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I INTRODUCTION
A. BACKGROUND, OBJECTIVES AND CONTEXT

The Labour Intensive Works Program (LIWP) in Yemsra Public Employment Programme (PEP) that
started in 2008, primarily as a response to theniiral, food and fuel crisis at the time. It is lempented by
the Yemen Social Fund for Development (SFD) andrfaed by several international donors as well as by
the Government of Yemen. It has evolved considgralvice it started in 2008, as it has had to reggon
several political and economic events in Yemenrdythis period.

The purpose of this study is to analyse and agkeseole of the LIWP in Yemen within a broader sbci
policy context. It is the intention that this catedy will assist in sharing the experience anddas learned
from Yemen with other countries, especially in 88CWA region. The study is part of a wider project
aiming to document social protection options in tbgion, and seeks to contribute to the larger tipresf
what role social protection can play, especiallythiis period of dramatic political and social chan@he
study identifies key lessons learned from the mogne which can potentially inform improvementstod t
programme in Yemen as well as in other countriegretsuch programmes are being implemented or
considered.

The LIWP was chosen as the subject for this cagly stince it is generally viewed positively by igdl main
stakeholders, including international donors, theegnment of Yemen, the SFD, the communities Weser
and its participants. The programme is also reddgnaell documented, and has been subject to rigoro
evaluations. At the same time, the five-year pededr which the LIWP has been implemented in Yemen
has been full of turmoil and instability, and tlias also affected the programme. Given this vefficdit
context, the implementation of the LIWP standsfoutontinuing to have positive impacts.

B. OUTLINE OF THE STUDY

This report consists of six sections. The secomdgts an overview of international experiencevegleto

the LIWP in Yemen and the questions this case sisidyploring, the third summarises the curreniagoc
protection context in Yemen, the fourth gives aidet description of the LIWP, and the fifth anagsome

of the impacts and effects of the LIWP. The sixtigt®on provides conclusions and recommendatiorts tha
have emerged from the study.

C. NOTES ON THE METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUD

This study builds on desktop research as well amt@nviews with SFD staff and focus group discossi
(FGDs) with programme participants held in four goorates. Interviews were also conducted with
officials from the Social Welfare Fund (SWF), witlhe Ministry of Planning and International Coopinat
(MOPIC) and with senior staff of the SFD.

With regard to the desktop research, of particitgrortance is the independent impact evaluatiothef
LIWP which was commissioned by the SFD. This imgaetluation used treatment villages where the LIWP
was implemented and compared these to controgedlaSurveys in these villages were conducted ip Ma
2010 and November 2011. FGDs were also conductdleise villages in May 2010. The results of this
impact evaluation were published in three separaper$ provided by the SFD, all of which are frequently
referred to in this report. These three paperseddite to the same impact evaluation, and whenrépuert
makes a reference to the impact evaluation of thgF. it refers to the evaluation as a whole. When a
specific paper is drawn upon, it is referenced ifioatnote. The results of the impact evaluation are
extremely useful, and the implications of theirdiimgs still warrant further analysis and discussias will

be shown. This study provides a good opportunitysteh discussion.

! These are Al-Iryani et al., 2010; Al-Maweri andédE@®011; and Christian et al., 2013.
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The changing conditions in Yemen, and the respohgethe SFD in adapting and improving the LIWP,
made this a complex case study, as not all the ggsarare documented, and in many cases the
implementation of the changes is an ongoing procelse author also faced significant challenges with

regard to obtaining detailed, consistent and ateyseogramme data. This has limited the extent hachv
some features of the LIWP could be analysed.



. RELEVANT INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCE OF PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT
PROGRAMMESS

A. PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMMES IN THE FRAMEWORK OF AGCIAL PROTECTION FLOOR

The International Labour Organization’s (ILO) apaech to social protection is rights-based, in thataws
adequate social protection as a right which pdisieould ultimately aim to reali$én practice, the ILO has
set out three objectives which cover the main dsimrs of social protection: extensionsafcial security,
promoting labour protection, and protection of $fiec/ulnerable groups such as migrant workers and
workers in the formal econony.

Led by the ILO, the United Nations has since 2088rbpromoting the introduction of the Social Pritec
Floor (SPF) as a mechanism for ensuring that tiseeeminimum level of social protection availabdeat!
citizens of a country. The SPF was introduced assponse to the recognition that the majority @& th
world’s population had inadequate access to sqec@kction. It is designed to provide a minimumeleof
social protection by ensuring at least the follayasic social security guarantees:

(a) access to a nationally defined set of goods andiees, constituting essential health care,
including maternity care, that meets the criterfeawailability, accessibility, acceptability
and quality;

(b) basic income security for children, at least ataionally defined minimum level, providing
access to nutrition, education, care and any otiegessary goods and services;

(c) basic income security, at least at a nationallyiried minimum level, for persons in active
age who are unable to earn sufficient income, inipalar in cases of sickness,
unemployment, maternity and disability; and

(d) basic income security, at least at a nationallyired minimum level, for older persohs.

For PEPs, an important question is how countriésrpinet and define component (a) of the SPF, and in
particular if they choose to widen this to incluelesential services other than health care, suahater,
sanitation and education. In the case of Yemewmpoilld appear reasonable to let the national déedimit
include access to such basic services as well. Whatd have important implications for how the LIWP
contributes to the SPF. This issue is further exgaldoelow.

PEPs, like the LIWP, can make a contribution toesavaspects of the SPF, although the extent af the
contribution can also vary considerably. The mogtdrtant contribution they can make is to providsib
income security - directly for adults, and inditgcfor children and the elderly who are part of the
households that benefit from the PEP. They can @mdbectly improve health care access through the
income they provide. From the perspective of pitiatacagainst specific risks, PEPs are instrumerttihv
can be designed to protect the working-age populatéind their dependents from risks associated with
shocks, unemployment, underemployment and fooaimgsg.

B. PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMMES AND THEIR MULTIPLE OBJETIVES
1. Employment, social protection and work outputs:e8gies
PEPs always have three objectives, although tlaivelimportance of each objective varies conshilgra
from programme to programme. The first objectiveéhis provision of income to programme participants,

which has direct bearing on the income securityecbje of providing social protection. The second
objective is the participation in work by particigs” and the third is the creation of outputs from wark

2 This rights based approach of the ILO is basethenight to social security as supported most iruly in article 22 of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948 whitates that “everyone, as a member of societytHeasght to social security”.
3As explained on the relevant section of the ILO siib International Labour Organization, undated.

“ International Labour Organization, 2012.

5 This second objective is not always obvious, asathrk and income aspects are of course diredtyes:
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in the form of assets or services. While theredear synergies between these three objectiveswaild
they can all be achieved simultaneously, therastrade-offs between them which are not as aisvio

In most countries, the policy choice for aPEP rikdid to these synergies and based on a need tesaddr
multiple problems: not just insufficient income,tkalso unemployment and a need for investment and/o
improved community services. This theoretical &pito “kill three birds with one stone” is probabilye
main reason why these programmes are widely usedndrthe world. However, achieving all three
objectives does not happen automatically, and @etpre one or two of the objectives are often damin
resulting in the third one being compromised ori@gkd to only a limited degree. In South Africegrth is
strong emphasis on the production of assets, seand employment, but as a result the social piotec
outcomes are compromised, and there is, for exampleninimum amount participants can expect to.&arn

In the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment i@otee Act (MGNREGA) in India, which has a
strong emphasis on ensuring that work is providedeamanded by participants, the completion of ptsje
remains a challengeln the end, the extent to which a programme conteis to enhancing social protection
depends on to which extent the first objectiveuficently prioritised. The key lesson is that PEfeed to
be designed as social protection interventiongderoto be effective as such.

2. Employment, social protection and work outputs:derffs

The design feature that most clearly highlightstthde-off between social protection and the asgetsion

is the labour intensity of the projects implement&dojects that specify a very high labour intgnsit
(typically above 65 per cent) - such as the MGNRESGBW the Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) in
Ethiopia - obviously transfer a high share of tH®idgets as income to participants. This, howeweans
that many types of projects are not possible tolémpnt under the scheme, as it limits the materials
equipment, and technical inputs. So, for examplemthese programmes work on roads, they are tinte
earth and gravel roads. These programmes can be effective in maintenance, which generally recuire
less material input, but — ironically - both theNFSand the MGNREGA exclude maintenance activities.

A less obvious design feature is whether there msimum transfer or number of days of paid work to
which a selected participant is entitled. Thisdasnmon in programmes that have a strong social giote
focus, as they aim to provide a minimum and prediet level of income. Programmes that have such a
requirement need to design projects enabling kieanet. A village project, for example, may needéo
designed so that all the selected participantpareided with 70 days of employment. It is, howedten
difficult or impractical to design projects in thisanner, since for most projects the labour inpguired
depends on the stage of the project. This agaiitslitme types of projects which can be implemenged|/or
reduces the efficiency, as at some stages of tbgqts more people than necessary may actually be
employed. It can also lead to non-completion whemenpeople are required beyond the 70 days provided
for by the budget. In contrast, programmes thattagtrong focus on the assets and services tdatlttee
nature of the project determine how many peoplearployed and for how long.

Programmes that have a strong focus on the empldyaigectives tend to place stronger emphasis en th
employment conditions. For example, in South Afiilbare are specific employment conditions legislate
for the Expanded Public Works Programme (EPWP)uiinoa ministerial determination issued by the
Minister of Labour after consultation with the sagpartners. This determination specifies the egrpknt
conditions that apply to EPWP projects, and includeninimum wage. In contrast, in programmes lilee t

% This was the main reason the Community Work Progra, a sub programme of the EPWP was introduced. designed to
provide regular and predictable income and provjasicipants with two days of work a week on againg basis. However the
other sub-programmes of the EPWP have maintairedghmary focus on the provision of services asdets.
" India, Ministry of Rural Development, 2013a, p., 3Bows that only 14.5 per cent of projects stairie2012 had been completed
by the end of the third quarter of the 12/13 finahgear. Projects started could of course stiltbmpleted in the remaining quarter,
but it seems unlikely that this would be the caseafl the remaining 85.5 per cent. Another sotheg illustrates this problem is the
recent draft performance report of the MGNREGA iy €omptroller and Auditor General of India, whafows how this problem
varies by state. The report states that in 11 @28 states the completion rate of projects wasvb8D per cent. India, Ministry of
Rural Development, 2013b.
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PSNP and the MGNREGA many of the employment coowfitiare ambiguous, and it is unclear to what
extent existing labour legislation applies to map@énts working in the programme.

Another reason for the popularity of PEPs is thegirt political acceptability is generally high. most
countries there are political limits on “handouts’the working age population, as it is usuallyf@ned that
people of that category work for their income, whREPs enable them to do. The prevalence of PE®s0is
explained by a belief in the inherent value of wfltkyond the income it provides). In this view, yome
should have the opportunity to work, and work igargled as an activity that provides valuable expes,
enables individuals to contribute to their commyrghd society, generates self-confidence, credidls, s
fosters independence, and builds relationshipsreteiorks. This aspect of PEPs is hard to quantiy a
rarely studied, but an attempt was made in the F@Dsiderstand it better.

Understanding the multiple objectives, their refatpriority, and how the programme design influence
them is critical to understanding a PEP. An impadr&m of this study, therefore, is to get an ustierding
of the relative importance of the LIWP’s objectivasd how the SFD is managing them. So, while tbado
of this study is on the LIWP and how it contributessocial protection in Yemen, it is also impottém
understand the other objectives and outcomes atigalto the assets and services, so that consimean
be given to the programme as a whole, with abésefits.

In this regard, it is also important to note theg LIWP does not have as an objective the estabdiahof an
SPF, and that it was not designed for that purp®sgthe analysis of this report will look at hoenee of the
aspects/outcomes of the LIWP contribute to the alves of establishing an SPF, and how the programm
could be changed to do so in a more systematis@adtured manner.

3. Assets and services and the Social Protection Floor

Another relevant question for a PEP is if - angg$, how - the assets and services provided caterito
social protection and the SPF. This depends latgaly broadly the SPF is defined at the nationatlleand
whether essential services other than health cardeemed to be part of the SPF. If the definittohroad
enough, projects like building a road or diggingiell would also contribute to social protection,itamay

be argued that roads can facilitate better acaedwedlth care and education, and that wells cancesd
expenditure on water, thus enabling more experaibur food. Such questions become even more relevant
when PEPs also provide services in education aalihhes are now being introduced in the LIWP. Be t
SPF has not yet been defined at the national liev&lemen, a broader approach will be adopted ia thi
study, recognising that the assets created unddrl¥WP also have the potential to contribute toSird-.

However, the extent to which the assets and sesryioavided by the LIWP contribute to social proi@ctor
the SPF is difficult to assess. Because the LIWB ma@t designed to contribute to the SPF, it hashren
monitored or evaluated from that perspective. At $ame time, this report does not want to obstwge t
trade-off in PEPs between the objective of tramsfgrincome and the delivery of quality services an
assets. It is important to understand this tradeethat it can be managed. The fact that thenrectransfer
as well as the assets and services contributeet8 B does not mean that one should not be pseitver
the other if such a trade-off presents itself iactice.

C. TOWARDS A RIGHTSBASED APPROACH IN PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMMES
1. Incorporating a rights-based approach into a pul@imployment programme in India

Perhaps one of the more difficult questions araivedcontribution of PEPs to the SPF is how to ipoceite

a rights-based approach (RBA) to social protediioprovide “social security guarantees”. In mosPBEhe
income is not guaranteed, as it is temporary aretty linked to the time the participant is prosgtiwith
work in the programme. Neither do they — not even éxtensive MNREGA accounted for below - aim to
provide universal coverage, but tend to reach anliynited target group based on the available buydgel
should therefore be seen as part of a broadef pelicies and measures to provide such guarantees.
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The MGNREGA provides a guarantee of a hundred dfysaid employment to every rural household in
India willing to do manual labour, as well as anitement to an unemployment allowance in case the
government is not able to provide this employme&untthermore, rural households have the right taest
this employment for the time period that suits thkest, and so the scheme effectively has to provide
employment “on-demand”It is also notable that the MGNREGA is an act addpy Parliament, and that
the rights enshrined in it are legal entitlemeiitsus, the programme cannot simply be stopped @k

by the government of the day, as this would reqrex@king the act by Parliament. While the MGNREGA
initially paid the minimum wages for agriculture sst by the different states themselves, a progeamm
minimum wage for each state was eventually adogiedko the large variation between stdtes.

The features above, together with the size of tinal population of India, make the MGNREGA a vepjd
and ambitious intervention, as it mandates the igowent to provide employment, on-demand, to poadinti
more than 168 million householdsIn practice, of course, not every rural househedthts employment
through the MGNREGA, but nonetheless, more than rbfkon households — or 74 per cent of all rural
ones - are registered for the scheme.

2. Lessons from a rights-based approach in India

The experience with the implementation of the MGIXB2Evaries considerably from state to state, anthfro
district to district. One must be careful, therefombout drawing general conclusions from it sa far
However, from the perspective of implementing ehtdgbased programme, two observations are worth
highlighting.

The first is that adopting an RBA has catapulteelMGNREGA to achieving an unprecedented coverage of
the rural Indian population. Since its independeriedia has had many different PEPs in place, lomen
ever reached the scale of the MGNREGA. The RBAefMGNREGA has played an important role in this
achievement by mandating the national governmembdke funds available for the scheme. At the same
time, by providing households with the right to demd employment, it also pressures state governraedts
local authorities to supply work. As a result, et2012-13 financial year the MGNREGA provided 50
million households with 2.3 billion days of emplognt and INR 271.3 billion (USD 4.3 billion) of
income®® In comparison, prior to the MGNREGA the two maiational PEPs in India created only 1.1
billion days of employment in 2005-08.

The second observation relates to act’'s proviswrpyment of unemployment allowances. According to
the act, households who are not provided employmathin 15 days of requesting it are entitled to an
unemployment allowance which must continue untilplEryment is offered. This provision is the main
recourse for those seeking work (the right-holdessgn their right to it is not being realised by state. So
far, implementation of this provision of the acshmoven extremely difficult, to the extent thatsitalmost
non-existent” This highlights how making something a right doesnecessarily guarantee its actualisation,
since the resources, capacity and pressures andésttives for the state and its officials to realthe right
also need to be in place.

These two observations show only two aspects oMB&REGA, and why it has been the subject of both
much praise and much criticism. And while the faglto implement the unemployment allowance prowisio
of the MGNREGA on a wide scale is a cause for condé does not negate the fact that the schenie is
place to a massive extent. While progress has bese with regard to realising the right to work by
providing employment at an unprecedented leveht+iglders have hardly any recourse when this right

8 India, Ministry of Law and Justice, 2005, p. 3-4.
9 India, Ministry of Rural Development, 2011, p. 2.
10 Number of rural households in India from Censusl2011.
1 India, Ministry of Rural Development, 2013a, p. 8.
12 |ndia, Ministry of Rural Development, 2014a.
13 Mehrotra, 2009, p. 11.
% In the financial year 2013-14, no unemploymeniwaéince at all was apparently paid out. India, Migisf Rural Development,
2014b.
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not being realised. Hence, while the Indian expeeproves that applying an RBA to PEPs is possibte
can have a huge impact, it also shows that enstimsignechanisms are in place for right-holdersa@ble
claim their rights is difficult.

Incorporating an RBA, or at least elements therégofa PEP does not have to be as explicit as in the
MGNREGA. From an income security perspective, the important advantages of an RBA are that; a) it
enhances the predictability and regularity of ineprwhich is increasingly recognised as an important
element in augmenting the impact of social protectschemes, and b) it pushes a programme towards
broader coverage. Whether driven by an RBA, as\ddied in the SPF, or by a more pragmatic approéch
wanting to deepen the impact of programmes, ane@sing number of PEPs are offering participants
employment that is longer-term and more regular @medlictable. One of these is the PSNP in Ethi&ia.
This approach has influenced some of the more teste@anges in the LIWP. The implication is not taat
RBA does not matter, but rather that even wheig fitot possible to adopt such an approach, soniis of
advantages can still be incorporated into a prograi® design.

D. IMPACT INDICATORS FOR PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMMES

The impacts of PEPs can best be grouped alongrtbe of their three main objectives and outputse Th
three main objectives and some of the most impbasects they affect are provided below.

