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Community Resilience & Livelihoods Project (CRLP)
 

BudgetvsActualReport—Month9of12 | GrantGRF-2025-BD-0147 | GlobalResilienceFund (fictional)

Total grant Time elapsed Spend to date Burn rate Projected outturn Status

$468.2K 75% $307.1K 66% $477.9K (+2.1%)

At the end of Month 9, with 75% of the project period elapsed, cumulative expenditure stands at 66% of the total
grant, an underspend of $44.0K against the pro-rata budget. The underspend is largely a matter of timing rather
than saving. It is concentrated in the re-tendered agricultural input procurement, the second phase of the
community micro-projects, and two activities scheduled for the final quarter — the endline evaluation and the
project audit.
Personnel cost is running approximately 5% above the pro-rata budget. An organisation-wide salary adjustment took
effect in Month 4, after the budget was approved, and was not provided for in the original figures. On current
run-rate, staff costs are projected to close the year around 5.4% over budget in few lines. This remains within the
10% per-line flexibility permitted under the grant agreement, on the condition that the overspend is offset from
underspend other salary line.
On present trends, the project is forecast to close at $477.9K against a ceiling of $468.2K, a projected overspend
of 2.1% in the absence of corrective action. A budget realignment is proposed for Month 10, drawing on training
savings and a reduction in the micro-project scope from ten to nine sites, which brings the forecast back within the
ceiling and keeps every budget line within the flexibility rule.
One compliance matter is reported for transparency. A $180 bank charge relating to another project was posted to
this grant in Month 5. The charge is ineligible and has been reversed; it will not be presented to the donor.

Identifying and correcting such items within the reporting cycle, rather than at audit, is consistent with the control
approach applied throughout the project.

Realignment due M10

Executive summary



BVA summary — by budget category

INPAS harmonised roll-up (Practice Guide 1)

Category

Personnel

Activities

M&E

Admin & Support

Total direct

ICR (7%)

TOTAL GRANT

INPAS heading

Employment

Travel and subsistence

Supplies and materials

External services and other

Grants and donations to others

Support costs

Total expenses

Full budget

$139,200

$233,800

$32,500

$32,100

$437,600

$30,632

$468,232

Pro-rata (75%)

$104,400

$175,350

$24,375

$24,075

$328,200

$22,974

$351,174

Actual YTD

$109,068

$138,850

$17,275

$21,850

$287,043

$20,093

$307,136

Variance $

$4,668

$36,500

$7,100

$2,225

$41,157

$2,881

$44,038

Budget

$139,200

$27,600

$54,400

$99,400

$117,000

$30,632

$468,232

Actual YTD

$109,068

$21,015

$25,565

$58,645

$72,750

$20,093

$307,136

Var %

4.5%

Status

On track

Underspent20.8% 

29.1%

 12.5%

12.5%

12.5% 

Underspent

Underspent

 

Fixed input-based headings per INPAS Practice Guide 1 — Harmonised Grant Reporting: standard expenditure headings, the NPO's

own currency and financial year, and the same accounting treatment as the audited accounts. The roll-up reconciles line-for-line to the

detailed BVA. 

9.2% On track
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What the variances mean — flagged lines

2.3 Agricultural input kits — UNDERSPENT
This is the largest variance in the report, at 46% expenditure against 75% of the period elapsed. The
initial tender was cancelled in Month 4, as only one compliant bid was received, and was
subsequently re-issued, with deliveries commencing in Month 7. To date, 350 of 800 kits have been
distributed, at $68 per kit against a budget of $65. The remaining 450 kits are under contract for
delivery in Months 10–11, and the line is projected to close approximately $2.4K over budget
(+4.6%), within the flexibility rule. The principal exposure on this line is delivery timing rather than
cost, and deliveries are being monitored weekly.

2.5 Community micro-projects — UNDERSPENT
Five of ten micro-projects have been completed. Community agreements for the remaining five are
signed, though completing five projects within three months represents a material delivery risk. It is
recommended that a reduced scope of nine projects be agreed with the donor at this stage,
releasing approximately $4.5K, in preference to a no-cost extension request in Month 11.

Personnel (all lines) — OVERSPENT (projected)
All lines are running approximately 5% above the pro-rata budget following the salary adjustment
effective from Month 4 (+8% on national scales). Each line is projected to close within the 10% rule,
at around +5.4%. The cost is eligible, as the adjustment follows the organisation's approved salary
policy and is applied consistently across all funding sources. The donor is notified through this report,
and the overspend is offset within the proposed realignment.

4.5 Bank charges — OVERSPENT
This line has already exceeded its full-year budget at Month 9. Two factors apply: an eligible but
under-budgeted transfer fee of $280 on the mid-year tranche, and the $180 charge posted in error,
which is ineligible, reversed in Month 10, and excluded from the forecast.

