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I.  Introduction
1. The Lao PDR Poverty Reduction Fund (PRF) began in 2003 and has been a core part of the Government’s agenda for poverty reduction. Entering its second phase in 2011, PRF aims to improve access to and utilization of basic infrastructure and services for the targeted poor communities in a sustainable manner through inclusive community and local development processes.  PRFII fills a critical gap by financing investments in small-scale rural infrastructure that facilitates poor villagers’ access to basic services and markets in relatively remote and inaccessible areas. PRF’s participatory approach also contributes to strengthening citizens’ engagement and voice in local development. 

2. As part of PRF’s scale-up for this next phase, the Government, together with donors, plans to strengthen the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of the project.  These improvements will allow the Government to better monitor and report upon PRFII’s progress as well as evaluate rigorously whether or not the project has met its stated objectives.
3. The purpose of this note is to describe the M&E plan for this second phase.  This note elaborates upon the description provided in the PRFII Project Appraisal Document and Operations Manual. 
II. M&E strategy for PRF II

4. Reporting and Monitoring. PRF currently has a fairly extensive reporting and management information system.  Project consultants in the field regularly produce monthly, quarterly, and annual progress reports.  Under this next phase, the Project will further strengthen the capacity of the PRF’s M&E team, to allow them to undertake several improvements. Monitoring will be undertaken by various actors, including beneficiaries, PRF central, provincial and district staff, kum banh facilitators, and young graduates. Improvements for reporting and monitoring include: 

· Review all reporting forms so that they are: (i) consistent with the new PRF II design; and (ii) streamlined.  Data which has been collected but not used during phase I will be re-evaluated to see if it is actually needed.   The forms and MIS will also capture more completely use of and access to infrastructure and services.
· Make the semi-annual and annual reports more analytical, focusing upon issues and trends to inform adaptive management.
· Review how to use MIS information more effectively for external communications (brochures to national, provincial and district staff on accomplishments)

· MIS staffing increased at the national and district levels to accommodate scale-up.  

5. Impact Evaluation. During PRFI, the project was not able to complete a rigorous impact evaluation.  In the next phase, the Project plans to undertake an impact evaluation using both quantitative survey methods as well as qualitative techniques. The impact evaluation will be implemented by a competitively selected independent firm guided by external experts. During this process, the Project will also build the capacity of PRF staff and the NLCRDPE to oversee and manage a rigorous impact evaluation. The plan is to implement a baseline survey in 2012 and final impact evaluation for Phase II in 2015.  The evaluation will measure impacts on:  consumption/expenditure; access to services; local governance issues such as government and community satisfaction with PRF, participation, confidence-building, and decision-making.  The qualitative component will include a focus specifically upon the involvement and participation of the most vulnerable, ethnic minorities and women.

6. Special Studies. The project will commission several other studies to explore more deeply other aspects of PRF. These studies will mostly be undertaken by external experts, but they will also be used to build the capacity of PRF and relevant counterparts.  Special studies include:
· Beneficiary assessments/Ethnographic studies – qualitative assessments to evaluate beneficiary awareness, participation, and satisfaction with PRFII processes and results. The ethnographic studies will focus primarily upon ethnic minorities, women, and the most vulnerable.  This will entail study teams staying in approximately 10 PRFII villages for longer periods of time to understand village dynamics and provide useful insights into individual, household and community norms and behaviors. The study will add to the Project’s understanding of the complex set of constraints and conditions which exclude vulnerable groups, ethnic minorities or women from participating or availing of various decision-making processes and services.  This activity will act as a process monitoring tool and generate an ongoing stream of feedback from vulnerable groups about project interventions.  

· Gender studies will be undertaken by the Project to examine specific gender-related process issues.  The studies will focus upon: women’s awareness and participation in PRFII processes including planning, decision-making, implementation and benefit-sharing; appropriateness of PRF interventions; women’s involvement in leadership roles; constraints to their involvement; and areas of improvement.
· Technical quality and cost effectiveness study to assess five aspects: (i) the technical quality of PRF main infrastructure types; (ii) use of infrastructure; (iii) operations and maintenance; (iv)  unit costs and cost effectiveness compared to other similar government investments for rural infrastructure; and (v) environmental and social safeguards compliance. 
· Capacity study to gauge the effectiveness of PRF capacity building activities at the village, kum banh, district and provincial levels.  
· Local government institutional study to examine how local governments are functioning in relation to PRFII activities and decision-making.  The study will explore coordination with sectoral line departments at the local level in relation to PRFII planning, implementation, supervision and O&M.
7. The Beneficiary/Ethnographic studies will be completed annually. The other studies will be completed mid-way through the program in order to feed into the mid-term evaluation, and prior to the final evaluation of the program.

Table 1: PRF II Planned Evaluations and Studies

	
	What do we want to know by the end of PRF II?
	Source of Information

	1
	What is the impact of PRF on poverty reduction (consumption/expenditure)?
	Impact evaluation – (quant & qual)

	2
	Does PRF improve utilization/access to basic services (education, health, water, roads)?
	Impact evaluation

	3
	Does PRF increase villagers’ awareness and participation in development? 
	Impact evaluation

	4
	Does PRF increase social capital (trust, associations)?
	Impact evaluation

	5
	Who benefits from PRF?

· Poorest?

· Women?

· Ethnic minorities?

· Persons with disabilities?

Who does not benefit?
	Impact evaluation

Beneficiary assessment,  ethnographic study

	6
	Are government officials and villagers satisfied with PRF?
	Impact evaluation

Beneficiary assessment

	7
	Is PRF cost-effective?
	Technical quality and cost effectiveness study

	8
	Are PRF investments of high technical quality?
	Technical quality and cost effectiveness study

	9
	Are PRF investments sustainable? Are they being maintained?
	Technical quality and cost effectiveness study

	10
	Does PRF have low level of funds misuse?
	Audit

	11
	Does PRF improve capacity at the village, district and provincial levels?
	Capacity study, Local Institutions


8. Data collection. Data collected through the reporting, MIS, impact evaluation and special studies will feed into management decision-making and also allow the project to report upon the performance indicators as listed in the Results Framework.  During this second phase, PRF will strengthen its ability to collect data and report upon access and utilization of services on a regular basis.

M&E Capacity Building Measures for PRF team

9. The World Bank and other donors will provide technical assistance to PRF to increase their M&E capacity.  First, the Bank has provided assistance in reviewing the reporting/MIS for this second phase. Second, donors will be providing the PMT with assistance in reviewing and refining study terms of references (TORs), question guides and draft reports. All TORs and draft reports will be shared with donors for review and comments. Third, the impact evaluation requires particular expertise in survey design, sampling frames, and analysis. The Bank is currently working with PMT in designing and field-testing the questionnaire.  The Bank will continue to work closely with PRF actors in finalizing the design of the impact evaluation.    

ANNEXES:

A.  Results Framework

B. Timetable for Evaluations, Studies

C. Concept note for PRFII Impact evaluation
ANNEX A: LAO PDR POVERTY REDUCTION FUND II RESULTS FRAMEWORK
	Project Development Objective (PDO): To improve access to and utilization of basic infrastructure and services for PRF II targeted poor communities in a sustainable manner
 through an inclusive community and local development process.