« Provision of incomémpacts on income security, consumption smoothioggd security, retention
and acquisition of assets, and poverty

« Participation in workimpacts on skills development, work experienc#;@mnfidence, building of
work relationships and networks, internalizingraiiiing, and future employment prospects

* Work outputhas various impacts depending on the nature, dmiron impacts are on household
access to water, sanitation, education, marketg;udigiral land, and irrigation, and functioning of
watersheds

Generally, the impact of these programmes can &esasd at three levels: the individual/househoidréh
level, the community (meso) level and the macrcellfeither regionally or nationally, depending on
programme scale and location). At each of theseldeWEPs can have a variety of impacts. Tablstd the
micro level impacts and possible indicators foreassg these. Tables 2 and 3, similarly, list fdssi
impacts at the meso and macro levels. (These tabtelsased on the author’s experience and comifpded
the review of many such studies).

Table 1: Micro/ household impacts

Area of Impact Possible indicators
Impacts on household income Changesin quantum of income and expenditure, changes it
and expenditure breakdow!
Changes ithousehold ass¢ Assets acquired/disposed
Access to labour mark Accessing other employment (graduating to privatpleyment),
changes in looking for work, migrati
Livelihood diversificatiol New livelihood activities, investment in inco-generating activitie
Child labour and school Changes in child labour (hou percentag of households, frequenc
attendance Changesin school attendance, breakdown in gender
Improvement of dwellin Investments in improving housing/dwellir
Household food security Calorificintake, morefrequent and moreregular/nutritious meals
Increased productivi Through use of new assets of PEP investmentsvatprassets (whe
allowed

Source: Compiled by the author

15 Other examples of programmes have beerldfes e Jefas de HogRrogramme in Argentina, which was started in raspdo
the 2002 crisis there, and the Community Work Papgne currently being implemented in South Africa.
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Table 2: Community level impacts of PEPs

Area of Impact

Possible indicators

Local economic

Increase in number of businesses, increased lecaddd, sales and consumn,

activity and more travel, increased savings
productivity
Employmen Changes in local employm¢, unemployment, underemploym, and labour forct

participatiot

Social cohesic

Changes in crime, (domestic) violence, unrest antep

Local governance ar
governmer

Increased voter turnout, better functioning lo¢alure:, more regular meeting
more democratic decisi-making, larger budgets managed and spent Ic

Food securit

Fewer foorinsecure househol

Use of local asse

Increased use of assets created, maint, or made more accessible: roads, w
wells, clinics, schools, community centres,

Provision of service

Accesstowater (lower cost, less time, more reliable), educatiugler attendanci
fewer dropouts, fewer absences, shorter travekjimed health care (more regul
and frequent access, less travel time), more @hildble to access social assistance

and school mes

Poverty reductio

Local poverty headcount, depth of povi

Reduced vulnerabili

Reduced distre-sales of assets, increassavings, consumpti-smoothing

Migration

Changes in migratic patterns (migration in and out of the commur

L ocal environment

Improvementsto the local environment (water availability and quality,
agricultural land, water management)

Women Female participation in programme, labour market participation, access
Empower ment income/househol(’ resources, involvement in decis-makinc
Wages and working Changesin wages (gender disaggregated), changes in local working conditic
conditions

Source: Compiled by the author

Table 3: Macro impacts of PEPs

I mpacts Indicators
GDP growitt Effect on GDF(direct and indire(), multipliers
Inclusive growtl Distribution of growth/changes in wage share, clearsgnong the po
Employmen Changes itemployment rates, unemployment rates, underemployrate, and
labour force participatic
Wage: Impacts on overall wages and working condit

Government revenu

Changes in tax reven

Poverty reductio

Poverty headcount, depth of powvt

Reductiot in

Fewer food insecure households, savi

vulnerability

Source: Compiled by the author

Given the range of these possible impacts, anddheplexity and cost for assessing many of thensingle
PEP has been able to assess all of the impa&d Btove. Neither will it be possible to do sotfar LIWP,
since for many of these indicators there is no datdlable. The impacts and indicators for whicéréhis
data available to analyse the LIWP on the micro rmedo levels in this study have been marked in old

the tables above.

E.

INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCE WITH TARGETING SKILLS DEVELOPMENT AND CHILD LABOUR

1. Geographical targeting in public employment prograes
13



Most PEPs employ some level of geographical tangesd as to reach the areas where they are expected
have the biggest impact. The basis for this tangetiaries considerably, however, and often dependa
combination of policy priorities, existing knowleglgand available data. Even the MGNREGA applieg onl
to rural areas in India. However, rural areas &rarly defined in the Indian context, and this esole focus
on rural areas is easy to implement there.

In South Africa, on the other hand, where the erdountry is divided wall-to-wall into municipaks, there

is no official definition of what rural or urbaness are. As a result, the various sub-programmekeof
EPWP use different geographical targeting appraachiee infrastructure programmes factor in povdeta
and access to basic services to determine budtpsiatibns to each province and municipality. In the
environmental sector, the target region is ofteiereined by the level of environmental distresthim area.
The Community Work Programme (CWP) focuses on twgst wards based on census data.

In Mexico, the PET programme uses a combinatiogeofyraphical targeting methods. As there is alreedy
index of the most marginalized areas (municipajtia the country, this forms the basis for thetflevel of
targeting. The second level is that the programsnenly implemented in villages with less than 5000
inhabitants. In Ethiopia, where experience of asirgy famine is extensive, districts known to suffem
chronic food insecurity were selected for the PSNién the programme started.

It should also be pointed out that in most coustiig@s politically important to spread the benefitf PEPs
over as many regions as possible. An example sfiththe CWP in South Africa, where the first pitior
was not to reach the country’s poorest wards imlabs terms, but rather the poorest wards in edicheo
nine provinces. Similarly, the current expansiontted CWP focuses on establishing a site in the gsbor
ward of each municipality.

These examples illustrate how geographical targetirgenerally shaped by the combination of prognam
objectives, local knowledge, available data anditimately - political imperatives. How effective dbe
approacr&es are is heavily influenced by the qualitjocal knowledge and data. In practice, thisaiely
assessed.

2. Wage rates and self-targeting in public employnpeagrammes

Setting the wage rate at below the market wagdtésm aised to self-target in PEPs. This approactistea
target the poor and the unemployed, as the assumfgithat only the poor with no other employment
options would be willing to work at these low wagés$ the same time, the wage rate also influenbes t
actual amount of income transferred to the beraefiodf the programme, and since most programmaes lim
the number of days of work available, the wage atene factor that determines the upper limit fod t
amount that can be transferred to a householddrsetting of the wage rate, it also needs beikgntinto
consideration how the programme impacts on theadiviabour market. If the PEP was to pay relatively
high wages, this might impact on the market wageé encourage displacement as people leave other
employment to take up work in the PEP. Finally, Wege rate also affects productivity, and if iseen as
too low or exploitative, it may be difficult to aelve acceptable productivity. Programmes therefieed to
carefully consider all these factors to find thestreppropriate balance between them.

In practice, relying only on self-targeting usitfte wage rate often proves difficult, as it candlda
significant errors of both inclusion and exclusiand as it is often difficult to keep the wage-raw for a
longer period of time. With regard to inclusionas, indications are that particular households Itfzeve
surplus labour (unemployed members) but are notngntioe poorest may still find work at low wage sate
attractive, as it tends to complement overall hbakkincome in the absence of other optithi.it is

18 When geographical targeting in largely driven lnjitical imperatives, assessing the effectivendsh® geographical targeting is
perhaps most important, but also the most diffiasltpolitical principals will tend to resist havisgch an assessment as it could
challenge the targeting approach they favour.
Maidya, 2010, p. 59.
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primarily the unemployed that are the target grdhjs, may not be seen as a problem, but if theatibgeis
to specifically target the very poorest, this dogise concerns as it may reach the less poor uogegbl
instead.

With regard to the exclusion effects of relyings®if-targeting through a low wage, the main conégthat
many of the poorest are still not reached if thisthe main targeting mechanism. Lack of time and
information about the PEP opportunities are thetrimygortant reasons.

Finally, even if self-targeting using only the wamgge provides good targeting results, it is rigkyely only

on this, as it makes the targeting vulnerable. Wages are often sensitive issues politically, Hrate can

be considerable political pressure to increaseogrpmme’s rate. Additionally, in times of sever&sisrthe
market wage can drop, again compromising the tengetffectiveness in terms of reaching the poor and
unemployed.

The increasing consensus, therefore, is that agjkting needs to be complemented by other tagyetin
mechanisms such as geographical, community-basg¢dargorical targeting. Critics of the self-tanggt
approach argue that these complementary targetechamisms may even be sufficient for reaching the
target group, and that the wage rate can more ppptely be set based in line with minimum wagesher
desired level of income to transfer to participants

With regard to the actual amount of income to lamgferred, programmes increasingly combine the wage
rate with a minimum number of work days to be pded to ensure that each participant is ensured a
minimum level of income. This level can be diredthked to the objective of a programme, as isdase

for the PSNP in Ethiopia, where the amount is basedhe minimum level of consumption that the
programme aims to ensure. The entitlement of wargsds based on household size, and households are
entitled to 30 days of work per household membelryarar'® Together with the wage rate, the income from
these 30 days is sufficient to purchase the eqeivadf six months of grain requirements per houkkho
member, i.e. providing sufficient food for survival half the year.

Households in India are entitled to 100 days of legrpent a year, and in the CWP in South Africavio t
days a week on an ongoing basis. Both of thesergmoges pay a minimum wage level specific to the
programme. The LIWP has also been shifting to suthpproach, where a minimum income level for each
household is set, as is a target of the numbeays df work provided to each household.

With regard to impacts upon the overall labour regrREPS’ tendency to put upward pressure on thikenha
wage has traditionally been seen as a negativeteftés now recognised, however, that in sometexts it
can actually be positive. Adherence to the agticaltminimum wage is in many Indian states poot,tha
MGNREGA has by paying it pressurised farmers ttofel While farmers have been complaining about the
need to pay higher wages, this pressure to make tlteso is generally seen as positive, especialigng
those concerned with reducing poverty and inequaditural India.

Another important lesson for PEPs is that detemmgimharket wages in rural areas can be complicatede

the notion of a normally functioning labour marldgies not always apply there. In many instances, the
number of employers in rural areas is limited, #rake who exist have disproportionate power irirggthe
wage rate. Furthermore, in many countries the “midnkage in rural areas differs significantly foemand
women, with male earnings typically being highémbust be clear what wage rate is used to deterthate

of the PEP, and generally it may be advisable ke the male wage rate, not the average one, as a
benchmark. Where attracting more women into th@rammme is an objective, the choice may be made to
set the wage below the male market wage rate bateathe female one, thus making the programme
relatively more attractive to women. In theory,sth$ the case in Yemen, but for a number of reasons
discussed in more detail below it has not led temrhigher female participation rates.

18 World Bank, 2010, p. 23. The 30 days per househwthber per year is calculated from the programrogiging 6 months of
transfers and the size of the transfer is baseslaays of work per month for each household member.
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Households with labour constraints - such as thosahich adults are sick, of old-age, or living it
disabilities, or where there are no adults — atarally limited in the extent to which they can leéibfrom
PEPs. For them, complementary or different typesaifial protection may be required. The PSNP in
Ethiopia has managed this by integrating into thegamme a direct transfer component, providing an
unconditional income transfer to households whoehimsufficient labour supply. Work requirements, in
addition, are lesser for those whose ability tdgia is restrainetf.

3. Public employment programmes and child labour

PEPs can lead to both increases and decreaseidifatiour. On the one hand, they raise the ovéaabbur
demand from a household, and can thereby incrdaitk labour by having children meeting part of this
demand. On the other hand, PEPs can lead to highesehold income, which in turn can reduce the need
for children to work. Because of these opposingitaical effects, the real impact of PEPs on chilwbur is

an empirical question, and in most cases the fisttaieeds to be considered.

Recent studies of both the MGNREGA and the PSNP feiaarly found these opposing effects, and have
assessed the net effect of these two programmehitth labour. For the MGNREGA, it was found that
participation by households in the programme redule probability of a boy or a girl entering chidgdbour

by 13.4 and 8.9 percentage points, respectifdhar the PSNP, the key findings are worth quotamthey
highlight the complexity of the opposing effectsloése programmes:

Although the [Public Work Programme] component 8NP increased the amount of time both girls
and boys spent on paid work by 0.13 hours per ilagduced the amount of time girls spent on
child care and household chores by half an hourgasr. The net effect is that children’s total hours
spent on work are reduced. Moreover, [the PubliakARrogramme] also increased the time girls
spent on studying by 0.25 hours per &ay.

Few other programmes have looked at the effectshid labour in such depth. Most tend to focus loa t
effects on school attendance, and often use thispeexy for the effects on child labour, but caheuld be
taken with regard to this approach, as it is ofrsewossible that children attend school and wdétdr a
school or in the holidays. The quote below fromemaluation of a programme from the Malawi Social
Action Fund is a good example of this:

School children who happen to work on [the Publiocrk® Programme] work spend their earnings
on purchasing school requirements, especially rukb and pen%.

As with child labour, the effects on school atteamtka have also been found to be positive, neutral or
negative. For example, large positive effects wienend in South Africa in programmes that provided
regular part-time employment and specifically téedethe poorest women-headed households. In these
households, regular school attendance increaseu@ioto 90 per cerf.In contrast, programmes that relied
largely on self-targeting and provided once-off rsherm employment (approximately three months) had
much higher school participation rates to startwi#bove 93 per cent), and the increases wereaféy
percentage points.

4. Training and skills-development in public employtpmongrammes

While training and skills development are importaamponents of most PEPs, the objective of this
generally is not to enable participants to findeotemployment after the PEP, even though thisci@namon

19 |ieuw-Kie-Song, 2011, p. 4-6.
2 Dev, 2011, p. 12.
21 Woldehanna, 2009, p. 31.
22 Malawi Social Action Fund, 2003, p. 103.
2 McCord, 2004, p. 56.
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perceptiorf* PEPs rarely include this objective, as it tendgewerate demands and expectations which often
cannot be met.

Firstly, PEPs are frequently implemented in respotus economic crises which decrease the demand for
labour, resulting in increasing unemployment. Imgie language, governments implement PEPs to create
jobs as there are not enough other jobs arourslidh a context, even many skilled and semi-skifiedple

lose their work, and skilling PEP participants wlilave only limited impact on their ability to find
employment. Furthermore, policymakers may prefeintmease coverage with the limited funds available
rather than use it to fund training.

Secondly, including training to enable other empient makes sense only when there is a high level of
confidence that unemployment is driven by a stmattgap between available skills and the demand for
skills, and where a PEP can contribute to closing that sk#éis. gSuch circumstances are rare. On the one
hand, unemployment is often due to a lack of lal®mand, not a lack of skills. And where there lack

of skills, the training which can be provided astpaf a PEP usually is not extensive enough to gqui
participants with them. This is particularly theseawhen programmes target the poorest and most
vulnerable, who are also most likely to be illiterar to have completed only very basic education.

Thirdly, training, especially accredited and/or &bonal training, is expensive in the context d?EP, and
the logistics of providing it daunting. In Southrisf, for example, a basic training course of tagsdin
laying pipes for rural water supply costs ZAR 122 gay (USD 17) and participafitin comparison, such a
participant would earn around ZAR 65 per day. Thighlights that programmes face a real trade-off
between simply creating more jobs and using sonteefvailable resources for training. If thera isigh
degree of confidence that the training will resultparticipants being able to enter the labour mgrk
providing it can make sense, but if this is undartarogrammes may instead choose to focus onicgeat
more employment.

For these reasons, the experience of providing dbiwn accredited training to equip participantsfital
employment elsewhere is limited. The EPWP in Sédtlta was perhaps the most ambitious programme in
this regard, but after the first phase it changethé common, and more pragmatic, approach ohtgttie
main purpose of the training be rather to buildgkiéls required to implement the PEP and its potgje

Given the context in which many PEPs are implementiee value of the training along with the skills
developed from working in the PEP should be seemfa broader perspective than whether it can assist
with finding other work. Questions as to whethegah enhance existing livelihoods or impart prattikills
which can be applied in the household or are “galyevaluable?® should ideally also be considered. And
this value should be weighed against the low cdsproviding such pragmatic training and skills
development within a PEP - they are often a boifitiseoPEP, or come at very low costs.

The type of training most common in PEPs is relabethe work participants are expected to complEte
content of such training is determined by the sKillvels of participants as well as by the natur¢he
projects. It can range from nothing, in cases wipamticipants have done the type of work beforeguite
extensive, especially in programmes involving wattkich is not common. In South Africa, for exampleg
Working for Water sub-programme of the EPWP inveltiee removal of invasive alien plants from public
lands. Training participants to do this can takeesal weeks.

Whether such training proves useful after participare no longer in the PEP largely depends ondhae

of the projects, and if they are related to looalihoods and economic activity. In the PSNP ihi&pia,
many of the projects have a strong watershed mamagefocus, and participants are trained to coaostru
ponds and structures to control soil erosion sichheeck dams. From this training, and through thekw

24 This expectation is created because many PEPsarffe a once-off period of work and this then esigshe question of what will
happen to participants afterwards. The popularoften unrealistic answer is that they will joirettabour market, and will be able
to do so because they have gained skills in the PEP
2 gouth Africa, Department of Public Works, undadds.
26 For example learning to work together with otherplan and complete a group task is somethingahatbe learned on a PEP
and could be considered a generally valuable skill.
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they learn both about the benefits of these strastand how to construct them. There are indicattbat
almost half have applied these skills on their davidl?’

Such an approach to skills development, with theatlve of enhancing livelihoods, appears to holoren
promise. It is being implemented in some programrbhas as separate, complementary programmes rather
than as activities integrated into the PEP. Theddbald Asset Building Programme in Ethiopia is an
example. It is separate from but complementarh¢oRSNP, and, apart from training, also providegsss

such as micro-credit and extension services.

5. Scale and relative size of public employment progres

The scale of PEPs varies greatly - as, of courses the size of the countries in which they ardémented.
The absolute size of a programme, measured byataé number of beneficiaries or by its budget, is
therefore not necessarily useful for the purposeoaiparing it to other PEPs. An alternative metimoplies
considering the number of beneficiaries as reldtivihe total labour force, and the budget as egmtage of
GDP. Table 4, below, provides such figures forva $elected programmes in countries ranging in fsta
Cape Verde to India.

