


























programme such as the PSNP will always be a political resource. Therefore, what is
crucial for the long term transparency and effectiveness of the programme is that future
incidents of abuse are detected through the monitoring process and that actions are
swiftly taken to counter them.

6.7. Gender

The PIM recognises a number of gendered aspects to the safety net. It
encourages women'’s participation in the FSTFs (though with no target percentages); it
notes that widows and other female household heads are more likely to need direct
support, and that pregnant and breastfeeding women should be exempt from the public
works. It also allows for public works to be carried out on private land owned by labour-
poor female-headed households. In the planning and management of the public works,
it states:

“Priority should be given to activities which are designed to enable women to
participate and which contribute to reducing women’s regular work burden and
increase access to productive assets” (Section 4.3.1); and that

“Each work team should have a fairly balanced composition taking into account
gender, age, skill ability and strength. Women can be part of mixed teams or form
their own teams. They can also be team leaders” (Section 4.6.2).

The section on HIV/AIDS (4.7.2) draws attention to the need for specific protection
measures for women and girls. Finally, the brief section on process evaluation (6.2.1.)
includes a question on gender in the evaluation checklist, and recommends that TORs
for evaluation teams should specify the inclusion of women (as well as minority groups)
among the interviewees.

In assessing the implementation of the PSNP targeting, this study consulted women as
decision-makers, beneficiaries and community members. A number of gender-relevant
findings have already been discussed in r|\ ' I ¥

earlier parts of the report:

= All but two of the 21 FSTFs interviewed

had at least one woman member; but the ""_'_‘“'“’"'j
women representatives are few and

hardly ever in leadership roles. This is
partly due to their under-representation
in local governance and professional
roles, but could be mitigated by requiring
a higher proportion of elected women at

kebele and community level (see section
3.1).

= A high proportion of the Development
Agents, who are taking an active role in
the targeting of the PSNP, are women
(40% in the sampled kebeles: see
section 3.1 and 3.4).

= Female household heads who are not
targeted for the PSNP are more likely to
appeal than men, but their appeals are iz e L
less likely to succeed. Those who do The principle that pregnant women

not appeal are much more likely than  ghould be provided with DS is poorly
men to give social pressure or implemented in practice
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intimidation as a reason (section 5.1).

= Labour-poor households (many of whom are female-headed®) often find it
difficult to cover the work-days needed to earn the full family entitlement (section
6.3).

= The principle that pregnant women (over 6 months) and nursing mothers (up to
10 months) should be provided with DS is poorly implemented in practice. A new
system of temporary leave from PW is required (section 6.3). The quotation from a
women'’s representative in the box below highlights that this is an issue affecting the
welfare of children as well as of women.

“For pregnant women, it’s very difficult. For example, there was a young woman working on the stone
bunds here. She was more than 4 months pregnant, but | don't know exactly (usually women here
don’t know exactly how many months they are). She was very tired, and she was sitting on the stones.
Afterwards she went home and was very ill, and she had a miscarriage. For breastfeeding women,
they come with their babies on their backs and the babies are always getting sick because the women
are bending and moving all the time, and they get eye problems from the strong sun and the dust.”

~Woman KFSTF member, Bugna (Amhara)

Four of the eight woredas visited were able to provide gender-disaggregated
beneficiary statistics, as summarised in Table 16. Broadly, these figures show that in
all four woredas approximately half of PW beneficiaries are women or girls. In DS
the proportion of female beneficiaries is higher in all the woredas except Enderta
(where only 34% of registered DS beneficiaries were female). The gender difference
between PW and DS is clearer when beneficiaries are counted by household: in Chiro,
24% of PW and 59% of DS beneficiary households were female-headed. Similarly in
Bugna, 35% of PW and 73% of DS households were female-headed.?’ This difference
is to be expected, given that female-headed households tend to be smaller and more
labour-poor and to have fewer livelihood options, and reflects appropriate gender
targeting of DS.

Table 16: Gender balance of PW and DS beneficiaries, by woreda

Public Works Direct Support Total PSNP beneficiaries
Woreda
M F| %F M F| %F M F % F
Enderta (2005) 18,231 | 22,672 | 55% 959 484 | 34% | 19,190 | 23,156 55%
Kilte Awlalo (2005) 38,245 | 37,584 | 50% | 4,299 | 4,505 | 51% | 42,544 | 42,089 50%
Bugna (2006) 29,093 | 29,852 | 51% | 3,467 | 7,588 | 69% | 32,560 | 37,440 53%
Chiro (2006) 12,043 | 10,934 | 48% 762 | 1,035 | 58% | 12,805 | 11,969 48%

Source: Woreda FSTF / Food Security Offices
Note: Gender-disaggregated beneficiary numbers were not available from the other woredas.

20 See Trends report p.12.

21 Comparable figures by household were not available from the other woredas. The household survey found that,
across all eight woredas, 23% of PW beneficiary households and 56% of DS beneficiary households were female-
headed (compared to 28% of the whole sample).
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Among women PW
beneficiaries, one of the most
frequently-raised issues was the
workload. While the cash and
food transfers from the PSNP are
a much-appreciated benefit, the

“Our workload is very heavy. We wake up very early,
before the birds start to sing, to fetch water and make
enjera. Then we go to work [PW] at about 7: 30, and stay
there until 4, 5 or 6, it depends on the job. When we
return home we will continue to work until midnight. The
children help by collecting firewood.”

~ Women PW beneficiaries, Kilte Awlalo (Tigray)

“The work norm for both men and women is the same.

work itself is a cost to participants.
The fact that half the registered
PW beneficiaries are women is to
be welcomed because it means
that they have equal access to the
programme, but it also represents
a significant addition to their
workload. In focus groups, many women beneficiaries said they found it difficult to
manage their essential domestic and childcare responsibilities alongside the public
works, and were forced to work extremely long days.

The time allotted is also the same. Some of us with
children ... suffer due to the workload and the lengthy
time we are spending in the PWs. Because we are
responsible for additional household activities during
morning and late evening we became exhausted.”

~ Women PW beneficiaries, Derashe (SNNPR)

This report therefore repeats the recommendation of the gender technical report for the
2004 PSNP design mission “that the public works component allow women to work
fewer hours than men for the same daily wage given women’s domestic
responsibilities”. ((Rogers 2004):iii) Alternative measures would be to reduce the
number of hours worked per day for both women and men (as recommended above),
and to allow more flexible timing to take account of participants’ other responsibilities.
In this context, women’s work in nourishing and providing for the household should be
valued equally with farming and other activities.

6.8. HIV/AIDS

The 2004 PIM (section 4.7.2) makes the following statement of intent about the
inclusion of HIV/AIDS-affected households, but provides no guidance on how it should
be implemented:

“Itis ... essential to ensure chronically food insecure households which are affected
by HIV/AIDS will benefit from SNP without being exposed to any stigma and
discrimination. In addition, if a household cannot provide labour to participate in the
public works because [of] illness associated with HIV/AIDS, it should be eligible to
receive direct support from the SNP.”

Based on a large body of work on the socio-economic impacts of the disease, it can be
stated that households affected by HIV/AIDS are likely to fall into one or more of the
following categories:

» Labour-poor households??

= Elderly-headed households with children and little or no adult labour
= Child-headed households

= Households hosting orphans and other vulnerable children

= Households with chronically ill working-age adults, or who have suffered the death
of working-age adults. The impact of the loss of breadwinners is self-evident.

2 For example, recent research in Tigray found that HIV/AIDS reduced households’ effective labour supply by 42%
compared to non-affected households (Gebrehiwot Hailemariam Birru (2005). The Economic Impact of HIV/AIDS
on Smallholder farmers of Alamata District, Southern Tigray, Ethiopia. M.Sc. thesis in Agricultural Economics,
Alemaya University.)
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Chronic illness drains the household of both labour (due to loss of the sick person’s
labour plus the high demand on time and effort, usually of women and girls, of
caring for sick family members) and wealth (with income and assets sacrificed to
pay for medical treatment).

These are, in technical terms, sensitive but not specific indicators — in other words, they
will capture virtually all HIV/AIDS-affected households, but will not distinguish them
from households affected by other illnesses or misfortunes. This is exactly what is
needed to ensure that affected households who are eligible on the grounds of poverty
and food insecurity are included in the PSNP, without exposing them to stigma.

In the fieldwork for this study, only a handful of people were encountered who identified
themselves as affected by HIV/AIDS. All were PSNP beneficiaries due to their
household circumstances. It is, however, impossible to know how many others were in
fact affected, not only because of the stigma and difficulty of talking about the iliness
but also because of the very poor diagnostic facilities in rural Ethiopia. This is an
additional practical reason for not targeting by HIV status.

The household survey encountered only two child-headed households® out of the
sample of 960: both were PSNP beneficiaries (Trends report p.11). Elderly-headed
households® were more common (19% of the sample), and 82% of these were PSNP
beneficiaries (ibid. p.13). Future rounds of the survey could provide more detailed
analysis of the characteristics and beneficiary status of households and individuals who
fall into the proxy indicator categories, including “grandparent households” and
vulnerable children.

As a targeting policy, this report recommends that the PSNP should ensure coverage
of HIV/AIDS affected households through the proxy indicators listed above. The
programme should improve its support to labour-poor households (providing full-
family transfers while limiting the labour requirement to a reasonable level), as
discussed above. It should also continue to ensure that only able-bodied adults are
required to work, while eligible elders and children are provided with direct support.
Chronic illness (from whatever disease) should be specified as a criterion for direct
support, and the time needed to care for the sick should be taken into account by
CFSTFs in assessing the labour availability of targeted households. These measures
in combination will ensure that poor and food-insecure households affected by
HIV/AIDS are supported by the PSNP. The programme should not attempt to target
these households as a separate identifiable group.

2 Households headed by children under 16 years old.

24 Household heads aged 60 and over.
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7. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

This section summarises recommendations on issues raised throughout the report, and
constitutes an action list for discussion by donors and government. The
recommendations are clustered according to topic, and are not necessarily in order of
priority. A more detailed discussion of the issues leading to each recommendation can
be found in the appropriate section of the report. Many of the recommendations made
are about strengthening or ensuring practical implementation of the principles already
stated in the PIM, rather than fundamental changes to the safety net design.

