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Executive Summary

This report documents the findings of a Survey of Implementers and Stakeholders at Sub-national Level on Issues relating to Identification of Poor Households, conducted in six villages in three communes in Kratie province, and six villages in three communes in Siem Reap province, from 29 March to 1 May 2008. The Ministry of Planning commissioned SBK Research and Development to carry out this research, with support from the German Government through German Technical Cooperation (GTZ).

The survey focused on the process of identification of poor households that was carried out in the whole of Kratie province and in Sotnikum and Krolanh Operational Districts of Siem Reap province during the second half of 2007, which was the first time identification of poor households using the national Procedures had been piloted on a large scale. The purpose of the survey was to collect baseline data that can be used to:

· Monitor the achievement of objectives of the MoP Identification of Poor Households Programme.

· Reflect on the perceptions and opinions of implementers, villagers and stakeholders, in order to further improve the process for identification of poor households.

· Disseminate experiences to stakeholders at the national and provincial level to promote the national Procedures for Identification of Poor Households, and to identify areas for improvement.
The survey was mostly qualitative in nature, with a small quantitative component. Views and perceptions were elicited from involved stakeholders and implementers, including Provincial Department of Planning (PDoP) and Provincial Local Administration Unit (PLAU) staff; members of Provincial and District Facilitation Teams (PFTs and DFTs); Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG) and Village Representative Group members; poor and non-poor villagers; and Governmental service providers, NGOs, international organisations and bilateral donors based in the target provinces. 

The Focus Group Discussions and semi-structured interviews comprised 348 participants and respondents of six different types (mentioned above). Of these, respondents in 12 individual interviews did not participate in the FGDs (PFTs/DFTs and villagers), therefore 336 participants and respondents completed their sessions, of whom 139 were female.

The main findings and conclusions of the survey are summarised below.

Understanding of objectives of Identification of Poor Households (IDPoor)

The six different types of respondents had different levels of understanding about the objectives of Identification of Poor Households, depending on their knowledge and ability (i.e. provincial, district, and commune-level stakeholders and implementers understood the objectives well and in detail; and village-level respondents had less but still high understanding, mainly understanding that the objective of Identification of Poor Households was for obtaining gifts or grants from government, and other assistance from NGOs/IOs. 
Strong and Weak Aspects of process

The provincial and district levels thoroughly understood the strong and weak aspects of the process for identification of poor households, but the VRG and villager focus group participants and villagers interviewed individually found it difficult to comment on the strong and weak aspects of the process. This is probably due either to their low level of capacity or limited involvement in the process.

Strong aspects of the process were:

· Existing human resources with existing structure/hierarchy.

· Provincial, district, commune, and village levels were ready to participate in implementation.

· The documents, schedule, and procedures were provided from the national level, including budget.

· The people involved were cooperative and had good commitment to implement the identification process and complete the List of Poor Households in their villages and communes.

Weak aspects of the process were:

· The capacity and ability of the existing human resources, particularly at commune and village levels, is limited.

· Implementers were also so busy with many tasks (national census, commune/Sangkat development plan, identification of poor households, etc).

· The programme provided a meagre budget for the implementation process, as now the price of food and goods including petrol are increasing.

· There was a lack of vehicles for transportation.

Fairness of process for choosing PBCRG and VRG representatives

All PBCRG focus group participants stated that the process of choosing PBCRG members was fair. These people were directly involved in the process, and are best able to judge. However, as the sample consisted only of PBCRG members who were selected, it may not be representative of all views of PBC members who took part in the selection process.

Most VRG focus group participants felt that VRG members had been selected fairly. However, there was quite evenly divided opinion among villagers in the focus groups regarding the fairness of the process for selecting VRG members. In individual interviews, this division was not apparent. A majority (55.9%) thought the process of selecting VRG members was fair, while only 9% thought it was unfair. There was little difference in the views of female and male villagers on this issue. The high proportion of Don’t Know answers (35%) was because of lack of involvement in the process.