Perhaps the main observation in this regard is dbabr-funded programmes tend to be relatively kmal
whereas programmes which are funded by governntieeitsselves tend to be bigger. The notable exception
is the PSNP, which is largely donor-funded, butchihpools all available donor-funding into a single
programme.

Table 4: Comparison of the scale of selected PEP’s

Programme Expenditure Expenditure as % Number of Work opportunities
(millions USD) of GDP*® households of as% of labour
for given year individuals provided force®

with work

MGNREGA 7 10( 0.47% 49.8 millior 9.7%

(India 08/09

PSNF® 28C 1.5% 1.5 million 3.8%

(Ethiopia (9)

EPWF" (South 2 83( 1.0% 570 00( 2.8%

Africa 08/09

CfWTEF* 1.5 0.17% 8 50( 0.8%

(Liberia 09

Jefe® 3 05¢ 0.9% 2 210 00 13.0%
(Argentina
2003
FAIMO® (Cape| 10.8 (1998), 19. | Between 2% (199 15 000 to 20 0C 11.5% (200C
Verde (1992 and 5% (199:

Source: Compiled by author based on informatioiicated in footnotes

27 Campbell, 2008, p. 39.

2 Author's calculations based on GDP data from Uhitations Statistical Division, 2013.

2% Author’s calculation. Source for labour force sigefrom International Labour Organization, Depagtinof Statistics, undated,
and where not available from Wikipedia, 2014.

%0 programme for PSNP from World Bank, 2010, p. 16 af, and includes both donor and government daritdns through
provision of PSNP staff.

st Programme data for the EPWP from South Africa,d&pent of Public Works, 2009, annexure A.

32 programme data for Cash for Work Temporary EmpleynProgramme based on Andrews et al., 2011, p. 9.

33 programme data falefesfrom Kostzer, 2008.

34 programme data for FAIMO based on Ferreira, 2003.
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[11.  CONTEXT OF THE LABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME CASE STUDY
A. THE NATIONAL CONTEXT AND THE GOVERNMENT STABILISATICN PLAN

Since the LIWP started in 2008, many aspects ofvraeni economy have worsened. The continuation of
food shortages, the worsening internal conflictpoit water shortages and the Arab Spring of 2GEefall
combined to create what could be seen as an ongdsig, and this has in turn led to an increaggowverty.
These multiple crises, as well as some of the ttrakcproblems in the Yemeni economy, have ledrto a
estimated increase in the poverty rate from 42Zpat in 2009 to 54.5 per cent at the end of Z511.

After the violence and protests in 2011, a goveminw national reconciliation was formed, and this
government prepared the Transitional Program fabifzation and Development (TPSD). This plan
outlines both Top Priorities and Urgent Actions &pter 2) and a Medium Term Economic Recovery
Program (Chapter 3). It focuses upon stabilising #ituation to create a platform for recovery and,
ultimately, growth.

In Chapter 2 of the TPSD, under priority three: ‘@ag urgent humanitarian and material needs”T#R8D
calls for addressing the immediate needs for motritand for enhancing the role of social protectio
relation to meeting urgent humanitarian and mategads>

In Chapter 3, priority number three is the expamgibsocial protection. The components of this egan

to which the LIWP is most relevant are “Enhance sbeial safety mechanisms and networks”, “Expand
social protection network and support poor groupeq “Give priority to labour-intensive investmeirisall
economic sectors, with special emphasis on womant youth labour force participatio’ The SFD
responded to the TPSD by introducing changes th W& which are discussed in more detail below.

B. THE LABOUR MARKET IN RURAL YEMEN

Since PEPs provide income mainly through offerimpyment, an understanding of the nature of ud an
underemployment in an area is important in orderetmgnise what effects a programmes can have, there
and what the implications should be for its desigspecially in rural areas, the character of urd an
underemployment is often poorly understood, and axxturately captured by official labour market
definitions and statistics.

Fortunately, the impact evaluation of the LIWP afsovides an insightful analysis of the rural labou
market in Yemer? These insights arise from looking at how much, hagularly and under what
conditions respondents worked over the past yeawels as the past month, giving a more nuanced
perspectivé? Some of the findings of the study are summarisgdv and their implications for the LIWP
discussed.

1. Unemployment and underemployment in rural Yemen

The first interesting finding from the evaluatiomthat while it was confirmed that unemployment ago
young men, estimated at over 40 per cent, remaiagdhigh, this rate was only slightly higher ththat of
older men. Another important finding is that uncepboyment is probably an even bigger problem than
unemployment in rural Yemen. The evaluation foumat half of all men reported working only six mosith
of the year or less, and that only some 20 per geatlult men responded that they worked everyatay

35 World Bank et. al., 2012, p. xxvi.
36 Yemen, Ministry of Planning and International Cemgtion, 2012, p. 11.
% bid., p. 17.
38 Al-Maweri and Egel, 2011, p. 9-10.
3 The official definition of unemployment is based whether respondents have worked or not in the wask. In the Yemeni
context where less than 20 % of the labour forcewaat can be considered long-term employmentdéimition alone does not
sufficiently capture the actual work situation bétmajority of the work force. Over the course ahanth or year, most people are
neither fully employed nor unemployed but rathedenemployed. This study assisted in understandiisgoetter.
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could be considered full-time employed. It shouddroted that respondents included days worked @in th
own land (self-employment in agriculture) in thedsponses, and so the high levels of underempladyaren
not caused by such labour not being reported. # also found that of those employed, about 27 pet ¢
were employed on a permanent basis (e.g. governmenkf), 43 per cent on a temporary basis (e.g. day
labour work), and 11 per cent on a seasonal basistly in agricultural work). The remainder repdrte
working in a combination of the above arrangementduding 80per cent who reported that they maddge

combine permanent work with other temporary or cealswork’”

These high rates of un- and underemployment sulfietarthe rationale for having an intervention like
LIWP. In such a context, the LIWP is highly likely effectively mobilise otherwise idle labour, ame can
reasonably assume that the opportunity-cost ofgyaeiting in the LIWP, through the loss of othecaome,

is likely to be low. In times of high un- and uneeployment, the degree to which the LIWP would cetep
with other labour market opportunities is probabhtpstly a concern during peak agricultural seasons.
Offering work through the LIWP during such periodan easily be avoided, making the programme
complementary to other forms of employment.

In terms of the female labour market, the situatieess found to be even more complex. The general
perception in Yemen is that rural women are notleygal, and indeed the study found that merely 20 pe
cent of women were engaged in some form of salaeployment, most of them only part-time. However,
another study reported upon in the evaluation faiiad “60% of adult females reported earning amiine

of some type”, and that “[t]his difference is lilgebecause many traditional female income generating
activities (e.g. handicrafts, selling produce) ao¢ considered employmerit® This implies that while few
women are in salaried employment, the majorityuoalrwomen are actually economically active.

From the perspective of the LIWP, this seems tgertipthe notion that the difficulty in achievingghi
female participation rates in the programme doeéstamn from women being unwilling to work and eam
income. While cultural factors are known to be imtpot in this regard, the low participation of wame
cannot be separated from the high rate of un- aytnemployment among men. As work in the LIWP is
offered to a household, not to an individual, itismately the household’s decision who actuakyfprms
the work. In a context of such high un- and undgrlesment rates among men, it is perhaps not sumgris
that households tend to decide to let men takée@pvbrk. This is even further exacerbated by themaain
which tasks and wages are determined in the pragemwhich allows for higher earnings for more (ofte
physical) work performed. This will be discussedietail below.

2. Wages and income

With regard to rural wages, the same study fouatldahmost 70 per cent of adult men earned dailyes

more than YER 1000 (USD 5), and that more thanetCcpnt earned daily wage of more than YER 1500.
They also found that the distribution of wages welgtively tight: those doing skilled labour hadlyon
slightly higher wages than those performing unsHittasks, and those who earned most were the oireg d

a combination of skilled and unskilled work. Thisflects the fact that few jobs in these areas requi
significant human capital. It was also found thet average household had over six family memberts, b
only one individual working, and an estimated atmoeome of around USD 1700. While these earnings
were bolstered by other sources, wage labour madieeubulk of household income.

A second important finding is that in-kind paymegénerally made up a substantial component ofdta t
compensation for rural men employed by third partla-kind payments typically includeght, cigarettes,
food, and sometimes a place to sleep. More thanafialll working men reported in-kind payments of a
least YER 500 (USD 2.50), typically including sealemeals (YER 200-400) and somat to the value of
YER 100-200. Furthermore, more than one-quartethef men reported that in-kind payments were
equivalent to their daily cash wage.

“? These figures are the author’s calculations baseghta provided in Al Maweri and Egel, 2011, fig@:5.
“1bid., p. 9.
2 1pid., 2011, p. 11.
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C. CURRENT SOCIAL PROTECTION MEASURES IN EMEN
Social protection in Yemen can be divided in twot@awith separate schemes serving different sestid
the population. The social insurance schemes omeekers in the formal economy, and given that 94 pe
cent of employment in rural areas is estimatedetoniiormal, few there participate in the socialuirace
schemes.

The second component is a large social safetydestribed as “an integrated package for povertyatazh,
by means of increasing productivity of local comities and focusing on poverty pockefdThe LIWP
falls within this second component, and the quastiohow it is integrated with the rest of the $afeet will
be further explored in this study.

The most important components of this safety netran by the SWF and the SFD. The SWF has a focused
social security mandate, and implements intervestilike the cash transfer programme. The SFD has a
much broader development mandate and implemenangerof development oriented projects, including
construction of schools and clinics, water suppiyg @anitation projects, small and medium enterprise
development programmes, support to small farmerd,the LIPW. The most important component of the
social safety net, at least in terms of scale awti@age, is the unconditional cash transfer prograrof the
SWF. This programme initially only targeted spexcifulnerable categories, such as orphans and erson
with disabilities, but was reformed in 2008, whéw tpoor were made part of the target grélphe
programme has expanded quite dramatically in tis¢ years, from around 1 million in 2010 to 1.5 ol
beneficiary households in 2012, comprising 6.9iomillindividuals in all 21 governorates. Its annbatiget

is approximately YER 60 billion (0.65 per cent oDB), and it is estimated that 50 per cent of its
beneficiaries can engage in economic activitiedi#d@hally, in 2012 there were about 400,000 agtians

in the pipelin€’® This backlog in processing applications was driligrboth the shift to targeting based on
poverty criteria, which is still being implementeahd the increase in the number of families in piyvaue

to events in the past years. The amount of the tasisfer varies by number of dependents, and sange
between YER 2000 and YER 4000 (USD 20) per mdhth.

The cash transfer programme of the SWF currentggdan number of pressures. It is clear that wighstiift
towards covering the poor generally, it is not ablgrovide coverage to all who are eligible - madarly
not with the increasing poverty rates observed twerpast years. While the poverty rate has ineccés
54.5 per cent of the population, or 12.6 millioropke, and food-insecure people were estimated by th
World Food Programme (WFP) to make up around 45eet of the population in March 2012the SWF
cash-transfer programme reaches only 6.7 milliomebeiaries, or less than a third of the populatido
cover all the poor in Yemen, it would have to altndsuble in size. Moreover, the value of the SWshca
transfers have eroded significantly due to genetiaflated prices resulting from the 2011 crisig, $here
are arguments for increasing the coverage as welhe benefit levels of this programme, measurastwh
both would require additional funding.

In addition to the Community Development Program(@®P) and the LIWP implemented by the SFD,
there is the Public Works Project (PWB)which is implemented by the MOPIC through a Prbjec
Management Unit. This programme started in 1996 amcently runs in parallel with the CDP and LIWP.
The PWP has different objectives than the LIWP, nefuge its design and operating modality are very
dissimilar. In general, the PWP has a much strofgrrs on infrastructure delivery, using small caotors
and, at the same time, creating short-term job dppities for unskilled and skilled labourers. Ak, the
duration of employment offered completely dependghe nature of the project, and there is no taofet
providing a minimum income transfer to each persoployed. While sometimes referred to as a social
protection or safety net programme, the PWP’s dibjes and priorities relate to the delivery of

3 |nternational Labour Organization, 2008, p. 7.
44 Bagash et al., 2012, p. 31.
45 World Bank et al., 2012, p. 62.
8 Ibid.
47 bid., p. xxvi.
“8 |n some literature and World Bank documentatidnis is also referred to as the Labour IntensiveliMgorks Project (LIPWP),
but the programme's website calls itself the PuMarks Project.
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infrastructure, albeit in a labour-intensive manméowever, the type of infrastructure it developsuses on
enhancing access to essential services, and lso it@ntributes to that aspect of the SPF. Itsdaltensity

is not fixed, but varies depending on the projaot is reported to be on average 44 per €eBecause of
the lower labour intensity, the programme is alsontplement a wider range of projects than the LJWP
such as construction of schools and classroomithheiics, water and sanitation facilities andreounity
centres. Available funds are allocated to commesibased on three criteria: population size, pgyartd
remoteness. It requests communities to proposd pnagécts, the best ones of which are then impleete
The PWP generally uses commercial contractorsnfiptdmentation, and these contractors hire locallab
but do not specifically target the poorest. A corigmm of the two programmes will be provided belafer
the LIWP has been described in more detalil.

Perhaps the most important efforts to integratevir@us social safety net interventions is arothearea
of targeting. There have been efforts for the SWE the SFD to cooperate on targeting which will be
discussed in below in the section on targeting.

“SWorld Bank, 2012, p. 4.
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IV. THELABOUR INTENSIVE WORKSPROGRAMME AND EVOLUTION OF ITSKEY
FEATURES

A. DESCRIPTION OF THELABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME
1. General overview of the Labour Intensive Works Paogne

The LIWP is being implemented by the SFD. When faoites surged in Yemen in 2008, leading to
increased food insecurity, various donors worketth wie SFD to establish the Cash for Work Prograrame
provide income to affected households and, at #meestime, construct productive assets to help addre
food insecurity. This Cash for Work Programme egdlvinto the LIWP. The LIWP has expanded
significantly in the wake of continuing crises imfvien, particularly the impact of the Arab Sprin@@11.

The LIWP is not a completely homogeneous or sirrgolagramme, mainly because its various components
have been, and remain, funded by various donotan efith different objectives and requirementsyvad

as by the government of Yemen. The British Depantnier International Development, the European
Union, the States Agency for International Develepm(USAID), the World Bank, the WFP and the
Netherlands Development Cooperation have all fiednar co-financed some element of the LIWP. The
urban component, which is to more than 95 per fterded by the government, is designed and implesdent
differently from the donor-financed rural one. Whof comparable size to the rural component in $epf
budget, it has not been as well-documented, antassely evaluated.

The SFD has made considerable efforts to standattis LIWP, and to have more fixed operational
procedures regardless of who finances particularpements® Over the five years it has also made various
changes to the LIWP which in many ways reflectdasslearned during the implementation. The approach
taken in this paper is to attempt to describe ksyeats of the programme, and, where applicabldyssma
some of the changes since its start. This is seam &ffective method for capturing some of the lesgons
learned, which is the main objective of this studlyshould be pointed out two of the strengthshef SFD

are its emphasis on continuous improvement andalifility to adapt its programmes during their
implementation.

Generally, these ongoing changes in the LIWP dogrimed by four factors:

« SFD’'s own experiences with the implementation of tHwWP, which have affected, for
example, developments in setting benefit levelegggphical targeting and asset selection,

* Independent evaluations and impact assessmentshwiave affected the targeting within
communities,

* New information or international experiences whitdve led to the introduction of beneficiary
cards and complaint mechanisms,

* Events and changing conditions in Yemen which hiageto LIWP expansion and to more
beneficiaries participating for shorter duration.

The LIWP has three different modalities for implentaion. The_first modalitys the original, short-term
one where participants are in the programme for foix months only. Although the SFD was planniog
shift away from this modality to the third onewiais expanded after 2011 - due the effects of tisesand
the policy in the TPSD to extent coverage - andaiesithe dominant one.

The second modalitis the urban one, which also provides a once-pffootunity. Its targeting is much
simpler, and is essentially self-selection basethenwage-rate offered. Opportunities to work ia thWP
are publicly announced, and work is offered applis@n a first-come first-served basis.

The third modalitytakes a medium- to long-term approach, and ppétits remain in the programme for a
period of three to five years. It is the one clbsesa en employment guarantee, as it aims to geosiich a
guarantee for at least a limited period. Participame not working over this entire time, but essuweied that

%0The SFD has for example developed a single Pr@gperations Manual that will apply to all LIWP peojs. The manual is
officially still a draft but it was indicated by BFmanagement that it is already being used by thedh offices implementing LIWP
projects.
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for each year they will be allocated a minimum amoaf work and related earnings. Hence, there is
regularity and predictability with regard to incoroeer this period. This approach draws on the égpee

of the PSNP in Ethiopia, and takes into considenatinat the poorest households generally requigeiog,
rather than once-off, transfers to achieve foodisgc The relationship formed between the LIWP dinel
community in this modality also creates an oppotyuto together identify complementary development
interventions and to mobilise expertise in othetisas of the SFD to implement these.

2. The Social Fund for Development’s response to @€ Zrisis and the role of the Labour Intensive
Works Programme

The SFD shifted its entire strategy in responsethi® 2011 crisis, particularly to counter increased
unemployment, poverty and food security. “Incomeotigh temporary employment” became the core
element of the strategy which was articulated Hevis:

To maximize income generating opportunities fromperary employment through implementation
of a wide range of workfare programs of immediatert-term and medium to long term outcomes,
with nationwide coverage focusing on the most tdtband vulnerable communities/groups. In
addition to exploring, piloting, mainstreaming awtiere possible scaling up other relevant
interventions in the areas of: Food Security, Matition, and State buildiné.

This shift has elevated the importance of the LI\&&it was the most suitable vehicle the SFD hadlable
to deliver on this new strategy. Resources werkteshio the LIWP, and some changes were made to the
programme’s design.