7.1. Public Works and Direct Support targeting

i. Preset quotas or targets for the proportion of beneficiaries who receive free
transfers (without being required to work) should be dropped, since the actual
percentage of eligible beneficiaries who can or cannot work will inevitably vary from
place to place and from time to time. The number of people on direct support in any
given community should be determined by a local needs assessment. This
recommendation is in line with the principles already stated in the PIM, section 2.1.

ii. A ceiling should be set on the total number of days per month an individual is
required to work on the PW projects. Woredas should decide an appropriate
maximum number of days for their local conditions (under the guidance of the
region, and in consultation with FSTFs and beneficiaries): the revised (2006) PIM
suggests a ceiling of 20 days, which is effectively full-time employment. The
maximum number of days per month (and hours per day) may vary according to the
season, in order to free beneficiaries’ time for agricultural and other productive
activities.

iii. Labour-poor households in the PW programme who cannot cover the full work
requirement of 5 days per household member per month should work according to
their capacity (up to the agreed ceiling), while receiving transfers for the full
household. Under this system, eligible households with no labour at all will continue
to receive direct support without being required to work, as before. Households with
enough labour will continue to earn their transfers in full by contributing 5 days’ work
per month for each household member. The only change will be for the minority of
beneficiary households who have some labour, but not enough to cover the full
transfer entitlements of the household.

iv. A procedure and guidelines should be set in place for CFSTFs to grant temporary
exemption from work for registered beneficiaries who fall pregnant or seriously ill
during the PSNP implementation, and who do not have enough household labour to
cover their work requirement (within the agreed per-person ceiling). Criteria for
temporary exemption should be clear and strict, to avoid abuse and ensure
transparency. Pregnancy is the most obvious eligible condition which cannot be
predicted during the annual targeting, and it is recommended that temporary
exemption from hard physical labour (maternity leave) for pregnant and
breastfeeding women should be introduced immediately. ?°> Beneficiaries who are
temporarily exempted from work by the CFSTF should not lose any transfer
entitlement, and should not lose their place in the programme.

7.2. Temporal targeting to support graduation

i. Implementing agencies and woredas should plan the timing of public works, in
consultation with beneficiaries, to ensure minimal disruption of other activities

25
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that contribute to self-sufficiency and household welfare, thus promoting the
chances of graduation. Such activities include not only farming, but also off-farm
livelihood activities, domestic and childcare work, and schooling (see below).

ii. Temporal targeting can be adjusted at three levels: seasonality, days per month,

and hours per day. All three levels should be considered by woredas when
planning the timing of public works.

The work-day should be reduced from a full to a half day. This would allow more
time for other productive activities which may contribute to household graduation,
and would also bring the effective wage rate more in line with market wages for
unskilled labour.

. Continued efforts are needed to achieve regular, predictable, timely payment of

transfers to beneficiaries, to ensure consumption smoothing during the period of
greatest need and to enable people to plan their livelihood investments and risks.

. The timing of transfer payments for DS beneficiaries should be de-linked from

the public works.

7.3.  Child labour and schooling

The targeting study did not find evidence of widespread child labour on the PSNP
public works, although there are anecdotal reports that this does happen and the
household survey shows a small minority of child workers. Monitoring and
supervision of the PW should continue to ensure that children are not employed.
Placing a ceiling on the per capita workload (as recommended above) will reduce
the pressure on labour-poor households to send children to the public works.

ii. Education is an essential investment for future livelihoods and food security. Specific

guidance should be given to CFSTFs that PW participation should not prevent or
interrupt school attendance. FSTF and RRT monitoring should include spot-
check interviews with beneficiaries to identify whether and why this is happening.
Flexibility in the timing of the works (particularly regarding the hours per day) may
help to address this issue for older teenage students, and local decision-makers
should therefore be instructed to consider beneficiaries’ school timetable when
planning the works.

7.4. Retargeting and the registration period

Given the significant burden of time and trouble incurred by local decision-makers
(particularly the unpaid CFSTFs) in the household targeting process, it is
recommended that the requirement to re-target after six months should be
dropped. In general, it is recommended that the instructions and procedures for
household targeting should be kept as simple as possible, in order to minimise
transaction costs for local decision-makers and to maximise transparency.

ii. Individual cases of appeal which arise between the targeting rounds, due to

alleged mistargeting or changes in household circumstances, should be heard as
and when they arise, perhaps on a monthly or 2-monthly meeting schedule
(frequency to be discussed with FSTFs). In order for this to function effectively, the
appeals system needs to be strengthened and clarified (see recommendations
below). The CFSTFs and KFSTFs also need the authority to make minor
adjustments to the lists and the total number of beneficiaries, under the supervision
of the WFSTF. Currently CFSTFs and KFSTFs report that they do not have the
resources to make such adjustments because of the “quota” (resource allocation)
system. The woreda contingency fund should in principle provide adequate
resources for this.
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vi.

1.

1.

Once registered, beneficiaries should be guaranteed regular transfers for a
minimum period of one year. A longer guaranteed period is under discussion. In
the meantime, one year of predictable transfers would be a major improvement over
the current uncertainty reported by beneficiaries.

. Beneficiaries should only be removed from the programme during the registration

period if they are found to have been wrongly registered because of deliberate
mistargeting or corruption, or in rare cases as a disciplinary measure if they are not
fulfilling their obligations on the public works.

Beneficiaries should not be deregistered because of assets acquired on credit,
until the debt is cleared.

Woreda beneficiary data-bases, which have made impressive progress in some
places, should keep track of how long each beneficiary household has been
registered. This will facilitate longer-term monitoring of progress towards graduation
and the impacts of regular, predictable safety-net transfers. It will also enable
identification and monitoring of problems such as beneficiary rotation.

5. Appeals process

Efforts should continue to ensure that community targeting processes are
transparent, participatory and well managed.

ii. Greater attention needs to be paid to raising awareness of the appeals process:

who to appeal to, what process the appeal should follow, and how appellants can
expect to be treated.

The appeals process needs to be faster in almost all places. At the moment most
appeals are taking weeks and in some cases months to resolve, not the two to three
days as set out in the Targeting Guideline.

. Bodies that hear appeals or complaints about targeting should have separate
membership from the Food Security Task Forces (woreda, kebele or community).
This independent role may be filled by special committees at woreda or kebele level,
by the RRTs, or in some cases by NGOs.

A more effective reporting and follow-up system for appeals is needed at the
kebele, woreda and regional levels.

6. Monitoring: strengthening the Rapid (or Roving) Response Mechanism

The RRM has the potential to contribute significantly to improved monitoring of the
PSNP targeting. Federal and regional RRTs should be strengthened.
Membership should be more fixed, to provide greater continuity in field teams.
Regular (perhaps monthly) field visits should replace the current sporadic schedule.

i. Zonal RRTs should be established and resourced in most regions,?® with a

specific mandate to monitor targeting and other aspects of PSNP implementation in
the woredas. Zonal RRTs should systematically visit all PSNP woredas in their
catchment areas on a regular (bi-annual?) basis, perform spot-checks on targeting
at the kebele and community levels, and follow up targeting appeals.

The RRM should provide more substantive horizontal and vertical linkages
between and across administrative layers - vertical in the sense of informing the

26

Feedback from the regional workshops suggests that this would be welcomed and useful everywhere except
Tigray (where the Zones have only administrative functions, and the region is in any case smaller and more
homogeneous).
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regional and federal governments about PSNP implementation on the ground, and
horizontal in the sense of supporting lesson learning and cross-fertilisation across
different kebeles, woredas and regions.

. RRTs should contribute to and support improved reporting and record keeping on

targeting and appeals within the PSNP, in order to strengthen transparency and
accountability. To ensure that PSNP resources are not being misused, the RRTs
should investigate any allegations of corruption or socio-political bias in targeting,

The relevant sections of the RRT Checklist for Field Assessment should be
further developed to encourage more systematic information gathering, analysis
and follow-up of targeting and appeals.

7.7. Geographical targeting

Standard technical guidance for woredas on how to allocate PSNP resources
among kebeles should be developed and included in the revised targeting
guidance.

7.8. Improving the PSNP’s gender sensitivity

vi.

. Working hours on the PW should be adjusted to enable women to combine

participation in the programme with their domestic and other work, without
incurring an excessive workload which is damaging to their health and to the welfare
of children. Either women should be allowed to work shorter hours than men for the
same payment, or working hours should be reduced for all participants (see 7.2.iii).

ii. Efforts should be made to increase the number of elected women

representatives on kebele and community FSTFs, perhaps by setting a target
number or percentage. However, a token presence of women on the targeting
bodies will not in itself have a great impact on the attention paid to gender. Women
FSTF members need training and support: this should be included in capacity
development budgets.

Ongoing training for PSNP implementers (including the dissemination of the revised
PIM) should endeavour to increase gender awareness in general, and to ensure
attention to specific gender issues in the PSNP.

. The requirement for evaluation and monitoring teams to consult women as well

as men should be strengthened and developed into a more detailed checklist.
Continued work is also needed to improve the collection and use of gender-
disaggregated beneficiary information.

. The recommended improvements to the appeals system (see 7.5.) should explicitly

consider gender in reviewing each aspect of the appeals process, and should
ensure that women have fair access.

The Head of the Women’s Affairs Department in each PSNP woreda, who is an ex
officio member of the WFSTF, could perhaps be given terms of reference and the
necessary resources to monitor and implement directives on gender equity and
the interests of women beneficiaries within the PSNP. The Women’s Affairs
Department in the federal MoARD could provide advice and oversight.

7.9. Targeting Guidelines: national framework, regional details

Once decisions have been made on the recommendations in this report, a brief
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operational Revised Targeting Note %" should be produced to supplement the

revised PIM. This will be a concise national framework document, setting out the key
rules and procedures for targeting in future rounds of the PSNP.

ii. Regional governments should then develop more detailed practical guidance on
targeting adapted to their local conditions, social and cultural contexts, and
capacities. It is recommended that this should be developed in consultation with
local stakeholders (woreda, kebele and community FSTFs, beneficiaries and
relevant NGOs). It should incorporate feedback and examples from these
stakeholders’ experience, and should include clear procedures for appeals using the
channels and structures actually existing in the region.

Areas where regional and local variability requires further development of detailed
targeting guidance and examples include:

= seasonality, in relation to hungry seasons and livelihood activities, which should
affect the timing of the works and transfer payments;

= size and composition of households (e.g. polygamous and larger households
in some areas) %;

= community governance and power structures, including the representation of
women and minorities, which may require adaptation of the community
targeting model; and

= appropriate indicators and thresholds for identifying food insecure households,
according to the livelihood and socio-economic environment.

iii. Continual training and back-up are needed at woreda and kebele level, partly to
counteract the institutional memory loss associated with high staff turnover. The
production of concise, accessible, local-language versions of the PIM and
Targeting Guideline (including any updates) would also help. Copies of these
documents should always be available in PSNP woreda offices.

27 The existing Safety Net Targeting Guideline will continue to be a valuable training and reference resource, since it
explains basic principles and methods of targeting as well as detailing specific instructions from the 2004 PIM.
Therefore, a brief operational supplement is suggested rather than an overall revision of the Guideline.

