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Tena koutou katoa,

| am a public policy consultant from
Auckland, New Zealand. | specialize in
evaluation and value for money.

My affiliations include the Kinnect Group
(NZ), Oxford Policy Management (UK),
and the University of Melbourne.
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A new approach to value for money
NYa—+T7x— XZ=—~OHLLTTO—F

Evaluators are often asked to determine
whether social investments provide
value for money. In this presentation |
will describe a new approach that
combines strengths of evaluative
reasoning and economic analysis. This
approach is being used globally to

b evaluate complex and hard-to-measure
social programs and policy reforms.

Economics Evaluation
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Value for Money

fEALELEZM? AIMERYHEEELF-M?

What did we put in? What did we get out?

Was it worth it?
ZTNITMENHYELI=H?
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Value for Money (VFM) is an evaluative
guestion about how well resources are
used, and whether the resource use is

justified (King, 2017)

VFM can be broken into three questions:

What did we put in?
What did we get out?
Was it worth it?

IN) 21— 4—<IF—(VFM) [, )Y—X
MENIFERYFHSIN TS, JY—
ADFEANEZIESNEHIEVDFTEMEER
REQIZZ=AAHENDTY (King. 2017)
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Evaluation: evidence + valuing
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Answering an evaluative question
requires more than just good evidence —
it is also fundamentally about valuing.

Similar to a prism in reverse, values
provide a lens for focusing a spectrum of
evidence into a clear evaluative
conclusion.

| will show you an example.
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Evaluation: evidence + valuing g v t 10 hel
=T o= N magine we provide a grant to help a
E:lz'ﬁﬁ =T ET A+ 'fﬁﬁﬂ_’ﬂ/) |¥ region to install CT scanners (medical

imaging equipment to detect diseases)

We can collect evidence on the

Evidence — examples: . )
installation and use of CT scanners.

Need — 100 CT scanners are
required to meet population needs

Output — 100 additional CT
scanners have been installed

Evidence can include things like need,
outputs, outcomes, impact, and cost.

Outcome — the new CT scanners But, we need more than just evidence.
enable detection of 10,000 cases

each year

Bz X, HAHAMIFICCTR v F—%%
B A=ODMBEFIRETIELE
9,

Cost — this technology was installed
at $200,000 per CT scanner

Cost-effectiveness — CT costs $2,000

per life saved (source: Wikimedia Commons) )
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Evaluation: evidence + valuing

=TT X +{HEDIS

Evidence — examples:

Need — 100 CT scanners are
required to meet population needs

Output — 100 additional CT
scanners have been installed

Outcome — the new CT scanners
enable detection of 10,000 cases
each year

Cost — this technology was installed
at $200,000 per CT scanner

Cost-effectiveness — CT costs $2,000
per life saved
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Valuing — examples:

Cost-benefit analysis — “CT
scanners create more value
than they consume”

Evaluative reasoning — “CT is
valuable in a range of ways
(e.g., speed and accuracy of
diagnosis, lives saved, quality of
life, equity of health outcomes)
and represents [excellent/
good/ adequate/ poor] value
when assessed against agreed
criteria”
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We need to determine how well
resources are being used, and whether
the resource use is justified.

My approach to VFM combines two
ways of valuing:

1. economic analysis (e.g. cost-benefit)
2. evaluative reasoning (e.g. rubrics).

[)Y—ZARENIFERFRAINTLY
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Cost-benefit analysis

2 (B 2 17(CBA)

Value created
(benefits)

Value consumed
(costs)

+$

-$

Net Present
Value (NPV)
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Cost-benefit analysis (CBA) is like a
blender, but instead of blending food, it
blends values.

CBA values both costs and consequences
in monetary units (e.g. Yen or Dollars).

The values are combined to get a single
number: Net Present Value (NPV).

BEREESH (CBA) [XTL A —IZ4l
TWETH,. BREILURTHHDY
[CEEZTLURLET,

CBAlZ. ERLERDOMAEE I
B BE=IEZRFIV) ITBRELET,
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Cost-benefit analysis

2 (B 2 17(CBA)

Value created +$
(benefits) Net Present
Value (NPV)
Value consumed $
(COStS) - ﬂ
n Where:
bi (t) — Cj (t) b,(t) = benefits, in monetary terms, in year ¢
NP Vi — 1 —1 c¢,(t) = costs, in monetary terms, in year ¢
t—1 ( + T') 1/(1+r) = a discount factor at annual interest rate r and

n = the lifetime of project (Drummond et al., 2005).
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CBA adjusts the value of costs and
consequences according to their timing
and the expected return from
alternative investments. If Net Present
Value is greater than zero, it means the
intervention is better than alternatives.