Based on the lessons from 2008 to 2011, the SFDtedato shift more of the LIWP to the third
implementing modality described above. This, howeweas in essence postponed, and focus shifted to
making a faster expansion in order to reach a tangeber of households. That, in practice, maingant
retaining the first modality, although with some difizations. The objectives of the programme became
more short-term, addressing the growing food insgcwithout necessarily seeking to build the capeof
those reached to increase their productivity otaer medium-term. This meant that some aspectsthi&e
type of infrastructure, were simplified, and thaterventions were shortened in order to reach hehnig
number of people within a wider geographic spread.

In 2013, another shift occurred. Now, the developimebjective was broadened to include elements on
capacity building and skills. The development otecof the LIWP is currently formulated as follows

LIWP’s objective is to provide a cash-for-work sgfeet to targeted households to bridge their
consumption gap during shocks and stagnation oficafjural seasons, while increasing the

productive assets of communities and householdslsti aims to raise awareness among the
targeted communities about the dangers of maliertriand damages of gat, and build the capacity
and enhance the skills of the targeted commurtitiespe with future shocRS.

The second part of the development objective has laglded recently, with the introduction of the &m
provide education and nutrition-related servicelse Ppart about building capacity and enhancing shdl
cope with future shocks links to some of the tmgnprogrammes also being introduced, as well as to
building capacity of communities in participatoapning and management of development activities.

B. KEY FINDINGS FROM THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS ANDTIERVIEWS
Before proceeding with the analysis of some ofdtieer features of the LIWP, this section will prd&ian

overview of the FGDs and interviews conducted aisgfahis study and highlight some key findingsieBe,
and some of the other findings from these inten@as FGDs, are also integrated into the thematiasaof

51 Republic of Yemen Social Fund for Development, 204 12-13.
52 Republic of Yemen Social Fund for Development, 201p. 43.
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this report. FGDs were held with LIWP participaraad interviews conducted with officials and siafthe
SFD branch offices as well as with staff at the $fe@d office and officials from the MOPIC and th&/S

The FGDs were held in four governorates: Taiz, &afladramout and Sana’'a. The areas in which to
conduct the FGDs were selected as follows: Fromligheof implemented projects under the LIWP, two
projects were randomly selected in each of the fowernorates. The SFD subsequently provided st dif
beneficiary households and workers of these prajestd from each such list 8-12 people were rangloml
chosen. The SFD then informed the nominated peapld,arranged a meeting place for the discussmns t
take place. Two FGDs (Almaru in Hajja and Magban&aiz) also included community members who were
not part of the LIWP. The schedule and detaildefinterviews and FGDs are included in Annex A.

1. Description of the study areas in the four goveates

The Hadramout has a very low population density, e population is scattered, with many peopledjv
in very small settlements. The LIWP consequentlg Hficulties finding villages of at least 300 pee,
which is the basis for its targeting. While thedstuarea (Ain Basoid village in Hajr district) hgeod
agricultural land, most of it is owned by largedawners. Hence, small-scale agriculture is limif€de
population is, in addition, better known for traglithan for farming traditions. The projects in Hrea tried
to support small scale farmers, even though thdyndt own the land they were farming. Works incllide
rehabilitation of irrigation channels and protentiof existing wells, runnels (small irrigation céaften
lined with stone or masonry to reduce or prevertewfiom filtering into the soil) and springs. Sigcare
was taken to ensure that these projects beneéittedl farmers and not large landowners.

In Hajja governorate, the focus groups were helthantwo villages (Almarwe and Alanabis) in the Was
district. This region is a majagat growing area, and the SFD, as a matter of pofisguses most of its
projects and investments on villages wheregabis grown. Those are generally also poorer, ancefoee
tend to be prioritised anyway. The region has kahitvater supply and relies on rain-fed agricultlirés
mountainous and politically unstable. In the firglage, the projects involved construction of seweater-
harvesting reservoirs, maintenance of agricultlaats, and protection of existing wells. In the cset
village, it involved four water-harvesting resemgi maintenance of agricultural lands and reductbn
floods-flow. While The FGDs covered only rural pdis, the interviews with officials also coverea th
experience with LIWP projects in the urban areadajfa.

In Taiz, the FGDs were also conducted in two vésigAlaref, in the Magbanah district, and Gerafavah
district. Even though these areas are rural, thheyqaite densely populated, as is the Taiz govetaor
overall. Both areas have generally poor agricultiarad and a short rainy season. Rearing livestookstly
sheep - is an important economic activity, andjabproduction occurs. In both areas the projectslirad
maintenance of agricultural lands, water reseryaitgch also served livestock, and access roads.

In Sana’a the project was in the Shaoub districGaha’a City and involved improved drainage/ flood
control, construction of a box-channel and tubatannels for the street, and paving of sidewalks.

2. Key findings from the focus group discussions

The FGDs explored five themes: 1. The relationdiépween the participant and the LIWP; 2. Effects on
access to services, including health and educaBoithe relationships between LIWP and the reghef
community and society; 4. Empowerment to improve’'smown life, community and environment; and 5.
Broader economic impacts and effects of the LIWRerviews with officials and consultants in the rfou
governorates related to operational aspects ofptbgramme as well as to its effectiveness and itnpac
whereas interviews with officials at the head afiand with the MOPIC and the SWF focused more on
policy. Many of the findings from the interviewsthRGDs are incorporated in sections of this regdealing
with specific thematic areas, but four general tsthat emerged will be accounted for here.

The first point is the general concern among pigditts regarding the continuity - or, rather, the
discontinuity - of the work. For all of them, inveiment with the programme ended with the completibn
their part of the project. Thus, while all weretargiastic about the LIWP - to the extent that irdtdanout
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they referred to the four-month project implemeptaphase as a “golden period” for the villageeythvere
also interested in future work with the programrbef did not know if this would happen. For the
participants, then, the LIWP provided a once-offhdfall, while they were eager to have longer, anso
kind of regular, work with it.

The second point is linked to the first, in thatlees project provided only a once-off opportunityaised the
question whether participants had gained the skillind other work. Apparently, the extent to whithey
had done so was small, as participants generaligated that the skills they had gained were lichit®ome
had learned construction-related skills, but sud@rewnot particularly useful in the prevailing ecomio
context.

The third key point emerging is that while the Sties to encourage female participation in genetdd,
projects were not really suitable for the employtrafrvomen. The main reason for this was that yipe of
work to be done in the projects (mostly constructielated) was not considered appropriate for wgmen
who were therefore mostly allocated peripheralgassuch as preparing food or collecting rocks which
they could not be employed for very long.

The fourth important point common to all the FGBRted to maintenance of the completed assetswidss
generally a concern, although for varying reasdnsthe urban projects, participants indicated that
communities were weak and transient, making iticliff to mobilise members to undertake voluntary
maintenance as intended. Consequently, the draimstreicted in the project were rapidly filling upthv
garbage. In the rural areas reasons varied, bupoiné was that the maintenance committees oftene wet
functioning as intended, and so people were urceatato what specific roles they had in the maiatee
process.

On the more positive side, participants in the FGse generally very satisfied with how selectidn o
participants took place, and felt that the proseas fair and transparent. They also felt that thag been
able to influence the selection of projects, arad the projects generally were useful and benéficia large
part of the community or to the community as a whol

C. INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

1. Labour Intensive Works Programme management arnaegés within the Social Fund for
Development

The LIWP is managed and implemented by the SFQvHigh its achievements are intricately linked. The
SFD in Yemen is widely recognised and admired dsighly effective development agency, and the
importance of the LIWP having a strong and profasai institutional home with a well-established
reputation cannot be underestimated. It is diffitoiiseparate the LIWP from the SFD, since the janogne

is designed to be implemented taking into accol@tcapacities of the fund. The LIWP has benefitechf
the overall institutional experience, leadershigpacity and memory, as well as reputation and ressu
that come with the SFD. Particular areas wherd WP has benefited from being implemented by th® SF
include targeting, project management, communitytre@ting, impact evaluation and mobilisation afds.
The SFD was established as an autonomous staiteitiost under the Council of Ministers in 1997. The
Prime Minister of Yemen is the chairman of the RBbaf Directors, and six other Ministers (Social #iff
and Labour; Planning and International Cooperat®ducation and Technical and Vocational Training;
Local Administration; and Finance) are also on Itleard. The board consist of six other directoravdra
from the NGO, private, academic and banking sectasswell as of the Managing Director. The SFD
functions as a state institution, but because ®fsitucture it operates rather autonomously from th
government. The SFD implements a wide range of ldpugent-related projects and programmes, of which
the LIWP is one.

Within the SFD, the LIWP is managed by a Progranviaeager based at the SFD head office and reporting
directly to the Managing Director of the SFD. Theodgtamme Manager has ten technical staff members
working with the LIWP in his team at Head Officehélr different functions are provided in the figure
below.
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Figure

1: LIWP staff at Head Office
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SourceRepublic of Yemen Social Fund for Developm 2013b, p. 11.

The LIWP Unit’s focus is on the implementation b&tprogramme and its projects. It works closelyhy
other units in the SFD, particulanyith the programme unit on geographic targeting, M&E Unit and the
Training and Organizational Support Unit develo| thecapacity of LIWP field staff as well consultants.
There is also ahIWP structure at each of the SFD’s branch officBse general structuref the LIWP
Team at the branch level is presented in the fipatew. This structure is flexik, howeve, and adapted to

the number of LIWP projecfer whichthe branch is responsible.

Figure 2: Structure of the LIWP in SFD Branch Odt
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SourceRepublic of Yemen Social Fund for Developm 2013b, p. 19.
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2. Involvement of other government departments anilogities

The overall government oversight of the LIWP takésce through the board of the SFD, on which most
ministers with responsibilities for different astgeof the LIWP are represented. At the implemeoitalgvel,

the only government party with an active role aeal authorities, and their role is mainly in assgs the
SFD with deciding on the final districts and viliegto select for implementation of the LIWP. Tlsigrieant

to take place through a workshop with the locahatrities where the SFD presents the districts afd s
districts it wants to target as determined basethein criteria and available data. If there isagiseement on
these areas with the local authorities, site vimiesarranged to verify the data to come to a fiebdctior?”

However, as indicated in the interviews with siafthe field offices, the degree to which these kgbops
and joint selection of communities actually happanies. In some interviews, it was indicated that t
involvement of local authorities is limited to imfoing them in writing that the SFD is planning to
implement LIWP projects in their area. Given tha tlistricts and sub-districts are selected barea sirict

set of criteria and already available data, it m@ake sense that local authorities are content mithely
being informed. Furthermore, as the LIWP tends etect the most remote villages and areas, local
authorities may also have only limited intereseirgaging with the selection of districts and sudirdits in
more detail.

Some staff also indicated that in certain instartbesparticipation of local authorities complicatbings,
especially if they are not seen as objective inpifueess. Staff also reported that there were ¢asahich

the involvement of local authorities led to thenttigg entangled in tribal disputes in the area j#)ajin
Taiz, Hadramout and Sana’a, interviewees indictttatl the involvement of the local authorities wagren
limited and passive. They tended to be engaged wherSFD approached them for assistance, which
occurred on a more limited basis. Interviews witital authorities generally showed that they were
comfortable with the current state of affairs, that there was scope for increased participatiom ftheir
side.

One approach that the SFD is planning to explora piiot basis is to increase the involvement ¢écted
local authorities who are deemed to have implentiemtecapacity: to engage the local authority as an
implementing agent or partner, whereby they woulnsthy be responsible for the implementation of the
project. It is still unclear when this will staitpwever, or what the exact modalities will be.

3. Community level structures

The LIWP works with communities through several adittees, and a crucial part of its work is to faate
the establishment of these committees. The mosbrirapt of them is the project committee, which dsiss

of three to five elected members from householdtigyaating in the LIWP. At least one of the member
must be a woman. The project committee’s respditibiinclude the prioritisation of projects armigsing
awareness about the LIWP. It also plays a criticé& in the community contracting process, where it
essentially represents the community. To suppat gfoject, committees work with the LIWP, which
provides them with training on, amongst other atpqaroject implementation, participatory rural egigal
tools, communication, and objectives and impactsthef LIWP. The project committee can establish
additional committees, such as awareness committesapport its work.

The LIWP also facilitates the establishment of digwament committees, which have no direct role ia th
implementation of the programme. These committeesreeant to identify opportunities for improving&b
livelihoods, and to work with the LIWP and other[5Btaff to implement activities related to that eRdr
example, a development committee can establistoduptive group on horticulture, and in working with
this group identify opportunities for training itticulture which can then be provided by the SFD.

53 Republic of Yemen Social Fund for Development, 2)1p. 34.
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4. Different contracting modalities used in the Labtntensive Works Programme

The LIWP is now being implemented either throughmowercial contractors or through community
contracting. Generally, commercial contractorsused in urban areas and community contracting rial ru
ones. These approaches have been developed dfegemt attempts to allow the LIWP to best address
capacity constraints: its own as well as overappacity constraints in rural areas, where, for examp
commercial contractors and technical consultar@sat present or are more expensive to deploy.

In urban areas, contractors are commissioned bagettie SFD’s procurement policies, which require a
public announcement of available tenders as wethagublic opening of all received tenders. ThecHjx
LIWP requirements for the hiring of labour - minimdabour intensity and wage rates - are specificall
included in the tender and in the subsequent acndfahe appointed contractor.

In rural areas, the community contracting apprdaaimow commonly usetf.On the side of the LIWP, the
community contracting approach is implemented thhowconsultants appointed and trained by the
programme. These consultants work with the commuttitough the LIWP project committee. After
participants have been selected, and have elduteprdject committee, the committee, in consultatidgth

the rest of the community and the LIWP consultadéside on suitable projects, and the communitiiés
contracted to execute the project.

In this approach, the selected participants ardracted as groups to execute a project, and they ar
monitored by the project committee and the constgtappointed by the LIWP. Such a work group cassis
of both skilled and unskilled workers to ensureliqpand that the group is able to manage manyefday-
to-day aspects themselves. The project committeallyforms the work groups, and the LIWP ensubhes t
there is sufficient skilled labour available, ifoessary by hiring labour from residents who domegt the
poverty targeting criteria or from outside the coamity. The advantage of the community contracting
approach is that it is much more cost-effectivetf SFD than contracting and supervising eachulaso
individually, as its project management requireraeare much lower. This has enabled the SFD to dsere
the number of participants in the LIWP.

In many countries, the main risk with this appro&lthat the quality of work may not be up to stad
Even if noticed, this may be difficult to correefs the resources available to the community toeémpht
corrective measures tend to be limited. Howeves tlot is not a major concern in Yemen, where it is
generally possible to find enough labour with comgion skills who can be part of the community
contracting process. Furthermore, in order to redihe risks associated with this approach, theerarig
projects is kept simple to minimise both the mateaind technical inputs.

The LIWP is also aiming to test other approachésgusivil society organisations as the implementing
parties. In such models, the civil society orgatiises would be contracted to implement (multiplejjects,
and the SFD would provide the funding and oversight

D. TARGETING
1. Overall targeting approach

The LIWP uses different targeting approaches faalrand urban areas. In rural areas it uses a ctibn
of targeting mechanisms in a four-step procédhe targeting process starts with geographic tage
through which villages for the implementation okthIWP are identified based on available data. The
second step involves a workshop with local auttesrito discuss and agree on the district and ltagbe
targeted. The third step involves verification lué results from the data through visiting the pegbvillage
and site, and the final step involves selectingrnidésidual households, using a combination of asisgy the

54 This approach is also used on other programmeblenBFD, see also Republic of Yemen Social Fundferelopment, 2014a,
for more details.
55 Republic of Yemen Social Fund for Development, 2)1p. 34.
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degree of poverty the household is experiencingyroanity based targeting and self-targeting throtigh
wage rate.

In urban areas the targeting process is simplerléA¢hsimilar geographic targeting approach is used
identify the poorest parts of urban areas, the narogne thereafter relies mostly on self-targetingese
targeting mechanisms are discussed in more dettiki sections below.

2. Targeting in rural areas
Step 1: Geographic targeting

The geographic targeting approach used by the L& to identify the poorest villages with at 1€380
people. It is very data-driven and uses the datalmd the Programme Unit of the SFD. This database
combines the 2004 census data and the 2005-06Halddsudget survey with other government data dk we
as with data collected by the SFD. It is used lfiertargeting of all the SFD’s activities.

The SFD has developed a poverty index for villagied settlements based on six indicators: ther#iitg
rate, the share of school age children not in pynsahool, the percentage of households without)aake
sanitation, the percentage of households with rebitgt the percentage of households with drinkingter
supply, and the percentage of households usingdimd or coal for cooking. The average value of ¢hsx
ratios determines the value of the poverty indexafwillage or settlement. Those with a score dfveen 76
and 100 are categorised as category 4 and préatiby the LIWP.

This approach is increasingly also complementedthgr data in order to get an even better undetistgn
of the characteristics of villages and their hoasd$h Data from the SWF on the beneficiaries of ¢ash
transfer programme has now also been linked to3R[3 databas¥.

The geographic targeting process starts with Bigtirig the available budget among the branch offioehe
governorates in which the LIWP is implemented, Hase the number of poor people in each governorate.
Then, based on the number of people that can lohedawith the available budget, an estimated nuraber
villages that can be reached is determined. Viliabat are classified as category 4 and have rhare300
people are then identified and become potentigktavillages for the LIWP. The lower limit of 30@qple

is, in essence, to keep the LIWP cost-effective tanidave a minimum number of participants to jystife
costs of project management by SFD-appointed ctargsl If the number of villages still exceeds wbeh

be accommodated using the budgets, those witlottest rankings are prioritised.

In the impact evaluation of the LIWP, this targgtiapproach was found to be effective in that thecsed
villages tended to be the poorest ones within thairdistricts, districts and governoratés.

Step 2: Consultation with local authorities

Step 2 of the targeting process involves consahiaietween LIWP staff in the branch offices and|toal

authorities. This consultation is done through aksiop where the LIWP staff presents the resultthef
first step and the local authorities can commermnugr question the results. The LIWP staff may dedb
go and visit villages to verify that the data useaorrect. In case no consensus is reached witHottal

authorities, the SFD takes the final decision.

As was mentioned in 4.2.2, these consultationsal@hvays take place, and when they do take pleg t
are not always considered very useful. In some wlagds not surprising, as the data-driven apgnazdhe
SFD leaves very limited room to the local authestto change or influence the selection of villagdse
interviewees in Hadramout also indicated that wttiky did not fully agree with the accuracy of pwerty
indicators adopted by the SFD, they did not seeahiimportant enough to not cooperate with SFD.