2 See Annex 3 for a summary table of secondary data on regional variation in household composition.
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Annex 1: List of people interviewed

ADDIS ABABA

Name | Position | Organisation

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Ato Berhanu Head of Design

Ghirma Shigute Information Centre (SNNPR) FFSCB (Federal Food Security

Shewadeg Molla Information Centre (Tlgray) Coordination Bureau)

Dagnachew Alemu Information Centre (Oromiya) Monitoring and Evaluation Department

Gebeyehu Bizuneh Information Centre (Amhara)

Mulumebet Melaku Head Women's Affairs Department, MOARD

DONORS /UN

Judith Sandford Safety Nets Advisor USAID

Steve Perry EPSP Coordinator USAID / DPPA

John Jackson Councillor (Development) CIDA (Embassy of Canada)

Volli Carucci MERET Advisor WFP

NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS

David Orth-Moore Country Representative,

Girma Tadesse Project Officer, Emergency Relief Catholic Relief Services (CRS)

Zelleke Shibeshi Head, Food Security Section

Leslie Mitchell Country Representative PACT

Andrew Barnes Country Director

Gashaw Belay Emergency Relief and Development Food for the Hungry International (FHI)
Coordinator

Julie Burch Country Representative CHF

Georgia Rowe Chief of Party (RDIR)

Emebet Kebede Emgrgency Response Manager / Save the Children, UK
Advisor

Tedla Assefa NGO knowledge coordinator -

Faheem Khan Rural Livelihood Program Coordinator CARE-Ethiopia

Maria Strintzos Head, Liaison Office Relief Society of Tigray (REST)

Lizze Nkosi Country Representative Help Age International

CONSULTANTS and OTHER KEY INFORMANTS

Gerry Gill Consultant ODI, Public Works Study

- Food Consumption and Nutrition
Daniel Gilligan Research Fellow Division. IFPRI
Catherine Dom Consultant Mokoro Ltd. Tigray and Amhara
Mohammed Musa Consultant Decentralisation Studies
Phil Sutter g;‘;g:l’l‘:t Livelihood Security Technical Assistance to NGOs (TANGO)
Shawn Hayes XLI\D/Q()C:‘ender Equality and HIVIAIDS MoARD Extension and T-VET Dept.
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TIGRAY REGION

Name Position Organisation

Assefa Tewodros Head Food Security Bureau (BoARD)

Ato Belete Head of Natural Resources Bureau of Agriculture and Rural Development

Berhane Haile Head of Agriculture Bureau of Agriculture and Rural Development

W/o Frewoini Deputy Head Food Security and Disaster Prevention &
Preparedness Division

Solomon Alemu Head of Early Waming Bureau of Agriculture and Rural Development

Yemane Solomon

Head of Planning

REST

SOUTHERN NATIONS, NATIONALITIES AND PEOPLE’S REGION (SNNPR)

Name Position Organisation

Ato Tadele Head Food Security and DPP Office

Ato Beyan Ibrahim Safety Net Expert Food Security and Safety Net Team
Ato Molla Team Leader Food Security and Safety Net Team
Ato Mamo Gadebo Head, Natural Resources BoARD

Wi/o Atsede G/Tsadik Acting Head, Early Warning Dept. Food Security and DPP Office

Ato Solomon Tilahun

Field Monitor

WFP

Ato Taddesse Haro

Safety Net Grants Facilitator

World Vision Ethiopia (WVE)

OROMIYA REGION

Name Position Organisation

Obo Challa Hordoffa Commissioner Food Security and DPP Dept.
Dr Solomon B:S?, Crop Protection and Control BoARD

Obo Getachew Beyene

Team Leader, Socio-economic
Team

Food Security and DPP Dept.

AMHARA REGION (BAHR DAR)

Name Position Organisation
Aderaw Dagnew Deputy Office Head
Addisu Setargachew Safety Net Coordinator
Amare Kinde M&E Officer Food Security and DPP Office
T Head, Safety Net and Land Access
afesse Kassa Dept.

Wuletaw H/Mariam

Executive Director

Dejene Meneliku

Programme Director

Organisation for Rehabilitation and
Development in Amhara (ORDA)

Solomon Tadesse

Director

Amhara Development Association (ADA)

Getenew Zewdu

Regional Programme Coordinator

SC-UK
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Annex 2: Example of a PSNP beneficiary ID card

Kalu Woreda PSNP beneficiary ID card

Safety Net Beneficiary Identification Card

Code
Region Zone
Woreda Kebele
Got
Name of the household head
Sex Age
Family Size

Number of family member working on PWs

Number of family members working on other food security

programs:

Beneficiaries No. ]

Non-beneficiaries No. O

Wage payment/SN transfer

Year | Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep
2006
2007
2008
Prepared by (DA)  PA Administrator ~ W/FS&DPPC Team Leader
Name Name Name
Signature Signature Signature
Date Date Date
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Annex 3: Regional variations in household structure and demography

Household size
Mean
Minimum
Maximum
% one-person households
% households < 5 members
% popn in households < 5 members

Household headship

% households female-headed

% households child-headed (<15)
% households elderly-headed (= 65)

Polygamy
% married women in polygamous unions

Demographic profile
% popn = 65
Age-based dependency ratio
overall
old-age
youth

Notes:

Ambhara

4.5
1

17
5.8
68.3
50.2

18.5%
0.04%
13.1%

22

3.9

94.4
7.5
86.8

Tigray

4.5

1

17
8.3
68.8
50.1

27.3%
0.03%
14.1%

4.7

96.5

7.9
88.6

SNNPR

4.7

1

17
5.1
50.6
31.2

21.2%
0.17%
8.5%

219

3.6

N/A *
N/A
N/A

Oromiya

4.9

1

17
4.5
58.9
43.7

20.3%
0.08%
12.0%

18.3

3.5

103.2
7.0
96.2

All data are for rural populations and from the 1994 census, except polygamy rates which are for total (rural
and urban) population and from the 2000 Demographic and Health Survey.

* N/A = data not available
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Annex 4: Methodology

PRODUCTIVE SAFETY NET PROGRAMME
TARGETING APPRAISAL

DATA COLLECTION METHODS

Kay Sharp & Taylor Brown
7 May 2006

INTRODUCTION

Key themes and questions (summary of Terms of Reference)

The appraisal will in general review the design, implementation and outcomes of
targeting during the safety net’s first year of operation. The objectives are:

To assess:

how effectively the programme is targeting eligible beneficiaries
the extent of targeting errors

the effectiveness of appeals systems, and

key lessons learned.

and to make recommendations on:

= strengthening overall targeting processes, and
= enhancing appeals systems.

The Terms of Reference can be summarised under 7 key themes:

1.

Guidelines, instructions and training in the safety-net targeting.

How consistently have the guidelines been communicated to, and understood by, local
decision makers?

Are the guidelines being adapted to local circumstances?

Targeting “errors” — inclusion, exclusion, dilution, under-resourcing, misuse —
and targeting success (coverage).

How successful has the safety net been so far in reaching the intended target groups
(i.e., the poorest chronically food-insecure households)?

Who (what kinds of people) are benefiting from the Safety Net? What kinds of people
are being excluded?

What kinds of errors are occurring? On what scale? If errors are found, why are they
happening? Are they systemic? Has action been taken to correct them?

Geographical targeting within Weredas.

Are the Weredas selecting or prioritising the poorest kebeles and villages, or are they
spreading the Safety Net resources across the whole wereda?

If they are targeting areas within the Wereda, how are they doing it?

Public Works & Direct Support targeting.

How do the targeting process and criteria differ between Public Works and Direct
Support beneficiaries?

How are labour-poor households treated?
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= |s there a quota for DS? If so, where is it coming from (who is deciding it, and how)?

5. Safety net & Emergency targeting.

= What are the differences between the targeting process and beneficiary groups under
the Safety Net and previous emergency relief operations (EGS and GR)?

= [f there has been emergency relief in the Wereda Kebele since the Safety Net started,
how are the target (beneficiary) groups separated? What differences do people see
between the beneficiaries of relief and the Safety Net?

6. Appeals or complaints procedures

If someone disagrees with the Safety Net targeting decisions, for any reason, what can
they do? (What procedures and structures are in place?)

= Are these structures and procedures working? Are errors or misuse being corrected?

7. Monitoring, transparency, and accountability of targeting.

=  What monitoring systems are in place and functioning (e.g. Wereda data-base of
beneficiaries; communication with the Federal Information Center; Rapid Response
Teams).

= How transparent is the targeting process? Are the beneficiaries and other community
members informed about the process and criteria?

On themes 2, 6 and 7 see also the detailed questions by Taylor in Appendix 1.
In addition, there are two cross-cutting issues: gender, and HIV/AIDS.

Gender will be considered under each of the themes, and throughout the data collection
and analysis. The study will examine how gender concerns have been integrated in the
targeting guidelines, as expressed in the PIM and other documents; the current
understanding by officials and communities of this issue; the extent to which the
guidelines on gender are being applied; and the reasons for any problems. The
fieldwork will assess how far women are involved in the decision-making processes for
targeting the Safety Net, and any gender-specific impacts on beneficiaries. This will include
consideration of the targeting criteria (are women being fairly included in benefits?), and the
impacts of PW participation on women. Recommendations will be made on how the PSNP
can more effectively address gender issues in targeting.

HIV/AIDS is a growing problem in rural Ethiopia, and the affected population (both those
who are ill, and those who support them or their dependents) are a particularly vulnerable
group. As far as possible, the study will assess whether the Safety Net targeting is
designed and functioning in such a way as to include HIV/AIDS-affected households.
Examples of “proxy indicators” widely used to ensure inclusion of these households are:
chronic illness; death of working-age adults; child-headed households; and elderly-headed
households supporting orphans or grandchildren. Is the Safety Net supporting these
people?

Overview of methods

The overall research questions outlined above require us to trace the targeting process,
and to discuss the issues arising, at several levels of decision-making (as summarised in
Table 1). At National and Regional levels, key informants will be interviewed and secondary
data and documents will be collected. The draft checklist for Regional interviews will be
found in Appendix 2. At household level, a questionnaire survey will be administered to
approximately 900 households in the 8 selected Weredas (see below for sampling method).
This questionnaire will be administered by the Trends in Transfers team, but it includes
sections on targeting and linkages, in addition to questions about the use of cash and food
transfers. Quantitative analysis of these data will complement our qualitative fieldwork in
the same Weredas.
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Table 17: Overview of data collection methods

Level / location

Methods National Regional Wereda Kebele Village Household
Review of documents and data v 4 v

Key informant interviews 4 v v v

FSTF group interviews v v v

Focus groups 4

Case studies

Questionnaire survey v

Sampling of field sites

Eight weredas (two in each of the major PSNP Regions) have been purposively selected
for fieldwork, based on a combination of criteria including local government capacity; cash
or food transfers; and implementing agency (government, NGO or WFP). The selection
was made by the World Bank in consultation with the Federal and Regional Food Security
Bureaus. The selected Weredas are listed below, and some basic information on the PSNP
in these Weredas is given in Appendix 3.

Tigray: Enderta and Wukro
Ambhara: Bugna and Kalu
Oromiya: Fedis and Chiro
SNNPR: Boricha and Derashe

In each selected Wereda, the questionnaire survey will sample two kebeles, and in each
kebele it will sample one village, and 60 households. The Targeting research team will go
to one kebele and village from the survey sample, while the Linkages team goes to the
other one, so that the sites for qualitative and survey work overlap.

