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Learning objectives

What this session will cover

0 Objectives of cost efficiency analysis
Use cost data to support modality decisions, performance management, and trend analysis.

Metric: Transfer to Total Ratio (TTR)
Definition of terms and common requirements

Applying the TTR
Step-by-step examples for DREF/EAP budgets and more generic budgets.

Utility and limitations

How to interpret results and use it.

Outcome: staff can calculate, read, and compare TTR results using budget/proposal data.
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Purpose

Cost-efficiency analysis

Cost efficiency measures how economically a humanitarian response converts total resources into
direct assistance outputs.

Cost efficiency = cost per output

Cash, voucher,
Total Budget in-kind transfer
value

Remember

- TTRis part of a wider modality decision process: appropriateness, feasibility, preferences, access, quality, equity, and timeliness all still matter.

- Analysis we cover today will be ex-ante meaning on planned budgets, not ex-post meaning based on expenditure data after the project is implemented.

RCRCM Cost Efficiency | Money where it matters
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Minimum definitions

Transfer to Total Ratio (TTR)

Transfer Value / Total Costs = TTR

The value of resources that directly reach recipients (e.g. cash,
Transfer value vouchers, in-kind). Transfer value for in-kind should include
commodity, ocean and inland freight costs (as appropriate).

All other costs (direct or indirect) related to delivering the
Support costs transfer value or in-kind to end recipients e.g. delivery,
operational, monitoring, staff, transfer fees, and overhead costs.

Total costs Transfer value plus support costs.

Transfer value divided by total costs, expressed as a

TTR
percentage.

*At minimum, two of the three variables are needed: transfer value, support costs, and total costs.

TTR Methodology

& s

RCRCM PrOJect

TTR: Funds Reaching
Beneficiary

YY%

Aid to Beneficiary
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Headline metric

Transfer to Total Ratio (TTR)

What share of total spending reached beneficiaries.

Example

If US$800,000 reaches recipients as MPCA and total costs for the
MPCA intervention is US$1,000,000, TTR will be .8 or 80%.

0
Transfer value: 80% Support 80 /0

costs: 20% of total costs reaches recipients as
transfer value in this example.

What TTR tells you

A higher TTR means a larger share of the budget was transferred to
recipients. It does not automatically mean the programme was better,
faster, or safer.

RCRCM Cost Efficiency | Money where it matters
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Interpretation

TTR Interpretation

TTR is useful information, but it must be interpreted against context and design choices.

Higher TTR means A larger share of the budget was transferred to recipients.

| e[ EEM T T I EVLENWAREELN  The programme was better, faster, safer, more equitable, or more appropriate.

Compare against Similar modality, country, operating context, scale, and delivery mechanism.

* Sensitive to cost allocation .
» Performance management . . : * Document assumptions
. * Requires clean disaggregation

* Trend analysis e . * Use relevant comparators

: * Less useful when modalities are mixed : o
» Benchmarking . * Include direct and indirect costs

C o » Does not measure outcomes or quality .
» Budget design improvement e . S » Explain context and trade-offs

* Principled assistance does not discriminate

RCRCM Cost Efficiency | Money where it matters



Simple method

TTR Workflow

The same analytical logic applies whether using a DREF/EAP template or a more generic budget.

Pre-checks:

- Best practice to disaggregate by modality and sector.
If sector has mixed modalities (e.g., cash, voucher, in-kind and service delivery costs) it might not be

meaningful to calculate.
If sector is not isolated, it might not be meaningful to calculate (e.g., MPCA mixed with health service delivery)

a Disaggregate a Identify transfer e Allocate costs ° Calculate TTR e Interpret

Separate costs by Isolate the value Assign direct, shared, Transfer value + total Compare only with
sector and modality. reaching recipients. and indirect costs. costs. relevant benchmarks.
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Applying TTR | DREF/EAP +

DREF/EAP budgets

Objective: With a DREF or EAP budget need to isolate the transfer value as well as the sector total.
Enabling approach costs also need to be proportionally allocated to the sector total.

