating in a way the importance of training. 
This is also confirmed by the correlation with the TA costs. The decreased TA costs from the first to the second round (first phase) might have had an effect on the quality of the project ideas.; while a higher TA cost might be linked to a better performance of the LGU-s in the preparation of full project proposals. 

b. Costs of TA provided vs. access to other funding sources  
One of the goals of this TA and of the whole grant fund was to help the LGU-s of the region to have a better access in the other funds offered by the national schemes for projects at local level. In the guidelines prepared for the dldp grant fund it was decided that the project idea form of application would be similar to the ones requested by the National Government and the full project proposal from would be more similar to the ones used by the European Union in the IPA CBC programs (can be accessed directly by the LGU-s). 
Methodology and results
In order to verify whether the TA offered had an impact on fund access, we assessed the funds accessed by the LGU-s during 2011 and 2012 (funds from RDF and ADF) by the LGU-s that did receive the training comparing LGU-s that did not participate at the training sessions. 

Another indicator here might be the TA cost spent by dldp in the first round training vs. their increased access to other pools of funding. Although the access in other funds might be determined also by other factors beyond the quality of the proposals submitted (notably sectorial objectives, poverty correction factors etc.) one of the variables that contributes to the size of the projects is for obvious reasons the population of benefiting LGU-s. 

70 % of the LGU-s that participated in the training had access in at least one project from the RDF and ADF funds , compared to 64 % of the LGU-s that did not participate in the training; the average funding accessed by the LGU-s that participated in the training was around 130 Mio ALL compared to around 64 Mio ALL accessed by the rest. The average funding per project was around 92 Mio in the trained LGU-s compared to around 38 Mio ALL/per project in the LGU-s that did not participate at the training.

	Average costs of dldp TA in the first phase per LGU/capita 
	Average benefit per trained LGU in accessing other funds /capita 
	Average benefit per non- trained LGU in accessing other funds /capita

	0.02 Euro/capita 
	67.9 Euro/capita  
	62.2 Euro/Capita 


In other words for every Euro spent in the training of LGU-s, we would get as a result a 250 Euro/capita benefit for the trained LGU-s
. 
The full project proposal format was prepared in a similar format to the IPA Cross Border funding with the objective to help the LGU-s access those funds. All the LGU-s that were able to have a project financed from IPA CBC-Montenegro (four of them Shkodra, Shkrel , Vau I Dejes and Guri I ZI) , received coaching in the second phase of application from the dldp service providers. 

Findings: 
The results show that the trained LGU-s have a slightly higher chance of getting a project awarded and a considerable advantage in the size of the projects that were financed.
As explained earlier there are a lot of other factors contributing to the funds distribution, therefore it is difficult to isolate the dldp TA contribution on this. It might be that the most successful LGU-s elsewhere, being used to projects preparation and management are also the strongest ones in the dldp. This will certainly require further research.
Although it is difficult to make a firm statement considering all the variables that lead to the funds distribution and respective preparatory processes all the indicators point to the  correlation between dldp technical assistance and an increased fund access from the trained LGU-s. 

c. Technical Assistance on procurement vs accurate and transparent procurement procedures

As part of its technical assistance to the LGU-s dldp in the first round of its grant fund organized a training on public procurement for the LGU-s that were awarded a project; 11 LGU-s have been trained.
Methodology and results
The indicators to measure the impact of the dldp TA in the procurement stage are the following;
· The results of the dldp procurement procedures compared to the other procurement procedures of the LGU-s in the target regions.
· The results of the procurement procedures for 2011-2012 for the LGU-s that did participate in the procurement training organized by dldp vs. the results of the procurement procedures for the LGU-s in the target regions that did not participate in the training.

· The number of recommendations by the State Audit for the procedures controlled in the Shkodra region
 in the LGU-s trained vs. the LGU-s not trained. 

As main 
indicator for measuring good procurement procedures we apply the % of tenders that were not cancelled. The table below displays the comparison between the total procedures of the LGU-s in the Shkodra and Lezha regions and the dldp tender procedures 
	Total tender procedures of the LGU-s (Shkodra-Lezha) in 2011-2012 
	Cancelled 
	% cancelled 

	316
	144
	45.6

	Dldp tender procedures 
	Cancelled 
	% cancelled  

	22
	6
	27.2


The second table displays the comparison between the tender procedures of the LGU-s that did participate in the dldp training vs. the ones that did not participate. 

	Tender procedures of the trained LGU-s (Shkodra-Lezha) in 2011-2012 
	Cancelled 
	% cancelled 

	181
	76
	42

	Tender procedures of the LGUs that were not trained 
	Cancelled 
	% cancelled  

	152
	64
	42.1


The third table shows the comparison between the number of State audit recommendations in the LGU-s that were trained vs. the ones that were not trained. 
	Number of recommendations in  the trained LGU-s , Shkodra region  
	5
	27%

	
	
	

	Number of recommendations in  the not trained LGU-s , Shkodra region  
	13
	

	Total of recommendations for improvements
	18
	73%


The number of audit LGU-s for the period 2011-2012 was 27 out of 33 LGU-s in the Shkodra Qark. The number of LGU-s which received recommendations for improvements into procurement procedures is 10 out of which 2 belong to dldp trained partners on procurement.
Findings 
The cancelling ratio is much higher in non dldp related LGU projects compared to tender procedures conducted in the framework of dldp.
In addition, the capacity development provided by dldp seems to have relatively (indicator of audited procurement procedures) affected the overall performance of the LGU-s in conducting tender procedures during the last two years analyzed. This might be due to the fact that much more attention has been given to the tender documentation preparation due to the coaching and supervision of the dldp staff than it is the case with the usual own/central government funding.
5. Conclusions 
To summarize the main findings on the cost-benefit relation of the dldp grant fund:
· Dldp co-financed projects have been cost-effective. Selected indicators such as cost/m2 and cost/beneficiary in a sizeable sample of infrastructure projects compare quite well with other well performing projects in the country. 