	PDO Level Results Indicators*
	Core
	Unit of Measure
	Baseline
	Cumulative Target Values**
	Frequency
	Data Source/

Methodology
	Responsibi-lity for Data Collection
	Description (indicator definition etc.)

	
	
	
	
	YR1
	YR 2
	YR3
	YR4
	YR5
	
	
	
	

	Indicator One: Improved access to and utilization of basic economic and social services in kum bans supported by PRF:

· % increase in school enrollment

· % increase in access to and utilization of health services

· % HHs with improved access to and utilization of safe water resources

· % increase in access to and utilization of roads

· Lowest two quintiles benefit from above services.


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	%
	Baseline for randomized impact evaluation will be completed in Yr1 

	
	
	
	
	>6% increase in primary school enrollment

>6% increase in access and utilization of health services

>8% increase in access to and use of safe water resources

>8% increase in access to and use of roads
	For IE, 2 times during project, baseline and final

For MIS, annual reporting


	Randomized impact evaluation

MIS
	Contracted firm

PRF
	Measure access and utilization rates for key basic services

	Indicator Two: 

Decision-making on allocation of PRF resources involve at least 40% women and 60% poorest community members
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	%
	Process yet to begin for Phase II
	40% womenn, 

60% poorest
	40% women

60% poorest
	40% women,

60% poorest
	40% women

60% poorest
	40% women, 

60% poorest
	Annual reports
	Project MIS
	PRF
	Ensure that decision-making process is participatory

	Indicator Three: Greater than 75% satisfaction levels reported by beneficiaries in targeted villages regarding improved services and local development planning. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	%
	Process yet to begin for Phase II
	
	
	>70%
	
	>80%
	2 times during project, baseline & final, 2 times beneficiary assessment
	Randomized impact evaluation, beneficiary assessment
	Contracted firms
	Gauge satisfaction of stakeholders with PRF and services

	Indicator Four: Total number of beneficiaries of which x% are female.
	X FORMCHECKBOX 

	# beneficiaries
	Depends upon types of activities chosen by communities during project
	
	
	
	
	
	Annual
	Project MIS
	PRF
	WB core indicator reporting requirement

	INTERMEDIATE RESULTS

	Intermediate Result (Component One): Community Development Grants: Communities utilize block grants for socio-economic investment activities.



	PDO Level Results Indicators*
	Core
	Unit of Measure
	Baseline
	YR 1
	YR 2
	YR3
	YR 4
	YR5
	Frequency
	Data Source/

Methodology
	Responsibility for Data Collection
	Description (indicator definition etc.)

	Intermediate Result Indicator One: #/type of sub-project activities implemented


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	For CDD programs, there is no pre-set list of activities to be funded. The activities depend upon community priorities emerging from a participatory planning process. However, the project will be reporting upon #/type of activities each quarter
	Quarterly & annual project reports
	Project MIS
	PRF consultants
	Type of activities funded

	Intermediate Result Indicator Two: x% of sub-project activities are of high technical quality


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Quality of sub-projects
	0
	
	
	>70%
	
	>85%
	2 times during life of project
	External technical quality studies
	Independent contracted firm
	Quality of investments

	Intermediate Results Indicator Three: x% of sub-projects are being maintained and are operational two years after sub-project completion
	
	Maintenance of sub-projects
	0
	
	
	>80%
	
	>90%
	2 times during life of project
	External technical quality studies
	Independent contracted firm
	Maintenance of investments

	Intermediate Result indicator Four:

Sub-project activities are x% more cost effective compared to other means of delivering services (w/ similar technical standards) 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	
	
	
	>20%
	
	>30%
	2 times during life of project
	External technical studies
	Independent contracted firm
	Cost-effectiveness of investments


	Intermediate Result (Component Two): Local Development Capacity-building Support - Communities and local government officials increase their capacity to carry out local level planning and development.



	 Intermediate Results Indicators*
	Core
	Unit of Measure
	Baseline
	YR 1
	YR 2
	YR3
	YR 4
	YR5
	Frequency
	Data Source/

Methodology
	Responsibility for Data Collection
	Description (indicator definition etc.)

	Intermediate Result indicator One:

# of communities able to plan, implement and monitor their activities.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	kum ban
	
	150
	200
	220
	250
	250
	Semi-annual & annual project reports
	Project MIS
	PRF consultants
	Measuring local capacity

	Intermediate Result indicator Two:

% of districts where district officials provide technical assistance and supervision to communities


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	district
	0
	70%
	75%
	80%
	85%
	85%
	Semi-annual & annual project reports
	Project MIS, field reports
	PRF
	Gauge district level govt assistance & cap bldg.

	Intermediate Result indicator Three: 

% PRF kum ban plans used by government and/or other development actors for planning and funding.


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	kum ban plans
	
	
	
	25%
	
	35%
	Mid-term and final study
	Government capacity study
	External firm
	Measuring spillover effects of PRF planning and investment process


	Intermediate Result (Component Three): Project Management

Project is supported administratively and managerially.



	 Intermediate Results Indicators*
	Core
	Unit of Measure
	Baseline
	YR 1


	YR 2


	YR3


	YR 4


	YR5


	Frequency
	Data Source/

Methodology
	Responsibi-lity for Data Collection
	Description (indicator definition etc.)

	Intermediate Results indicator One:

X% of PRF fully staffed


	
	PRF staff
	
	85%
	90%


	100%
	100%
	100%
	Quarterly
	PRF reports
	PRF PMT
	Ensure staffing is optimal to manage and execute program

	Intermediate Results indicator Two: 

X studies/evaluations completed in a timely manner


	
	 number
	0 for PRF II
	
	
	3
	
	5 (cumuli-tive)
	Several during life of project, mostly mid-term & final
	Reports
	PRF PMT, WB
	Studies to inform project design and adaptive mgmt.

	Intermediate Result indicator Three:

Progress reports prepared on time.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Annual progress report
	
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1 final
	Annual
	Project reporting system
	PRF PMT
	Annual progress reports

	Intermediate Result indicator Four:

MIS is improved to produce necessary information for monitoring program effectiveness and results
	
	System
	
	
	
	Qual assess-ment
	
	Qual assessment
	Min. 2 times during life of project
	WB qual assessment
	WB
	Progress reporting and Computerized management information system


ANNEX B:  PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE OF EVALUATIONS/STUDIES

	
	Evaluations/Studies
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	Comments

	
	Project Timing
	Oct eff.
	