Net Present Value gives an approximate
answer to an important question: is
society better off overall?

CBAlIZ. ERLERZE. HETHEHA.
ZLTREZREISDEAFIREEZ IR
LTRAEL.NPVEEHLET , NPVHA
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Cost-benefit analysis isn’t the whole evaluation

CBANYZ D F FEMICA B DI TlL AL

CBA strengths and weaknesses

Quant
Efficiency
Utility

Ends
Aggregation
Consensus
Maijority rule
Tangible
Parsimony
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Qual

Equity

Other value
Means
Deliberation
Difference
Minority voice
Intangible
Complexity

¢
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CBA is powerful and we should use it.
But it is incomplete, because it privileges
some evidence and values over others.

For example, CBA is a quantitative
method, and we might also want to
include qualitative evidence. CBA is
concerned with efficiency, and we might
also want to consider equity or fairness.

CBAIXR ALY —ILTHHTANET
T, LOL.BEDIETUREMEE
mDBLDLYLEBET 50, EETIL
HYEE A,

=&AL, CBAITEEMEAETHYE
IO, F=BIEERMLEIETUOREE
H=LMEELBHYET . CBAIIZhE
ZFEMELET A, AFHEOANIEMLE
ETH2LERAHYET,



Combine cost-benefit analysis with other evaluation
If we want to bring in wider

methods and tools perspectives, like qualitative evidence,

CBA% 'f@@ §$'ﬁﬁjj_/f)(3 Y — )b - %H%L/E};btj' 5 and equity of outcomes, we need to

supplement cost-benefit analysis.

We need a way to combine the insights

we get from cost-benefit analysis with
b other evidence and other values. We
need to combine economics and
evaluation.

Economics Evaluation

TEERMIE TR PERD N FEL
EL.FYLWREBFZHFL-LMGE I,
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Using rubrics to reach evaluative conclusions

IW—7 Uy 7 &FRL CEHEINEREE<

Il:\\7__\\/X n:FﬁﬁEl]!f‘n aff
gant, quab eco » Evaliya;
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Rubrics: 2 aboyp
Agreed definitions
of good VFM

L What evidence to collect

How to interpret the evidence

IL—2Yvs
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My approach uses rubrics — agreed
definitions of what good VFM looks like.

Rubrics provide us with a way to get
from empirical evidence to evaluative
conclusions — using any mix of evidence,
guantitative, qualitative, and economic.
The evidence and values from CBA can
be combined with other evidence and
values.

FDOF7TO—FTlE., VFMIZDL\TOD
HIprREDOHEEFDE=HIZIL—T Uy
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Value for Investment approach
WEMET 70 —F

VFM FRAMEWORK DESIGN
A

VFM EVALUATION
A

[

[

Understand VFM VFM Evidence Gather
the program criteria Standards needed evidence

Synthesis &

Analysis judgement Reporting

For example: Program-specific VFM What evidence is needed What's so? So what? Performance
- Context criteria, e.g., definitions of: and will be creldib!e to Descriptive Bring the story:
- Stakeholders - Economy address th?e criteria and analysis of streams of - How good is
and users - Efficiency standards? each stream evidence program VFM?
- Needs - Effectiveness What methods should be of evidence together to - How can VEM
- Cost-effectiveness us_ed to collect the _make be improved?
- Theory of - Equit evidence? judgements
change aury againstthe - :Nhat Tj??s been
. ) . - earned?
Standards: Including economic methods criteria and
What the evidence would standards

look like at different levels
of performance

of evaluation where feasible
and appropriate

Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz

©lJulian King

My approach to evaluating VFM is called
the Value for Investment approach.

The Value for Investment approach
follows a process of eight steps.

There’s quite a lot here so I'll break it
down for you...