%8 bid., p. 33.
57 Al Maweri and Egel, 2011, p. 22.
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Step 3: Verification of targeted villages

The third step in the targeting process is thagmmme officers conduct site visits to all the &egl
villages to verify that they are suitable for, dnterested in, participating. In order to make pieject cost-
effective, the LIWP requires that at least 70 partof targeted households are willing to partdies third
step, in essence, is meant to confirm that peoptbé villages identified will cooperate with th&/AP in
implementing the project.

Step 4: Selection of individual households

The fourth step involves selecting individual hdudds within the selected village. This is doneotlgh a
combination of methods. Household surveys assesagugss to basic services are used, as well as
community participation in identifying the poordstuseholds. In addition, the programme still rebes
self-targeting through its wage rate.

Initially, the LIWP in this step relied mostly oelétargeting, but this was changed to a largerexbased
on the findings of the impact evaluations commisetby the SFD. These questioned the effectiveniess
relying only on self-targeting within the villagas it was felt that the effective wage of YER 1508k not
especially low as compared to actual income andes/ad local household8 One reason for this was that
communities did in fact demand high wages as th wffered by the LIWP was physically demanding. In
addition, one of the effects of the 2011 crisis Wt wages in rural areas actually went down, nakine
LIWP more attractivé?

Another finding was that the participation of thosat in the target group, such as teachers, waslgle
visible. However, as participation was open toadib were willing to work at the programme wageyés
difficult to prevent these community members froantjzipating®® The prevalence of this was not extremely
high, but it all the same risked damaging the @ogne’s credibility. Perhaps most concerning was the
finding that around 7 per cent of participants régm being able to “sell” their place in the prajéx other
members of the community.Of these, only a quarter did so because they wetable to do the work
themselves, whereas the others most likely didraplg in order to earn something without havingatork.
Even though this does not appear to have occuteechiagly frequently, the practice could signifitign
undermine the credibility of the programme if leftchecked.

The findings from the FGDs held for this study gated that communities perceived the targetingge®to
be fair and transparent. These findings are sinhilahose of other FGDs conducted, which also fotlnad
communities understood that in many cases the cjyzation of the not-so-poor was linked to them
possessing skills or assets (transport) benetigitthe project. When their participation took pldce these
reasons, it was not seen as unfair.

Finally, it is interesting to note that these clesgvere apparently driven as much by the requddite
increasing the fairness and transparency of tlyetiaig as by the need to increase its efficacy essored in
the percentage of participants that are defingetarget group.

3. Targeting in urban areas

The targeting approach adopted in urban areaséiZiWP is much simpler. The first two steps areilsim

as for the rural targeting, but after that the progme mostly relies on self-targeting. The mairsoea for
this is that the urban projects are implementedutin commercial contractors who typically are not
interested in being involved in community-levelgting approaches, and that the urban programnees ar
always of a short duration and thus do not justifyestment in a longer targeting process.

%8 |bid., p. 23.
%9 Christian et al., 2013, p. 22.
50 Al-Iryani et al., 2010, p. 9.
51 Al Maweri and Egel, 2011, p. 32.
62 Al-Iryani et al., 2010, p. 9.
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4. Targeting and participation of women

The participation of women in the LIWP hso farremained limited despite efforts to increiit. The low
participation is due to a combination of fac, including the overall lower labour force particijpeat rate of
women, cultural norms that inhibit women from takinp work outside the hor, and the lack of tradition i
Yemen of women working in construction. Furthern, as the LIWP targets householand not
individuals, the final decision to participate isde in the househc, and the LIWP cannot demand tl
households deploy only or more women to the prs,

In FGDs conducted in 201&yomen proposed three measures that would incréagepartcipation: “(1)
designing the projects so that the work site iseldo the villagecentre (2) allowing the women to wol
together in groups separate from the m'if they let us go in groups it won’'t be a disgr), and (3)
adapting some of the worlo tbe less physically strenuol®® The LIWP has tried to implement the
measures, but there have been only limited inceeasé&male participation. The general conclusicomn
the FGDsin this study was that the projects were still sesnlargely unsitable for wome, whose
participation remained peripheral.

Data obtained from the SFD shows the number ofuedss working in the LIWP broken down in unskill
and skilled labour, as well as male and female labour. No project so far has haeg skilled female
labour, henceonly the unskilled labour is broken down in malel damale.Of the 41.,224 people who
worked on the LIWP between 30 August 2010 and leXdyer 2013unskilled labourers amounted
366,734, or 89 percent. The 72,307 women, it falomade up 17.5 per cent of the total labour faroe
19.7 per cent of the unskilled orla.2011 and 20], the share of females of the total number of labm
remained around 17 per cent, bubitreased to 24 per cent in the dso faravailable for 201.

There was also some variation in female partioagm regionally,as shown in Figure below, with the
Amran governorate being the notable outlier with femaléigipation rates of above 3per cent in both
2011 and 2012. It is not clear why projects in Amwaere able to have much higher rates of partimpdty
women.

Figure 3: Percentage of women in total number lodlmers on LIWP projects per governorate2011 and
2012.
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5 bid., p. 6.
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It should be stressed, however, that LIWP workligcated to households, not individuals, and thas i
generally shared within the households. Over theesaeriod, 107,552 households participated in tNeR.
On average, 3.83 persons and 0.67 women in eacehold worked on the programme.

While the data provided shows the total numberayfsdworked by all labourers, this is not broken dow
between males and females. Thus, while it is knbawe many women worked on the projects, it is nearl
how the days worked were distributed among malesfamales. Hence, it is not known how much the
women earned, or what share of the total earniogsiad to them. But given that the type of taskscated

to women were fewer (meaning that they were likelywork fewer days), that no skilled women were
employed, and that the average implied wage of wowes much lower than that of m¥it is likely that
the percentage of total income paid to women wgsifeggantly lower than the female percentage ofttital
labour force.

The data, in addition, does not provide any indicatas to how many households headed by women -
usually widows - were targeted, even though suclséloolds are seen as a target group of the proggamm
since they belong to the most vulnerable ories.

Given the above, the introduction of new LIWP comguats in education and health that specificallyjol®
employment more suitable to women, or are only dpemomen, seems like a sensible approach to iserea
the participation and earnings by women.

E. SCALE AND SCOPE OF THE.ABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME
Except for 2011, the LIWP has grown year-on-yeacssiit started in 2008, and it is anticipated tnet
programme will continue to grow in the coming yeafable 5 provides an overview of the number of
participating labourers and households for 20102201

Table 5: Numbers or labourers and households paating in the LIWP

Year | Number of New | Number of labourers | Number of benefitting Employment created
Projects working Households (work-days)
Males Female
201¢( 152 102 51! 17 59; 26 59¢ 172776
2011 74 88 46¢ 18 64¢ 22 76° 1 485 03!
2012 17¢ 103 90: 21 61: 33 56¢ 2 333 48
Total 401 294 88¢ 57 854 82 92¢ 55462 28

Source: Data provided from SFD 2643

What is noticeable from these figures is the dimlinindicators during 2011, and the subsequemingtr
rebound in 2012, when the programme managed to ggaw, exceeding performance in 2010. The highest
number of labourers participated in 2012, whenaswquivalent to approximately 1.8 per cent ofiabeur
force®” In that year, the LIWP reached 33,563 househaldd, with an average household size of 6.7 this
means that 225,000 people benefited from the pnoge For comparison, this is around 2.3 per cettef
ten million people the WFP estimated to be foo@duse.

In 2011 and 2012, the LIWP created 1.49 million @83 million days of work, respectively. For
comparison, the PWP in 2011 created approximatedg illion days of work®and in 2012 all SFD

64 According to Al Maweri and Egel, 2011, p. 31, theerage wage for men was YER 1400, whereas for waénveas YER 700.
5 See for example Republic of Yemen Social Fundfevelopment, 2014b, for anecdotal evidence of this.
% These figures differ from figures in the SFD armagort and after verification with the LIWP teamthe SFD it was indicated
that the detailed data provided was more accurate.
57 Estimate of the labour force of Yemen of 6,858, 6% World Bank, 2014.
%8 World Bank et al., 2012, p. 71 provides the numtfein work-months, and a conversion to days basethe assumption of 25
work days per month on average (no clear definipoovided in the reference) gives the number 1®1®, The conversion is
merely to enable comparing the scale of the prograsn
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programmes (including the LIWP) together creategraximately 7.5 million days of work. In 2012, the
expenditure on the LIWP was USD 32.5 million, reyergting 0.056 per cent of GDP. The expenditurellon a
SFD programmes, including the LIWP, in the same gesounted to USD 149.6 milliofi.

The data obtained from the SFD is disaggregatetdordance with the nine branch offices of the Sgto,
of which cover multiple governorates. Table 6 belpwovides an overview of the distribution and
performance for the nine branch offices for 2012.

Table 6: Scale and selected indicators of the Liifflemented by each branch office

Branch Governor ates Budget No of No of Implied | % of wages Av.
Office covered Allocation | Beneficiary days daily tototal Income
(UsD) Households | worked wage | expenditures per
(USD) HH
Ibb Ibb 2,938,29. 2,89: 200,43! 9.31 86% 64E
Hodeidal Al-Hodeidal | 3,529,71 4,89t 340,01: 8.4¢ 91% 59C
Raimah
Mukalla Hadramout | 3,385,13 1,37¢ 76,28 10.47 73% 58C
Shabwah and
Al-Maharah
Taiz Taiz 5,059,00! 5,29¢ 348,91¢ 9.9¢ 85% 657
Hajja Hajja 5,118,71 4,722 479,98: 6.67 89% 67¢€
Dhama Dhmar, A- 2,471,27. 3,092 149,38° 10.8: 76% 52¢
Baidha
Sana’i Sani aCity. 5,388,99' 5,01¢ 330,60: 10.5¢ 84% 69¢€
Sana’a,
Mareb, Al-
Jawf, Al-
Mahwee
Adenr Aden, Lahj, | 2,314,52 2,257 124,60t 8.6% 79% 47¢
Abyan, Al-
Dhale
Amran Amran, Sadh | 4,300,73 4.01¢ 283,25¢ 8.5( 83% 60C
Grand Total 34,506,394 33,563 2,333,483 9.27 83% 605

Some regional variations shown in table 6 are wbighlighting. One considerable variation is thepiiad
daily wage, which was lowest in Hajja, at USD 6.&id¢d highest in Dhamar, at USD 10.82 - a differesfce
USD 4.15, or 62 per cent. However, even thoughaHagid the lowest implied wage, the average trapsfier
household is among the highest, at USD 678, whiehns that households in Hajja worked a lot mores day
(101 days) on average as compared to the househdisamar who worked only 48 days on average. The
labour intensity also varies considerably per binaoffice, and this is partially due to the geogiiaph
characteristics. This is discussed in more detdd.

In terms of planned expansion, the SFD, accordinigst2012 strateg¥,aims to grow the rural LIWP to
reach 100,000 households and an additional 67(0h@0eficiaries by 2015, and the urban counterpart to
100,000 households and 600,000 beneficiaries. Tbisever, is dependent upon additional financinigde
secured. The expansion would bring the total nundfepeople benefiting from LIWP income to 1.27
million, corresponding to approximately 13 per ceftthe food insecure population as estimated gy th
WFP. While that is a relatively small percentagettef entire potential target group of the programine

59 Republic of Yemen Social Fund for Development, Z0)b. 6.

" bid., p.6.

" Republic of Yemen Social Fund for Development, 2q1 14.
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should be kept in mind that the LIWP in effect &sytwo subgroups of the poor. In rural areaseatly
targets the poorest people in the poorest and emellages, and is able to do so quite effectivety
reaching this target group, it provides a substiiiptbigger income benefit (USD 600 to 700 per letd)

as compared to the SWF, which provides an annuzinmien of USD 240 per household, and which has not
been adjusted up despite significant increasdseircdst of living since 2011. So, for the pooresideholds,
the LIWP is an attractive programme, and it is mgkits impact by reaching the very poorest with a
relatively large benefit.

Information on any overlap between the SWF cashstess and the LIWP is limited. In the impact
evaluation of the LIWP, income from the SWF is lweddogether with income from charities, giving oaly
partial picture’ It was found that between May 2010 and November12the number of households
receiving income through charity increased in botimtrol and treatment villages, but the increass wa
higher in control villages. In villages where th&ANlP was implemented, the percentage of households
receiving income from charity increased from 1773%.4 per cent. In control villages this perceatag
increased from by 16.1 to 40.6 per cent. Over Hame period, the SWF increased its number of
beneficiaries from 1 million to 1.5 million, and #oais likely that some of these increases were tduthe
increased coverage of the SWF.

There is no policy to avoid participants from tH8P accessing the SWF cash grant and vice versa.igh
an area where there is a need for more policy liatEm and better coordination between the SWFthad
SFD. This was confirmed in interviews with SWF aWDPIC officials, who indicated that while a
coordination structure on social protection hadhbieemed, it was not yet very effective. One coterrea
of collaboration pertains to targeting, and the Sk&s obtained SWF data base and has linked it town
data base, thus enabling LIWP to utilize SWF dateasehold level for targeting®.

F. TYPES OF WORK AND PROJECTS EXECUTED IN THEABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME
1. Nature of projects

The LIWP has the target that at least 70 per cérd project budget should be transferred to project
participants, and in 2012 as much as 83 per cemst Whis high labour intensity requirement places
limitations on the type of projects the LIWP canplement, since there is very little budgeted foy an
material inputs. In 2012, only 8.2 per cent of exgijure was on materials. The types of projects
implemented by the LIWP therefore mostly involvetieaorks and stone masonry using locally available
stone, and include terrace and land rehabilitafimod defence walls, rural road improvement, baigdof
canals and water ponds and the rehabilitation disveed dykes. The cumulative outputs of the rutsV/P

are presented in table 7.

Table 7: LIWP Physical outputs (Cumulative 2004 tdovember 2013)

Terrace Rehabilitatic m2 5,633,52
Land Rehabilitatio m2 33,490,00
Flood Defence Walls Bu m3 321,13!
Rural Roads Improve km 337
Canal Buil m 146,32:
Water pond NoO’s 3,42
Wells rehabilitatiol 74z
Dykes 56

Source Data: Provided from the SFD 2013

"2 Christian et al., 2013, p. 25.
3 Republic of Yemen Social Fund for Development, 2q1 16.
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Another constraint on the projects is that theydniebe implemented so that each household isa#dc
between 80 and 95 days of work, enabling it to ¢aenminimum targeted amount. Because three to four
members of one household typically work on the LIWRY are usually able to contribute these dayisimvi

the two to three month period.

Since 2013, the LIWP has also included a whole reawge of activities. These are referred to as “Gash
Work Social Services” and include two streams ofkw@ducation, numeracy and literacy; and nutrition
This new areas of activity aim to offer work thatmore suitable for women and for unemployed younge
people who have more than high school educatiothdriirst stream, unemployed graduates of unitiessi
high schools and teacher training institutes wil émployed to provide numeracy and literacy classes
adults and school-dropouts, as well as in schodls iwsufficient teaching capacity. The nutritiotteam
will employ female community health volunteers whil deliver a package of community-based nutrition
services for children under five years of agel pregnant and lactating women. This packageindglude
enrolment and initial malnutrition screening; gedst or bi-annual malnutrition screening; faciliteg
transport to health facilities for treatment; mdwthutrition education to mothers; nutrition educat for
pregnant women; breastfeeding promotion; and conitsnigvel nutrition and health educati6hit is too
early to evaluate or assess these new initiathugisthe key performance indicators are the numbgouoth
and women who are offered employment and the nuofideeneficiaries receiving these servi€es.

2. Selection of projects

Projects are identified and selected by the LIV sbgether with the project committees, who imtare
required to work in close consultation with thesnumunities. Apart from the labour intensity reqoients,
the main criteria are that projects are technidagsible, that their costs are within the budget] that they
are supported by the community. Generally, a rafgaossible projects is identified by LIWP staffidaa
final selection is then made in consultation with tommunity.

Respondents in the focus groups were generallypaisitive about the process through which projecse
decided upon. In general, it was felt that theyenale to contribute to the prioritisation of pife These
views are highlighted in the remarks of particifgaghtiring focus groups.

We have discussed with the SFD committee our rie¢lds mosque, and we selected the rg¢adiz
FGD)

From our views, the project is demand driven anétsithe community requirements” and “now we
feel happy once it rains, before it was disastegittiripants said(Sana’a FGD)

SFD asked us; what we want, and then we selecteditimel, and protection of springs.
(Hadramout FGD)

In presence of village leader, the SFD team asleeih @hoose either water reservoir or rehabilitate
agricultural terraces, where we have selected itst. {Hajja FGD)

G. FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF THELABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME

Given the high labour intensity of the LIWP, theststructure is dominated by wages paid. The twetmo
important other costs are those of consultantsiapgabby the LIWP to manage the project impleméoitat
and those of materials and tools. Table 8 provatesverview of these costs for the years 2011 &i@,2
for which complete data was obtained from the SFD.

" \World Bank, 2013, p. 32-34.
S bid., p. 27.
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Table 8: Cost breakdown of the LIWP

Total expenditur Wage! Materials Consultant
uUsD UsD % UsD % UsD %
2011 19,833,65 14,844, 40 75.C 3,649,84 | 18.£ |1,299,39 6.€
201z | 24,671,899 (32,495,8¢ | 20,834,77 | 84.4 (64.1 | 2,029,30; | 8.2 (6.2 | 1,807,82! | 7.3 (5.6

Source: Data provided by SFD.
Note: for 2012 there is an inconsistency in the datawasfigures for total expenditure are providede @f them about 6 million
higher than the other. If this figure is used, peecentages for materials etc also change to whattrackets.

These figures can be converted cost per houselidihe & IWP, as is done in table 9. For 2011, it ntghat
the LIWP cost USD 871 per household to implemeritthd, USD 654 was transferred to the household,
USD 160 was spent on tools and materials, and UBBn3he cost of consultants to manage the projktts
2012, the cost of consultant per household wastyfigeduced, but the material costs were dramlatica
reduced from USD 160 to USD 60, reflecting the éasing labour intensity.