Suggested improvements to the questionnaire

Most PBCRG and VRG focus group participants indicated that the questionnaire used for Identification of Poor Households is fair and appropriate for measuring the living standard and special circumstances of villagers. Only a few respondents indicated that the questionnaire used for Identification of Poor Households was not fair and appropriate considering the actual situation within their communes or villages. 

Most villager focus group participants had difficulty suggesting improvements to the questionnaire, as it was beyond their level of knowledge or capacity. 

Capacity, commitment and willingness of implementers, level of coordination between the PDoP/PLAU, PDoP/PFTs/DFTs, sustainability of process

The PDoP/PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs are capable, committed and willing to implement the process of Identification of Poor Households in the future. PBRCG and VRG members have built up a good level of capacity, but there will still be a need for refresher training to be provided to PBCRG representatives, and especially to the VRG members.
Level of participation and level of support by villagers; opportunity to provide comment on Final Draft List of Poor Households

Commune and Village authorities/representatives strongly participated in and supported the implementation of identification of poor households. There is agreement among PBCRG/VRG members and villagers themselves that villagers both had the opportunity to participate, and did actually actively participate, in making objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households. Overall, half of villager respondents (50.0%) interviewed individually believed that there was sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions. Around one-fifth (19.1%) of villager respondents felt that there was not sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions. A quite high proportion (30.9%) of villagers interviewed did not know whether there had been sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households.
Perceived benefits of IDPoor / services available for provision to poor households

Most respondents and participants in the focus group discussions of five types shared the view that poor households can receive real benefits from being identified as poor, e.g. free health services, scholarships for children, social land concessions, gifts or donations, seeds, and assistance for animal raising from NGOs/IOs and government institutions.

With regard to use of the Lists of Poor Households in the villages or communes, most PBCRG participants stated that the lists had been used, but most VRG participants expressed the view that the Lists had not been used much yet.
A majority of respondents in the focus group discussions of four types felt that the services or assistance provided to poor households would be sufficient to justify all of the effort. They expressed the view that identification of poor households is an initiative of great significance for reducing the poverty of poor households, and through the Lists of Poor Households, real benefits could be provided to poor households. such as free health services, social concession land, credits for investment, free seeds and animals for raising.
Perceived accuracy of the Final List of Poor Households

Most respondents and participants among PFTs and DFTs, PBCRG and VRG members perceived that the Final Lists of Poor Households are accurate. They felt that the level of false inclusion and false exclusion was low (no more than 5%).

Among villager respondents in individual interviews, opinion on whether the Lists of Poor Households are accurate was fairly evenly split, with slightly more people holding the view that they are accurate. However, the level of false inclusion and exlusion was perceived by the greatest number of respondents to be no more than 10%.

Frequency of updating the Lists of Poor Households

Most Government and NGO service providers felt that the List of Poor Households should be updated every year. A few respondents felt that the List of Poor Households should be updated once every three years to five years, because an annual update is too frequent, considering the length of time it takes to complete the process and the cost of implementation.

Sharing of information/data with service providers

At the time of the survey, data from the PDoP was still in the process of being entered into the database and prepared for dissemination. Preliminary data had been disseminated to a small number of key service providers; most government department respondents had not received data from the PDoP but most wished to obtain the data from the PDoP when it became available. Respondents were not aware of any other promotional activities having been carried out by the PDoPs.
I. INTRODUCTION
This report documents the findings of a Survey of Implementers and Stakeholders at Sub-national Level on Issues relating to Identification of Poor Households, conducted in six villages in three communes in Kratie province, and six villages in three communes in Siem Reap province, from 29 March to 1 May 2008. The Ministry of Planning commissioned SBK Research and Development to carry out this research, with support from the German Government through German Technical Cooperation (GTZ).