In total we will therefore visit 8 communities (one in each Wereda). This sample is not
intended to be statistically representative: it is a set of examples or case studies from the
four Regions, to enable us to hear the experiences and opinions of the people directly
involved in implementing the safety net programme (i.e. local decision-makers,
beneficiaries, and other community members). The aims of the fieldwork are to consult
these people in order to gain some indicative information and insights into how the safety-
net has been targeted so far; and to give them a voice in any recommendations on future
changes or improvements in targeting.

Contents and purpose of this paper

This paper focuses on the instruments to be used during the “qualitative” (i.e. open-ended,
exploratory, consultative) fieldwork, at Wereda, Kebele (or Tabia), village and household
level (the shaded area of Table 1). It is intended as a guide and discussion document for
the field researchers, and it has been developed and revised in consultation with the
researchers during the first phase of fieldwork. It is a “living document” — comments and
improvements from the field researchers are welcome throughout the fieldwork.
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FIELD PROCEDURES AND METHODS
Introducing the study

Box 1: Introduction to the study and the team
[Introduce yourselves by name]

We are independent researchers coming from different organisations. We have been employed by one of
the funders of the safety net programme to consult the people in safety-net areas about the first year's
implementation of this new programme. This team is focusing on targeting — that is, how the beneficiaries of
the programme are selected and how successful the safety net has been so far in reaching the poorest
chronically food-insecure people.

The purpose of the study is to inform the government and donors about things that are going well, and to
make suggestions and recommendations on anything that should be changed or improved about the
targeting.

We are not conducting a needs assessment, and we do not have any influence over the allocation of
resources to areas or households. Any information you give us will not affect your benefits from the safety
net.

Are you willing to spend some time to talk to us about your experience and opinions of the safety net
targeting?

Toolbox of qualitative methods

Table 18: Toolbox

Optional additions (depending on

Core methods (all sites) time and availability of
informants)
Wereda level Wereda Food Security Task Force Interview Key informant interviews
Kebele / Tabia level Kebele Food Security Task Force Interview Key informant interviews
Village* level Community Food Security Task Force Key informant interviews

Interview
Focus groups:

= Public Works Beneficiaries
= Direct Support Beneficiaries
= Non-beneficiaries (of safety-net)
=  Women’s group
Household / individual Case studies / individual stories

level

* “Village” should be translated appropriately for each region.

Core method 1: Task Force Interviews

At Wereda, Kebele and village level, the team will conduct structured group interviews with
the Food Security Task Force (or if a Task Force has not been formed, whatever group has
been deciding the targeting of the Safety Net). The purpose of these interviews is to
understand and document the process of targeting in the selected wereda. Some of the
questions are different at different levels, while to some extent the three interviews
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triangulate each other. Checklists for these interviews will be found in Appendix 4, 5 and 6.

Core method 2: Focus Groups

In each village, a minimum of three focus group discussions should be held, representing
the 2 safety-net beneficiary categories plus non-beneficiaries, i.e.

1. Public Works beneficiaries
2. Direct Support beneficiaries
3. Non-beneficiaries

Ideally, a separate men’s and women’s group should be convened for each category:
however, time may not allow this. Therefore, the three focus groups above should be
mixed-gender, while a fourth group for women only should be mixed-category (i.e. PW
beneficiaries, DS beneficiaries, and non-beneficiaries):

4. Women’s group.

Groups should have a minimum of 6 and a maximum of 12 members. Between 8 and 10 is
probably ideal to get an active discussion involving a variety of views.

Focus group members may be household heads, or other knowledgeable household
members. For the public works group, they should be people who actually did the work.

For each group, try to get a range of ages, and aim for approximately 50:50 women and
men. The 50:50 gender mix may not be possible, but do your best to encourage the
inclusion of women. Even if they don’t say much in a mixed group, they will at least hear
the discussion and be able to tell other women about it.

Keep your ears open to identify candidates for case-studies (i.e. people with interesting and
relevant stories, who may be willing to talk to us privately in more detail about their
experience and views of the safety net targeting).

If group members give different answers to some questions, try to record all the answers. It
is more informative to know the range of answers than an average. Similarly if they
disagree about something, this may be a fruitful area to probe (or to follow up with a case
study). Try to make a note of the different opinions, whether there is heated disagreement,
and roughly how many people are on each side.

Remember to record direct quotations (people’s exact words) as much as possible.

See Appendix 7 for Focus Group checklists, and Appendix 8 for a Methodology Note on the
PRA-based method for estimating coverage, exclusion and inclusion. Note that you may
not be able to cover all the questions with all groups — use your judgement.

The focus groups, as well as the case studies, focus on investigating the outcome of the
Safety Net targeting as well as community members’ perceptions of the process.

Core method 3: Household case studies

In each site, researchers should interview at least 1 case study from each of the 2
beneficiary categories, and one non-beneficiary (giving a minimum of 3 case studies per
wereda, 6 per region, and 24 in total).

Case studies (individual stories) can give a deeper understanding of how people are
affected by the Safety Net. They can add a “human face” to the report by illustrating
individual experience. They enable us to pursue specific questions, or to illustrate certain
types of beneficiary, or to understand hidden issues that people may not be willing to
discuss in focus groups.

Case studies should be reported in direct voice, as close as possible to the exact words of
the interviewee. Simply record what they say, don’t interpret or summarise.
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The format of case studies should be quite informal and open-ended. It is impossible to
give a list of questions, as there are so many possible topics and directions the interview
might take. However, as a rough checklist, you should aim to include the following:

= Household / individual profile (e.g. age, gender, household size, any particular
problems such as disability, iliness, orphans).

= Socio-economic status (assets, livelihood, food security etc.).

= Participation in Safety Net (e.g. PW beneficiary, DS beneficiary, Non-beneficiary)

= If beneficiary, what has been the effect of the Safety Net on their well-being or
livelihood? Effect of transfers and effect of work requirement. How have transfers
been used? Benefits?

= Experience & opinions of the targeting process — how and why selected or not
selected.

=  Appeals or complaints.

Most importantly - listen carefully, keep the key research questions in mind, and follow up
any interesting issues or stories that arise.

Selection of case-studies

Across the fieldwork as a whole, aim for a variety of the household characteristics shown in
the columns in the table. Use the table to record the number of case studies of each type,
marking “M” for each male interviewee and “F” for each female, and ticking for household
characteristics. Note that you do not need to find a case study to fit each cell in this table,
and that some households may meet more than one of the characteristics. The table is a
guide to ensure a variety of case studies, not a rigid sampling frame — use your judgement
according to the interesting cases you find.

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Labour- Hh with Extremely Elderly | Female | Hh Household contains:

poor hh able- poor hh headed | headed | appealed or

bodied complained | Disabled | School-age
BENEFICIARY labour about or sick children
targeting

CATEGORY B0US) | (7 14 years)
PW beneficiary
DS beneficiary
Non-beneficiary

Case study interviewees may be household heads, or other household members. Ideally
half the interviewees should be women and half men. Individuals should be interviewed in
private, and alone (or with another household member or helper if they choose).

Interviewees for case studies (i.e. in-depth discussion of their experience and their views of
the safety-net programme) can be identified through the focus groups. They may either be
focus group members who seem to have interesting stories or strong views on the topics
discussed, or people suggested by focus group members (possibly people whose
experience with the PSNP is raised during the focus group). Alternatively, ask a key
informant to introduce you to households or individuals who meet the case study criteria
(but beware of potential informant bias).

Optional addition: Key Informant Interviews

A key informant interview can be anything from a formal interview with a semi-structured
questionnaire, to a short conversation with a DA or local leader in the vehicle on the way to
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a village. The defining feature of a key informant is that they are knowledgeable individuals
who can provide information about the programme and the local situation.

Given the very short time for fieldwork, it may not be possible to conduct formal key
informant interviews in all the weredas. They are therefore listed as an “optional addition”
(depending on time and the availability of informants). On arrival in a Wereda, assess the
availability of key informants (particularly those outside the formal Safety Net structures).
As you proceed, with the fieldwork, decide who might be able to give key information on
particular issues arising, or cross-check facts where necessary.

Key informants may include any of the following:
Wereda level

WFSTF members (for more detailed follow-up discussion)

Head of Wereda Council or Cabinet (re. targeting appeals — see Appendix 9)
NGO or other agency staff (e.g. WFP where present)

Head of Food Security Office

Head of Wereda Rural Development Office (WRDO)

Head of DPPA (re targeting of emergency relief in relation to PSNP)

Bureau of Health, or doctors at health centre / clinic (re HIV/AIDS, chronic iliness,
and disability)

»  Wereda Rapid Response Team (RRT) members (if existing?)

=  DAs (Development Agents) for the selected kebeles

=  Other knowledgeable observers

Kebele level

DA(s)

Kebele Administrator / Head of Council (re appeals procedures - see Appendix 10)
Kebele Rapid Response Team (RRT) members (if existing?)

NGO or other agency staff (e.g. WFP where present)

Other knowledgeable observers (e.g. teacher; health worker)

Village level

CFSTF members (for more detailed follow-up discussion)

Church or Mosque leaders

Leaders of Community-Based Organisations (CBOs), e.g. idir, equb.
Elders

Other knowledgeable observers

Draft checklists for Wereda and Kebele-level key informant interviews on appeals
procedures are in Appendix 9 and 10. If time allows, the researchers should interview
whoever is responsible for hearing complaints or appeals about the targeting of the safety
net (see PIM and Safety Net Targeting Guideline for the formal structures).

Compiling the Wereda report

At the end of fieldwork in each Wereda, you should compile a draft fieldwork report. This
does not need to be a polished product: it is simply a means of ensuring that all the
information, and your observations, from the Wereda are recorded before you move on.

1. First, make sure you have written up your fieldnotes from:

WESTF interview

KFSTF interview

CFSTF interview

Focus group notes
o PW beneficiaries
o DS bené€ficiaries
o Non-beneficiaries
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o Women’s group (if conducted)
Case study notes

2. Add any key informant interview notes.

3. Write down your own comments and observations about the Wereda. These need only
be a couple of pages, and can be in bullet or note form if you prefer. They should cover:

What's the story? How has the Safety Net targeting been implemented in this
Wereda?

What are the key problems or challenges you observed?

Who is benefiting from the Safety Net here, and who is being excluded?

Keeping in mind the key research themes and questions, what have we learnt from
this wereda?

Any other comments, observations, questions, or issues arising.

4. Finally, put the computer files of all these notes into one folder with the name of the
Wereda. If possible please e-mail it to k.sharp@odi.org.uk. Make sure the research co-
ordinator (Amdissa) has a copy — and make sure you have back-ups! If you collected any
hard-copy documents, please put them in an envelope or folder marked with the name of
the Wereda, and give them to Amdissa.
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Appendix 1: Appeals, exclusion/inclusion and incentives

Objective: To assess the effectiveness of the appeals systems, the key lessons
learned from the implementation of these procedures, and recommendations on
strengthening transparency of appeals structures.