VFMZEE i3 2FAD 77 0—F (L., #&
&{fi{&E 7 7 O0—F (Value for
Investment) EFEUNET,

BREME7Z7IA—FIE.8DDRATYT
MSRYIIH>TLNVET,

ISR TYTE—DDDEBALTLY
%i-d—o O O



Step 1: Understand the program S e il gl
— o . o > — 73 e IS TO understan e program or
AT/ 1 / H 7 4 N %}EﬁtF § % thepinvestment. i

FRAMEWORK DESIGN VFM EVALUATION For example, we need to know
| A

Vo \ something about the context, the
Understand VFEM VFEM Evidence Gather Synthesis & stakeholders and end-users, the needs

the program criteria Standards needed evidence Analysis judgement Reporting

[

that the program seeks to address, and
)
the program’s theory of change.
For example: Program-specific VFM What evidence is needed What's so? So what? Performance
- Context criteria, e.g., definitions of: and will be creldib!e to Descriptive Bring the story:
- Stakeholders - Economy address th?e criteria and analysis of streams of - How good is
and users - Efficiency standards’ each stream evidence program VFM?
- i What methods should be of evidence together to — y y » = - JL 2,
- Needs Effectlvene.ss used to collect the mgke - How can VFM ZT‘\Jj 1 ‘j: N 7 A 7 713\357"- [j:*x ,éjé_
- Cost-effectiveness ) . be improved?
- Theory of - Equit evidence? judgements IEﬁﬂ -d—é o t—cs-g-
change aury againstthe - :Nhat Z‘j‘)s been * — o
: e earned?
Standards: Including economic methods ::gig:rzgd
What the evidence would ; ;
of evaluation where feasible = S o »— —— —
look like at different levels . - NS —_—
of performance and appropnate Tﬁtzlis 7 D7 7A0) Wﬁ"s ZT 7

Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz 7|_\)l/ \\_s *”Fﬁ%s 70|:|7\5-L\75§$€‘-.|'ML/
FH3¢ELTWB=—X ZFLT. 7053
LX) — AT -Fzo DR AHEE
BT HILENHYET,
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Step 1: Understand the program
ATy 7117077 L%8BET5

Impacts (e.g. healthier population)

A

Outcomes (e.g. detection of disease)

A

Outputs (e.g. CT scanners installed,
training delivered)

A

Inputs (e.g. staff, travel, CT scanners)

A

Resources (e.g. money)

©lJulian King

For example, here’s a simplified theory
of change for installing CT scanners.

It starts at the bottom of the diagram,
where we use resources to buy inputs,
like staff, travel and CT scanners. We use
the inputs to produce outputs, like
installation of the scanners. When the
scanners are used, they lead to
outcomes and impacts.

2L, CTRE Y F—%KRET S5
DA — AT -FxoIoEHIRRIIC
RYERDESITHYZET,

HII—FBTHIIBFEYET, JV—R%E
FHLTAVTYNEEBALET (ZZT
(X, X5V BEE. CTRAE: Vv —4&
E)o RICAVTINMNLT IR T VLA
EAELET (CSTIIRFYF—DEH
B), AxvF—NhEbhds, 7obAa
LEAINGINNTTEEY,



Step 2: VFM criteria
ATy 72 INFEMDEED Y

DRK DESIGN

For example:
- Context

- Stakeholders
and users

- Needs

- Theory of
change

Program-specific VFM
criteria, e.g., definitions of:
- Economy

- Efficiency

- Effectiveness

- Cost-effectiveness

- Equity

Standards:

What the evidence would

look like at different levels
of performance

VFM EVALUATION
Vo : \
Evidence Gather Synthesis &
needed evidence Analysis judgement Reporting

What evidence is needed What's so? So what? Performance
and will be cre@b!e to Descriptive Bring the story:
address th?e criteria and analysis of streams of - How good is
standards? each stream evidence program VFM?
What methods should be of evidence together to - How can VEM
us_ed to collect the _make be improved?
evidence? judgements
against the - What has been
criteria and learned?

Including economic methods
of evaluation where feasible
and appropriate

standards

Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz
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Step 2 is to develop VFM criteria. These
are the aspects of performance we will
consider in the evaluation.

There isn’t a universal set of VFM
criteria. They need to be determined
according to context.