These costs do not include the costs of the SHDrstaning the LIWP programme, which are not repdrt
upon separately. For the SFD as a whole, in itsi@meport it reports on capacity building costhjch also
include operating expenses and fixed assets condtthés presumably also includes the wage of Skif. st
The capacity building costs for 2012 amounted t@ Iwillion of the USD 149.6 million disbursed byeth
SFD, or about 11.5 per céffit.

Table 9: Cost breakdown of LIWP per beneficiary $ehold (USD)

2011 2012

Cost per househc 871 73k
Transfer amoul 654 621

Non transfer costs of whic 217 114
Consulting cos' 57 54
Material cost 16C 60

Source: Authors calculations based on data provigettie SFD

These costs vary considerably per branch officd,this is partially related to the geography andypation

density. Because of the low population density muaghy remote villages in the governorates the Al-iiak
branch office has to work with, its consultant andterials cost per household are the highest at UBD
and USD 100 respectively and transport is likelpeca substantial part of both these costs.

These figures imply that the SFD is very cost difecin transferring income to participants, andtth is
increasing its performance in this regard. In teahkbour intensity, it compares very well to praxgmes

like the MGNREGA (labour intensity 65 per cent) ahd PSNP (80 per cent at the district 1&)elAlso, it

is estimated that all the administrative costshaf PSNP amount to 17.2 per cent of programme Ebsts.
Assuming that the LIWP overhead costs are simdathbse of the SFD as a whole (11.5 per cent), and
adding to this the cost of consultants at approtéiyab per cent, the overall administrative costdhe
LIWP are similar.

It is difficult to reach a definite conclusion aswhether similar outcomes could be more cost-gffely
achieved through, for example, a cash transfer rprome. It would seem obvious that a cash transfer
programme would be more efficient in terms of tlstcof transferring income, as it would require no
material inputs and imply lower consultancy coskeie being no need to oversee or manage the projec
implementation). Such a calculation, however, catghy ignores the benefits of the assets createsh e

8 Republic of Yemen Social Fund for Development, 20)p. 88.
" This means that 80% of the budget transferretigadtstrict must be paid out in wage, and this edke$ and administrative costs
incurred by the programme outside the district.
"8 \World Bank, 2010, p. 36.
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though these are visible and widely appreciatedheycommunities. In addition, it is not clear whestlit
would be acceptable to have a cash-transfer prageamaking so large a transfer to a relatively small
number of households without any attendant requérgrto work.

The continued reduction in materials costs, howegeat possible concern, as it is becoming so sitnedin
start to severely limit the range of projects a oamity can select, as well as the productivity afrikers.
SFD data showed, for example, that projects inbtlaech offices of Ibb, Hodeidah and Hajja had ayera
material inputs of below 5 per cent of project sdst2012. This is very low, and could start affegtthe
ability to acquire the appropriate tools to enganaductivity.

H. WAGE RATES AND INCOME TRANSFERRED TO PARTICIPANTS

The wage rates of the programme are set 10 to 20ep¢ below the prevailing market wage rate ireottd
function as a self-targeting mechanism. The prangilvage rate is determined by LIWP staff basedheir
knowledge of the area and through engagement hétltammunity. Typically the wage rate is around YER
1500 per day. In addition, the LIWP aims to transfetween YER 120,000 and YER 140,000 (USD 600 and
700) to each participating household over the @wfsone year. This means that households neeé to b
allocated around 80 to 93 days of work per year.

However, this wage rate is in fact only indicatigs,the LIWP pays on a piece-rate basis, and dayaor
task-rate basi§. This means that workers are paid for the quanfityork they are able to perform, and that
productive workers, or those who work longer howne able to earn more in one day. Furthermore,
different activities are paid for at different ratend it is difficult in practice to align these énsure that
everybody on average earns the same. For examedifferent sections of a canal to be dug may be o
similar depth and paid for at the same rate, betsettion may be easier due to, for example, tihdaing
softer. In this case, those allocated the softeticseare able to earn more.

While the outcomes in terms of income earned at@s@quitable when a piece-rate approach is itdeas

the advantage of leading to faster completion ofgats, as those who are productive can keep wgkira

do not need to stop when their task is done. it @guires less supervision, as tasks do not rebd set out
and measured regularly. In a context where thereraough workers sufficiently skilled to "know whhaey

are doing”, which is generally the case in Yemais is an attractive option from the perspectivplofsical

implementation and completion of projects.

The impact evaluation of the LIWP found a high @egof variation in total income earned per housghol
the number of days worked and the implied wage fidiese results are presented in the figures below.

Figure 4 shows the distribution of the number ofsdparticipating households worked on the LIWP, imgk
clear that the duration of time participants workedied considerably. Figure 5 shows the income per
household, and again the graphs exhibit considenadliation in the actual income earned per houdeho
despite the target of transferring approximatelyadécamounts to all households. Based on this daés,
distribution of the implied wages can be calculated this is presented in Figure 6.

S A piece-rate basis means that workers are paiteafor each unit of work they complete. For exanipley may be paid YER
1000 for each cubic meter excavated. Those whalsleeto excavate 2.5 m3 in one day will therefameYER 2500 in that day.
For the range of project implemented in the LIWE ipossible to implement the work and pay paréiois on either a task or piece
rate basis.

38



Figure 4: Number of days worked on the LIWP
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Figure 5: Distribution of income received
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Figure 6: Implied wage rate
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Source Christian et al., 2013, figure 2.3.

Given the objective of transferring a target amadonéach household, the variation in income reckjver
household is the most problematic one. Howeveralmse payment is on a piece-rate basis, the ressijon
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between days worked and total income is weak.thésefore not possible to determine whether hanldsh
that earned below the target amount usually didesmuse they were only able to work a limited nunalbe
days or because their productivity (and thus wagg) was too low to earn them the targeted income.

There are other factors at play in addition to ¢hesentioned. One finding was that women earned
significantly less than men, mainly since womenenatocated only certain types of tasks such aghrg
water, preparing food, and fetching stones. Somthesde tasks, like preparing food, are not readlyaple

on a piece-rate basis. Once food has been prefaredl participants, there is no scope to keeppariag
food and earning more. Activities such as prepafoagl do not require the full day, and the impligdge
rate reported is therefore only for working a pdrthe day. Either way, both of these effects waelsllt in
lower average daily earnings for women.

Of course, if women earn less than men on the pij& will be less attractive, and even irratipriar a
household to deploy a woman to the project wheraa im available. The lower earning-potential fomvem
stems from two factors: firstly, they would only &kéocated a limited range of activities, and seltpnwhen
physically demanding work is involved, men are ljk® be able to produce more and thus earn more as
payment is on a piece-basis.

This variation to some extent highlights a typitade-off in PEPs between, on the one hand, a gtron
emphasis on productivity and completion of projeetsd, on the other hand, equity. In a system where
productivity is rewarded, it is not realistic topect that everybody will earn the same. From aaboci
protection perspective, this can be a real conc@nice the most vulnerable households may be extm!
ones that have limited labour supply and can ooipmlete a small amount of work. The approach used i
most countries to address some of this variatioilw ismploy a task-based system of work-allocatiod a
remuneration. Workers are then allocated equaktéskeach day, and more productive workers arallysu
able to complete their tasks in fewer hours, aredfege to leave when they are done. In this approac
inequality expresses itself in the hours workedd(amplied hourly wages), but not in total earnings
implied daily wages.

. SAFETY AT WORK

The risk of physical injury during construction Was relatively high, and even more so when ineiquered
workers are employed, as in the LIWP. It is noackhether the SFD has a specific policy in placddal
with injuries or death at work. None of the opeyasi manuals reviewed makes specific provisionsghisy
nor do they provide any guidance on the aspectinDuGDs, various concerns were raised in thisrcega
In three of the FGDs, it was reported that incidesftinjury (varying in seriousness) had occurradrdy the
project. The most severe accident was reportedaijjeHwhere a participant was reported to have hist
hand. As shown in the quotations below, participayegnerally had to cover the cost of medical treatm
themselves when accidents did take place.

Slight incidents took place, the affected peoplewéfered First Aid at Marib hospital, but paidtou
of their own pocke{(Sana’a FGD)

There were no dangerous injuries during the prgjbat it happened once, the person incurred the
cost of health treatments personally with the coatien with his colleaguegHadramout FGD)

While it was indicated in all the FGDs that the SIFi¥ an insurance in place, it is questionable anehis
insurance does in fact cover LIWP workers or mef@BD employees. Not surprisingly, therefore, it was
indicated in all the focus groups that accessiegonefits from this insurance was difficult, ahdttthey in
fact never materialised. In three of the FGDs,asweported that those injured had to cover this aighe
treatment themselves or with the help of otherigipgnts.

It was also expressed in various groups that werkare not aware of safety issues and risks, aaicklle
SFD did too little to raise awareness or provigening on this. In all the FGDs, there was dis&atison
with how injuries at work were dealt with, and witte fact that this issue generally did not receiviicient
attention from programme management.
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J. FINDINGS ON SKILLS DEVELOPMENT IN THELABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME

The LIWP makes considerable investments in trairingg community committees that are established in
each village and its consultants. The main objeatifvthis training is to enhance the implementatibthe
LIWP. Most of this training is done though the Tiiag and Organisational Development Unit of the SFD
With regard to the training of participants, it sisse more pragmatic approach to skills developmehich
involves developing the skills required to have phajects completed properly. The main approadhisis

to facilitate skills transfers whereby skilled werk are asked to transfer skills to the unskilleid. not clear
how systematic this is, but given that the avenagi® of skilled to unskilled labour is 1 to 9, thes an
implicit incentive for the skilled workers to traisome of the unskilled workers so that they are not
responsible for doing all the skilled work. Thedings from the FGDs also suggest that this is commo
This is a different approach from bringing in separformal training, but seemed to be both effectind
appreciated by those who participated, as exprdssadarticipant in Taiz:

Yes, two master constructors were brought fromigeithe communities, to teach this skills to the
participants.(Taiz FGD)

All focus groups indicated that skills developmeaturred in this way, mostly in construction rethskills,
like stone cutting and masonry. In general it wal$ that these skills could contribute to findingtiure
employment in construction as expressed by paatitgp

Each builder had to teach 10 workers, especiallpuiiding and finishing of walls, as the area is
very famous for these skills within the local makad even in the Saudi Arabian Mark@taiz
FGD)

Many people now have understood and learned whadtoaction is, because the project activities
in the community for 6 months, some became bugldérother master builderSana’a FGD)

With the expansion of the LIWP into education andrition-related services, more comprehensive and
formal training of workers is envisioned as thecjie services to be provided will need to be ineliwith
specific requirements and standards of the mieswof education and health.

Furthermore, in the third implementation modalithere participants are in the programme for thoeféve
years, a more extensive but complementary setwfitig interventions is envisaged, whereby devekmm
committees will be established in the villages.t Rdirtheir role will be to identify training that auld be
beneficial to the community and provided by othartp of the SFD.

K. COMPARISON OF THELABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME WITH THE PUBLIC WORKSPROJECT

The main features of the LIWP having been discusie possible to present a more comprehensive
comparison with the PWP. Such a comparison is geavin table 10.

Table 10: Comparison of the LIWP and the F{vP

Feature LIWP PWP
Implementing SFC MOPIC through a project managem
agen unit
Geographica Poorest village with at least 300 peoy Densely populated poor areas wh
targeting poorest neighbourhoods in urban aregs projects can reach as many people as
possibl
Targeting of Poor households based on acc Selftargeting, Individuals willing to d
individuals indicators and as identified in the unskilled labour at (market) wage rate
community along with self-targeting using offered
below programme wage ri

80 Key features on PWP as extracted by the authar $htorld Bank, 2012.
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Labour intensit

Minimum of 70% and average 83% f
2012 often much high

Minimum of 30 % and average of per
cen over programme lif

Income transfe

Target of USD 60-700 per participatin
household

No specific targe

Identification anc
selection of
projects

Villages selected based on poverty crits

community

and appropriate project decided upon withbest possible projects selected based pn

Projects are proposed by communities

predefined criteria including number of
people to benefit and pove

Types of projec

Terrace and Land rehabilitation, flo

defence walls, rural road improvement

building of canals and water ponds and
rehabilitation of wells and dykes

Community infrastructure such health

, clinics, schools, water supply; sewage;

thewater harvesting, stone paving of roads

and streets; and vocational training
centres.

What is clear from the table is that the programaresin practice very different from each otherlydn the
urban areas is there likely to be some overlap,even there the types of projects are likely tovbey
different. However, they both contribute to an SiPEat concept is understood to include broadeeas to
essential services. In such a definition of the ,SR& LIWP would make a stronger contribution te th
income security element, and the PWP to the adoesssential services element.
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V. ANALYSISOF SOME OF THE DEVELOPMENTAL AND SOCIAL EFFECTSOF
LABOUR-INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME IN YEMEN

In this chapter, some of the findings above will discussed in more detail and, where possible,
complemented by results from the LIWP impact evidmawhich included random control trials, enabling

some of the impact of the LIWP on communities (tresnt) to be compared with control communities. The
chapter focuses on the social protection and dpuaot related impacts of the LIWP.

A. PROGRAMME DESIGN AND THE POVERTY AND EMPLOYMENT CONEXT

There are several design features of the prograthatedirectly relate to the poverty and labour neark
context in Yemen. The first is the target for ineto be transferred to a household, which is sataind
USD 600 -700. This level reflects almost 40 pert @édraverage rural household income, estimatedSid
1700. As the programme targets the poorest houdghthis share of programme income over total
household income is probably even higher. As disedi®arlier, it is not the level of this target ther the
variation in this transfer that raises concernsoriter to ensure to consistently impact on beregies, it is
especially important that the number of househmdsiving substantially less than the targeted arhate
reduced.

From the underemployment and unemployment figuvagable, it seems likely that most households wdoul
certainly be able to work all the days they welecated without having to sacrifice much incomenfro
other work. In this sense, the design also seempsoppate to the local context. However, the humbfer
days of work provided also varies significantly peusehold, and the majority of households surveged
the impact evaluation reported to have receivecefevan 50 days over the period they participatethé
programme.

It was also found in the impact assessment thahviloeiseholds earn more than YER 100,000 (USD 500)
through the LIWP they are more likely to reportraieg at least some of the project income on gadlasr
than food, debt and medical c&feThis implies that from a food security and constiorp smoothing
perspective the targeted transfer amount seemske seNse, as an income of approximately YER 100,00
appears to be the point at which the most basiswuoption needs of targeted households are met.

The overall scale of the LIWP, and of other sopiatection measures, remains limited, especialth wie
high, and increasing, number of food-insecure, put unemployed in Yemen. About half the Yemeni
population face food insecurity, so the scale tériventions to address this should, in fact, besimas The
LIWP is trying to increase its scale, but this émtingent upon securing additional funding. In 20it®as
managed to achieve a disbursement-rate of USD #libnmper month, implying expenditure of almost 50
million - a significant increase from 2012. The wagtes, however, have also recently been increased
USD 10 in rural areas and to USD 13 in urban 8h&is could reduce the number of households reached
depending on whether the target amount to be &emesf has also been increased. While this wouldrekp
the programme substantially, the coverage woulldbgtilimited.

An important tension the LIWP leadership needs mage is how to use the program to address serious
short-term crises, while at the same time condider the role of the programme needs to changedeardo
make longer-term impacts. This is best capturetidwy the imperative to respond to the current crisikes

it difficult for the LIWP to realise its stated arit of shifting to the longer-term implementationdality. In

the interviews with senior head-office staff of tBED, it was expressed that it aims to develofLtiéP as

a “sustainable social tool” that can effectivelyack areas affected by shocks and crises (with the
understanding that there are many such areas ireiYeamd that the programme is not presently regdlin

of them). At the same time, the SFD would like th&/P to have a clearer location within the national
policy framework - both in terms of whom to focysom, and of what the programme is expected to aehie

in reaching that target group.

81 Christian et al., p. 42.
82 Republic of Yemen Social Fund for Development, 201p. 49.
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It also appears that there is still room for thg/H to improve its collaboration and coordinatiothagther
social protection interventions. The SFD has beerking with the SWF to improve targeting, but thiss
mainly focused on exchanging information and daa, not on developing an integrated or alignecdetarg
strategy to optimise the coverage of both prograsambese intentions are there, but to some extegtdet
overtaken by events - with Yemen moving from crisigrisis - resulting in an inability to maintaarionger-
term perspective.

Interviewed officials of the MOPIC and the SWF sdiw an important role for the LIWP within the oukra
social protection framework, although they did atitsee it as having the same role. Some of theivy
were not consistent with what the LIWP is in fableato achieve. On the one hand, interviewees egprk
the opinion that the LIWP is a short-term, or astetemporary, intervention as part of the TPSDthét
other hand, a number of the recommendations, sactiesigning long-term interventions for extremely
impoverished areas, only make sense from a lomger-perspective. This, perhaps, reflects the difffic
context in Yemen, where it is understood that gniesponses are supposed to be temporary, buhalsine
crisis in the country is an ongoing one not likidydisappear in the near future.

B. IMPACTS OF THELABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME ON INCOME EXPENDITURE AND FOOD
SECURITY

It was found in the impact evaluation, and confidnire the FGDs, that most of the income earned vgasl u
for food-related expenditure, and only a smallticacon the acquisition of household assets. Astioeed
above, the likelihood of this increased once piaicts earned more than YER 100,000.

Another important finding was that much of the imewas used to pay off debts, which were mostly
incurred in order to buy food. It is apparently coon for households to be able to buy food on credid

this practice has been important in helping to duthe effects of increasing food prices. As altesie
increasing food prices have had a much more prarezlieffect on households’ debts than on their ctua
food consumption. Because of this, it is clear tra important impact of the LIWP has been on hiooise
debt. While household debt of both control andtinest households increased, debt increase amortigokcon
households was much greater, at USD 123 (YER 2§,108n among treatment households, where it was
USD 25 (YER 5,960%°

Despite the apparent availability of credit for fhechase of food, it was found that the LIWP hambsitive
impact on calorific food intake of between 320 &35 calories per person per day as compared tootont
communities. At the same time, it was found thatdlierall impact on calorific intake due to thesigriwas a
reduction of between 244 and 345 calories per dag net effect, thus, was that households in LIWP
communities slightly increased their calorific foodake over the course of the impact-study, wheliea
control community households calorific food intak&s significantly reduced - demonstrating a clear
positive impact of the LIWP.