3.4 Endline & 4.6 Audit — PHASED
Nil expenditure on both lines is correct, as they are scheduled for Month 12. They are flagged at this
stage so that the anticipated Quarter 4 expenditure is not misinterpreted. The endline evaluation
contract should be signed in Month 10; procurement lead time was the cause of the input-kit delay,
and the same exposure should be avoided on the evaluation.

Recommended actions (Month 10)
1. Submit the budget realignment in Month 10. 
The realignment should cover the projected personnel overspend (+$7.5K) and the input-
kit price increase (+$2.4K), funded from training savings (−$1.2K) and the reduction to nine
micro-projects (−$4.5K). The residual of approximately $4.2K is to be absorbed through
running-cost discipline in the final quarter. On this basis every line remains within the 10%
rule and the grant remains within its ceiling.
2. Monitor input-kit deliveries weekly. 
450 kits are scheduled for Months 10–11. Should delivery slip beyond mid-Month 11, the
agreed fallback (partial delivery with voucher top-up) should be triggered in place of an
extension request.
3. Complete the compliance correction. 
The $180 reversal should be processed in Month 10 and evidenced in the next report. A bank-
charge eligibility check should be added to the monthly close routine.
4. Sign the endline evaluation contract early. 
Procurement lead time already delayed the input kits by three months; the Month 12 evaluation
should not carry the same exposure.
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About this report
This is a portfolio demonstration built on fictional but realistic data: a 12-month, $468K
donor-funded livelihoods project reported at Month 9. The full Excel workbook behind this
summary holds the detailed budget, a nine-month actuals ledger, a formula-driven BVA with
Overspent/Underspent flags, an action tracker with owners and deadlines, an INPAS
Practice Guide 1 harmonised roll-up, and a commitments-based forecast to completion —
the pack a donor and a board can both read.

Prepared by Munia Ali — Finance & Impact Specialist. 12+ years humanitarian and
corporate finance: donor reporting and compliance, budgeting and variance analysis, audit-
readiness. 
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	BudgetvsActualReport—Month9of12 | GrantGRF-2025-BD-0147 | GlobalResilienceFund (fictional)
	Total grant

	$468.2K
	Time elapsed
	75%
	Spend to date


	$307.1K
	Burn rate
	66%
	Projected outturn


	$477.9K (+2.1%)
	Status
	Realignment due M10

	Executive summary
	At the end of Month 9, with 75% of the project period elapsed, cumulative expenditure stands at 66% of the total grant, an underspend of $44.0K against the pro-rata budget. The underspend is largely a matter of timing rather than saving. It is concentrated in the re-tendered agricultural input procurement, the second phase of the community micro-projects, and two activities scheduled for the final quarter — the endline evaluation and the project audit. Personnel cost is running approximately 5% above the pro-rata budget. An organisation-wide salary adjustment took effect in Month 4, after the budget was approved, and was not provided for in the original figures. On current run-rate, staff costs are projected to close the year around 5.4% over budget in few lines. This remains within the 10% per-line flexibility permitted under the grant agreement, on the condition that the overspend is offset from underspend other salary line. On present trends, the project is forecast to close at $477.9K against a ceiling of $468.2K, a projected overspend of 2.1% in the absence of corrective action. A budget realignment is proposed for Month 10, drawing on training savings and a reduction in the micro-project scope from ten to nine sites, which brings the forecast back within the ceiling and keeps every budget line within the flexibility rule. One compliance matter is reported for transparency. A $180 bank charge relating to another project was posted to this grant in Month 5. The charge is ineligible and has been reversed; it will not be presented to the donor. Identifying and correcting such items within the reporting cycle, rather than at audit, is consistent with the control approach applied throughout the project.
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	BVA summary — by budget category
	Category Personnel Activities M&E Admin & Support Total direct ICR (7%) TOTAL GRANT
	Full budget $139,200 $233,800 $32,500 $32,100 $437,600 $30,632 $468,232
	Pro-rata (75%) $104,400 $175,350 $24,375 $24,075 $328,200 $22,974 $351,174
	Actual YTD $109,068 $138,850 $17,275 $21,850 $287,043 $20,093 $307,136
	Variance $ $4,668
	$36,500
	$7,100 $2,225 $41,157
	$2,881 $44,038
	Var % 4.5%
	20.8%
	29.1%
	9.2%

	12.5% 12.5% 12.5%
	Status On track Underspent
	Underspent
	On track

	Underspent

	INPAS harmonised roll-up (Practice Guide 1)
	INPAS heading Employment Travel and subsistence Supplies and materials External services and other Grants and donations to others Support costs Total expenses
	Budget $139,200 $27,600 $54,400 $99,400 $117,000 $30,632 $468,232
	Actual YTD $109,068 $21,015 $25,565 $58,645 $72,750 $20,093 $307,136
	Fixed input-based headings per INPAS Practice Guide 1 — Harmonised Grant Reporting: standard expenditure headings, the NPO's own currency and financial year, and the same accounting treatment as the audited accounts. The roll-up reconciles line-for-line to the detailed BVA.
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