Transfer Value

Sector Total + ( Sector Total + Planned Operations ) x Enabling Approaches Total

Itemized budget line

Planned Operations 842,671
Shelter and Basic Houzehold ltems a
e B t . L
Description Gl::ie Quantity Total Cost LC Total Cost CHF Livelihoods 244,005
[~ | i - | Multi-purpose Cash 178,213
Volunteer allowance during targeting and registratic 667 400.00 Counties/Pax/Days 3,000.00 1,200,000.00 8,124.00 Health a e 1 76517
Staff allowance during targeting and registration 662 45.00 Counties/Pax/Days 8,500.00 382,500.00 2,589.53 Water, Sanitation & Hyglene 370,344
Procurement of Food 520 6,000.00 HH 4,500.00 27,000,000.00 182,790.00 Protect Gend A Inclusi 900
Loading and offlaoding cost 593 3.00 months 500,000.00 1,500,000.00 10,155.00 FOLBENAN, FEACET and NELEnn -
Volunteer during food distribution 667 300.00 Counties/Pax/Days 3,000.00 900,000.00 6,093.00 Education u
Staff allowances during distribution 662 45.00 Staff 8,500.00 382,500.00 2,589.53 higration 0
Volunteer allowances during Post Distribution Moni 667 150.00 Counties/Pax/Days 3,000.00 450,000.00 3,046.50 Rizk Reduction, Climate Adaptation ahd Recovery 0
Staff allowance duringPost Distribution Monitoring 662 45.00 Counties/Pax/Days 8,500.00 382,500.00 2,589.53 Comrunity Engagerment and Accountability 14579
mi:eage for Iight veh::le; durinc;g tarﬁeting, re,g;istratil :22 z,ggggg I}:m :iggg 333,22228 i,?g;gg Ervirommental Sustainability 0
ileage cost for trucks during distribution to last mi . I m . A . . . .
Improvement of income sources 33,842,500.00 229,113.73 Enahllng Appruaches 127,921
33,842,500.00 229,113.73 Coordination and Partnerships 0
Unconditional cash grants 578 3,000.00 HH/Months 5,047.00 15,141,000.00 102,504.57 Secretariat Services 27,596
Targeting and registration cost Volunteer allowance 667 135.00 Pax/Months/Counties 3,000.00 405,000.00 2,741.85 Mational Society Strengthening 02,325
Targeting and registration cost Staff allowance 662 36.00 Pax/Months/Counties 8,500.00 306,000.00 2,071.62
Volunteer allowances for Unconditional cash grants 667 486.00 Pax/days/months/counties 3,000.00 1,458,000.00 9,870.66
Mileage for light vehicles during targeting, registratic 593 4,500.00 Km 105.00 472,500.00 3,198.83 TOTAL BUDGET 9?_{.]: 592



Applying TTR | DREF/EAP

DREF/EAP budgets

Objective: With a DREF or EAP budget need to isolate the transfer value as
well as the sector total. Enabling approach costs also need to be proportionally

allocated to the sector total.

Unconditional cash grants 578
Targeting and registration cost Volunteer allowance 667
Targeting and registration cost Staff allowance 662
Volunteer allowances for Unconditional cash grants 667
Mileage for light vehicles during targeting,registratic 593

Planned Operations
Shelter and Bazic Household Itermns
Livelihoods

Mt -purpoze Cazh

Health P a e ’]
Wiater, Sanitation & Hugiene g

Praotection, Gender and Inclusion

Education

kigration

Rizk Reduction, Climate Adaptation and Recovery

Cornrnunity Engagerment and Accountability
Ervironmental Sustainability

Enabling Approaches 127,921

Coordination and Fartnerships
Secretariat Services
hlational Society Strengthening

TOTAL BUDGET 970,592
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3,000.00 HH/Months

135.00 Pax/Months/Counties
36.00 Pax/Months/Counties
486.00 Pax/days/months/counties

4,500.00 Km

842,671
o

24
213
76517
370,344
3.013
o
o
o
14,5739
o

o
25,596
102,325

TTR =102,504.57 / 147,676.27 = .69

5,047.00
3,000.00
8,500.00
3,000.00
105.00

e g

33,842,500.00

15,141,000.00
405,000.00
306,000.00
1,458,000.00
472,500.00

229 113.73
102,504.5)]

2,071.62
9,870.66
3.198.83

o Extract transfer value

From the itemized budget line,
isclate the resources delivered
to affected populations (cash,
vouchers, in-kind).

$102,504

o Identify direct sector

cost $128,213

In the operating summary,
locate the line-item total for
the relevant sector (e.g. MPCA,
Livelihoods, WASH).

L

o Allocate enabling
approaches $19 463

Apply sector share to overhead:
(Sector [ Planned Operations) x
Enabling Approaches. (128,213 /
B42671) = 127,921 = 19,463.27.