	Mid-term review mission in Sept. 2013
	
	
	June 30 – PRF II Closing date
	

	1
	Impact Evaluation – Quant & qualitative
	
	Baseline

Sept-Oct
	
	
	Final Sept-Oct
	
	WB-executed, contract external firm (MDTF)

	2.
	Technical and Cost Effectiveness Studies
	
	Beg. April 
	Beg. April
	
	Beg. March
	
	PRF-outsourced to external firm

	3.
	Capacity Building Study
	
	
	Beg. April
	
	Beg. March
	
	PRF-outsourced to external firm

	4.
	Local government institutional study
	
	
	Beg. April
	
	Beg. March
	
	WB-executed, contract external firm (MDTF)

	5.
	Beneficiary assessment (ethnographic study focusing specifically on ethnic minorities)
	
	Follow project cycle for 6 months
	Follow project cycle for 6 months
	Follow project cycle for 6 months
	
	
	WB-executed, contract external firm (MDTF)

	6.
	Gender
	
	Beg. April
	
	
	Beg. March
	
	WB-executed, contract external firm (MDTF)

	7.
	Mid-term
	
	
	Beg. April
	X
	
	
	PRF-outsourced to external firm

	8
	Final evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	Beg. April
	PRF-outsourced to external firm


ANNEX C: Lao PDR Poverty Reduction Fund 2nd Phase Impact Evaluation Design

Concept Note

September 2011 version

I. Rationale and Expected Impact
1. The purpose of this concept note is to outline the plans for the Lao People’s Democratic Republic Poverty Reduction Fund Project Phase II (PRFII) impact evaluation.  The evaluation will measure the impact of the project in terms of poverty reduction, access to services, participation, social capital, and other governance aspects.  The evaluation is planned as a randomized evaluation employing both quantitative and qualitative methods.  The baseline is scheduled to be fielded in November 2012 with an endline survey in November 2015.

Background

2. The Lao PDR has achieved significant progress in poverty reduction and access to services, since the initiation of market-oriented economic reforms in the mid 1980’s as the incidence of poverty has declined steadily over the last 15 years, from 46% in 1993 to 28% in 2008. Over the same period about one third of the population has gained access to improved health, education, electricity, water and sanitation services. However, the Lao PDR remains one of the poorest countries in the region with an estimated per capita income of US$740 in 2008, still classified by the United Nations as a Least Developed Country. Considerable differences in poverty rates persist among different geographic areas and ethnic groups with all three major non-Lao-Tai groups, who constitute about 65% of the population, still recording poverty rates above 42%, compared to 25% among Lao-Tai (considered the majority group). The pattern of poverty also depends on geography and regional location: for urban areas the incidence of poverty is 17 % compared to almost the double – 32 % – in rural areas; although rural areas make up 71% of the population, they account for 82% of the poor. The north of the country continues to lag behind other regions, and had a poverty head county of 32.5% in 2007/8 compared to 22.8% and 29.8% respectively in the South and Central regions. Non-income poverty also remains a serious issue and the country faces multiple challenges in meeting the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) targets including those related to nutrition, measles immunization, skilled birth attendance and some dimensions of gender equality. As with poverty, social indicators are worse in remote areas and among the non-Lao Tai ethnic groups. 

3. The Government of Lao PDR (GoL) has prioritized and articulated its poverty reduction strategy in 2004 National Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy (NGPES – the PRSP), which identified 47 districts as priority areas for poverty reduction interventions.. The 7th five year National Socio-Economic Development Plan (NSEDP), which will cover the period 2011-2015, continues the emphasis on achieving the MDGs by2015, and transitioning from the Least Developed Country status by 2020.  The National Program for Rural Development and Poverty Eradication (NPRDPE), which is a key input to the NSEDP, has identified the following five priority goals for increased Government attention in rural areas: 

· Small-scale infrastructure and service delivery and livelihood development;

· Decreasing the service and income gap between rural and urban areas;

· Ensuring more integrated economic and social development, taking into account the importance of natural resource management and environmental conservation;

· Encouraging the participation and initiative of local communities based on the participatory development approach; and

· Improved international and regional cooperation.

4. The next phase of the Poverty Reduction Fund (PRF) Project will continue to contribute to the Government’s poverty reduction agenda. The PRF is expected to focus on reducing poverty in relatively remote and inaccessible areas through financing investments in small infrastructure that facilitate poor communities’ access to basic services and markets and well as contributing to strengthening citizens’ engagement and voice in local development.   PRF I, implemented from 2002-2011, has a successful track record in delivering services in remote areas quickly and at scale. To date, PRF I has provided support to approximately 2,185 communities in 8 out of 17 provinces, 30 out of 144 districts, including 23 priority poverty districts (out of 45). Since its establishment in 2002, 3,396 subprojects have been completed in around 2,000 villages; including construction of 91 bridges, 62 health dispensaries, 1,237 water supply points, and 155 irrigation schemes. PRF has also upgraded 3,042 km of 420 rural roads, and constructed and/or upgraded 597 schools. 

5. The Government of Lao PDR is preparing the second phase of the Poverty Reduction Fund (PRF) which will continue the existing engagement and expand the scope of locations to new areas of the country as part of its National Socio-Economic Development Plan.  The first phase of PRF developed an extensive reporting and management information system (MIS) and field reporting system to track progress in project implementation.  However, evaluation efforts under the first phase suffered from a flawed baseline, poor quality of data and lacked the ability to demonstrate project impacts for key areas of interest to the government including poverty reduction, utilization of and access to services, and community capacity.  As a component to the second phase, the Government has recognized the need to implement a rigorous evaluation approach which will be able to attribute impacts on key outcome indicators to the project and determine how and why these impacts are occurring.  This concept note presents a research design for the Government, with assistance from the donor community, to implement a rigorous impact evaluation, including quantitative and qualitative components in order to assess the effectiveness of PRF Phase II and inform the design of Phase III or other future interventions.

II.   Project Description
Selection of Project Locations

6. The PRF II will be implemented in 274 rural kum banhs (subdistricts) in 38 districts and 10 provinces. Specifically, the Project would provide support to villages in six of the seven existing PRF I target provinces (Savannakhet, Saravanh, Houaphanh, Luang Namtha, Sekong and Xiengkhouang) and an additional four new provinces (Phongsaly, Oudomxay, Luangphabang, and Attapeu).  The kum banh will be utilized as the basic unit for poverty targeting. The Project has identified beneficiary kum banhs for PRF II on the basis of the following criteria: 

· Kum banh poverty criteria specified in Government’s Decree #285/PM, specifically those related to poverty incidence, access to a road, access to water, and access to education and health services; 

· Geographic location in terms of operational access and administrative cost-effectiveness; and 

· The presence of other similar programs in these kum banhs.

Project Development Objective

7. The PRFII Project Development Objective is to improve the access to and the utilization of basic infrastructure and services for the Project’s targeted poor communities in a sustainable manner through inclusive community and local development processes.  Based on this, the project has identified a set of key outcome indicators:

· Improved access to and utilization of basic economic and social services in kum banhs supported by PRF:

· % increase school enrollment

· % increase in access and utilization of health services

· % increase in access to and utilization of safe water sources and adequate sanitation

· % increase in access to and utilization of roads

· Lowest two quintiles benefit from above services.

· Decision-making on allocation of PRF resources involve at least 40% women and 60% poorest community members

· Greater than 75% satisfaction levels reported by beneficiaries in targeted villages regarding improved services and local development planning.

All indicators mentioned above will be gender-disaggregated where relevant.