ATYT2lL . VFMO EELZFHRT S
ET9, bl ERMEICHEL/N
TA—IRAEETH,

VFMEE I ZE R EYMNIHYELE
Ao TFRTSLORBICIECTRET
BHERBHYET,



Step 2: VFM criteria

T2 i VEMOEED )

BoEDAEEE

A INTED D
N
| . Equitable
e e A impacts
A j
N

Outcomes (e.g. detection of disease)

J

A

|
Productive
delivery

|

Outputs (e.g. CT scanners installed,
training delivered)

\

J

A

|
Sound

procurement
|

Inputs (e.g. staff, travel, CT scanners)

\

J

A

Resources (e.g. money)

\

T INNLD
TERRMR

Cost-effective
outcomes

B ZE DE Y] 1%

©lJulian King

For example, from our CT scanners
theory of change, we might identify
criteria like sound procurement,
productive delivery, cost-effective
outcomes, and equitable impacts.

Of course, these are just examples. Each
evaluation will be different but these are
often relevant criteria of VFM.

I2EZ & CTRAF v F—D A )—F
T Fo UMD, SHECEIEDEY]
. BRMRDENT VML, A2
JhDRTFHRGEEDEELFETEE
R

HH5AhA, CNLITERGLHHITY , FHl
[CE-TEBYFRT M. COBIRIE, &
HEENAEDHIOVFMEELEZ
nEy,



Step 3: VFM standards e 2 s o o VIR M s bl
— . . ep 3 is to develop standards.
ARTv 73" VFM@EF%% L These are the levels of performance.

VEM EVALUATION VFM standards need to be developed for

A

Vo \ each of the criteria, defining what the

VFM vidence Gather Synthesis & . . .
Standards needed evidence Analysis judgement Reporting eV|dence wou Id |00k Ilke at dlﬂ:e rent
levels of performance.

VFM FRAMEV

[

Understand VFM
the program criteria

The criteria and standards are presented

For example: Program-specific VFM What evidence is needed What's so? So what? Performance togethe r in aru b riC.
- Context criteria, e.g., definitions of: and will be creldib!e to Descriptive Bring the story:
- Stakeholders - Economy address th?e criteria and analysis of streams of - How good is
and users - Efficiency standards? each stream evidence program VFM?
- i What methods should be of evidence together to — y
- Nesds Effectiveness What mefhods sh logel - How can VFM ATYT3E. VFMOMIELZFHAFET S
™ ¢ - Cost-effectiveness evidence? judgements be improved? _ _ - o .
) chsr?geo - Equity ’ against the - What has been ;&—Gd—o '—*Lb(j:/ \771__7/;(0)|/
Standards: ] : criteria and learned? o
Including economic methods <
s standards /\}l/—c-g— o

What the evidence would
look like at different levels
of performance

of evaluation where feasible
and appropriate

Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz VFM 0)4:%% l./ [j: ﬁﬁ%h%h'— O L \
TERETHIVLENHY ., SEIFH/N
TA—IUALRNIILTIETUVANRED
SOICEHNEIMNEFEELET,

BREEYELIX, L—T) I T—H#IC
©Julian King ARSNZET



Step 3: VFM standards

Sound
procurement

Productive
delivery

Cost-effective
outcomes

Equitable
impacts

Excellent Secured All scanners
VEM significant installed on NPV >0 within | Better health
‘ additional time, within 5 years for alll
value budget
Good Secure.d price Scanner.s o SeiTiesi
VEM reductions usually installed | NPV > 0 within | .
: s improvement
e through on time, within | 10 years : :
~ > in equity
negotiation budget
Adequate Followed good | Acceptable NPV > 0 within Moderate
VEM e procurement slippage in time 15 vears improvement
— practices &/or budget y in equity
Poor D(I;igOt eller Unacceptable No
VEM . & time or budget | NPV <0 improvement
procurement : .
_ over-runs in equity
practices

©lJulian King

Here is a brief illustration for our CT
scanners example. Our four VFM criteria
are listed along the top of the table.

In this example | have defined four levels
of VFM (sometimes there might be five
or six levels).

Definitions have been added for each
criterion, at each level of performance.