The survey focused on the process of identification of poor households that was carried out in the whole of Kratie province and in Sotnikum and Krolanh Operational Districts
 of Siem Reap province during the second half of 2007, which was the first time identification of poor households using the national Procedures had been piloted on a large scale. The purpose of the survey was to collect baseline data that can be used to:

· Monitor the achievement of objectives of the MoP Identification of Poor Households Programme.

· Reflect on the perceptions and opinions of implementers, villagers and stakeholders, in order to further improve the process for identification of poor households.

· Disseminate experiences to stakeholders at the national and provincial level to promote the national Procedures for Identification of Poor Households, and to identify areas for improvement.
II. BACKGROUND TO the IDENTIFICATION OF POOR HOUSEHOLDS PROGRAMME
In 2004, three GTZ projects in Cambodia with support from the GTZ Social Protection Sector Project initiated the facilitation of a process at national level to share practical experiences and to contribute to the development of a standardised approach that effectively targets the poor and can be implemented across the country. Following a National Forum in February 2005 under the auspices of the Ministry of Planning, there was broad consensus on the necessity to develop such standardised national guidelines. A Working Group on Identification of Poor Households was established in June 2005 as a sub-working group of the Technical Working Group on Planning & Poverty Reduction. The Working Group recommended establishing a smaller Core Group, which was tasked with the development of a harmonised approach that would include procedures and criteria. Core Group members include representatives of the ministries of Planning, Health, Education, and Interior, as well as organisations including GTZ, World Bank, World Food Programme and University Research Company (URC). The Core Group worked in 2005 and 2006 in a consultative process to develop initial procedures and criteria for conducting poor household identification. 

In order to secure mid-term assistance to introduce a standardised tool, the Ministry of Planning approached the German Government for additional financial and technical support. This was granted and the German Government in early 2006 commissioned GTZ Cambodia to provide financial and technical support to the Ministry of Planning to implement the Identification of Poor Households Programme (IDPoor). This programme is piloting and refining national Procedures for Identification of Poor Households, with the aim of achieving their official adoption by the Government and their widespread implementation throughout Cambodia. The results of identification of poor households may be used by a wide range of governmental and non-governmental organizations in order to provide services and development assistance that are targeted to poor communities and poor households within those communities. Potential uses for IDPoor data include the provision of free or discounted medical services, scholarships or other financial support to poor school pupils and students, rural development and agriculture-related services, allocation of land to the poor, and many other uses.

III. Research design and methodology
3.1 Research Tools

The survey was mostly qualitative in nature, with a small quantitative component. Views and perceptions were elicited from involved stakeholders and implementers, including Provincial Department of Planning (PDoP) and Provincial Local Administration Unit (PLAU) staff; members of Provincial and District Facilitation Teams (PFTs and DFTs); Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG) and Village Representative Group members; poor and non-poor villagers; and Governmental service providers, NGOs, international organisations and bilateral donors based in the target provinces. 

The survey tools used were discussion guides for Focus Group Discussions and semi-structured questionnaires for individual and group interviews. These tools were developed in detail in close consultation with the Team Leader of the GTZ Programme “Support to the Identification of Poor Households Programme”, with input from MoP counterparts. Instructions for use of the survey tools were also developed to ensure that the survey teams would not forget the procedures and misconduct the interviews and FGDs. Training of the research team was carried out in Phnom Penh, with the participation of a Ministry of Planning staff member. This MoP staff member also observed the piloting of questionnaires and discussion guides and the first stages of the research in Kratie province.

3.2 Research Team
The research team consisted of a team leader, three moderators and six field assistants who acted as organizers, note-takers and enumerators. The research team leader was present and active throughout field implementation of both the qualitative and quantitative components of the survey. The moderators served as facilitators to ensure the active participation of all participants. The moderators used the discussion guide as a reference in leading the sessions. Audio recordings were made and notes were taken of all discussions.