Description of Project Activities

8. Community Development Grants The primary intervention will be the use of kum banh-based block grants for community development planning and subsequent construction of infrastructure sub-projects.  The kum banh planning process would be undertaken on a three year rolling basis. Villagers would prepare development plans that would be integrated at the kum banh level through an inclusive process led by elected village representatives. Kum banh plans would be revalidated on an annual basis through a participatory process at the village, kum banh and district levels.  The planning process would also include a detailed assessment of communities’ needs using social mapping and other relevant tools to identify priorities and ensure the voices of vulnerable groups are heard and included in the selection of the priorities. Emphasis will be placed on the provision of more and better kum banh facilitators who will both assist communities to develop plans and also monitor progress. Sub-projects will be implemented at the village level.

9. Each targeted kum banh will receive upfront a four-year budget to inform its planning and prioritization. An average annual budget allocation of US$35,000 would be made to PRF II target kum banhs, for a total average investment amount per kum banh of US$140,000 over four years with sub-projects financed and implemented on an annual basis. Sub-projects would be selected for financing at the kum banh level by the PRF kum banh committee (consisting of elected villagers including women and ethnic groups). PRF district staff, district local government and sector officials would provide technical validation of proposals. The final decision for sub-project financing would be made in a transparent manner at the kum banh level by the PRF kum banh committee based on criteria to be specified in the Project Operations Manual including:

· 75% of sub-projects would have to benefit directly the poorest communities within the kum banh.

· Sub-projects would be required to meet appropriate technical standards for infrastructure agreed upon with relevant sector ministries

 Local & Community Development Capacity-Building and Learning

10. Communities will receive training to better assess their own needs, discussing identified needs with local authorities, implementing and supervising the construction of small public infrastructure investments, procurement, financial management, operations and maintenance, and lastly monitoring outputs and outcomes at the community and kum banh levels.  Village training activities will be directly related to sub-projects financed under Community Development Grants (such as establishment of Parent Teacher Associations for schools, water user groups, etc.). 

III.  Evaluation Objectives and Methodology

11. The objective of the PRFII impact evaluation is to obtain credible evidence on the impact of PRF II on key indicators attributable to the project, as well as a deeper understanding of how and why these impacts are occurring. 
  The evaluation will use both quantitative and qualitative methods to assess project impact on the following set of research questions and corresponding key indicators based on Lao Government’s identified priorities:

Table 1: Research Questions and Indicators

	
	Key Research Questions
	Indicators

	1
	What is the impact of PRF on poverty reduction?
	Per Capita Consumption

Poverty Transition

	2
	Does PRF improve utilization/access to basic services (education, health, water, roads)?
	Utilization rates

Cost of transport to services/markets

Time and resource savings

Health/education outcomes (disease incidence, literacy)

Composition of good produced which are consumed at home vs. sold in markets

Economic value of road utilization

	3
	Does PRF increase villagers’ awareness and participation in development? 
	Incidence and Quality of Participation in decision-making

Access to Information

Poverty and Access to Services Perception

	4
	Does PRF increase social capital?
	Social Cohesion and collective action

Social inclusion and Trust



	5
	Who benefits from PRF?

Poorest?

Women?

Ethnic minorities?

Persons with disabilities?

Other?
	As above for defined groups



	6
	Are government officials and villagers satisfied with PRF?
	Perception and Satisfaction of benefit and project impact

Ownership and Sustainability of Infrastructure




** All data above will be gender-disaggregated when relevant and possible.

12. The evaluation will serve as one component of the broader M&E framework which will seek to assess the overall effectiveness of PRF II and which will include a Management Information System, a Participatory Assessment and Special Studies targeting areas and topics requiring more in-depth study.  The results from the baseline and endline reports from the impact evaluation will be integrated with other M&E components to complement and enhance their effectiveness in several ways:

· For a subset of M&E Framework indicators, provide a secondary source of data to confirm reliability and effectiveness of community and MIS-collected data.

· Provide a deeper understanding of baseline conditions to 

· confirm or revise existing targets

· identify new areas/topics for special studies 

· inform the content, direction and methods for special studies; 

13. Gender – The study will pay particular attention to the gender dimensions of program impacts.  Where possible, all data will be gender-disaggregated for the variables mentioned above.  In particular, the qualitative component will be helpful in probing more deeply the gender dimensions. The study plans to hold separate focus group discussions and key informant interviews with women, men, and ethnic groups.  (see Table 5 below). There will also be a separate gender assessment carried out by the project feeding into the mid-term and final evaluations.
Research Design Overview
14. The evaluation will employ a randomized controlled experiment to measure the quantitative impacts attributable to the project for a range of key outcome indicators over the period 2012-2015.  It will focus on the four new provinces joining PRF for Phase II in 2011: Phongsaly, Oudom Xai, Luang Prabang and Attapeu).  The reason for the focus on new locations is to be able to establish a control group which has not previously received PRF assistance.  Because under PRF I all kum banh within a district received the project, a comparison of PRF II locations which previously received PRF I would necessitate the use of comparison of kum banh from different districts, which would not be ideal given the variation in governance environment, economic conditions, topography and other factors across districts.

15. A sample of 4,400 households from 44 kum banh in 11 districts from the four new provinces will be randomly selected to be surveyed before project implementation begins (including socialization, needs assessment and community planning); 22 of the selected kum banh will serve as a control group and will not receive the project over the period of evaluation.  The same 4,400 households will be surveyed again in 2015 via an endline survey to create a 2-period household panel.
  Changes in outcome indicators for PRF II areas will be compared with the changes in control areas to determine the impact attributable to the project.  A qualitative component will also be fielded at baseline and endline in 2015; the qualitative study will visit 6 villages from 2 districts in each of the four provinces.  At baseline, it will document current conditions and mechanisms affecting access to services and social dynamics within the community.  At endline, the qualitative component will seek to determine how the project impacted conditions at baseline as well as explain how and why impacts demonstrated via the quantitative evaluation are occurring. The table below summarizes the overall schedule for data collection:

Table 2: Evaluation Schedule (all locations in Phongsaly, Oudom Xai, Luang Prabang and Attapeu provinces)

	Quantitative
	
	Qualitative
	

	October 2012
	4400 Households

44 Kum Banh

11 Districts
	October 2011
	16 Villages

8 Districts

	October 2015
	4400 Households

44 Kum Banh

11 Districts
	October 2015
	16 Villages

8 Districts


 Quantitative Component Design

Identification and Analysis

16. A key objective of the evaluation outlined above is to ensure that results obtained from collected data will identify impacts attributable to the project.  Simply comparing data from project areas at baseline and post-implementation will only determine the extent to which indicators have changed over time.  This is not a valid indication of project impact as there are a range of factors impacting outcome indicators (economic conditions, governance etc).  In order to determine project impact, the contribution of other factors to changes in outcome indicators needs to be eliminated.  

17. The ideal approach would be to observe changes in the same project locations over the planned period of evaluation both with and without project implementation and compare the difference, a situation which is clearly not feasible.  Instead, a control group must be selected which represents the counterfactual state of no project being implemented.  The approach proposed for the PRF II evaluation is a randomized controlled experiment whereby kum banh are selected for the evaluation sample from a common sampling frame with an equal chance of assignment to the treatment (PRF II project) or control (no project implemented) groups.  Because assignment is random, all factors which might contribute to changes in outcome indicators will be distributed equally between the two groups, leaving any differences in indicators which remain as the impact attributable to the project.  A simple difference-in-differences approach can then be used to estimate project impact at mid-term and endline.