CTRFNYFT—DHITIEZIDEIIZHYE
9, RDLEFIZADDVFMELHE Y X
SN TULET,

—DBHITIE. VFMOPPELT4DDLA
ILEENTWS, BL), @Y, BELVZEE
ZLELI=GDFEEIF6DOLARNILLDH
BiZELHYET),

FRENOEEIZELNT. WELOL
NIV EIZEEIEMEINTLNET,



Step 4: Evidence needed
ATy 74 TET Y ADRE

Step 4 is to determine what evidence we
need to collect.

VEM EVALUATION We can do this by looking at the criteria
‘ \ and standards — the aspects and levels
of performance we will be looking at.

VFM FRAMEWORK DESIG
A

[

Understand VFM VFM Evidence
the program criteria Standard needed

Synthesis &
Analysis judgement Reporting

Usually, we need a mix of quantitative,
gualitative and economic evidence.

For example: Program-specific VFM What evidence is needed What's so? So what? Performance
_ Context criteria, e.g., definitions of: and will be creldib!e to Descriptive Bring the story:
- Stakeholders - Economy address th?e criteria and analysis of streams of - How good is
and users - Efficiency standards’ each stream evidence program VFM?
. — O N »
- Neods - Effectiveness What methods should be of evidence together to - How can VFM ZT‘\Jj 4 ‘j: ”l%j‘é M\gb\ & é T t‘
H . - Cost-effectiveness :\s/%i;%ggllect the jrzjlg(gments be improved? —o . '_; _ t
- Theory o i . . R -
change Equity againstthe - Whathas been T /Z%/k N -d— é — —C-d— o

Standards: learned?

What the cvid y Including economic methods ctandards
at tne evidence wou of evaluation where feasible - P e —
| SHERSITE, TRENDEEID
s = >
Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz ll \—C N q:% % L/% é —C‘—C EEJ ’\ij- o

criteria and

BE. EEM. . BIUEF
BIETUVADRENBETYT,
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Step 4: Evidence needed

2Ty TL IEF Y RADRE

Sound

procurement

Productive
delivery

Cost-effective

outcomes

Equitable
impacts

Excellent Secured All scanners
VEM significant installed on NPV > 0 within | Better health
‘ additional time, within 5 years for all!
value budget
Good Secure.d price Scannetjs N Significant
VEM reductions usually installed | NPV > 0 within IpEaEment
C) through on time, within | 10 years . .
~ > in equity
negotiation budget
Adequate Followed good | Acceptable - Moderate
VFM - L NPV > 0 within | .
procurement slippage in time 15 vears improvement
e practices &/or budget u in equity
Poor D:iZOt folu Unacceptable No
VEM ‘ g time or budget | NPV <0 improvement
procurement . .
. over-runs in equity
practices

—— (Quantitative

—> (Qualitative

—— Economic

©lJulian King

In our CT scanner example, we will need
a mix of:

Quantitative evidence — e.g. number of
scanners installed

Qualitative evidence — e.g. whether
good procurement practice was followed

Economic evidence — Net Present Value

CTREF ¥ FT—DHITIE. RDELD%EH
AEDEAIVENHYET,

EE2EMIETUR-fHl 1 X—)LEN
TLRARFYF—DH

EMETE T R B E T
[ZHEoT=EHM

BEEMTE T R-IERIRAEH{E



Step 5: Gather evidence

—_—

27Fv 75 i TETF Y RDOINE

VFM FRAMEWORK DESIGN

A

VFM EVALUATION
A

[

Understand
the program

VFM VFM
criteria Standards

Evidence
needed

For example:
- Context

- Stakeholders
and users

- Needs

- Theory of
change

Program-specific VFM

criteria, e.g., definitions of:

- Economy

- Efficiency

- Effectiveness

- Cost-effectiveness

- Equity

Standards:

What the evidence would

look like at different levels
of performance

Gather
evidence

Synthesis &

judgement Reporting

What evidence is needed What's so? So what? Performance
and will be cre@b!e to Descriptive Bring the story:
address th?e criteria and analysis of streams of - How good is
standards? each stream evidence program VFM?
What methods should be of evidence together to - How can VEM
us_ed to collect the _make be improved?
evidence? judgements

against the - :Nhat Z"f‘)s been

. . iteri earned?
Including economic methods criteria and
standards

of evaluation where feasible
and appropriate

Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz
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Step 5 is where we employ various
research designs and methods to gather
the evidence we need.