3.3 Sample size
The respondents selected for this study were all located in Kratie and Siem Reap provinces. Their participation was voluntary. The Focus Group Discussions and semi-structured interviews comprised 348 participants and respondents of six different types. Of these, respondents in 12 individual interviews did not participate in the FGDs (PFTs/DFTs and villagers), therefore 336 participants and respondents completed their sessions, of whom 139 were female. The following table describes the respondents and participants in the FGDs and individual interviews:

	Respondents 
	Number of areas covered
	Total no. of respondents covered
	Survey method

	Provincial Department of Planning (PDoP)(3) and Provincial Local Administration Unit (PLAU) staff (1)
	Both target provinces
	8 respondents (5 male,
3 female)
	Semi-structured individual interviews

	Members of Provincial and District Facilitation Teams (PFTs and DFTs) 
	Both target provinces
	17 respondents (14 male,
3 female)
	Semi-structured individual and group interviews

	Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG) members, including Commune Council members.
Kratie: Preak Saman commune — all 5 villages; Kou Loab commune — all 5 villages; Khseum commune — 5 villages: Mil, Doung, Choeng, Samrang, Khseum Krau.
Siem Reap: Moung commune — all 5 villages; Khchas commune — 5 villages: Thlat, Kboun, Kouk Sangke, Chrey, Khchas; Anlong Samnar commune — 5 villages: Anlong Pring Lue, Trapeang Trol, Takoem Kroam, Takoem Leu, Svay Tadok.
	Both target provinces:

6 communes,
30 villages
	40 participants (35 male,
5 female)
	Focus Group Discussions

	Village Representative Group members.
Kratie: Preak Saman commune — 2 villages: Chhork Kantoung and Preak Saman; Kou Loab commune — 2 villages: Kou Loab and Kamboar; Khseum commune — 2 villages: Choeng, and Samrang.

Siem Reap: Moung commune — 2 villages: Kamboar, Moung Tboung; Khchas commune — 2 villages: Chrey, Khchas; Anlong Samnar commune — 2 floating villages: Meat Khla, Stung Chrov.
	Both target provinces:

6 communes,
12 villages
	65 participants (46 male,
19 female) 
	Focus Group Discussions

	Villagers (half included in Final List of Poor Households (poor households), and half not in Final List (non-poor households)).

Kratie: Preak Saman commune — 2 villages: Chhork Kantoung and Preak Saman; Kou Loab commune — 2 villages: Kou Loab and Kamboar; Khseum commune — 2 villages: Choeng, and Samrang.

Siem Reap: Moung commune — 2 villages: Kamboar, Moung Tboung; Khchas commune — 2 villages: Chrey, Khchas; Anlong Samnar commune — 2 floating villages: Meat Khla, Stung Chrov).

	Both target provinces:
6 communes,
12 villages
	188 respondents (179 participants in FGDs
(75 male,
104 female))
	Short questionnaire interview with all respondents, and
Focus Group Discussions with a selection of villagers

	Governmental service providers and projects or programmes of NGOs, international organisations or bilateral donors based in each province.

Kratie: Departments of Health, Education, Womens Affairs, Land Management/LASED, Agriculture; Kratie District Administration, AFH, KAFDOC, Oxfam Australia and KWWA.
Siem Reap: Departments of Health, Education, Social Affairs, Womens Affairs, Agriculture; BTC, CHHRA, Padek, ADRA, Caritas, PSDD, READA, WFP, Plan, Concern and CFDS. 
	Both target provinces
	26 respondents
(22 male,
4 female) 
	Semi-structured individual interviews


3.4 Participant Recruitment

The research team recruited participants for individual interviews and focus group discussions with the assistance of: village leaders for villager groups, commune chiefs or commune councillors for PBCRG and VRG members, Provincial Local Administration Unit for PFTs/DFTs.

Some criteria were set for the selection of participants. Villagers were selected based on whether or not they were included in the Final List of Poor Households (i.e. poor and non-poor households). The research team tried to recruit and interview 50% female and 50% male in the FGDs, regardless of education background (however, this was not always successful). Each group was planned to have from five to eight participants, but during the actual field work one FGD had nine participants in Kamboar villager, Muong commune, Srey Snam district in Siem Reap province.