Sampling Strategy

18. Random selection of treatment and control kum banh and households will be conducted using a district stratified two-stage cluster design.
  The sampling frame of kum banh to select from is limited by the number of districts and kum banh planned for the four new provinces joining PRF for Phase II.  The plan for implementation is 14 districts and 114 kum banh in Phongsaly, Oudom Xai, Luang Prabang and Attapeu provinces.  Selection of the initial 114 kum banh were made by taking all kum banh in the 14 districts with poverty rates greater than 40%. 

Table 3: Province and District Kum Banh Poverty Distribution

	Province
	District
	Number of Kum Banh 

With Poverty Rate >40%

	Phongsaly
	Sam Phan
	8

	
	Mai
	7

	Oudom Xai
	Na Mo
	5

	
	Nga
	9

	
	Beng
	7

	
	Houn
	13

	
	Pak Beng
	11

	Luang Prabang
	Nam Bak
	7

	
	Phone Xay
	10

	
	Viengkham
	10

	
	Phoukune
	7

	
	Pak Zaeng
	8

	Attapeu
	Samakkyxay
	8

	
	Sanarmxay
	6

	
	
	

	Total
	14
	114


19. Power calculations were conducted on a range of key outcome indicators including per capita consumption, enrollment rates for secondary education, access to health care, sanitation, source of drinking water, access to roads, and poverty rate (See Annex 1).  Sample size was then determined based on an expected change in access and utilization of services indicators of between 5-6% over the course of the evaluation period. The resulting sample size requirements will prove too large to consider per capita consumption and certain other continuously measured indicators but sample size requirements for access and utilization indicators as well as poverty rate is much lower at approximately 40 kum banh consisting of 20 treatment (PRF II) and 20 control locations.  With respect to household welfare, the evaluation design will focus on poverty transition and ownership of durable assets as a proxy for continuous indicators such as real per capita consumption.  The evaluation will not be able to directly assess changes in per capita consumption due to sample requirements which are too large given the planned number of kum banh to receive the project under PRF II.
  Consumption data will be collected in order to assess impacts for different sections of the consumption distribution (e.g. changes in enrollment rates for the bottom 20% of households with respect to per capita consumption). 

20. Sample selection will then proceed as follows: (1) a total of 11 out of the 14 districts will be selected for the sample, apportioned to each province based on population.  For Phongsaly and Attapeu, the two districts in each province will be included in the sample; for Luang Prabang and Oudomxai, 4 and 3 district respectively will be selected randomly from the planned 5 in each district, subject to exclusion based on proximity to the planned Kunming-Vientiane railroad line. 
  (2) Two treatment and two control kumbanh will be selected randomly from within each district for a total of 44 kumbanh.  (3) Within each Kum Banh, 100 households will be selected randomly from within each Kum banh for a total of 4400 households.

21. Based on the 114 kum banh in the 14 districts with >40% poverty rate, 114 kum banh will be available for project implementation (including 22 which are surveyed) and 22 will remain as control.  The extra control kum banh will serve as a buffer in case control status is not maintained for some kum banh during the period under evaluation. 

22. An additional consideration is the external validity of the results.  One of the primary objectives of the evaluation for the government is to determine whether the project can be scaled up to additional locations.  Given that the evaluation will focus on 14 districts in 4 provinces, there is a concern as to whether such impacts would be replicated were the project implemented in other provinces/districts. In order to address this concern, during power calculations, a comparison was made between rural areas in the four provinces and rural areas in Laos in general.  For the indictors of interest as well as other observables (poverty rate, consumption) the underlying statistical properties are comparable. 

Data collection 

23. A survey firm will be hired to conduct the quantitative survey in the 4,400 households.  Data will be collected in October 2012 with an endline survey scheduled for October 2015 to avoid issues with seasonality.  Households will be selected randomly from the combined list of all villages in the kum banh, feasible due to the small number of villages and households at the kum banh level.  A training of field coordinators followed by a training of enumerators will be conducted before data collection begins under supervision of PRF II PMT and donor partners.

Figure 1: Sample Selection Process for PRFII Evaluation

[image: image1.png]Kum banh apportionment by Province: 11 out of 14 planned PRF II
Districts selected, apportioned based on population

« Phongsaly: 2 Distrcts

+ Oudomsai: 3 Districts

+ Luang Prabang; 4 Distrcts

« Atapeu: 2 Districts

Kumbanh Selection: Random selection of 2 Treatment and 2 Control
Kum Banh within each District

Household Selection: 100 households selected from within each
Kumbanh

Sample Characteristics: Post-selection weights to be calculated to
ensure equal probabilty of selection

«4 Provinces

11 Districts

«44 Kumbanh (22 Treatment, 22 Control)

*4400 Households (2200 Treatment, 2200 Control)





Survey Instrument

24. The survey instrument will be developed to address the outcome indicators of interest identified above as well as supporting information on household and village conditions to assist in the analysis.  Whenever possible, the instrument will utilize existing national level survey, in particular the most recent Laos Expenditure and Consumption Survey (LECS 4) implemented in 2007/2008.  Sections addressing social capital and governance will be adapted from previous modules designed in the World Bank’s Social Capital standard questionnaires and field tested in other CDD programs in Indonesia and Philippines.  The section on access to roads and markets will be developed independently in consultation with national and international expertise.  Respondents for household level questions will be best able to answer except for the social capital and governance module where the respondents will be purposively stratified by gender (50% women, 50% men).  The table below outlines the planned structure of the instrument section titles and topics:

Table 4: Survey Instrument Topics

	
	Section
	Topics
	Source

	1
	Poverty and Household Welfare
	Poverty Transition

Ownership of durable assets
	World Bank Lao Vulnerability Study

	2
	Housing Conditions
	Ownership Status

Land, house area

Materials

Electricity/Power Source
	LECS

	3
	Disability
	Disability Module
	Washington Group on Disability Statistics

	4
	Access to Roads/Markets
	Frequency and Purpose of Use

Distance, time and cost to district market

Composition of goods self-consumed vs. sold in market

Value of goods/services transported to markets

Penetration of private sector activity at Kum Banh and Village Level
	Developed independently

	5
	Access to Clean Water and Sanitation
	Source, Method Obtained and Facility for Drinking Water

Type, Final Location of Waste and Facility for Sanitation

Quality of service
	LECS

	6
	Access to Health Services
	Incidence of sickness

Use of Self-medication

Seeking outpatient care

Mode, Distance and cost of transport to outpatient care

Quality of service delivery

Disability
	LECS

	7
	Access to Education
	Literacy and Educational Attainment

Enrollment Status for School-Aged Children

Mode, Distance, and Cost of transport

Cost of attendance

Quality of service delivery
	LECS

	8
	Employment
	Main Activities Last Week and Last 12 months

Employment status, job-seeking status, and entrepreneurship
	LECS

	9
	Social Capital and Governance
	Collective Action for Community Development/Problem Solving/Savings Group

Trust 

Social Inclusion: Services, Decision-making 

Access to Information

Participation and Accountability (Meetings, Petitioning Government)