Another interesting finding was that the increas¢éhie number of days worked varied significantlytwthe
labour supply of the household, as households gri¢ater labour supply worked more (and earned more)
than did households with more limited labour supfllis reinforces the earlier findings that the IBVis
limited in the extent to which it can transfer thegeted amount of income to households with lichisdour
supply. While this is not entirely surprising, & problematic that households with limited laboup@y
simply may not have enough labour to complete thekwhey are allocated, even though they are likely
be more vulnerable, as they generally have fewettadble to earn an income, and may include sick,
disabled or elderly members.

C. LABOUR MARKET EFFECTS OF THE.ABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME

Similarly to how it affected food consumption, tbesis impacted negatively on wage rates, whichewer
found to decline due to the drop in overall availgbof employment. This made the LIWP wage raterm

83 Christian et al., 2013, p. 36, Amounts calculdtech figures provided in table 3.19.
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attractive than was initially intended, and as sulteit has also had a greater impact on local wages. In
this regard, it was found that average wages girtrent communities were about 300 YER per day highe
than in control communities, and that about halftto$ effect could be attributed to the LIViPAgain,
though, this needs to be understood in the confiextsystem of payment based on piece-rates. ibnaisn

of declining incomes, it becomes more likely thatigeholds will try to get the most out of a systeim
payments based on piece-rate earning, even ifrthalives, for example, very long hours. Howeverykers
working longer hours than normal would not be retée, as the wages reported are in essence onligtnp
and calculated from the total income divided byrnhenber of days worked, regardless of the hour&edbr

As would be expected, the LIWP also had a posiffect on the overall number of days worked (both
within and outside the programme), and the incred$g days worked is approximately the same nuraber
days offered by the LIWP of 64 days shown by adstiative datd> The finding that the increase in the
total number of days worked is similar to the numtifedays of work offered by the LIWP suggest tted
LIWP caused little displacement and that it wasaffie in reaching the un- and underemployed and
offering work during periods when other work was agailable.

Another interesting finding pertains to the LIWRspact upon employment in other sectors. Because th
impact evaluation coincided with the peak of thengenic crisis in 2011, significant shifts in emphagnt
took place between various sectors. These shitigieber, varied considerably between treatment and
control communities, and are captured in table dibw. In control communities, losses in employnmaun

to the crisis were apparently only partially comgeted for by increased employment in agriculturé an
unskilled self-employment. There was, however, aeral reduction in employment in these communities
of 190 people (from 1134 to 944). In villages wille LIWP, though, the overall reduction in employtne
was only marginal (7 people) - even if employmegtthe programme is ignored, and despite similar
structural shifts taking place. The major changthase LIWP communities was a large increase ikiled
self-employment, from 188 to 376 people. This kelly to have been an effect of the increased demand
generated by the injection of LIWP income into deenmunities, with the unskilled self-employed oiffigr
services to those working in the programme. Theairthpf the LIWP in these communities, then, was not
only the 747 jobs it directly created, but also dliger employment opportunities it indirectly ereabl

Table 11: Employment on control and treatment comitias

Control Treatment Control Treatment
Basdline Baseline Expost Expost
Governmentz 12¢€ 96 81 91
Private Agriculture, skille 17 20 25 5
Private Agriculture 88 69 14¢€ 112
unskillec
Private Construction, skill¢ 42 58 17 34
Private Constructior 57 83 32 32
unskillec
Private other, skille 96 99 44 42
Private other, unskille 171 15€ 85 13¢
Selfemployed skille 198 15¢ 113 96
Self-employed unskille 34z 18¢ 39t 37¢€
SFD skillec 0 5 1 86
SFD unskille 0 0 5 661
Totals 1134 928 944 1668

Source: Christian et al., 2013, with totals addg@ithor.

84 Christian et al., p. 24-25.
8 Ibid., p. 22.
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D. IMPACTS ON CHILD LABOUR

It is not possible to make conclusions about thiecefof the LIWP on child labour in Yemen. Whileeth
programme does not officially allow for the panpiation of children, in FGD participants in Hajjalicated
that there were instances of children assistingrgarwith some of the work on the LIWP. The chitdre
however, were not registered by the SFD as havarjcjpated, and it was indicated that the SFD had
conducted awareness campaigns to reduce the patiici of children. At the same time, participadits

not believe that this participation negatively afésl the children’s studying, as they did not doop of
school to work on the LIWP - when they assistedr tharents, it was generally outside of school koum
many communities, however, only primary schoolseasrailable, and children who had completed primary
school were more likely to assist their parentsttoe LIWP. Overall, participants also indicated thfae
LIWP allowed more children to attend school by pdavg income to cover school-related expenses.dia, T
FGD participants indicated that while the local@ahhad no teachers, and therefore no pupils dtigrit]
children - although having no a formal role in thveject - supported their parents with LIWP work.

The impact evaluation of the LIWP supports the rigse that the programme had a positive impact on
school attendance, and found that boys from treattvibages were 8 per cent more likely to be e@bin
school than were boys from control villagé#s discussed earlier, however, this does not saciys mean
that the LIWP also had a positive effect on thesotidn of child labour.

E. BENEFITS FROM AND MAINTENANCE OF ASSET CREATED THRGEH THE LABOUR INTENSIVE WORKS
PROGRAMME

1. Benefits generated by Labour Intensive Works Progna projects

In the FGDs, respondents were generally very ajgiree of and positive about the assets construictéde
programme. The type of assets constructed in themmities where the FGDs were held varied.
The quotations from the FGD’s below highlight thiews of respondents about the usefulness of tretsass
created:
Previously three days were needed for the springfith to get the water out, however after the
project, it takes only one day, and some time $tlbeen filled twice a day. This is in addition to
other benefits (form the LIWP) such as cash antsskarned.(Hadramout FGD)
My house has been effected by rains caused flapdegay times in the past, floods entered inside
more than once, but now no more, bless God foptbject.(Sana’a FGD)
Yes, The project has provided real benefits: befloeeroad, a bag of flour had to be split out into
three parts to be carried out to the village, hoareafter construction the road, the access to the
village becomes easier and cheap@iz FGD)

Other FGDs, as well as the impact evaluation by3RB, show similar results regarding the utilityaskets
created. In the impact evaluation, 95 per cenespondents indicated that the project was benkfiheir
community as a whole. Furthermore, “80 per cenicatéd that their household benefited directly fritva
project. Of those that did not benefit, the maiasmns were either because they were far from thjeqtr
location, or did not own land”. The impact evaluation also attempted to quantié/tienefits of the project,
and concluded that water projects in the sampleesuwvere likely to reduce the travel time (retutm¥etch
water in the rainy season by 18 minutes. More irguly, it also found that the water infrastructueduced
average water shortages by half, from 3 to 4 mobéfigsre the projects to 1 to 2 months afterwardiés 1
especially important as it has been found thatl tuwaseholds spend as much as 10 per cent of holdseh
income on water during the dry season, mostly dude high transport cost of water which then loabket
transported®

From these findings, it would appear that the assetated and services provided do contributegGH#F, if
a broader interpretation of the SPF - includinghsservices and assets - is used. As a nationah8®Rot

8 |bid., p. 23.
8 bid., p. 52.
% |bid., p. 52-53.
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been defined in Yemen, however, it is difficultdonclude from these findings to what extent thesgepts
contribute to establishing an SPF there. Nonetbgles/ould be fair to conclude that if the broadpproach

to the SPF is taken, the assets and services af\tie could make an important contribution to ebtdiing

it in Yemen, and could if necessary be adjustefbtms on enhancing access to those essential egrvic
included in the national definition.

2. Maintenance of assets created through the Labaenkive Works Programme

After LIWP projects have been completed, maintesawfcthe constructed assets is supposed to bedarri
out by the local community through a local mainterea committee established with the support of the
LIWP. The extent to which this functions variest Imo systematic review of how well the maintenance
arrangements function has so far been done.

Emerging from discussion on this topic in the fogugups was a general awareness of the importance o
maintenance and the community’s responsibility wilgard to this, but also a lack of clarity as tawh
exactly the maintenance was supposed to be carded-or example, participants Hajja and Taiz cawdd
clearly articulate how the maintenance was takilzggy and who exactly had a role in it. In Hadrathou
some participants indicated that they were involivechaintenance of the runnels (small irrigatiomala),

as it was important to keep these running. In tw@a% FGD it was indicated that there was no maartee

of the channel that had been constructed, andwtlaate was rapidly accumulating in it. Participants,
furthermore, believed it would be difficult to hawdfective voluntary maintenance in urban areas lik
Sana’a, since such communities are less cohesienare transient.

F. IMPACTS ON SKILLS AND EMPLOYMENT OFLABOUR INTENSIVE WORKSPROGRAMME PARTICIPANTS

It is difficult to draw any conclusions about impaof the LIWP on skills development that can l¢éad
future employment. As discussed above, howevere thee several factors that make it very difficalbave

a large impact in this area. Participants were igdlyeoptimistic that the skills they developed tblead to
future employment, but there is no further datastport this optimism. Nor is there generally any
information available about the employment stafusasticipants after the LIWP.

Impacts of the skills developed on other facettheflives of participants are also difficult to ess. In the
focus groups respondents large focused on the itedhiiconstruction related) skills they gained.
Understanding the impact of these and other ndmiteal skills possibly gained would need to be the
subject of separate research.
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VI. LESSONSAND CONCLUSIONS

In this final chapter, the main conclusions andsdes from the various findings and discussionshan t
LIWP are presented. These are divided in two sestidhe first focuses on general conclusions asgbles,
relating the broader context and impacts of the RIWhe second section outlines the conclusions and
lessons specifically related to the design and émgintation of the LIWP.

A. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS

The difficult context in Yemen has affected the IBVih various ways. Apart from impacting operatitnal
and making the implementation much more challengirttas had impacts at the design and policy evel
has demanded that the LIWP revert back to more dfoater-term crisis-response approach as oppased t
the longer-term developmental approach towards twhihvad been shifting. This makes sense given the
overwhelming immediate needs due to the severitythef crisis and the overall lack of resources for
addressing increasing poverty rates and food imggcit the same time, it raises questions abbetrole

of the LIWP and whether it should be used as ascrissponse instrument or adopt longer-term social
protection objectives. However, in the current tildacontext, where it is difficult to formulatelang-term
social protection strategy, it is likely that tinide will remain somewhat unclear, and that the SkDhave

to keep taking a pragmatic approach.

The experience with the LIWP also raises broadestijons as to which social protection mechanisras ar
most appropriate in crisis-prone countries like ¥amwhere crisis is often systemic, consisting of a
combination of simultaneous political, social, emoric and environmental problems and upheavals. &vhil
Yemen experienced an increased need for sociagéqiroh measures due to higher rates of poverty and
unemployment, there was also a simultaneous dexrgadoth available resources and government
implementation capacity. An important lesson frdra LIWP is that the SFD was able to continue eiffect
implementation throughout the crisis as it wasardy relatively independent but also widely recagad as
politically neutral. This meant that it could conte to function even in a context of high political
uncertainty and dramatic political changes. Anoihgyortant feature supporting this is the SFD’sictnre,
whereby the regional offices can continue to fumcindependently of each other, meaning that ifetfzze
problems in one area it does not affect other ones.

As an instrument for income provision, the LIWP eggs particularly good at reaching the poorestimate
rural areas. Impact evaluations demonstrated thiatreased household income, resulting in enhafoed
security and reductions in household debts. They falund an increase in the transport related $sehi-
busses) accumulated in targeted communities asam@apo in the control group of communities.

While the benefits of income provided are cleartipularly with regard to food security, nutritioand
reducing household debt - they are to a large elkitaiied to the period when income is providedeTbng-
term approach that the LIWP tried to shift towamdkereby households would be part of the prograrfimme

a period of at least 3 and up to 5 years and recannual work and income, was meant to address this
However, due to the 2011 crisis this shift coultlydre implemented to a limited degree.

Rural areas in particular seem to appreciate tiséipe effects of the project on community cohesidhis
could be important in a context of crisis and ciotfiwhere many events tend to fracture communéies
lead to deteriorating infrastructure. In such aterty a programme like LIWP that can respond swidthd
builds infrastructure and cohesion may be even rappeeciated and beneficial.

There are also indications that the LIWP functiomsda local economic stimulus. In addition to tirea
employment it created, the programme helped slistpemployment levels in the communities where it
was implemented, whereas overall employment detiimeommunities where the LIWP was not present.

Finally, a lack of financial resources remainsltfggest constraint for increasing both the scatesamope of
the LIWP. The visions to expand the LIWP to reaf8,000 households by 2015 and to shift the programm
towards a longer-term approach are both primaelyethdent on financing being available.
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B. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS RELATED TO THE DESIGN AND RLEMENTATION OF THELABOUR
INTENSIVE WORKS PROGRAMME

1. Institutional arrangements

The capacity that the SFD brings to bear on thddmpntation of the LIWP is critical to the progragis
success. The SFD brings institutional capacity rircial areas like project management, monitoring an
evaluation; construction and engineering; poveargeting; community engagement; and management of
donor relationships. This has not only contributedhe effective implementation, but has impactadhe
design of the programme as well. The importantoless this regard is perhaps that the institution
implementing such programmes should be involvedhigir design, so that they can benefit from its
experience, but also so that the design can rdaftectapacity of the institution which will be resgible for
implementation. This lesson is particularly impattas it has implications and to some extent duesthe
practice where designs for such programmes are leteddbefore implementing agents are commissioned.

The LIWP faces a real trade-off with regard to @aging the role of other government departmentdcaad
authorities. This would, on the one hand, incregseernment and political ownership of the programme
and in the long run mobilize additional capacity @ossibly funding for implementation. On the othand,
though, it seems inevitable that it would also esqpthe programme to greater political interfererzcel
negatively affect the professionalism and qualitypmgramme implementation. Given the current pralt
instability, it would seem best to let the LIWP @&@m firmly managed by the SFD so that it remains
relatively sheltered from this instability.

2. Self-targeting

Relying only on self-targeting within communitiey etting a low wage rate was found to have its
limitations in the rural Yemeni context, as thegraomme still tended to attract participants whoiobsly
were not among the poorest.

It has also, for two reasons, proven difficult taintain the LIWP wage rate at below the prevailamg.
Firstly, since the LIWP demands that participaméstaghly productive, participants tend to demaighér
wages. Secondly, due to the economic crisis in Yemages were actually declining, but it was diffido
reduce LIWP wages, as that would have reducedcyzatit income exactly at the time when it was most
needed. It was therefore found necessary to conguiethe self-targeting with other targeting mechians
such as household surveys and community targetirgnsure that only the poorest were targeted by the
programme.

3. Geographic targeting

The geographic targeting approach in the rural eomapt, whereby the poorest small villages are tachge
using census and household survey data, has ptoveneffective in that the programme is able szhethe
poorest villages. Consideration should be givensiog this approach to more specifically define lth&/P
target group. Because the size of the LIWP targetigis currently not clearly defined, it is alsoclear
what size it should aim to grow to, or what itsiogl size would be. Currently, the desired scaléhef
programme is largely defined by pragmatic consitilema of available funding or capacity rather thgna
strategy to provide a certain level of protectioratspecific vulnerable group in Yemen.

4. Payment based on piece-rates and female partidpati

The use of piece-rate in the LIWP seems to cortilia the high variation in the amount of income
provided to each household, and to some housemetdsving total incomes of well below the targeted
amount. The piece-rate system also seems to waksgigincreasing the participation rate of women,
especially for physically demanding work, as it &kt possible for men to earn more than women.
Regardless of any cultural factors, this would mitkmuch more likely that households decide tonfen
participate. Making it possible for women to eampar with men would therefore seem a necessaty, bu
probably not sufficient, means to enroll more womehe recent inclusion of health and educationtedla
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services in the LIWP is significant, since it bread the scope of activities and creates clear agefar
higher rates of female involvement.

5. Labour intensity and the types of assets

The assets and activities selected in the LIWP sagpnopriate in that they can be completed withia t
labour and material budget available, and that gt#lyprovide benefits to the communities whereyttare
located. Participants are generally positive allbetassets providing benefits to the community ahale

as well as to them, and this is further supportgdVidence from the impact evaluations. Howevers it
possible that the rising labour intensity of thaMB will compromise the choice communities have in
choosing assets that are most useful to them,Fen8FD should weigh this carefully against the bienef
reaching a higher number of beneficiaries. In Haase, the LIWP should not aim to set a goal ahéur
increasing labour intensity, but rather establistoptimal range that balances the income secubigyctive

of maximising the income transfer with the objeetiof providing quality assets that enhance acaess t
essential services. This range may vary, takin® iatcount specific geographic circumstances, but
international experience as well as the historyhef LIWP would suggest that projects in the LIW®@wdd
have a minimum labour intensity of 60 per cent amdaximum of 85 per cent.

6. Maintenance of assets created

With regard to the maintenance of assets, indinatare that the systems put in place by the LIV\Pnat
effective and need to be improved. This would rnieeidivolve different approaches in rural and urbasas
to maintenance, and — possibly - different appreadb different types of assets, depending on Hearlg
and directly those who are expected to maintairaisets are also benefiting from them.

7. Skills development

The approach to skills development in the LIWP istey pragmatic and opportunistic, involving skills
transfer from skilled workers to unskilled ones.AGDs, it was generally agreed that this approaak w
rather effective. While the skills in question amestly construction related, such are generally sseuseful

to gain other employment, as well as for being dblelo maintenance work on the assets. It is unclea
however, how many of the participants gained skillthis way, as it is not currently monitored.

It is also unclear what impacts the LIWP had on-temhnical skills of individuals and on the overall
capacity of communities to organise themselves iamgtove their own environment. More research is
required to shed light on these possible impacts.

8. Safety at work

It has also emerged from this study that safetyak is a real concern on LIWP projects, and thate is

no clear policy to address this. The current pcaatif relying on the insurance of long-term SFDf $&anot
effective. The LIWP can improve this situation lyroducing awareness and training on safety at work
order to prevent accidents from occurring in thstfplace. As it is unlikely that the LIWP will kable to
find a suitable insurance product to cover the n§knjury, it should consider putting in place isvn
measures. A relatively simple such would be to jgl@each branch office with a contingency budgéiictv
could be accessed relatively easily, and whichatbel used to cover the cost of medical expenseasa of
an accident. Additionally, the LIWP should considerpolicy to provide some predetermined level of
compensation to participants who are permanenjiiyed while working on an LIWP project.