· Through its contribution in introducing cooperation mechanisms for inter-LGU projects dldp has promoted innovative approaches in funding joint projects and helping in creation of standard procedures in inter-LGU procurements. 
· An evaluation of the project proposals quality in both rounds of dldp seems to confirm that TA activities related to project cycle management should be continuous in order to guarantee high quality projects. 
· Despite the difficulties in establishing strong correlations (given the context and the scope of the report), one of the objectives of the grant fund to help the LGU-s in the targeted regions to access other funds from Central Government and other donors/IPA projects has been achieved. A comparison between the funds accessed from the LGU-s that were trained by dldp and the others that were not confirms, that the trained LGUs accessed a substantially higher amount of funds compared to the non trained LGU-s. This was reached through a modest investment in technical assistance by the programme. 

· The technical assistance offered by dldp in the first round led to a much better process in the dldp co-financed procurement. The trained LGU-s also improved their performance in their own/government budget procurements. This might be explained through the increased attention and better documentation preparation due to dldp capacity development support.

Based on the indicators selected, one can conclude that the dldp grant fund has made substantial contribution towards achieving one of the project outcomes related to the strengthened capacities  of the LGU-s in Shkodra and Lezha Regions  to perform better services. This was achieved through cost-effective interventions. The analysis of the indicators shows that further efforts are needed in some areas in order to sustain the results achieved. 
�


Through the grant fund, dldp invested in  a bigger project with a higher cost than the usual ceiling in the central square  of Shkodra City. The park is located right in the centre and has been for a long time the main recreational park for its more than 100,000 inhabitants. The requalification works included planting green areas , new trees,  construction of sidewalks and footpaths, benches as well as  hydraulic works for the water fountain. 








�


Through the Community Works III project supported by CoEB (The Council of Europe Development banks), the ADF and the commune of Velipoja, in 2010, invested in the central square at the beach of Velipoja. Velipoja is a relativcelyrelatively small commune of around 8,7000 inhabitants in the south west of Shkoder, but a very popular tourist center during summer, where its population can reach more than 100,00 people. The works carried out included sidewalks, planting of trees and green surfaces, two water fountains and parking lots. 





As quoted at the beginning of the document , an intended objective of the grant fund was to “To trigger, initiate and test innovations, such as inter-LGU procurement practices, waste management schemes, which might bring in new ideas and/or approaches to other LGUs/actors/national government”. The grant fund has contributed in this objective through : 





Providing financial incentives for the submission of joint inter-LGU projects. The guidelines for the grant fund were conceived in such way that would give important advantage to projects submitted jointly. As a result, three joint Inter-LGU projects (two from two partners and one project form three partners) were financed in the framework of the grant fund. Those were co operations in the field of waste management. 





Preparation of templates, guidelines, models for Inter-LGU cooperation. As a result of financing of joint projects, a set of standard procedures, agreements between LGU-s had to be set up for a smooth project implementation. A very good example of this, was the dldp cooperation with the Public Procurement Agency (PPA) to elaborate, approve and publish a set of modalities for joint Inter-LGU procurement.














� Methodology


� Data collection adn processing 


� For more information regarding the dldp grant approach , a case study is available on http://www.dlgn-smf.ch/case-studies/albania/


� The evaluation has considered only the finished projecs and the ongoing ones 


� The evaluation has considered the finished and the ongoing projects.


� The Albanian Development Fund is a public organization with the mission to encouragae local and regioanl Development  through local and regional infrastrucutre interventions and capacitu building. It serves as an implementing agency for many International Donors and the Albanian Government. For more informaiton on ADF, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.albaniandf.org" �www.albaniandf.org� 


� Inflation rate 2006-2011 is 117%. 


� For more information on the dldp contribution to the grant fund, a more detailed report is available here: http://www.dldp.al/images/docs/interlgu%20cooperation.pdf


� Dldp prepared a detailed guideline on project application and evluation. The guideline and its annexes as well as the evaluation reports  can be accessed  at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.dldp.al/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=36&Itemid=131&lang=en" �http://www.dldp.al/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=36&Itemid=131&lang=en�


� The score in this table is calculated as the average score between Qark and Service Provider’s experts 


� Technically a project could score betwen 0 and 100 points. In this stage below 35 and above 60 are considered respectively poor and good score. 


� Obviously this does not progress at that pace due to the limits of investments. Due to the major ADF investments in the Secondary Roads costly investments, this investment rate will probably will not be sustained. As a result this difference in this these two years analyzed cannot be expected to be realistic for  future reference�.


� Data for the LeEzha region were not availabloeavailable when the report was prepared. 
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