Poverty Perception
	Social Capital questionnaire, surveys adapted to Lao and PRF context

	10
	Project Related Indicators
	Awareness of PRF

Participation in PRF

Satisfaction with and Benefits from PRF

Ownership and Sustainability of Infrastructure including maintenance

Capacity development of PRF-related community groups and associations including savings groups

Complaints filing
	Developed independently

	11
	Village Description
	Economic Conditions

Land Use

Infrastructure

Education

Health Care

Agriculture

Wages and Prices
	LECS


**Note: data will be gender-disaggregated where possible and relevant.

Limitations of the Design With Respect to Regional Impacts

25. A key interest in a country as diverse as Lao is regional variation in impacts.  However, given the limited size of the sampling frame from which to select kum banh for inclusion in the evaluation, the sample size will not be large enough to ensure that regional impacts from subsets of the collected data can be determined.  Calculations can still be made, but it will not be feasible to determine whether insignificant results are due to lack of project effectiveness or inadequacy of sample size at the regional level.

Qualitative Component Design

Overview

26. As a complement to the quantitative component, the qualitative component will assess the conditions and mechanisms which govern poverty, access to services, access to markets, community capacity/social capital to determine how and why impacts are occurring.  The quantitative component will be done alongside the quantitative survey in a small subset of the surveyed areas.  At baseline, the study will document the conditions regarding PRF II project objectives and principles before project implementation in treatment and control sites and identify underlying causes and factors that affect these conditions and are likely to influence project implementation and outcomes.  Given the available timeframe, the qualitative component will be conducted simultaneously with the quantitative component.

Methods

27. The study will utilize a combination of key informant interviews and focus group discussions to interact with local government officials, PRF local staff and community members.  The composition of community member focus groups will consider gender, poverty and ethnic minority status.  A description form will also be completed for each village in order to document the economic, infrastructure and geographic context.

Table 5: List of Informant Interviews and Focus Group Discussions

	Key informant interviews
(at district, kum banh and village levels)
	District Government Head
Village head
Other village official

PRF District Head and Staff (other development project staff in control areas)

PRF Kum Banh Facilitator (other development staff in control areas)
Other community leaders/elders (including 1 woman and 1 member of a minority group at village level)


Total Interviews:
	1
1
1
3

1

3

10

	Focus group discussions
(in each village)
	Poorer villagers – male

Poorer villagers - female

Ethnic Minority villagers – male

Ethnic Minority villagers – female

Ethnic majority villagers – male

Ethnic majority villagers - female

Formal groups (village associations, women’s groups, savings groups etc.)

Total FGD’s:
	1
1

1

1

1

1

4

10


Sampling

The qualitative component will visit 16 villages, 4 from each province, a subset of the locations surveyed under the quantitative survey.  Within each province, 2 districts will be selected with one treatment and one control village in each district.  Districts and villages will be chosen purposively to reflect geographical, ethnic and socio-economic variation.  

Table 6: Sampling Strategy for Qualitative Component

	Province

Type of location
	Phongsaly
	Oudom Xai
	Luang Prabang 
	Attapeu

	District 1
	1 Treatment

1 Control
	1 Treatment

1 Control
	1 Treatment

1 Control
	1 Treatment

1 Control

	District 2
	1 Treatment

1 Control
	1 Treatment

1 Control
	1 Treatment

1 Control
	1 Treatment

1 Control


Instrument

28. The study will utilize a question guide which incorporates topics identified for the quantitative instrument.  It will drill down on specific issues covered by the quantitative survey but for which the project would like more in-depth qualitative information. The qualitative work will be useful to explore the “whys” and “hows” of village/project dynamics as well as perceptions and interactions of villagers and officials.   The question guide will be developed in consultation with the selected firm hired to conduct the field work.  A village information form describing existing infrastructure, service availability, economic conditions and activities, demographics and geographic setting will also be included.

Table 7: Draft Topics and Key Question Areas for Qualitative Field Guide

	Area/topic
	Key Question Areas


	Perceptions of poverty
	How do villagers perceive poverty?  What are characteristics of poverty in their village?



	Access to services (health care, education, sanitation, clean water source)
	Do villagers have access to health care?  

How far, how long and how much does it cost to access health care?

Why is access to health care difficult for all/some villagers?

What needs to be done to address the lack of access?

 Why do/can some villagers access health care while others do not/cannot?    Does this vary based on gender, ethnic group or socio-economic status?

 Has the village done anything to address the difficulties some villagers face in accessing health care?

 What actions has the government taken to address the difficulties some villagers face in accessing health care?

 (To be repeated for education, sanitation and clean water source)



	Access to Roads/Markets
	Do villagers have access to a road which leads to a district-wide market?  Is this road accessible year-round?

How far, how long and how much does it cost to access the district-wide market?

How is the community and/or government involved in improving access to markets via better roads or other actions?

What factors most influence which household produced goods are consumed directly at home and which are sold in markets?

What impact would improved road access have on communities decisions with regard to what is produced and where/how much is sold in markets?

Other access impacts e.g., road safety, trafficking, logging

	Transparency and Participation
	Do villagers participate in village/kum banh meetings?  Does participation vary based on gender, ethnic group or socioeconomic status?

Why do some groups participate while others do not?

When villagers participate in village meetings, what is the form of participation?

Are villagers regularly informed as to decision-making related to general village governance and planning and use of funds for development activities? How is information communicated?

If villagers have issues/inquiries re: village activities or decisions, how do they raise these issues? What are the types of issues raised? To whom do they raise these issues?  

How responsive is the local government to community requests for participation and information on local government decision-making and development activities?


	Community capacity-building /Social capital
	What is the capacity of the community to undertake collective action to address needs and priorities?  

Does the community collectively engage the government to express needs and concerns and/or request actions concerning problems/issues that arise in the village?

To what extent do villagers demand participation and information on local government decision-making and development activities?




**Note: Data will be gender-disaggregated where possible and relevant.  Questions are still to be finalized during questionnaire and guide preparation.

IV. Workplan and Budget
29. After discussions with PRF staff and local survey firms, the data collection will take place in October 2012 to avoid the difficulties of travel during the rainy season and the harvest season.  The schedule also depends on the availability of funding to begin the procurement process for the survey firm.

Table 8: Work Plan Timeline

	Month
	Activities
	Outputs

	May-Dec 2011
	Draft survey instrument and question guide

Develop TOR for survey firm.

Conduct randomized selection of kum banh for both quantitative and qualitative components
	Draft survey instrument and question guide

Note on sampling procedure and final sample

TOR for survey firm



	Dec 2011 – Sept 2012
	Procurement process for survey firm

Field testing of survey instrument

Training
	Finalized survey instrument and question guide

Contract for survey firm in place

Supervision report from enumerator training

	October-December 2012
	Data collection and field work


	Supervision report from field work

	December 2012-January 2013
	Data cleaning

Initial analysis
	Preliminary results document and presentation

	February-March 2013
	Baseline report writing
	Final draft of baseline report

	April 2013
	Final report & dissemination
	Final report


30. The estimated budget for the baseline survey includes the quantitative survey and qualitative study, as well as consultant and WB staff costs.  Funding will come from WB supervision BB, WB Trust Fund with AusAid funding, and Swiss Development Cooperation.

