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Overview of Private finance initiative
Private finance initiative (PFI) has been used in many countries around the globe to finance broad array of infrastructural projects. The PFI plan ensures that private organisations fund development and implementation of crucial projects within a country (Lehmann, 2010).    This financing method has extensively been used in Europe, Asia and Africa. Governments perceived PFI as a tool that can help provide and finance public projects without having to borrow (Great Britain, 2011). Infrastructural project risks are also reduced or totally eliminated from the government. Also, allowing private entities to implement and manage infrastructural projects ensure that a country gets best value for money in regards to provision of public services (Northern Ireland Audit Office, 2005). Originally, in the UK, it was the responsibility of governments to finance infrastructural development projects to align with economic development and social activities. Primarily, governments undertook to procure, make decisions finance and manage public assets. Most of the assets were procured from the private sector whose responsibilities were confined to construction while the public sector still handled associated risks. Myriad risks and problems associated with this arrangement prompted the shifting of responsibility of financing, constructing and managing infrastructural projects to the private sector in an arrangement described as Private Finance Initiative. 
Critical Analysis on the Achievement of Outcomes

The move to shift all responsibilities to private entities was to help the government achieve several outcomes such relieving the government from borrowing to finance projects, risk elimination and ensuring that citizens get great value for money in provision of public services. Private sectors are known to have expertise when it comes to provision of services, construction of infrastructure and management of projects (Shaul, 2002). Based on this, the outcomes have largely been achieved.  Allowing private sector to handle projects enables active involvement and participation in infrastructural development and delivery of public services. The government has management to attract funding and innovation of the private sector to deliver excellent and standard projects (Hawksworth, 2000). Also, management of project risks solely lies with private organisations. In the management of project, project risks poses challenges and often lead to project failure if not addressed. In the UK, PFI scheme has assisted in the delivery of projects and services such as roads, schools, colleges, railways, light systems, prisons, and universities among others. Critically, the UK’s government may be lacking the necessary funds to offer services or construct infrastructure. In such a case, the government officially invites private sector stakeholders to complete a given project but all details must be captured in a contract signed between the government and private entities. However, this applies to long term projects that involve myriad investors such as banks, service providers and construction companies (Ball et al., 2002). The private entity will undertake to fund and maintain the project before, during and after its completion. In subletting projects, the public authority reserves the power to terminate a contract if it is unlikely to measure up to expected quality (Hawksworth, 2000). However, termination is always avoided since it involves a lot of analysis, risks and debts, and in doing so, a private developer is given time to bring the project back on course towards expectations.
Beyond UK, many countries that previously resisted the lure of PFI have designed their own schemes that are similar to that in the UK.  In France the scheme is described as Contrat de Partenariat (CP) which gives the government authority to allow private partners to design, build, operate and manage public services as determined by the public sector. Based on this, France has established partnership with the private sector to deliver more than 100 projects (Engel et al., 2010). The largest project is the construction of the Tours-Bordeaux high speed railway. In Japan, PFI plan similar to the one used in the UK is practiced. This partnership has funded more than 428 projects the largest being the expansion of Haneda International Airport (Japan Fair Trade Commission, 2014). The scheme emerged in Japan as a way to pool resources to provide public services during the time the country’s economy collapsed (Kengo, 2005). The practice has succeeded though there are few cases where analysts feel that PFI failed. In 2006, the construction of Thalasso Fukuoka health facility was halted when the main private sponsor abandoned the project (Iossa and Martimort, 2011). The local authorities had to buy out the facility at the expense of taxpayers. In Canada, a model described as PF3 is used in place of PFI and has gained popularity because of its value for money focus (Stothart, 2018). This model has actually demonstrated that it saves public funds in the long term. The model has so far funded more than 222 projects in Canada the largest being the extension of 407-ER Toronto highway (Stothart, 2018). The model has succeeded in delivery broad array of projects in the country. 
Value of PFI to UK’s Economy and Impact on National Debt