Questions from TOR related to appeals:

1) Assess to what extent formal mechanisms for addressing appeals are in place and
functioning at kebele and woreda levels, and whether these are being
complemented or substituted by informal mechanisms.

2) Assess how beneficiaries in the programme perceive the application of targeting
criteria and procedures, and their awareness of and satisfaction with appeals
mechanisms.

3) Assess the overall transparency and accountability of the targeting process,
including the effectiveness of the information centre and rapid response
mechanisms as tools to monitor programme targeting.

Other key questions

1) What are the capacity constraints faced at woreda and kebele level? How do these
shape the effectiveness, efficiency and accountability of targeting PSNP
beneficiaries? How do these shape the efficiency, effectiveness and accountability
of appeals procedures?

2) What incentives shape the targeting and appeals processes and outcomes? What
pressures/incentives do local level PSNP implementers respond to during the
targeting and appeals processes? How does this range of incentives vary in
different field sites?

3) What can be done to increase the effectiveness and accountability of targeting and
appeals processes? What safeguards can be strengthened / created to prevent
unfair exclusion from the PSNP? How can appeals mechanisms/processes be
strengthened?

Areas of analysis
Exclusion/ Inclusion

Q: Are those who should benefit from the PSNP programme being excluded from
benefits? If so, what is the scale of this exclusion? Is it systematic?

Exclusion and mis-targeting are all but inevitable in any large safetynet programme.
The key questions are therefore the scale and systematic character of exclusion.

1) Is exclusion of those who should benefit from the PSNP or inclusion of those who
should not(as defined by the PIM) widespread in any particular village, kebele,
woreda?

2) Do local-level conflicts and divisions get reflected in who gets what and why?
3) Potential sources of inappropriate exclusion / inclusion might include:

a) Local socio-economic and political disputes;

b) Disputes between decision makers and excluded beneficiaries;

c) Nepotism: inclusion of relatives, friends, patrons etc. who are not supposed to
be eligible for benefits;

d) Exclusion of groups within the community based on their ethnicity, caste, place
of origin, HIV/AIDS status, orphans, the elderly etc.;

73



e) Exclusion of landless households (who might not appear on tax or electoral
roles);

f) Exclusion of those who are expected to be resettled through resettlement
programme;

g) Exclusion of those who support or are actively engaged in party politics;
h) Etc.

4) s inappropriate exclusion / inclusion in any way systematic? Or are the reasons for
inappropriate exclusion / inclusion more piecemeal?

a) Are decision makers at a local level excluding people as a result of guidance
from higher level authorities? (see incentives above).

5) Are there ways in which the PSNP targeting process is creating / accentuating
social cleavages and friction within communities?

6) We need to ask focus groups and key informants (especially decision makers) to
propose their own solutions to targeting/appeals processes? Get their insights into
how to improve the PSNP in practice.

Incentives

Q: What incentives shape the targeting and appeals processes and outcomes? What
pressures/incentives do local level PSNP implementers respond to during the targeting
and appeals processes? How does this range of incentives vary in different field sites?

Administrators and members of FSTFs face a range of incentives that help to shape
the decisions they make about targeting. These incentives come from above (from the
Federal level, from Regional officials and from donors). They also come horizontally
from NGOs and CBOs working in local communities (e.g. REST in Tigray). Lastly, the
come from below: from the citizens that comprise the woreda, kebele and village. It will
be important for our research to understand and map out these incentives in the
woredas, kebeles and villages in which we are working.

1) What guidelines / instructions are passed down from the federal and regional levels
to the local level about targeting?

a) What technical instructions do officials receive about PSNP in general and
targeting in particular?

b) What ‘political’ instructions do officials receive about PSNP in general and
targeting in particular?

c) How does directive management shape decision made about targeting and
appealss?

2) The implementation of the PSNP is supposed to be decentralised and flexible to
reflect the diversity of circumstances in which it is applied.

a) Have PSNP targeting guidelines and practices been modified to suit local
circumstances? If so, how have they been modified and why?

b) How have targeting and appeals processes been locally adapted?
3) The kinds of incentives (real or perceived) that local officials face might include:

a) Is there an incentive for woreda officials to prefer cash to food aid since this
brings more money to woreda offices?

b) Are their pressures from local people for selection to spread PSNP resources
as widely as possible?
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In the field it might be useful to map out and explore individual incentives,
pressures, constraints on specific actors to understand why particular decisions
are made:

c) Are their pressures from the region to select those individuals/households that
are more likely to graduate?

d) Do officials face pressure to focus PSNP resources and the resources of other
programmes of a narrow group of beneficiaries to show progress is being made

toward graduation?

e) Are there pressures related to resettlement programme?

f) Are there pressures to focus on those who are likely to provide the necessary

contributions to public works?

g) What party political incentives might influence the behaviour of local officials?

h) What do local officials believe the PSNP’s success will be measured by?

i) Quality and quantity of public works?

i) Number of beneficiaries who ‘graduate’?

4) How do some of these incentives contradict each other and the objectives of the

PSNP?

Accountability and transparency

Q: How accountable is the targeting
process? How accountable is the
appeals process? How transparent are
the procedures and processes of
targeting and appeals to beneficiaries?

It will be important for us to get a sense
of how accountable the targeting and
appeals processes are. Elected
officials, civil servants and service
providers engaged in the PSNP
process are accountable when their
actions are answerable to citizens and
these citizens can sanction or reward
their performance.

There is a supply and demand side to
accountability. On the demand side,
citizens or clients must be able to
exercise, voice: they must be willing
and able to demand their inclusion in
the PSNP if they are eligible. On the
supply side, the FSTF and kebele and

Definitions

Voice: ‘describes measures ranging from
participation of people in decision-making and
product delivery to lodging complaints,
engaging in organised protest or lobbying, used
by civil society actors to put pressure on public
service providers to demand better service
outcomes.’

Responsiveness: ‘describes the extent to
which public service and NGO providers
demonstrate receptivity to the views, complaints
and suggestions of service users, by
implementing changes to their own structure,
culture and service delivery patterns in order to
deliver a more appropriate product to clients.’

Accountability: ‘includes both horizontal
mechanisms - institutional oversight, checks
and balances internal to the state and vertical
(external) mechanisms — non-state actors
holding the power-holders to account.’

(Source: Goetz and Gaventa, 2001)
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woreda councils/cabinets must be able and willing to respond to the demands of
citizens. An accountable relationship is, in other words, one in which voice is met by
responsiveness.

Voice is linked to responsiveness through the medium of public space, the socio-
political arena in which discussions are held and decisions made. Citizen’s willingness
and ability to express their voice either directly or through intermediate civil society
organisations is fundamentally determined by the public space in which they operate.
At a local level, public space can be constricted by local elites and their interests,
Government or party actors domination of decision making processes, or socio-cultural
practices (e.g. the marginalization of women’s voices).

1) Are formal procedures and criteria as set out in the PIM and targeting manual and
other guidelines being followed?

2) Who engages in decision making about targeting or appeals?
a) lIsitthe FSTF or the woreda cabinet?
b) Are these one and the same?

c) What is the role of NGOs and community based organisations (CBOs) in the
FSTF and decision making processes?

3) How ‘participatory’ is the targeting process in a particular community / kebele /
woreda?

4) Are particular groups of individuals within a community marginalised from this
process? If so, who and why?

5) To whom are decision makers within the PSNP process accountable? (upward to
higher levels of government? Downward to members of the community?)

6) Do community members understand how decisions were made about:
a) Their exclusion from benefits
b) Their inclusion within the PRSP
c) The overall number of beneficiaries selected
d) Eligibility for direct support
e) The split between food and cash based assistance
7) What mechanisms or processes exist to make targeting processes transparent?

a) Do beneficiaries know why and how they were selected for participation in the
PSNP?

b) Are names of beneficiaries posted at the local level?
c) Are names of beneficiaries read out at local meetings?
d) Are there other ways transparency mechanisms operating?

8) What is the relationship between NGOs working on the PSNP (e.g. USAID funded
areas) and the local government structures (woreda and kebele)?

9) Are there any cases of mismanagement or corruption in targeting (e.g. bribes or
extortion for inclusion as a beneficiary)? If so what are the details and how
widespread and robust are the allegations?

10) Do kebele and woreda officials and FSTF members understand why their requests
(e.g. numbers of beneficiaries, split between PW and DS and cash versus food
assistance) are modified by higher administrative levels (e.g. regions)?
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11) Who do local people appeal to if they have a complaint about PSNP targeting?
(e.g. Kebele authorities, social courts, Woreda authorities, Zonal authorities,
Regional authorities, Rapid Response Team (came from...... ), community meeting,
church or mosque leaders, NGO, WFP or other organisation, etc.)

Capacity

Q: What is the overall capacity of the kebele and woreda for implementing the PSNP?
What is the capacity to address grievances? How does this capacity shape outcomes
in terms of targeting?

Specific questions:

1) Personnel?
a) Number of DAs, administrators
b) Background of DAs and administrators
c) Training received in PSNP?
d) Changes in personnel since PSNP inception?

2) Do woreda and kebele official have a copy of the PIM? If so, do they find it a useful
guide to implementing the PSNP?

3) Do woreda and kebele official have a copy of the Targeting manual? If so, do they
find it a useful guide to targeting?

4) How many DAs are working in the kebele?
5) How do DAs define their role with regards to:
a) the PSNP as a whole
b) the targeting process
c) the appeals process

6) What turn over has there been among woreda and kebele staff engaged in
targeting since PSNP started?

7) What training have DAs and other key staff working on the PSNP received about
targeting_since PSNP started? (specify when, what they learned, where)

8) Are woredas carrying out any monitoring and evaluation related to targeting? What
information are they recording? Who are they reporting information to?
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Appendix 2: Regional key informants — checklist of topics
Key informants are likely to include:

Food Security Bureau

DPPA

RRT members

Any implementing NGOs/ WFP staff

DESIGN of safety net targeting (Guidelines, instructions etc.)

Describe the training & dissemination of the targeting guidelines, and any other
regional instructions

Local adaptation of targeting guidelines — any processes or household criteria that
differ from the national guideline?

Any other instructions from Region about safety net targeting (in addition to the
guidelines?)

What instructions or training did the Region give to the Weredas on how to select
Kebeles for the safety net?

Who (what kinds of people) do you consider the priority target groups for the safety net
in this Region?

After the first year of implementation, what changes or improvements can you suggest
to the targeting design and guidelines?

IMPLEMENTATION

Describe the process / story of how the safety net was targeted in this Region in the
past year (i.e. since the programme started until now). How many targeting exercises
have been carried out, and when? What happened at the Wereda, Kebele and
community levels?

How is the targeting of safety net beneficiaries coordinated with targeting of FSP and
relief (DPPA) programmes? In this Region, do you consider the target groups for these
different programmes the same, or different? Have you found any problems or
confusions between the targeting of these different programmes?