Table 9: Estimated Budget

	Component
	Cost

	Quantitative Survey (Firm)

	$135,000

	Qualitative Study (Firm)
	$80,000

	Advisory Consultant’s Time and Travel
	$40,000

	WB Staff Time and Travel
	$25,000

	Total
	$280,000


V. Timeline for Future Survey Rounds

31. The endlne survey will be scheduled for 2015-2016, depending upon when project implementation begins, after 3 project cycles to allow sufficient time for impacts on the main indicators to be realized. Interim reporting to determine implementation quality and assess progress on some critical indicators will be monitored closely through the project MIS/reporting system.  A midterm survey round was considered but rejected given the short time span for impacts to emerge: if PRF were to field a mid-term survey round in 2014-2015, less than 2 years after the project begins, there may not be a long enough timeframe to measure impacts. Experience in other countries with CDD approaches has indicated that 2 years may not be sufficient time for impacts to develop, especially on social capital, governance, and participation indicators, and especially in new areas.  If insignificant results are due to lack of maturity of impact rather than project design or implementation, it will be difficult to interpret the operational implications.  An additional survey round could be considered in 2017 to look at longer term impacts.

Table 9: Future Survey Round Timeline

	Survey Round
	Month/Year

	Baseline Quantitative Survey

Qualitative Study


	October 2012

	Ongoing project monitoring via MIS to address 

Implementation quality and progress.
	November 2012-November 2015

	Endline Quantitative Survey

Endline Qualitative Study


	October 2015

	Potential additional survey round after 5 years 

implementation
	October 2017


VI. Thematic Studies Complementing the Impact Evaluation

32. In addition to the qualitative and quantitative components, a number of additional thematic and technical studies will be fielded during implementation: 

· Beneficiary assessments: will encompass participation assessments and ethnographic studies focusing on ethnic minorities, women and the most vulnerable.  

· Gender studies:  will examine gender issues in the project

· Technical Quality and Cost Effectiveness: will examine the technical quality of PRF main infrastructure types; operations and maintenance, sustainability; and safeguard compliance.  Will also analyze PRF costs for small-scale infrastructure compared to other similar government investments.

· Capacity Study: to gauge effectiveness of PRF capacity building activities.
· Local Institutional Study: to examine how PRF works with local government sectoral agencies and coordination mechanisms.
VII. Team Composition

33. The team will be led by Susan Wong (World Bank). The task team will include: Ingo Wiederhofer, Helene Carlsson Rex, Sladjana Cosic, Sybyounheung Phandanouvong (World Bank), John Voss (Impact Evaluation Consultant), Remy Duiven (Swiss Development Agency), an AusAid representative, and the Government and consultant PRF II teams.  The team will seek external experts from Laotian universities and organizations to advice the evaluation team as well.

VIII.   Dissemination of Report Findings
34. The baseline and final evaluation reports will be disseminated in Lao PDR. The team will also prepare brief notes to summarize the main findings in English and Laotian.  There will be workshops sponsored in Lao PDR to present and discuss the findings.

Annex 1: Power Calculations 

The table below lists the number of total kum banh required to meet the sample size requirements assuming 100 households are surveyed per.  The most recent national household survey, LECS4 (collected in 2007/2008) was used to generate key parameters.  A sample size of 44 and 4400 households will be enough to satisfy requirements for all key indicators listed below.  Roads are calculated based on required number of villages rather than households.  Calculations were made for per capita consumption but requirements significantly exceed available locations based on the PRF II implementation plan for number of districts and in the four new provinces.

Table 1:

# of Kum banh to Meet Sample Size Requirements (assuming 100 households per kum banh):

	
	All Rural
	Rural No Road
	Rural with Road
	4 Target Provinces Rural

	Poverty 
	34
	38
	36
	36

	Enrollment Secondary (12-15)
	22
	30
	22
	20

	Enrollment Secondary (15-17)
	42
	40
	42
	42

	Percent Seeking Health Care When Sick
	30
	30
	36
	30

	Percent Seeking Health Care When Sick and Perceived as Serious
	34
	36
	34
	42

	Adequate Sanitation
	34
	38
	34
	36

	Adequate Drinking Water Source Dry Season
	42
	38
	38
	40

	Access to Road
	44
	
	
	

	Road Passable in Rainy Season
	42
	
	
	


Notes:

All power calculations completed using Optimal Design for Multilevel Longitudinal Research Software and confirmed using standard power calculation modules in STATA.

· Water Source: Adequate is defined as piped in water or protected well according to LECS4 survey instrument

· Sanitation: Adequate is defined as modern or normal toilet acceding to LECS4 survey instrument.

· Poverty: Poverty incidence calculated using National Poverty Lines for 2007/2008 LECS4 survey. 

· Health:
Seeking Care When Sick and Serious Drops Response of "Not Serious Enough" as reason for not seeking care from consideration

· Education: school enrollments (LECS4).

Additional Note on Kum Banh vs. Village Level Variation and Power Calculations: 

Although there are a small number of Kum Banh and randomization is conducted at that level, the Kum Banh is recent phenomenon with little actual governmental and administrative impact on the region. Thus, variation is based on geographic/physical proximity rather than membership of an administrative unit.  Within Kum Banh, there is significant variation from village to village with respect to service delivery, road access, economic status.  Therefore, the variance due to Kum Banh is very low relative to the village level and is reflected in the ICC calculations.  When we look at the number of villages in the sample (320) similar power calculations using village level parameters indicate that this will be sufficient to look at utilization rate and other binary variable questions including subsamples.  Thus while there will be some loss of power due to concentration of the village locations in Kum Banh, this will be far less in the Lao context in comparison than with other countries.

ANNEX 2

SAMPLE SELECTION

Lao PRFII Evaluation: Phongsaly, Oudomxai, Luang Prabang, Attapue Provinces

The objectives of the sample selection for the Lao PRF II impact evaluation is to: (1) create a well-identified treatment and control group that will be able to rigorously determine the impact of PRF II on key outcome indicators attributable to the project and (2) preserve implementation planning with respect to the 14 districts in the 4 new provinces to begin implementation of PRF II in 2012.

Identification

The primary problem in program evaluation is that we wish to compare the experience of those participating in the project with the counterfactual, or experience without the project.   Unfortunately, it is not possible to observe the counterfactual outcome of no project in planned PRF II locations.  A critical component of rigorous impact evaluation is the identification of valid treatment and control groups which select project areas and non-projects areas whose characteristics are similar such that the control group can represent the counterfactual of no project for the treatment areas.  The PRF II impact evaluation proposes to utilize a randomized evaluation design to both assign treatment (which areas will receive the program) and select the treatment and control samples for the evaluation.  The randomized approach ensures that all factors impacting evaluation indicators have the same distributions across treatment and control groups.  