PFI delivers value for money projects in the UK. PFI has impacted positively on the economy through creation of jobs, efficient running of prisons and revamping the healthcare sector. Notably, PFI projects initiated in the UK are impacting on the department of health, transport, defense and education. The scheme has been a huge success in the construction and furnishing of healthcare facilities. For example, private sponsors delivered Midland Metropolitan and Royal Papworth Hospitals through PFI (Mance and Parker, 2018). The rate of return on most of the largest hospital projects is projected at 58 percent (National Audit Office, 2015). The first justification is that PFI supports the development and allow broad array of investments to take place. In this case, PFI creates value for money and hence should be pursued in instances of VfM procurement activities. Experts define Value for Money (VfM) as the optimum combination of long-term costs and quality of projects aimed at meeting user requirements (Office for Budget Responsibility, 2014). Therefore it should not be viewed as the selection of goods and services based on investors and sponsors with lowest cost bids.  Statutory requirement in the UK stipulates that before the government and the private sector agree on a PFI project, several departments must conduct qualitative and quantitative assessment to establish whether the project is value for money. External agencies such as National Audit Office and Welsh Auditor General play significant role during the assessment and project audit process. They audit and establish merits and often gauged and projects that meet VfM requirements which are allowed to proceed. The agencies scrutinise and audits PFI projects to generate information on the rationale, costs and benefits of projects to be implemented (Committee of Public Accounts, 2006). Hence, they ensure that government makes saving from operational contracts involved with the private sector. However, to some extent, PFI projects impact negatively on the national debt. These are largely blamed on inflated costs by the private sector. As at November 2018, the government owed £1,7951.3 billion representing 83.9 percent of the GDP (Tejvan, 2019). According to critics, the British government has incurred extra funds in financing PFI projects. Evidence reveal that PFI projects are between 2 to 4 percent expensive than government funding (Suhaiza, 2011). Previously, the government used to borrow fund to finance development projects. However, this has not been cost effective and instead burdens the taxpayers who must offset the loans borrowed. 
Potential Strengths and Weakness of PFI and Alternative methods of Funding

Like any source of funding project, PFI has its own perceived advantages and disadvantages. As pointed out earlier, PFI projects are capable of delivering projects but are sophisticated. The potential benefits of PFI include the ability to transfer risks from the public to private sector. Creasy (2017) asserts that Project are constrained by risks that include budget, time frame, delays and inability of project team to deliver. In this arrangement, the government will not bear the risks. Moreover, it offers the opportunity to deliver projects that may present problems if they were to be financed conventionally. In most cases, the private sector has the financial might and expertise to deliver VfM projects compared to the government. Consequently, PFI encourages transparency and provision of maintenance before, during and after project completion. The bureaucratic nature of government decisions makes it difficult to maintain projects. However, critics assert that PFI have limitations too and include high cost of financing projects, incomprehensive contracts and the tendency to transfer risk back to the public sector if projects fail (Hencke, 2005). The National Audit Office asserts that several issues such as over specification and complexity may arise that may result to overall higher cost. 
The weaknesses exhibited by PFI open room for government borrowing as an alternative method of funding projects. Once these projects are complete the government can charge the public for services rendered that will help offset loans and finance other projects in the pipeline. It allows the government to do other things that it could have not done. Again, it helps the public authority to have a flexible fiscal policy that takes care of services rendered to the people. However, the government may face crisis in cases where taxpayers object the payment fees when they burden the poor. In this case, people will tend to avoid such services and seek for alternative. Therefore, this makes it hard for the public sector to maintain projects and may deteriorate. In my view, and supported by evidence, projects funded through government borrowing tend to be unsustainable (Treasury Committee, 2011). When people avoid public services, the public authority will struggle to pay recurrent expenditure while still paying for loans they borrowed. The best example is the Standard Gauge Railway project in Kenya that continues to make loses. Taxpayers are now forced to offset the loan while the project was meant to sustain itself. In my view, projects funded through borrowing will be rendered useless as it does not meet VfM criteria and requirement. 
Conclusion

To conclude, PFI was coined from public private partnership. The scheme has been used in the UK and has largely been successful. The scheme has been implemented by other countries such as France, Japan and Canada. Some of these countries have renamed the scheme yet they still have the same ideals as PFI. PFI scheme has impacted positively on the economy and GDP in the UK. PFI projects are felt in almost all departments in the UK. Despite critics who point out that PFI supports wastage of public resources due to inflated costs, it has actually delivered on VfM projects. Government borrowing is the other alternative to PFI. This method delivers unsustainable projects since it charges the public for services offered. When people avoid such services, the government tends to struggle with loan repayment making it difficult to maintain and sustain the projects. PFI is still the best method to fund infrastructural projects and public services in the UK and across the world. 
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