APPEALS, ADJUSTMENTS, MONITORING

RRT — have any Rapid Response Teams from the Region visited the Weredas to
check on the implementation of targeting? Please give details.

RRT teams from Addis? (Dates, composition, findings, outcomes)

Has the Region heard of any complaints or problems with targeting at the Wereda,
Kebele or community level? If so, what were the problems, what action was taken and
who by? If possible, give specific examples / case studies.

How many times in the past year were Weredas asked to target or retarget the safety
net? Did the process or criteria change from the beginning of the programme to the end
of the first year? Any lessons learned?

TARGETING OUTCOMES

In your opinion, how successful has the safety net been in reaching the priority target
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groups, in its first year in this Region?

Do you think there are any people who have been excluded from the safety net, but
who should be included? What kinds of people, where and why? Approximately how
many (i.e. is this a major problem affecting large numbers, or relatively small?)

Do you think there are any people who have been wrongly included in the safety net?
What kinds of people, where and why? Approximately how many (i.e. is this a major
problem affecting large numbers, or relatively small?)

What are the main achievements and challenges from the first year of implementation?
What are the main challenges you face for the second year?

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our research team has been asked to provide practical recommendations on how to
improve the design, implementation and accountability of safety net targeting for future
rounds. Do you have any suggestions or observations to help us?

Any other comments?
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Appendix 3: Selected Weredas for PSNP Appraisal (summary data)

PSNP planned beneficiaries
Emergency
July 2005 (retargeted) PSNP planned beneficiaries 2006 beneficiaries Information sources
Total
as % | Public Direct Total as 2005 IC NGO IFPRI
Region Zone Wereda population PSNP provider | Cash Food Total popn | works  support Total % popn (May) 2006 | monitored  baseline  baseline

TIGRAY South Tigray ENDERTA 125,855 GoE | 50,814 0 50,814 40% § 73,187 2,136 75,323 60% 28,870 - Yes No Yes
East Tigray WUKRO 88,448 NGO (REST) | 36,937 42,903 79,840 90% | 76,872 2,968 79,840 90% 6,997 - Yes Yes Yes
SNNPR Sidama  BORICHA y o | W \(ngrlmd) 6900 6900 1380 2| 3290 6800 39760 2| 13106 5780 No Yes No
Derashe SW DERASHE 113,211 WFP | 6,170 6,170 12,340  11% | 16,723 3,950 20,673 18% 2,646 ? No ? ?
OROMIYA W. Harerge CHIRO 373,244 NGO (CARE) 0 40947 40,947 1% | 23,413 2,664 26,077 7% 37,779 45,610 Yes Yes No
E. Harerge FEDIS 201,543 WFP 0 62456 62456  31% | 58,043 11,481 69,524 34% 11,347 15,330 No No Yes
AMHARA  NorthWello  BUGNA 219,419 NGF%ffggé\E’ 0 62917 62917 29% [ 59500 10,500 70,000 2% | 8200 . Yes Yes No
South Wello KALU 216,424 GoE 0 51,107 51,107  24% | 58,006 5897 63,903 30% 4,150 4,000 Yes ? ?
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Appendix 4: Wereda FSTF (Food Security Task Force) Group Interview

[Note: if there is no WFSTF, request a meeting with whatever group has decided the
targeting of the PSNP until now]

A.

I

N

W N~ W

—

WFSTF (IF IT EXISTS)

Who are the members of the WFSTF? (PLEASE FILL TABLE 1)

When was the WFSTF formed?

How were the members of the WFSTF selected?

How many members are women? If none or few, why?

How frequently has the Task Force met since it was formed? (e.g. every month, every
year)?

How many hours does each meeting take?

What are the responsibilities of the WFSTF?

. PSNP (SAFETY NET) PRINCIPLES

In your view, what is the purpose of the safety net?
How does the Safety Net differ from other programmes (e.g. emergency relief or FFW)?

Under the safety net, who should receive “direct support” (DS), i.e. free cash or food
without working?

In your view, who should participate in the public works (PW) component of the safety net,
i.e. work in exchange for the cash or food?

In this Wereda, how did you decide the numbers of PW and DS beneficiaries?
Is there is a quota? If yes, how was it decided or where did it come from?

Do some households receive safety net transfers from both Public Works and Direct
Support? YES / NO

If yes, why?

Did this Wereda receive emergency relief in the last 12 months?

YES/NO CASH/FOOD

If yes, how did you separate the beneficiaries for emergency relief and the safety-net?

. SAFETY NET TARGETING GUIDELINES
. Do you have a copy of the guidelines? (SHOW COPY) YES/NO

If yes, in which language? Ambharic / Tigrinya / Oromifaa / English

How many copies are available in the Wereda (who has a copy)?

Has the WFSTF received any training on the implementation and targeting of the safety
net? YES/NO

If yes, please give details (who received training, who from, when, what did it cover?)
Did you receive any other instructions on targeting the safety net? YES / NO
If yes, please give details (What did they say? Who did they come from?)

. Have the instructions or guidelines on targeting changed from the first safety net targeting

until now? YES/NO
If yes, please explain how they changed.

This is a national guideline, but conditions and culture are different in different regions and
weredas. How have you adapted the guideline to the realities in this wereda?

Do you have any suggestions for improvements or adjustments to the targeting
guidelines?
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D. TARGETING OF KEBELES

. How many kebeles are in the Wereda? ...

How many were included in the PSNP last year (2005)7 ............
How many will be included this year (2006)? ...

Ask for detailed data — see Table W2. Ask the WFSTF who can give us this data
(WRDO?), and arrange to meet him or her. If necessary, the table can be left and
collected later.

If some kebeles were included in the safety net and others were excluded, how was this
selection made? (process, criteria, any problems?)

. If some kebeles were excluded, do you think there are any chronically food-insecure

households in those kebeles? YES / NO
If yes, what do you think should be done for those households?

If all kebeles were included, how did the wereda decide the number of beneficiaries or
quantity of resources to allocate to each kebele?

. TARGETING WITHIN KEBELES
. What instructions or training did this Wereda provide for the Kebeles on targeting the

safety net?
Did the Wereda give any instruction on how many household members should be
registered for the safety net?

F. RETARGETING

1.

How many times has this Wereda assessed and compiled beneficiary lists since the
Safety Net started?

When? (give months)

. Did the process run more smoothly after the first time? YES / NO

Why?

. RESOURCES AND DISTRIBUTION (ACTUAL BENEFICIARIES)
. Did the resources received match the number of beneficiaries identified by the Wereda?

YES /NO

. If not, what did you do? - e.g.

» Reduce the number of kebeles / villages / households included?
» Reduce the number of people registered in each household?

» Ask the Community FSTF to revise the beneficiary list?

= Use the Wereda contingency fund?

= Other (please explain)

H. APPEALS OR COMPLAINTS

1.

How many complaints or appeals have there been about the targeting process in this
Wereda?

Who complained?

What were the complaints about?
Who did they complain to?

=  Kebele council/ cabinet

=  Wereda council / cabinet
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=  Zonal government
» Regional Bureau of Agriculture and Rural Development

B NGO (NAM: e )
= church or mosque leader
B SOMEONE €IS (WO 2. o e )

What action was taken? What happened?

2. Has the Wereda been visited by a Rapid Response Team (higher-level government or
agency staff visiting to check the PSNP progress)? YES / NO

I S, W BN o e
Where did they come from (e.g. Region, Addis Ababa)? ...........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii,
Was their visit helpful to the WFSTF? YES /NO

What did they do?

I. OTHER COMMENTS

Do you have any other comments on our discussion, or any suggestions on how to improve
the targeting of the safety net for the future?
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Table W1: WEREDA FOOD SECURITY TASK FORCE (WFSTF)

WEREDA NAME:

DATE:

Name (optional) Role in Food Security Task Force :‘;Si:::;l::;:;z;r :;Ztmu::,,s At \:I:IIVEEE%I':]‘ ‘I\Illvzrrr;t:jzr of e Present?
e.g. Chair, Secretary, Member, etc. DPPB. etc.. ’ ’ * | Cabinet? (Please v)
' (Please v) | (Please v)
1 M/F
2 M/F
3 M/F
) M/ F
5 M/F
° M/ F
7 M/F
8 M/F
° M/ F
10 M/F
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Table W2: WEREDA TARGETING OF KEBELES - obtain data from Wereda Food Security Desk or Rural Development Office

WEREDA NAME: DATE:
Safety Net Beneficiaries 2005 FOR KEBELE
A B (= numbers who actually received transfers) SAMPLING
Kebele / Tabia Name Population c D E PSNP %
Rank
Public Works Direct Support All PSNP (PW + DS) (E/B)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
NOTES

1. List all Kebeles / Tabias in the Wereda (including those with no PSNP beneficiaries).

2. Check that the beneficiary numbers are individuals (not households).

3. Does the Wereda have gender-disaggregated data? YES/ NO. If yes, collect a copy.

4. If possible, collect all this information as a spreadsheet (Excel file), in soft copy and printout!
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Appendix 5: Kebele / Tabia FSTF (Food Security Task Force) Group Interview

[Note: if there is no KFSTF, request a meeting with whatever group has decided the targeting of
the safety net until now]

A. KFSTF (IF IT EXISTS)

Nogakowd -~

Who are the members of the KFSTF? (PLEASE FILL TABLE K1)

When was the KFSTF formed?

How were the members of the KFSTF selected?

How many members are women? If none or few, why?

How frequently does the Task Force meet (e.g. every month, every quarter)?
How many hours does each meeting take?

What are the responsibilities of the KFSTF?

B. PSNP (SAFETY NET) PRINCIPLES

—_

—_

B

© N O

9.
10.

11.

. How does the Safety Net differ from other programmes (emergency relief or FFW)?

Under the safety net, who should receive “direct support” (DS), i.e. free cash or food without
working?

Who should participate in the public works (PW) component of the safety net, i.e. work in
exchange for the cash or food?

In this Kebele / Tabia, how did you decide the numbers of PW and DS beneficiaries?

Do some households receive safety net transfers from both Public Works and Direct
Support?YES / NO

If yes, why?

Did this Kebele receive emergency relief in the last 12 months?

YES/NO CASH/FOOD

If yes, how did you separate the beneficiaries for emergency relief and the safety-net?

. SAFETY NET TARGETING GUIDELINES
. Do you have a copy of the guidelines? (SHOW COPY) YES/NO

If yes, in which language? Ambharic / Tigrinya / Oromifaa / English

How many copies are available in the Kebele / Tabia (who has a copy)?

Has the KFSTF received any training on the implementation and targeting of the safety net?
YES /NO

If yes, please give details (who received training, who from, when, what did it cover?)
Did you receive any other instructions on targeting the safety net? YES / NO
If yes, please give details (What did they say? Who did they come from?)

Have the instructions or guidelines on targeting changed from the first safety net targeting until
now? YES/NO

If yes, please explain how they changed.
This is a national guideline, but conditions and culture are different in different places.
Does the guideline fit your situation? Have you adapted it to conditions in your Kebele / Tabia?
Do you have any suggestions for improvements or adjustments to the targeting
guidelines?