It eventuated that in the Villagers category of respondent, females participated in the survey more than males. Among 188 individual respondent interviews, 106 respondents were females and 82 respondents were males. This is due to the fact that in rural Cambodia, most males work away from the home, whereas most females stay at home, preparing food, minding children and carrying out other chores. The males are therefore more difficult to reach, and it is more difficult to obtain their voluntary participation.
IV. Key Findings
This section presents and analyses the results of focus group discussions, individual and group interviews, describing respondents’ views, understanding, and perceptions. Their views are highlighted in italics. The interviews were in Khmer and have been translated literally. Due to the nature of the respondents (rural, mostly with low level of education) and the semi-structured interview/FGD methods, responses and comments often addressed more than one question at a time.
Findings are grouped thematically, with comparison and analysis of the different responses of the different types of respondents.

4.1 Understanding of objectives of Identification of Poor Households (IDPoor)

All respondents of different types were asked “What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households?” Their responses are presented and analysed below.
4.1.1 Provincial Department of Planning (PDoP) and Provincial Local Administration Unit (PLAU) staff, members of Provincial Facilitation Teams (PFTs) and District Facilitation Teams (DFTs)

All respondents and participants stated that they clearly understood the objectives and the concept of Identification of Poor Households, as they are involved in this field of work. They were able to describe these objectives as determining the real poor households in the villages in order to alleviate the poverty of poor households, and to facilitate access to health services, education and other assistance. They also said that it would provide data for prioritizing communes and villages for development activities (e.g. Land Allocation for Social and Economic Development).
"The main objective is to allow our citizens to receive assistance and other services. The first services they receive are health services, education, and social land concessions,  according to their Poverty Level. Poor Level 1 households receive 100% of the cost of health services, and Poor Level 2 households receive part of the cost. I am not sure about the agricultural sector. [Another objective is] to produce specific data for distribution to service providers.”
 Chief of Planning Office, Kratie PDoP
4.1.2 Members of Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Groups (PBCRGs)

All participants in the focus group discussions indicated that the objectives of Identification of Poor Households are to determine the real poor households in the villages, such as Poor Level 1, Poor Level 2 and Other households, and then provide Priority Access Cards to access services (especially health services) without paying fees.

The participants also mentioned that poverty reduction activities in their villages will make use of the data and Priority Access Cards; that poor households will also get support from NGOs, IOs and government institutions in case they are affected by natural disasters; and that they will be exempted from making cash contributions for their community development such as road or school construction and other assistance. 

“The importance of conducting identification of poor people is to determine the poverty of citizens, and the real poverty of the locality. It is easy to solve problems and illness, in order to reduce somewhat the poverty of citizens."

PBCRG member, Khseum commune, Kratie province

4.1.3 Members of Village Representative Groups (VRGs)

The majority of participants in the focus group discussions expressed their views, by providing short examples and explanations, that the objectives of Identification of Poor Households are to reduce poverty of poor households, to determine the level of poverty of poor households, to allow poor households access to health services without paying fees and to receive some money for transportation costs when they return home, and to allow poor households to obtain residential land for living and agriculture. 

"To reduce people’s poverty, and also to develop our country and identify the real poor households.

VRG member in Kamboar village,
Moung commune, Srei Snam district, Siem Reap  province

A minority of participants just kept silent and said they forgot the objectives after training on Identification of Poor Households, because it was a long time ago.

4.1.4 Villagers 

Most villager participants in the focus group discussions indicated that the objectives of Identification of Poor Households are mainly just to assist and support poor households in cash and in kind (e.g. helping to increase agricultural productivity, and provision of livestock), meaning that most villager participants perceived that the government and NGOs/IOs will provide food and goods, and other assistance such as gifts or grants. A few non-poor household participants found it difficult to answer this question due to the fact that they were not involved so much in the process of identification of poor households.
"To know the number of poor people in each village and to help to reduce poverty; to provide cash to buy baby pigs for rearing at home."