For example, depending on our context
this could include: documents review,
stakeholder interviews, surveys,
collection of administrative data, cost
data, and outcome measurement.

ATYISTIE. WEBELIETURAFIR
ET5-OITFTIFLRET AL
HEEHRRALET,

F=EZIE KRICIHEC T FFaAUMD
LEa—, RAT—I7FRILEF—DA A
Ea—. 77—+ EBT—2DINE.
ARMT—R. TOMALDRIEGEMN
SENFET,



Step 6: Analysis

AT Y76 o

VFM FRAMEWORK DESIGN

A

[

Understand
the program

VFM VFM
criteria Standards

[

Evidence Gather

needed evidence Reporting

For example:

- Context

- Stakeholders
and users

- Needs

- Theory of
change

Program-specific VFM

criteria, e.g., definitions of:

- Economy

- Efficiency

- Effectiveness

- Cost-effectiveness

- Equity

Standards:

What the evidence would

look like at different levels
of performance

What evidence is needed What's so? So what? Performance
and will be creldib!e to Descriptive Bring the story:
address the criteria and analysis of streams of - How good is
standards? each stream evidence program VFM?
What methods should be of evidence together to - How can VEM
used to collect the make be improved?
evidence? judgements
against the - What his been
Including economic methods criteria and learmed
standards

of evaluation where feasible
and appropriate

Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz
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Step 6 is the analysis step. Here we are
analyzing the various streams of
evidence we have collected.

Each stream of evidence is analysed
separately. For example, this could
include statistical analysis, thematic
analysis of narrative evidence, and cost-
benefit analysis.

ATYITCIEPTRATYI T, 2T
(X IREL-TFITFLHIETUORED
wLET,

IETURITHAEDEES LICHTS
nNFEY., EEAR eI A—
)—DT—IEDZT. ERERD
MEENEENFET,



Step 7: Synthesis & judgement

— . —p Step 7 is the synthesis step. This is where
ATy 7T e &I we bring together all the streams of

evidence — qualitative, quantitative and

VFM FRAMEWORK DESIGN VFM EVALLALOS economic.

A
[ [

Understand VEM VEM Evidence Gather Synthesis & .
the program criteria Standards needed evidence Analysis judgement 1z i We IOOk at a” the eVIdence together,
using the rubric as our ‘prism’ to
determine which level of performance
best describes the overall patterns seen
For example: Program-specific VFM What evidence is needed  What's so? So what? Performance in th e evj d ence.
- Context criteria, e.g., definitions of: and will be credible to Descriptive Bring the story:
- Stakeholders - Economy address th?e criteria and analysis of streams of - How good is
and users - Efficiency standards’ each stream evidence program VFM? . N
 Needs - Effectivenelss z\ézzttrgig}%ﬁ fhheould be of evidence :;)giéher to ) HO\.N can VEM ZT‘\Jj 7 ‘iﬁ:ﬁéxj_‘yj -—c:-g- . '—*L ‘j: .
CTh ; - Cost-effectiveness evidence? judgements be improved? " —— 2. 7‘_\ =
Chsf?;}(;o - Equity . againstthe - Yhat has been X HE E"J N =N=:] E"J N %:t lﬁ E,‘J &-d—/\—c phs

Standards: . Including economic methods ::gig:rﬁgd learned? |:\\ 7 XE*&&)%%FE—G?O

What the evidence would of evaluation where feasible
look like at different levels

of performance and appropriate

Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz )[/_7 U ‘777& rjo U XAJ t L—C1§FH L/
T.IRTODIETUREELEDHTHA
R EDLRILDINITA—IANIE
TUOAMNLRZAHERMGIERZ &S
FLEEKRITMNEFHIFLET S
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Step 7: Synthesis & judgement

In our CT scanners example, we will
l ’
ATy 7T #HE & bring together the evidence about

procurement, delivery, costs, and
outcomes, and hold the evidence
against the rubric to judge whether the
performance for each criterion is

Evidence: . o

e excellent, good, adequate or poor. Then
A we will look at the overall performance
. . Excellent ecure scanners