D. COMMUNITY TARGETING

1.

How many villages are in the Kebele / Tabia? ...
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How many were included in the PSNP last year (2005)? .............
How many will be included this year (2006)? ...

Ask for detailed data — see Table K2. Ask the KFSTF who can give us this data
(KRDO?), and arrange to meet him or her. If necessary the table can be left and collected
later.

. If some villages were included in the safety net and others were excluded, how was this

selection made? (process, criteria, any problems?)

If some villages were excluded, do you think there are any chronically food-insecure
households in those kebeles? YES / NO

If yes, what do you think should be done for those households?

If all villages were included, how did the Kebele / Tabia decide the number of beneficiaries or
quantity of resources to allocate to each village?

. VILLAGE AND HOUSEHOLD TARGETING
. What instructions or training did this Kebele / Tabia provide for the village decision-makers on

targeting the safety net?
Are the names of beneficiaries (both PW and DS) publicly displayed or announced? YES / NO
If yes, where? Village / Kebele / Wereda

= Are the names posted in writing?

= Are they read out at community meetings?

= [s another method used to ensure that everyone in the community knows who is a
beneficiary? Please explain:

For each targeted household, how many members were registered for the safety net?

How many times have you made a list of beneficiaries for the Safety Net in this Kebele / Tabia?
When? (give months)

Did the process run more smoothly after the first time? YES / NO

Why?

. RESOURCES AND DISTRIBUTION (ACTUAL BENEFICIARIES)

. Did the resources received match the number of beneficiaries identified by the Kebele / Tabia?

YES / NO

If not, what did you do? - e.g.

» Reduce the number of villages included?

= Reduce the number of households included?

» Reduce the number of people registered in each household?
» Ask the Community FSTF to revise the beneficiary list?

= Use the Kebele / Tabia contingency fund?

= Other (please explain)

H. APPEALS OR COMPLAINTS

1.

How many complaints or appeals were there about the Safety Net targeting process in this
Kebele / Tabia?

Who complained?

What were the complaints about?
Who did they complain to?

=  Kebele council/ cabinet

= Kebele / Tabia council / cabinet
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=  Zonal government

» Regional Bureau of Agriculture and Rural Development
= NGO (give name)

= church or mosque leader

= someone else (Who?)

What action was taken? What happened?

2. Has the Kebele / Tabia been visited by a Rapid Response Team (higher-level government or
agency staff visiting to check the PSNP progress)? YES / NO

If yes, when?

Where did they come from (e.g. Wereda, Region, Addis Ababa)?
Was their visit helpful to the KFSTF? YES /NO

What did they do?

I. OTHER COMMENTS

Do you have any other comments on our discussion, or any suggestions on how to improve the
targeting of the safety net for the future?
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Table K1: KEBELE / TABIA FOOD SECURITY TASK FORCE (KFSTF)

KEBELE / TABIA NAME:

DATE:

Member of | Member of

Name (optional) Role in Food Security Task Force ::si:::;ijf;j:;)o(:v:z::{ant :S:Ef;e / '}:::))gel — Present?

e.g. Chair, Secretary, Member, etc. V|'/o'men’s Affairs, DPPB, etc.. 7 Council? | cabinet? (Please v')

(Please v') (Please v)

1 M/F

2 M/F

3 M/F

4 M/F

5 M/F

6 M/F

7 M/F

8 M/F

9 M/F

10 M/F
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Table K2: KEBELE / TABIA TARGETING OF VILLAGES - obtain data from Kebele / Tabia Food Security Desk or Rural Development Office

KEBELE / TABIA NAME: DATE:
Safety Net Beneficiaries 2005 FOR VILLAGE
A B (= numbers who actually received transfers) SAMPLING
Village Name Population c D E PSNP %
Rank
Public Works Direct Support All PSNP (PW + DS) (E/B)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
NOTES

1. List all villages in the Kebele / Tabia (including those with no PSNP beneficiaries).

2. Check that the beneficiary numbers are individuals (not households).

3. Does the Kebele / Tabia have gender-disaggregated data? YES/ NO. If yes, collect a copy.
4. If possible, collect all this information as a spreadsheet (Excel file), in soft copy and printout!
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Appendix 6: Community FSTF (Food Security Task Force) Group Interview

[Note: if there is no CFSTF, request a meeting with whatever group has decided the targeting
of the safety net until now]

Nook~WOWN=S B

. CFSTF (IF IT EXISTS)

Who are the members of the CFSTF? (PLEASE FILL TABLE K1)

When was the CFSTF formed?

How were the members of the CFSTF selected?

How many members are women? If none or few, why?

How frequently does the Task Force meet (e.g. every month, every quarter)?
How many hours does each meeting take?

What are the responsibilities of the CFSTF?

B. PSNP (SAFETY NET) PRINCIPLES

1. How does the Safety Net differ from other programmes (emergency relief or FFW)
2. Under the safety net, who do you think should receive “direct support” (DS), i.e. free cash
or food without working?
3. In your view, who should participate in the public works (PW) component of the safety net,
i.e. work in exchange for the cash or food?
4. In this Village, how did you decide the numbers of PW and DS beneficiaries?
5. What criteria (household or individual characteristics) did you use to select people for
public works (PW) and direct support (DS)? (DON’T PROMPT)
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECT SUPPORT
. Poorest households Ll Poorest households
= Food shortage in previous years = Food shortage in previous years
" Food shortage last year (2005) " Food shortage last year (2005)
" Loss of assets " Loss of assets
" lliness " lliness
. Other crisis in the household . Other crisis in the household
" No support from family or friends " No support from family or friends
" No or little off-farm income " No or little off-farm income
" Livestock (none or few) " Livestock (none or few)
" Landless " Landless
= Little or poor quality land = Little or poor quality land
= Received relief in previous years = Received relief in previous years
= Participating in other Food Security Programmes = Participating in other Food Security Programmes
. Female-headed household . Female-headed household
" Elderly-headed household " Elderly-headed household
. Many dependents (= household members unable . Many dependents (= household members unable
to work) to work)
. Labour available . No labour
" Other (please specify): " Little labour
= Disability
" Pregnancy / breastfeeding
= Other (please specify):
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C.

1.

ok wn

o

Hwbd~ DO

oo

G.

1.

SAFETY NET TARGETING GUIDELINES

Has the CFSTF received any training on the implementation and targeting of the safety
net? YES/NO

If yes, please give details (who received training, who from, when, what did it cover?)
Did you receive any other instructions on targeting the safety net? YES / NO
If yes, please give details (What did they say? Who did they come from?)

Have the instructions or guidelines on targeting changed from the first safety net targeting
until now? YES/NO

If yes, please explain how they changed.

. HOUSEHOLD AND INDIVIDUAL TARGETING

How many households (or individuals — please underline) are in the Village?
How many were included in the safety net last year (2005)?
How many will be included this year (2006)?

In this community, how many times have you made a beneficiary list since the beginning
of the PSNP? When? (give months).
Please explain the process used each time.

Are the names of beneficiaries (both PW and DS) publicly displayed or announced? YES/
NO

» |fyes, where? Village / Kebele / Wereda

» Are the names posted in writing?

» Are they read out at community meetings?

» [|s another method used to ensure that everyone in the community knows who is a
beneficiary?

For each targeted household, how many members were registered for the safety net?

Did the process run more smoothly after the first time? YES / NO

Why?

RESOURCES AND DISTRIBUTION (ACTUAL BENEFICIARIES)
Did the resources received match the number of beneficiaries identified by the Village?
YES / NO
If not, what did you do? - e.g.
» Reduce the number of households included?
» Reduce the number of people registered in each household?
= Appeal to the Kebele / Tabia or Wereda?
= Other (please explain)

H. APPEALS OR COMPLAINTS

1.

How many complaints or appeals were there about the targeting process in this Village?
Who complained?

What was the complaint about?

Who did they complain to?

= Kebele council/ cabinet

=  Wereda council / cabinet

=  Zonal government

» Regional Bureau of Agriculture and Rural Development

B NGO (NAM . oot e )
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= church or mosque leader
B SOMEONE €IS (WO 2. o e )
What action was taken? What happened?

2. Has the Village been visited by a Rapid Response Team (higher-level government or
agency staff visiting to check the PSNP progress)? YES / NO
Y S, W BN o
Where did they come from (e.g. Kebele, Wereda, Region, Addis Ababa)? Was their visit
helpful to the CFSTF? YES/NO
What did they do?

I. OTHER COMMENTS

1. Do you have any other comments on our discussion, or any suggestions on how to
improve the targeting of the safety net for the future? For example -

= What do you think are the best criteria for selecting PW and DS beneficiaries, in this
community?

= How should they be selected (who by, and by what process?).

= |[s there anything you would like to change about this programme for future years?
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Table C1: COMMUNITY FOOD SECURITY TASK FORCE (CFSTF)

VILLAGE NAME:

DATE:

e.g. Chair, Secretary, Member, etc. Women’s Affairs. DPPB. efc.. * | Cabinet? (Please v))
’ ’ (Please v) | (Please ¥)
1 M/ F
2 M/ F
3 M/ F
4 M/ F
5 M/F
6 M/ F
7 M/F
8 M/ F
9 M/ F
10 M/F
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Appendix 7: Focus Group Checklists

First introduce yourselves, explain the overall purpose of the research, explain the subject of this
discussion, and ask if the group members have any questions.

A. GENERAL QUESTIONS (FOR ALL GROUPS)

1. What do the group members know about the safety net programme — what is its purpose, and
who is it for (i.e. who should benefit)?

When did the safety net start in this community?

Who decided which people should be included in the public works and direct support?

Do you know about the CFSTF? Are you happy with the composition of the CFSTF?

How were these decisions made? If the group members know, ask them to describe the
process.

ADD Q ON COMMUNITY MEETING, & HOW MANY OF THE GROUP PARTICIPATED

6. In the past (before the safety net), did this community receive relief distributions? If so, what
kinds of people benefited from relief (DPPC) distributions in the past? What differences do
they see between the targeting and benefits of the safety net and emergency relief?

7. This year (i.e. in the past 12 months), has this community received any relief? If so, what kinds
of people received the relief? What differences do they see between the people who received
relief and the people who received safety-net transfers?

8. In this community, when are the months when people most need the safety net transfers?

aRrON

(Circle the month for each answer given, or score with beans — prepare the calendar table in
advance, in Amharic or the local language, so people can see and understand it).

May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr

In the past year (since the safety net started), in which months have the payments (cash or
food) actually been received? (Circle or score)

May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr

So - did the transfers come at the right time?

9. If anyone in this community has a complaint about the targeting of the safety net, what can
they do? Who can they complain to? What appeals processes exist at a local level? [Keep
this question general / theoretical — don’t focus on specific cases until later in the discussion].