9. Equity in transfers

The LIWP should put in place measures to betteragarihe typical trade-off in PEPs, whereby a strong
emphasis on productivity and completion of projettgact on reduced equity in terms of income
transferred. The current system provides too mysgrodunity for households with high labour availdi
to capture a larger share of possible programmaniec while households with limited labour suppliyow
are often also the most vulnerable, are not ab&ato their target amount. One option would behtfi ® a
task based system, but this could have the unidsiedfect of projects taking longer to completel &nus
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having higher overhead costs. Another option wobkdto assess labour supply of households in the
targeting process and design specific interventfondabour-constrained households whereby theydcou
earn higher (implied) daily wages, or to make gt the wage income of this group is supplemebied
other social protection measures such as casterdmsm the SWF.

Finally, the LIWP clearly demonstrates that it iespible for such programmes to be dynamic and
responsive, and to adopt an approach of continopsovement. In the five years since its inceptitirg
LIWP has seen numerous changes and improvemeiwsndioth by the external context and by the desire
of the SFD and its partners to keep improving tltog@mmme.

C. SUSTAINABILITY , THE RIGHTSBASED APPROACH AND CONTRIBUTING TO A NATIONAL SOCIA
PROTECTION FLOOR

The LIWP has the potential to contribute to a mal&SPF in Yemen. Certain adjustments would beiredu

at various levels in order to realise this poténgastly, at the policy level, a national defioit of the SPF
would need to be adopted, making clear the typesséntial services included. This, in turn, wquiolvide
direction to the LIWP on how to achieve the bedaibee between income transfer and provision oftasse
and services. The range of essential services aeqrart of the SPF in Yemen would have an important
influence in this regard. This, however, also iraplihat the LIWP adopts contributing to the SPktsas
primary, or at least partial, objective, and thét idoing so also implicitly adopts an RBA.

Secondly, the financing of the programme would nietle stabilised, so that the types of guarariees
SPF aims to provide are not as threatened by ckanggonor budgets or policies. And, while the StHd3
managed to secure some long-term relationshipswaitious donors, it is still susceptible to ovetadinds
and changes in donor funding to Yemen. In 2011,example, the LIWP was affected by the overall
reduction of available funding. Financial stabiligould also be enhanced if there was more cooperati
between donors and the government on the finarafinige LIWP as a whole. Currently, donors finartoe t
rural component and the government the urban orinm it impossible for the SFD to take a more
integrated approach to budgeting and, for examg@spensate for reductions in one component by using
funds from the other.

Lastly, it would require that the long-term modgaliproviding employment and income to households av
three to five year period, became the dominant naidbe LIWP, as that is the only modality to indéu
elements of an RBA. Even with the same annual budigis shift would not have to make a big impaat o
the total number of households reached per annuimwbuld have a large impact on the total number of
differenthouseholds and villages the programme would reach cumulative basis. This shift would start
changing the LIWP from an emergency-response pnogi&to one more in line with the RBA of the SPF.
While the SFD has been making a shift like thaha$ so far been limited. In the Yemeni contextengh
such a large proportion of the population lack feedurity, it is also hard to justify a modality evk the
same households benefit every year while othersveao benefits at all. Ironically, while the gowment
funding of the urban component has been more staides longer-term, the urban modality is planted
continue along the same lines of providing oncespffortunities to workers.

Finally, this raises the question of scale of th&/B. A significant increase in scale would be reedifor
the LIWP to make a contribution to the establishhfran SPF in Yemen. As long as the LIWP is ngt bi
enough to provide general coverage to a clearhytifi@ble target group, it will be difficult to jaigy making

a complete change to the envisioned long-term nitgdalnless there are additional social protection
measures put in place to cover those who are notopahe LIWP. For example, if the LIWP became of
sufficient scale to cover all the villages of catsg4 poverty with a population of between 300 4500
people, it could define this as its target groug shift to a long-term modality. It could then agghat other
social protection instruments should be used fempttoviding the SPF for other target groups.
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Interviews: 6 — central level, 23 governorate leve

ANNEX |
Details of theinterviewsand FGDs

Ministry of planning

SFD Manageme

Socia Welfare Funi

Location | No of Name / positior Date No of Name / positior Date No of Name / positior Date
interviews interviews interviews
Central | 2 1- Ms.Eman 3/8/2013| 3 1- Mr. Abdulalah 14/7/201: | 1 1- Mr. 27171201
level alhamami Aldailami, Abdulkari
General Managet Executive Director m Salah ,
for Women and of SFD General
Social Protection Manager
- Ministry of for policies
planning an 2- Nir Abduljal 26/5/210¢ Joocial
development AIsham|r||\}| LIWP fund (
(MOPIC) program Manager SWF) —
2- Mr.Nabil Altairy Ministry of
, General labor
Manager for 3- Abdulelah 9/7/201:
studies of human Albadani ,
resources - Technical
Ministry of Manager of LIWP
planning and
international
development
(MOPIC)

55




Governorates:

SFD branch /LIWF

Local Authority

Location | No of Name / positior Date No of Name / positior Date
interviews interviews
Saniacity | 4 1- Mr.Abdulrahman Adakhram, Sana 28/7/2013| NA NA NA
Program Officer
2- Ms. Yasmain Alzubairy, Social Officer|
3- Ms.Basama Alward , Social Officer
4- Mr.Mohamed Aabdi, Consultant wth 22/
program ( Accountant ) with Shoub | 9/2013
project
Taiz 5 1- Mr.Ghaleb Galeb Isowfi , Manager o | 20/6/201: | NA NA NA
LIWP at Taiz Governorate
19/6/201.
2- Dina Abdullah Almassani — Social
Officer
3- Baligh Saif Alkamali — Project Officer
4- Mohamed Hamoud Ghaleb — Technical
Officer
5- Hussain Mohamed Albahiry —
Technical Assistant — Makbana
Hajjat 4 1- Mr.Ahmed SalenDhaiff Allah , 12/6/201: | 2 1- Dr.Ahmed Yahyia Nassar ,ajja 12/6/201:

Manager of LIWP at Hajjah

Governorate

city District General Manager
2- Ali Yahyia Almarwe, Alshaghard:
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2- Mr.lbrahim Gailan , Hajja Program

Officer

3- Ms. Amani Hassan Raghaily , Social

Officer

4- Eng.Abdulbari Mohamed Alakwaa ,

Technical Officer

District , Almarwe Village , local

authority member

Hadramou| 6 1- Mr.Mohamed MohameAldailami, 26/6/201. 2 1- H.E Khaled Adianeh-the Governc | 26/6/201.
Manager of LIWP at Hadramout 2- Said Ahmed —HAJAR District
governorate General manager

2- Abdulalah Baharoon — Program
Manager — Hadramout branch
3- Hadi Salmeen Mansour — Technical
Officer
4- Amal Fouad Alhabshi Social
Coordinator
5- Ghassn Baras — Social Officer
6- Mohamed Abdulalh Althaibi — Assistant
to Social Officer
FGDs
Location | FGD1 FGDz
No of Project descriptiol Project Date No of Project descriptiol Project Date
participants location participants location
Saniacity | 9 Paving bo-channel ant Shaout 22/9/201: | NA NA
tubular channel for street and District —
paving sidewalk Marib Stree
Taiz 9 Rehabilitation Agricultura Magbanat 19/6/201: | 9 Maintenance oAgricultural | Mawiah 20/6/201:
Lands, Construction of water District, Alaref Lands, Water Reservoirs, | District,
reservoirs, Construction of | Village Access Roads Geraf
access roal Village
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Hajjah 7 water harvesting reserv, | Almarwe 12/6/201: | 14 4 water harvesting reservc | Alanabis , 13/6/201:
Maintenance of Agricultural | Village — (sizable ), Maintenance of | Althary
Lands, Protection of exist Agricultural Lands, reduction Villages :
wells of flood flow

Hadramou Maintenance of Agriculture | Hajr District, | 27/6/201: | NA NA NA NA

Lands, Irrigation channels,
Springt

Ain Basoid
Village
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ANNEX |1
Detailed Interview and FGD questions

Interview and Focus Group Discussions plan

Objectives of the interviews and discussions amsgess additional dimensions that have not béwer ei
covered or partially covered by the SFD Impact Batibn and the internal monitoring within the LIWP.
The LIWP Branch Offices produce monthly reportssereral socio-economic indicators (explained below)
that are of relevance to the study.

Below is the Plan for conducting structured intews, focus group discussions and the questionsesteyt
for each level. we will probably deploy 2 experiedconsultants male & female to assist with coridgct
focus group discussions at the project sites.

We will conduct a total of 8 FGD, 2 for each of theelected Governorates. For each FGD a totaldof 6
persons will be participated. The FGD participamilsbe identified and selected with coordinatioittw
SFD main office and Governorates offices.

So the suggested criteria to identify participdatseach FGD will be as the following:

» Two Contractors (females are necessary if possitdd)e selected from the SFD database in each
Governorate,

» 2-4Workers (Male and Female) , to be selected eoordination with the selected contractors in
each Governorate.

» Two Beneficiaries communities (Male and Femalephdaelected with coordination with the
beneficiary community leaders from in each Goveater

* One Donor Staff member only in Sana’a FGD, duééosiecurity situation

To minimize the time for conducting interviews a@@D may some sites will be done in parallel

Personsto beinterviewed Focus groups Time
frame
At The Centra e SFD (4) : Executive Director, LIW Week
Level Manager, Socio-economic senior officer, starting
Head of M&E unit. from 25-28
*  MOPIC(3):Deputy Minister of planning, May

Social Protection department /planning
sector, LIWP’s Officer/project
programming sector
e Ministry of Social Affairs & Labor (2):
labor force sector, social welfare sector.
» Social Welfare Fund(2): manager,
concernecepartmen

1- Local Authority: (3) Governor, Developme Visit projects anc | 25-28 May
1.Sanaa Branch  Planning Committee, Social Affairs Committeq conduct discussions
Office with beneficiaries
2- SFD Branch Office (4): Manager, Branch Office
Program Officer, 2 FGD
Socic-economic MonitoringConsultants*

[

2.Taiz Branct 1- Local Authority: (3) Governor, Developme Visit projects anc 1-2 Jun
Office Planning Committee, Social Affairs Committeq conduct discussions
with beneficiaries
2- SFD Branch Office (4): Manager , Branch Office
Prcgram Officer 2 FGC
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Socic-economic Monitoring Consultants

3.Hajja Branct 1- Local Authority: (3) Governor Developmen Visit projects anc 4-5 Jun

Office Planning Committee , Social Affairs Committee . conduct discussiong
( has the oldest with beneficiaries
and extensive | 2- SFD Branch Office (4): Manager , Branch Office
experience, ) Program Officer , 2 FGD
Socic-economic Monitoring Consultants
Hadhramt 1- Local Authority: (3) Governor , Developme Visit projects anc | 8-10 Jun

Planning Committee , Social Affairs Committee|. conduct discussions
with beneficiaries
2- SFD Branch Office (4): Manager , Branch Office
Program Officer , 2 FGD
Socic-economic Monitoring Consultants

Proposed Interview Questions:

1- SFD Management:

SFD M anagement

1. To which extent does the programme facilitate ga#ida to the private job market? How does
programme impact poverty? Has programme had an impact in terms of income sed

2. Is the financing of the programme establishedsnstainable manner? How does the programn
within a rights based approat

3. How does the programme impact local developmewtakservices and creased access to mark
(roads etc.)

4. To which extent may the programme work towards cadyuchild labour

5. Which procedures are in place to ensure maintenafnite assets created? Are these suffic

6. What are the skills gained from the progranby the beneficiaries? Are these skills mau
relevant? Have they contributed to graduation oifieiaries from the programm

7. Is the scale of the programme meaningful relatddviel of unemployment? What are 1
constraints to scale u

8. Is the progamme cost effective? Would similar outcomes beipteswith other means? (e.g. dir¢
cash transfer, without wor

9. To what extent the program considered gender ultitsate benefit:

1C. Does the created job opportunities under the progre aligned with the minimum standards
decent wort

11. To what extent the program could support stabdity community resilience toward succes
transition in Yemet

2- MOPIC / Ministry of Labor / SWF

2- MOPIC / Ministry of Labor / SWF

1. What is the role of the LIWP in contributing to gdgrotection/ safety net. Provisions
implementing LIW in the stabilization Plan , angpiated budgets estimates, sou

2. How is LIWP positioned with respect to other sogiatection interventionand the broe social
safety net. From an overall coverage perspectiva wrogrammes should be scaled

3. Is the design appropriate to the country contend, seasonal changes ¢

4. What do they see as the role of LIWP beyond thailgation plan (ieis it a shor-term intervention
or do they see a lon¢-term role for LIWP?

5. Role of LIWP in employment generation , skills deyenents , and poverty reduct

6. Any explicit results / impacts on improvements memployment reductic

7. Could the prograrso far have significant impacts on poverty redun

8. What is their opinion in need for scaling up thegran

9. What can be done in a better way to have wider atgpan poverty reduction and unemployn
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3- Local Authorities/ District Councils

Their roleand responsibilities

1. How and when did they get involved with the LI

2. What were their main roles and what aspects optbgramme were they involved

3. Did they have arole in identifying these commugs!

4. To what extent did the LA participain selection proce:
5. Did they get involved in the implementation pro@
6. Did they get involved in the selection of contrais
7. Has their been any capacity building or traininghaf LA staff to enable them to do more worl
the LIWP"
8. Would it be feasible for the LA to undertake finamgc& implementing LIW in order to scale u
have a wider outreach in the futt

Their views on impact and effectiveness
1. Did the LIWP target the most vulnerable communf
2. Did they get complaintfrom communities that were not includ:
3. Did they get complaints from individuals who werd mcluded
4. What is their opinion on the methodology and proced used for targeting, contractor selection
implementatio
5. Is there any noticeable improvent in the skills of labor who participate
6. Are these skills relevant (Do they think the laban use these skills elsewt- for instance on the
own land or house, or in finding other wc
7. How are the communities benefiting from the assetantetance issues, is the LA willing to ass
communities in O&M, sustainability issu
8. What are the expected Ic-term impacts of the progre
9. Were the assets created of good standard andy}
10. Were the assets created use
11. To what extent in theiopinion HH benefited from the income, did theiriftoods improve, has tt
training and awareness raising programs impactegd(Ett they share specific stories or examp
12. Any suggestions/ remarks they would like to n

4- Interviewswith Program Officer and Socio-economic Consultants:
Focuswill be on projectsthat have already been completed to assess longer -ter m impacts

Their roleand responsibilities

1. How long have you been working on the LIV

2. On how many subprojects have you worl

3. Whatis your role in the projec

4. How do you work with the LA, Communities, individusorkers and SFC

L onger term impacts

1. What in your opinion are the main outcomes / impaétthe Program on the beneficii
communities

2. How are the communities maintaining the as

3. How are the communities benefiting from the a:

4. Have the communities continued with any other dgwelent aspects such as requesting sen
training, income generating skills ..

5. Have skills gaine during project implementation increased their clearaf accessing jc
opportunities in the labor market. What in yourropin needs to be done in future projects to
enhance skills adequate

6. Are any skills gained relevant within the houseRdlinprov« their own land or house for examg

7. Did handicapped persons patrticipate in any forthénprojects, what type of activiti
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8. What were women roles in the proj

9. Did youth have patrticipated as labor in the prg

10. What was the children’s role ihe project? Were they patrticipating as lal

11. What were the effects of the project on schoohalt@ce ? (were they skipping school to work
was the income used to enable children to atteimolase

12. Are communities continuing to practice the nutntibealth & hygiene training received duri
project ? and are the trained committees stilvadt training

13. Are there any seinitiatives undertaken by the communities to imgravfrastructure ( caning
access roads, rehabilitating community assets asiflood protection, gabions, water springs, wells
rain water collection ponc ..etc

14. Were there Environmental Assessments conductdtiémselected project:

15. Are there any new income genera activities/ increase in productive activities, eaomc activities
such as shops ..€

16. Have any members of the community acquired M-finance services such as loans or sav

Community Focus Groups
Proposed themes and questions for the focus grisapssions.
Theme 1- Relationship with project

How do they understand their relationship with pngject- long term, short-term, where they luclsyiti
once-off chance, do they think they will work oro#irer project? How did they get involved, did they
apply? Or were they chosen, and if so for whataes®

Theme 2- Accessto services

What effects has the project had on access to g#dochealth care, water, sanitation? (Did they s@®e of
the earnings on these, Did an improved road magasier to go to a clinic?) What was the childrenls in
the project ,were they participating as labor, whey attending school?

Theme 3: Relationshipswithin the society

Is your community cooperating and has better secihésion than before project, do you have motessr
disputes in the community? Have you got to know @&y people in the project or strengthen existing
relationships? Did you got to know or interact waity government of SFD officials? Do you think #hare
any benefits to these new relationships?

Theme 4: Empower ment to improve ones own life, community and environment

What in your opinion are the benefits gained frow project.

Are you benefiting from the assets.

How are you maintaining the assets.

How do you intend to maintain them in the futurdosxcan assist , source of funds

Have you tried to look for other agencies , loa#harity to provide other development services

including training for example on agricultural asfse livestock/ veterinary services income

generating skills ..etc

* What type of skills were gained during project isrpkentation and has job opportunities in the labor
market increased. What in your opinion needs tddree in future projects to enhance skills
adequately

» Are you still continuing to practice the nutrititraining received during project and are the
committees still active in training

» Are there any self-initiatives undertaken by thenowunities to improve infrastructure ( cleaning

access roads, rehabilitating community assets asiflood protection, gabions, water springs, wells

..etc rain water collection ponds,
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* What were women roles in the project.
Theme5: broader economic impacty effects?

» Are there any new income generating activities/aase in productive activities, economic activities
such as shops ..etc.
» Have any members of the community acquired Micnayfice services such as loans or savings.

Theme 6: Payment

How were participants paid? How often? Was it are® Did it involve costs (travel, waiting for a tpn
time?) was the payment accurate (what they thatlglytwould get), were there any conflicts unhapgsne
about the payments? Did anybody want them to paesaf their payment (for instance as a “reward” for
helping to select them?

General: Any (success) stories
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