Quantitative ——> v & 2‘5[2522127 mewthn  |Syews ot Judgement: against all the criteria together to judge

value budget
Good Secured price Scangners Significant the Ove ra” VFM Of the program-
. . VFM . :elt:l:stions lLi:ut.'?:]yeinvsvti::ﬂI;end NPV;:)Swithin TP o V24
QU a | Itatl Ve — = nZgot?:tion budget ' " oy inledlity G OOd V F IVI

T i e CTA® v F— BT, ML, B 2

fonomic s | o - 2k FOHLIEE AIE T REE

™ @ Etmt overmume | ey EH.IIL—EVVIZRTEHEIETURE
LEEL T EEZEDNTH—T AN
BATWSH., BLID @EEIh., B
ZHIBLET, RIS, TATSLEARD
VEMZHIHT 3 H7=DIZ. T “’C@%’E
[2x 9 D RIRE/NTH—T O REHR
BRICREILET
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Step 8: Reporting

2Ty 78 WL

VFM FRAMEWORK DESIGN

A

VFM EVALUATION
A

[

Understand
the program

VFM VFM
criteria Standards

Evidence Gather
needed evidence

[

Synthesis &
judgement

Analysis Reporting

For example:

- Context

- Stakeholders
and users

- Needs

- Theory of
change

Program-specific VFM

criteria, e.g., definitions of:

- Economy

- Efficiency

- Effectiveness

- Cost-effectiveness

- Equity

Standards:

What the evidence would

look like at different levels
of performance

What evidence is needed What's so? So what? Performance
and will be cre@b!e to Descriptive Bring the story:
address th?e criteria and analysis of streams of - How good is
standards? each stream evidence program VFM?
What methods should be of evidence together to - How can VEM
us_ed to collect the _make be improved?
evidence? judgements

against the - :Nhat Z"f‘)s been

. . iteri earned?
Including economic methods criteria and
standards

of evaluation where feasible
and appropriate

Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz
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Step 8 is where we communicate our
evaluative conclusions.

A good evaluation report should give a
clear answer to the evaluative question.

This includes an evaluative judgement,
supported by evidence, and presented
transparently by showing how the rubric
was used to interpret the evidence.

ATvI78IL., FHilfEREE A HHET
-d—o
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XY DAL EATEAHNETY,
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Step 8: Reporting

i

E¥IHT © RULWVEM
Overall judgement: Good VFM

Sound Productive  Cost-effective Equitable

procurement delivery outcomes impacts

Judgement Excellent Good Good Adequate
L I L I e o
< g g L

Evidence The program CT scanners Economic Some people

secured
significant
additional
value by
negotiating
bulk purchase
of CT scanners
and free
maintenance
for first 5
years.

scanners were
usually installed
on time and
within budget.
There were a
few exceptions
which were
caused by
shipping delays.

analysis, based
on results from
the first four
years of the
program,
suggests a
positive NPV is
expected
within 8-10
years.

cannot afford
healthcare
costs. More
people have
access to CT
scanners and
equity has
improved, but
much room for
improvement
remains.

©lJulian King

Here’s what our findings might look like
in the CT scanner example. Our overall
judgement is at the top of the table.
Then we provide a judgement for each
criterion, together with the evidence
that supports the judgement. For
example, the program received a
judgement of ‘excellent’ for
procurement because its performance
met our agreed definition of ‘excellent’.

CTRFvF—DHITIE, ZDKHIZEY
9., EARMNGHIRIEIERDO—FBLIZH
UET, RIZ. BEEDHIBRE. HIEE
EMIFTBAIETUORTIRELET, =&
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Value for Investment is a participatory approach
WEMET 70 —F S iy

Understand VFM VFM Evidence Gather Synthesis &
the program criteria Standards needed evidence Analysis judgement Reporting

Evaluation co-design:

What'’s the ‘i’ we're evaluating?

Evaluative sense-making:

* How valid is the evidence?
What aspects of performance matter? * What does the evidence show?
What does good performance look like? * What does the evidence mean?

* What evidence is needed and will be credible? | * How well is the program performing?

* How should the evidence be gathered? * How can it be improved?

“A collaborative, social practice” (schwandt,2018)

©lJulian King

The Value for Investment approach is a
participatory approach to evaluation.

It engages stakeholders in every step of
the process. It ensures a shared
understanding of how the value of a
program should be judged.

The approach facilitates validity,
ownership and use of the evaluation.