B. PROPORTIONAL PILING AND MATRIX DISCUSSION (FOR ALL GROUPS) ~ see methodology note.
Then add sections:

C+D for Public Works Beneficiaries

C+E for Direct Support Beneficiaries

F for Non-beneficiaries

G for Women

Z. LAST QUESTIONS FOR ALL GROUPS:

1. [If not already discussed] Did anyone in the community complain or appeal about the safety
net targeting? Who to? What happened? (Try to get specific examples and stories - without
recording names - and perhaps identify a case-study informant willing to talk to us in more
detail later).
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2. Our team has been asked to give recommendations to the government and donors about how
the targeting of the safety net can be improved for the future. Do you have any suggestions?

» Do you think the existing system is generally good or generally bad?
= |s there anything you’d like to see changed?
= [s there anything you'd like us to tell the government and donors about the safety net?

C. QUESTIONS FOR BENEFICIARIES (PW AND DS)

1. How much cash or food have you received from the safety net in the past year (i.e. since
Gimbot / Miazia 1997 EC, or since it started until now)? [Record all answers]

How frequent was the payment (e.g. every month, every 2 months, only once)?

Did you know in advance when you would receive it?

Do you know when you will receive the next payment? Do you know how much it will be?

What did you do with the cash or food received so far? (If this is not a sensitive question, take
a hand-count of how many spent it on food, how many on clothes, livestock, schooling, etc.)

Record the answers by gender, e.g.:

o~ v

Food (grain)

Salt and pepper

ol-~|o|l=z
N|w ||

School equipment

etc.

6. Did the cash or food you have received from this programme make a difference to your
situation?

D. QUESTIONS FOR PUBLIC WORKS BENEFICIARIES ONLY:

1. Why do you think you have been selected for the public works programme, i.e. working for the
safety net transfers?

2. Do you agree with this decision? Is this a good system?

What kinds of work have you done on the safety-net programme in this community?

4. Who has been doing the work, e.g.
=  mostly men, mostly women, or about 50:507?
= what age range? (how old is the youngest person working, and the oldest)?

5. Are the work norms the same for all workers? If they are different (e.g. for women or children),
please explain.

6. What is the daily payment rate for the PW?
7. What is the daily wage rate for other unskilled work in this area?

8. Discuss the difference — e.g. if the PW is lower-paid than local alternatives, why are people
doing it? What do they think about the wage rate?

w

E. QUESTIONS FOR DIRECT SUPPORT BENEFICIARIES ONLY

1. Why do you think you have been selected for direct support, i.e. free safety net transfers
without working?

2. Do you agree with this decision? Is this a good system?

3. Are you required to do anything in order to receive the transfer? (e.g. adult education, clinic
attendance, organising creche or bringing water for the public works, other light work ....... )
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F. QUESTIONS FOR NON-BENEFICIARIES:

1. Why do you think you were not included in the safety-net programme? (What were you told,
and what do you think is the real reason, if different)?

Did you agree with the decision? Do you think it's fair that you were not included?

Did anyone complain or appeal about the targeting of the safety net?

If not, why not?

If yes, what did they complain about? Who to? What happened? What was the complaints
process? What was the outcome of the complaint? How long did it take from complaint to
resolution?

S Sl

(Try to get specific examples and stories - without recording names - and perhaps identify a
case-study informant to talk to in more detail later).

G. QUESTIONS FOR WOMEN’S GROUPS:

1. Within a safety-net beneficiary household, who receives the cash or food? (E.g., household
head; the person who worked; the individual eligible for direct support; etc.).

2. Is it usually men or women who receive the transfer?

Who decides how the money or food will be used?

4. Does it make a difference if the transfer is food or cash? Why? Which do the women prefer
and why?

w

For women PW beneficiaries

5. Do you do the same work as the men? What do you think about this?

6. Does the work interfere with your domestic and childcare responsibilities, or with any other
activities?

Last question for all women’s groups (if the women were in the mixed group)
7. Do you have any other comments or questions to add about the mixed-group discussion?
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Appendix 8: Methodology Note for Focus Groups ~ Proportional Piling and Matrix
Discussion

The objectives of this method are:

* to estimate coverage?, exclusion®® and inclusion®' from the viewpoint of beneficiaries and
other community members; and

= to open up discussion of why and how different kinds of people within the community are
included in, or excluded from, the safety net.

Remember that, with this type of method, the discussion around the process of piling or sorting,
and then probing and discussion of the result (“interviewing the matrix”) is often more revealing
than the result itself. In this case, we are also interested in recording the result in order to
estimate targeting errors as perceived by the people themselves. We will carry out the same
exercise with each focus group, thus triangulating the findings for each village. Pay attention to
differences between the different groups’ piling and viewpoints. Remember to record direct
quotations (people’s exact words) as much as possible.

Suggested method:

1. Ask group members how many households are in the village — let them choose one person in
the group to count out beans (one per household) while everyone discusses and checks.

If the village is very big, the group members may not know everyone in detail. In this case, ask
them to estimate the approximate number of households.

2. Then ask them to discuss among themselves and divide the pile of beans (= households) into
3 categories:

= Always food insecure (can’t provide enough food for the family without assistance, even in
good years)

= Became food insecure in the last year (perhaps because of illness, or other shocks such as
asset loss or the death of a breadwinner)

* Food secure (able to provide enough food and basic needs for the family, without
assistance).

N.B. In doing this, the group will probably discuss named households — make sure they know that
we are not recording names and this discussion will have no impact on who receives benefits
from the safety net.

3. Ask the group to describe each category of households — e.g. Why are these people always
food insecure? Why did this group become food insecure in the last year? What makes the 3™
group food secure?

29 Coverage = % of eligible people (or households) who are included in the programme.
30 Exclusion = % of eligible people (or households) who are excluded from the programme.

31 Inclusion = % of beneficiaries who are not eligible (i.e. are wrongly included).
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4. We now have 3 piles of beans. Draw a matrix (table) around the 3 piles like this:

Public Works Direct Support | PW + DS Not included in

only only safety net

Always food DB o .o

Became food insecurg inthe last

year ooe
@ 3
Food secure e, © o

Either write the headings in the local language or use symbols — but make sure that everyone in
the group understands what they mean (cross-check, ask one group member to explain to others,
etc.).

5. Now take each pile in turn, ask the group to choose one person to count and place the beans,
and ask them: From this group of households (e.g., those who are always food insecure), how
many participated in the public works in the past year? How many received “direct support”
without working? How many were not included in the safety net? Note that some households
may have received safety net transfers under both public works and direct support — they should
go in the PW+DS column.

If possible, take notes of the group’s discussion (including any disagreements) while they are
sorting the beans.

At the end of this discussion, the matrix will look something like this:

Public Works Direct Support | PW + DS Not included in
only safety net

only

Always food insecure - : i - i e - : e - e
@ ® e

Became food insecure in the last ee e
year b e
Food secure e o : © e

In your notes, record the numbers like this:

PW DS PW + DS Not included

Always food insecure 16 9 4 2 1
Became food insecure in the last year 6 1 2 3
Food secure 10 2 8

6. Interview the matrix, i.e. question and probe about the results. For example, in the imaginary
matrix above there is one “always food insecure” household excluded from the safety net — why?
(Is this a possible case study?). Also, there seem to be some food secure households included in
the public works — why and how did this happen? What do the group members think about it?
There are too many possible questions to predict them all — use your judgement, keep in mind
the key research questions, and try to pick up important or interesting points from what the group
has been discussing.
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Appendix 9: Key Informant Checklist (Wereda level) ~ Appeals or Complaints

[Ask to talk to whoever is responsible for hearing complaints or appeals about the selection of
PSNP beneficiaries — usually the head of the Wereda Council or Cabinet]

Complaints to Woreda council or cabinet:

1.
2.

Have they received any complaints since the PSNP inception? If so, how many?

What happened? What procedures do they follow when hearing, processing, and acting on
appeals? (have them outline)

What has been the substance of the complaints received? (e.g. household/ individual
excluded from PSNP entirely; household excluded from direct support; under-estimation of
household size / need; delays in receiving benefits; etc.)

4. What was the most common type of complaint received?

Have they referred any complaints to the zonal or regional level? If so, why?

Has their approach to hearing, processing and resolving complaints changed since the start

of PSNP? If so how and why has the approach changed?

How long does it take on average to hear, process and resolve an appeal?

Do they keep written records of appeals processes? If so, what specific information do these
records provide?

If possible have council/cabinet officials describe specific case studies of grievances/appeals
they have handled. Outline who made the complaint, what the complaint was, the process
undertaken, the timeframe until resolution, and the ultimate outcome. Get as much detailed
information as possible.

Complaints from Woreda council or cabinet:

10.

11.
12.
13.

14.

Do woreda officials report asking for one type of resource and receiving another? Have they
received what they requested from the regional government (in terms of: cash/food split,
number of beneficiaries, quantity of cash/food, etc.)

If they have not received what they requested, why do they believe this the case?
Do they believe that their office has received PSNP cash/food in a timely manner?

If they have a complaint about any PSNP processes (e.g. cash/food split, number of
beneficiaries, timeliness), who do they complain to?

Have they voiced any complaints since the inception of the PSNP? If so what was the
complaint? What was the response/outcome of the complaint?

100



PSNP Targeting Final Report 10-9-06

Appendix 10: Key Informant Checklist (Kebele level) ~ Appeals or Complaints

[Ask to talk to whoever is responsible for hearing complaints or appeals about the selection of
PSNP beneficiaries — usually the head of the Kebele Council or Cabinet]

Complaints to Kebele:

1)
2)

Have they received any complaints since the PSNP inception? If so, how many?

What happened? (what procedures do they follow when hearing, processing, and acting on
appeals? (have them outline)

What has been the substance of the complaints received? (e.g. household/ individual
excluded from PSNP entirely; household excluded from direct support; under-estimation of
household size / need; delays in receiving benefits; etc.)

What was the most common type of complaint received?
Have they referred any complaints to the woreda or zonal level? If so, why?

Has their approach to hearing, processing and resolving complaints changed since the start
of PSNP? If so how and why has the approach changed?

How long does it take on average to hear, process and resolve an appeal?

Do they keep written records of appeals processes? If so, what specific information do these
records provide?

If possible have council/cabinet officials describe specific case studies of grievances/appeals
they have handled. Outline who made the complaint, what the complaint was, the process
undertaken, the timeframe until resolution, and the ultimate outcome. Get as much detailed
information as possible.

Complaints from Kebele:

1)

Do kebele officials report asking for one type of resource and receiving another? Have they
received what they requested from the regional government (in terms of: cash/food split,
number of beneficiaries, quantity of cash/food, etc.)

a) If they have not received what they requested, why do they believe this the case?
Do they believe that their office has received PSNP cash/food in a timely manner?

If they have a complaint about any PSNP processes (e.g. cash/food split, number of
beneficiaries, timeliness), who do they complain to?

Have they voiced any complaints since the inception of the PSNP? If so what was the
complaint? What was the response/outcome of the complaint?
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