L=

° Build the total award
value $147.767

Direct sector cost + proportional
overhead = 128,213 + 19,463 .27
= 14767627,



Applying TTR | Other budgets

Standard Budgets

Lk Draft a budget with costs disaggregated by sector.

S0 Allocate line-item budget costs across cost categories

using a percentage allocation.

A7 |dentify the transfer value budget line item.

STEP

|dentify the total cost for the sector/modality inclusive of
overhead/indirect costs and allocated lines items.

Calculate TTR by dividing transfer value by total cost.

Transfer value

$1,950,000 o

RCRCM Cost Efficiency | Money where it matters

Budget structure by sector/modality

. Unit of
Number Measure MPCA - —s
% of Unity Amt (USS) P of Unity Amt (US$) | % of Units| Amt (USS)

1.P - il
Program Manager 1| $ 5200 | FTEMonth 5% S 15,600 25%(§ 15600 50%| 3 3'150
Regional Technical Advisors 0.03| $ 7.083 | FTE/Month 100%% " mpy — ALV T - —— R w275
Director (1FTE) 1| $ 2617 | FTEMonth 100% 25%] § 7,850 25%] § 7.850 50%| 15,701
Shelter Manager (1 FTE) 1| $ 2430 | FTEMonth 100%|  100%| § 20,159 0% $ - 0%] 5 -
CVA Manager 1| $ 2430 | FTE/Month 100% 0% $ 0% $ - 100%| § 29,159
WASH Manager 1| $ 1,710 | FTE/Month 100% 0% $ - 100%) § 20523 0%| $ -
PQM Assistant 1] $ 1710 | FTEMonth 100% 25%| § 5,131 25%| § 5,131 50%| 3 10,262
PM MEAL (1 FTE) 1| $ 2430 | FTE/Month 100% 25%] § 7,290 25%] § 7,290 50%| § 14,579
MEALACT Officers 4| 3 1664 | FTEMonth 100% 25%] § 19,963 25% 19963 50%| $ 39,925

Transfer value line item

MPCA LT N
MPCA Transfers | 5,000| § 130 | Response 100% 0%| 0%| 10i%gs| $1.950,000 ”
Transfer Fees 5,000| % 10 | Response 100% 0%| % 0%| % 100%| 5 = 0w
Total cost including indirects
Unit of Shelter and
. ) o
- Number Rate Measure " Settl t e e P Sl S
TOTAL DIRECT COSTS $1,173,975 $ 1,053,152 25 2366018 N
Indirect Cost 7.00% S 82178 $ 73721 ) |5 165621
Total Resources Requested $1,256,153 $ 1,126,873 N § 2531639
L}
Total cost
0
= f7or77



Cost allocation

Cost Allocation

Some costs belong fully to one sector or modality; others are shared and must be apportioned transparently. These are just examples for how costs could be

allocated but does not constitute official guidance. Assumption used for allocation should be well documented and consistent.

Single Sector Costs

100% associated costs

Examples: in-kind NFls, cash transfers, CVA

Programme Manager.

Multi Sector Costs

Potential shared costs

Examples: office rent, vehicles, common
management, monitoring, AAP Hotlines,
assessments and indirect costs.

Shelter & settlements

WASH

MPCA

_ Unit of
Number Measure

% of Unit§y Amt (USS) P of Unity Amt (USS) | % of Units Amt (USS)
1. Personnel
Program Manager 1/ % 5200 |FTE/Month 100% 25%| % 15.600 25%| % 15,600 50%| 3 31,200
Regional Technical Advisors 003§ 7.083 | FTE/Month 100% 25%( % 638 25%| % 638 50%| % 1275
Director (1FTE) 1% 2617 |FTE/Month 100% 25%[ % 7.850 25%[ % 7.850 50%| 3 15,701
Shelter Manager (1 FTE) 11 $ 2430 | FTE/Month 100% 100%| § 29159 0%| 3 - 0%| % -
CVA Manager 11 $ 2430 | FTE/Month 100% 0%| § - 0%| § - 100%| % 29159
WASH Manager 11 $ 1710 | FTE/Month 100% 0%| § - 100%| % 20,523 0%| § -
PQM Assistant 11 $ 1710 | FTE/Month 100% 25%| % 5.131 25%| § 5.131 50%| $ 10,262
PM MEAL (1 FTE) 1| $ 2430 | FTE/Month 100% 25%| § 7.290 25%[ § 7.290 50%| $ 14 579
MEAL/ICT Officers 4| $ 1,664 | FTE/Month 100% 25%( % 19,963 25% % 19,963 50%| % 39925

RCRCM Cost Efficiency | Money where it matters

25%

25%

50%
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Interpretation

TTR Interpretation

Compare

Compare TTR across similar operations,
modalities, countries, or scales.