Value for Investment7 7O—F (&, ¥
fi~DSMEBE770—FTY,

TJOBERADITARTDRTYITTRAT—Y
RILF—DEEMAEETY, TN
£oT. TATSLNEA LT HENE
DEOIZHIBF SN DHRENZDLTD
HBOEMRER/AIENTEET,

ChIz&Y. FHEQ A, +—F—
Sy, ERMNMEEINET.




Summary

4j-7|)_

VFM FRAMEWORK DESIGN

A

VFM EVALUATION
A

[

Understand
the program

VFM VFM
criteria Standards

[

Gather
evidence

Evidence
needed

Synthesis &

Analysis judgement Reporting

For example:
- Context

- Stakeholders
and users

- Needs

- Theory of
change

Program-specific VFM

criteria, e.g., definitions of:

- Economy

- Efficiency

- Effectiveness

- Cost-effectiveness

- Equity

Standards:

What the evidence would

look like at different levels
of performance

What evidence is needed
and will be credible to
address the criteria and
standards?

What methods should be
used to collect the
evidence?

Including economic methods

What's so? So what? Performance
Descriptive Bring the story:
analysis of streams of - How good is
each stream evidence program VFM?
of evidence together to - How can VEM
_make be improved?
judgements
against the - What has been
criteria and learned?
standards

of evaluation where feasible
and appropriate

Julian King & Associates Ltd | www.julianking.co.nz
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In summary, following these eight steps
helps to ensure the evaluation is aligned
with the program design and context,
gathers and analyses the right evidence,
interprets the evidence on an agreed
basis, and answers the VFM question.

Each step is an opportunity to involve
stakeholders in the evaluation.

BT IHE. CNLD8DDFIEIZHES
Z& T, nﬂiﬂi;ﬁ\? OS5 LMDERFTEIRR
[ZiR>THhn, BYIGIETY Z’é”ﬂ
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Multiple applications
s i The approach can be used to address
= UL

VEM in several different ways. For
example, it can be used for:

Informing resource allocation decisions
Accountability

Learning and reflection

Adaptation and improvement

Taking new approaches to scale

e~ o _
\ —NTF77O—FL. VFMDILREZEZ S

!iWWWWWWWWW\- / , 3 SATHEMTT .
b =\ AL
— . BERHDRE

- ERBAEE

« FELIRYIRY

o Wi ERE

IR DILK (scale)

(source: Wikimedia Commons)
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Gaining traction globally
HRTEFEBZAUTTWD

A Oxford Policy
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Published examples available at: www.julianking.co.nz/vfi/resources
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The approach is being used to assess the
social and economic value of programs
around the world.

Examples include international trade,
scientific research, climate change,
agriculture, market development,
governance, public financial
management, health, education, and
social development, among others.

—O770—F(X. HRADKEITOTS
LDHEME IR FNMEZSTMES
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http://www.julianking.co.nz/vfi/resources

Rigorous evaluation of VFM, with people at the center

A& % FMZE W VEM O S 875 15

10 & O % W

LomYL=EHmR~—X
Sound theoretical foundation

=mWEA%E

Practical to use

R AN DT EDERRA

Combines methods (economic + other)

T2 EMIETUORDHELGHER

Rigorous use of evidence (quant + qual)

ME(ZEB L=-EREO S FIl
Transparent judgements, based on values

©lJulian King

Why is it gaining such traction? It’s built on
sound theory — and importantly it is practical
and intuitive to use. It harnesses the strengths
of cost-benefit analysis and addresses its
limitations. It gives stakeholders a system for
including qualitative evidence. It provides a
rigorous and transparent process for evaluating
VEM. Judgements are based on values — what
matters to people.

BEZEDEIITEFASNTODDTLEIAN?
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Thank you

A\ JULIAN KING & ASSOCIATES

HOME PEOPLE SERVICES VFI KINNECT DOWNLOADS CONTACT

Welcome

We help people use evidence and values to make good decisions. Our services include policy,
evaluation and value for money. You can engage us to provide an independent project team, to
collaborate with your team, or to develop your organisation’s capability.

For more information on the Value for
Investment approach, visit:

www.julianking.co.nz/vfi

Value for Investment7” 7 A —F D ¥
[Z2DWTIE, REZELCFESLY,

www.julianking.co.nz/vfi
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