Alternative Designs Considered and Reasons for Selecting Randomization

Given the implementation schedule and number of kum banh planned for new PRF II districts, randomization is the only evaluation design which will produce rigorously obtained credible results.  Two other approaches, were considered.  First, Propensity Score Matching would select kum banh outside of PRF districts which are “similar” in characteristics to planned PRF II locations.  This approach relies on having a significant number of data on characteristics at the kum banh level.  At this stage, such kum banh aggregated data is not available for the range of variables needed.  In addition, matching would have to be done using kum banh located outside the district, which would ensure that treatment and control groups would be evaluated under different district government leadership as well as potentially different geographic and economic environments.  This is problematic as it would not be possible to determine if differences in governance or geography are driving evaluation results.  Second, Regression Discontinuity, would match kum banh in the same districts which are planned to receive the project but which are very close to the planned 40% threshold for selecting kum banh within PRF II districts.  While this approach solves some the problems raised by having control kum banh outside the district, a careful examination of the poverty rates for kum banhs just below the 40% threshold indicates that 1) in many districts the closest kum banh poverty rates is too far below 40% to be comparable and 2) sample size demands for the regression discontinuity are larger than a randomized design and there would not be enough kum banh close to the 40% threshold available.  In contrast, randomization selects control kum banh from the same districts that PRF II will be implemented in and ensures that the characteristics of planned PRF II treatment and control groups are the same.  This will ensure that results obtained from a comparison of changes in both groups are credible and represent the impact attributable to the project on key indicators of interest to the Government of Laos.

Sample Size 
Power calculations were conducted to determine the required sample size for a range of binary outcome indicators including poverty incidence, enrollment, use of health facilities and access to roads.  A sample size of 40 kumbanh, 20 treatment and 20 control with 100 households in each kumbanh sampled is indicated to ensure impacts will be detected at the analysis stage (See Annex 1).  In order to ensure that the required number of control kumbanh is preserved, a total of 44 kumbanh, 22 treatment and 22 control for a total of 4400 households will be selected for the sample.

Program Design

The Project Management Team has identified 14 districts within the 4 provinces new to PRF for Phase II according to the following criteria:

i) kum banh poverty criteria specified in Government’s Decree #285/PM, specifically those related to poverty incidence, access to a road, access to water, and access to education and health services; 

ii) geographic location in terms of operational access and administrative cost-effectiveness; and 

iii) the presence of other similar programs in these kum banhs.

Within these 14 districts, a total of 114 sub-districts (kumbanh) were assigned based on the following allocation:

	Province
	District
	Number of Kum Banh



	Phongsaly
	Sam Phan
	8

	
	Mai
	7

	Oudom Xai
	Na Mo
	5

	
	Nga
	9

	
	Beng
	7

	
	Houn
	13

	
	Pak Beng
	11

	Luang Prabang
	Nam Bak
	7

	
	Phone Xay
	10

	
	Viengkham
	10

	
	Phoukune
	7

	
	Pak Zaeng
	8

	Attapeu
	Samakkyxay
	8

	
	Sanarmxay
	6

	Total
	14
	114


Treatment Assignment and Sample Selection

A stratified two stage cluster method will then be employed in the following manner to determine the final sample of kumbanh:

Initial Purposive Selection of Districts: Eleven districts selected from among the 14 planned districts stratified based on population:
· Phongsaly: 2 out of 2 districts selected purposively

· Oudomxai: 3 out of 5 districts selected purposively to avoid potential problems with planned Kunming-Vientiane Railway

· Luang Prabang: 4 out of 5 districts selected purposively

· Attapue: 2 out of 2 districts selected

Stage 1 Kum Banh Selection: Two treatment and two control kumbanh are selected randomly as the primary sampling unites from each of the 11 districts.  Remaining kumbanh not assigned to the treatment or control samples will be assigned the project (but will not be sampled)

Stage 2 Household Selection: In each kumbanh, 100 households will be sampled randomly using households lists from all villages in each kumbanh

Post-Selection: Weights will be calculated to ensure equal probability of selection representation in the analysis.

The sampling process will result in the following breakdown for the 114 kum banh:

	PRFII—Receiving the project 
	70

	PRFII-Sample—Receiving the project
	22

	Control Sample—NOT receiving the project
	22

	
	

	Total Receiving Project
	92


Alternate Sampling Option: Increased Number of Control Areas

Based on discussions with the PMT, there is some concern about the difficulty of keeping the control groups valid throughout the lifetime of PRF II.  In order for the analytical component of the evaluation to have enough sample size to properly calculate results, control areas must not receive the project.  Under the sampling process outlined above, 22 control areas were selected along with 22 treatment areas in 11 of the 14 districts (2 treatment and 2 control in each district).  

A second possibility is to increase the number of control areas so that there are 2 treatment and 2 control kum banh selected for the sample for all 14 districts indicating 28 treatment and 28 control kum banh.  In this case, the total number of kum banh available to receive the project falls to 108:

	PRFII—Receiving the project 
	58

	PRFII-Sample—Receiving the project
	28

	Control Sample—NOT receiving the project
	28

	
	

	Total Receiving Project
	86


The purpose of reducing the number of kum banh receiving the project in the 14 districts from 92 in the first scenario outline above to 86 is to provide additional control areas for use in the evaluation if in fact some of the control locations are lost due to implementation activities beginning during the lifetime of PRFII.  

�  For the purposes of the PRF II, sustainability will be assessed across the following  dimensions: (i) developing a viable and replicable model for the government of community planning and financing (Component2, IR2); (ii) increasing the role of local governments in coordinating and supporting the program (Component2, IR2); (iii) enhancing the capacity of communities and local governments to plan and undertake local development activities (Component 2, IRs 1,2,3); and (iv) improving the overall design quality and operations and maintenance of sub-project infrastructure, including incorporating disaster-risk reduction designs into relevant sub-projects (Component 1, IR3).   


� According to Lao Expenditure and Consumption Survey 2007/08, nationally, 78% of rural children were enrolled; 9% of rural villages (w/ no road) had access to dispensary /health centre; 70% of villages have access in rainy and dry seasons; 72% HHs have safe water supply in dry season. 


� There will be a separate evaluation for the JSDF pilot.


� For a discussion of planned future survey rounds, see section IV below.


� The analysis will also make use of existing secondary data such as the agriculture census as a supplement to the collected data.


� See Annex 2.


� Due to the lack of sufficient power to detect impacts on real per capita consumption of a reasonable size, insignificant impacts estimates on collected per capita consumption data should not be regarded as evidence that the project has had no impact as the insignificance could be the results of inadequate sample size.


� The planned Yunnan-Vientiane train line will have a significant economic shock to areas through which it traverses; such a large impact in a small number of locations could at best make identification of PRF II impacts difficult to at worst, biasing results as the expectation of balance among factors affecting outcome indicators from the randomized sample selection may not apply to such a small number of locations.  For these reasons, there is a possibility of purposive exclusion of districts on or near the planned route.


� Post selection weights using population data will be created to ensure estimates reflect equal probability of selection for each observation.


� Given the length of time needed to produce results from qualitative work, a sequential approach in which the qualitative component informs the design of the quantitative instrument was not feasible.


� Based on recent World Bank and other donor experiences with large-scale socio-economic, this estimate is based on a cost of $30 per respondent household.
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