Transfer-to-total ratio (TTR)

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

Diagnose

Identify whether costs are driven by transfer
value, support costs, overheads, delivery
mechanisms, or scale.

TTR by intervention

@ Simple avg TTR 4 Weighted TTR

88%

68%

MPCA

70% 70%
66% 65%
Food Shelter

Assistance

Improve and Document

Systematically document and then use
evidence to refine design, budget structure,
and future resource allocation.

63%

57%

WASH



Kenya
Red Cross

+
(1-cowTBraResoNsE

Operations Analyzed 10

Drought/lean season, population
movement, rapid onset, complex

2022 - 2025

Crisis Typologies
Response Period
Modalities Cash (sectoral), MPCA, In-kind
Delivery Mechanisms E-cash, In-kind

Total Budget Analyzed CHF 9,270,764

TRANSFER RATIO (TTR)

2%

of total spend reached beneficiaries directly

S— Support and overhead
ransfer amount
Distribution of Country-Level TTR
Distribution of 74 RCRCM countries by simple average transfer-to-total ratio
20
15

ya (72%)

o e I e I IIII-
30% 350 A0W A5% 50% 55% G0% 65 TOW
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Mumiber of countries
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COST-EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS | KENYA (KRCS)

KRCS TTR Comparison

W KRCS simple avg TTR

 Giobal simple avg TTR & Weighted TTR

] ovERALL

|
KRCS *81%

Gilobal

I

| cASH (SECTORAL)

| mrCa

KRCS

E

¥

] m-KIND

KRCS Tams K0
[]
coos. [ $rw
|
KRCS B2% Ollﬂ
1
oo [ s

4 o
For explanation of simple vs weighted TTR see pg. & of the report here.
KRCS outperforms both RCRCM and global benchmarks, with
weighted TTR rising to 81% once scale is accounted for.

Cash (sectoral) was by far the highest TTR, followed by

MPCA and in-kind among the operations studied. One likely
reason for this is, among the cases studied, the scale of cash
[sectoral) was more than 10x larger than all other activities.

CVA in Kenya achieves a weighted TTR of 82%, compared to
64% for in-kind delivery, indicating that CVA is approximately
28% more cost efficient than in-kind assistance in the
Kenyan context. KRCS noted aside from cost, modality
decisions were made based on market conditions, donor
requirements, local preferences, access, protection and
program objectives.

While Food Assistance and MPCA interventions had the
highest TTR (>70%), livelihoods and shelter were lower at
65% and 55% respectively.

Discloimer: These cose studies ore meant to be MNustrotive ond were based on a limited
number of projects; this is not o country gssessment or performance evaluation.

“The volunteers are members of those communities... they come in not for the fact
that there is also funds, but knowing that they are working on a bigger goal that is
to alleviate human suffering, and it's for their own people.”

— British Red Cross East Africa KIl, March 2026

Branch network & volunteer model: the structural backbone
of KRCS cost efficiency, largely utilizing daily-rate volunteers
across all 47 counties and branches.

Digitization and systems integration: the 121
platform/M-PESA pipeline is a standout innovation enabling
fast, low-fraud cash transfers at scale.

Inconsistent prioritization of cost efficiency across donors:
certain donaor visibility preferences and local political pressure
push toward in-kind even when cash is demonstrably cheaper.

Improvement opportunities: space to reduce FSP costs (in
some cases to 0) and need to reduce the decision-to-transfer
lead time.

Summary:

H

igh TTR and good understanding of cost efficiency with the KI.

Kenya provides a strong example as well as opportunities for
continued improvement.

Recommendations:

The Kll revealed that cost efficiency analysis is applied
inconsistently — rigorously in some donor-funded program
(notably USAID/BHA) but largely absent in others, where donor
visibility preferences or local political pressure override
programmatic and cost efficiency logic. Look at better integrating
cost-efficiency analysis systematically. te W

a yy

"i' I: \f ':: - WV |
Continue to look into opportunities to reduce IISP costs and

streamline the programmatic decision—makgrig_itirﬁjeﬂiﬁéi-_355 to activate

T =
1 CIOWES




Q&A

Money Where It Matters

How to measure and analyse cost-efficiency in Humanitarian Responses
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