Non-poor villager in Stung Chrov floating village,
Anlong Samnor commune, Chikreng district, Siem Reap province
4.1.5 Individual interviews with villagers (quantitative) 
The research team also conducted a total of 188 individual interviews with poor and non-poor villagers in Kratie and Siem Reap provinces. Vllagers were asked “What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households?”. If a villager was able to mention one or more correct objective without prompting, they were defined as knowing the objectives. If a villager said that they did not know, did not answer, or listed an incorrect objective, they were defined as not knowing the objectives.

Table 4.1.1 presents the responses to this question. 134 respondents or 71.3% understood the objectives of identification of poor households, while 54 respondents or 28.7% did not know or did not answer this question. In Kratie province, 69 respondents or 73.4% understood the objectives, while in Siem Reap province, 65 respondents or 69.1% understood them. These results show that there is a high level of understanding of the objectives of identifying poor households, and that there is little difference between the regions.
Table 4.1.1 Understanding the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households, by province

	Province
	Know
	Don't Know
	Total

	 
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	Kratie
	69
	73.4%
	25
	26.6%
	94
	100.0%

	Siem Reap
	65
	69.1%
	29
	30.9%
	94
	100.0%

	Total
	134
	71.3%
	54
	28.7%
	188
	100.0%


Table 4.1.2 examines the responses to this question by sex. The results show that there is very little difference between the sexes in the level of understanding of the objectives, with 72% of males and 70.8% of females understanding the objectives. 
Table 4.1.2 The objective of carrying out identification of poor households, by sex
	Sex of Respondent
	Know
	Don't Know
	Total

	 
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	Male
	59
	72.0%
	23
	28.0%
	82
	100%

	Female
	75
	70.8%
	31
	29.2%
	106
	100%

	Total 
	134
	71.3%
	54
	28.7%
	188
	100%


One question that was asked of all villager individual respondents was “What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households?” Interviewers were instructed to probe for the best expression/phrase. 

The objectives mentioned unprompted by the 134 respondents who knew the objectives fell into a number of broad categories. These are shown in Table 4.1.3, with their level of incidence, and broken down by province. This was a multiple-response question (i.e. one respondent could mention more than one objective). 
Table 4.1.3 Objectives of carrying out identification of poor households, mentioned by respondents who knew objectives, by province
	Objectives mentioned
	Kratie
	Siem Reap
	Total

	
	n
	Col %
	n
	Col %
	n
	Col %

	1. Identifying/determining the real poor households
	13
	15.48%
	28
	28.87%
	41
	22.65%

	2. Assisting Government or NGOs to prepare strategy for poverty reduction
	5
	5.95%
	19
	19.59%
	24
	13.26%

	3. For village development
	2
	2.38%
	1
	1.03%
	3
	1.66%

	4. Access to health services without paying fees for medical treatment
	36
	42.86%
	17
	17.53%
	53
	29.28%

	5. Providing other assistance (gifts/relief to poor households
	1
	1.19%
	5
	5.15%
	6
	3.31%

	6. Assisting poor households to improve their livelihood
	24
	28.57%
	21
	21.65%
	45
	24.86%

	7. Providing food and clothes/other goods to poor households
	3
	3.57%
	- 
	-
	3
	1.66%

	8. Providing training, technical and financial assistance for household livestock raising 
	- 
	- 
	6
	6.19%
	6
	3.31%


Note: Percentages based on total number of responses 
The survey also recorded the reasons why 54 respondents did not know about the objectives of identification of poor households. This was a single-response question. Table 4.1.4 shows the reasons and their level of incidence, by province:
Table 4.1.4 Reasons for not knowing the objectives
	 
	Province

	 
	Kratie
	Siem Reap
	Total

	 
	n
	Col %
	n
	Col %
	n
	Col %

	Busy/never attended any meetings
	21
	84.0%
	10
	34.5%
	31
	57.4%

	Forgot/cannot remember
	4
	16.0%
	13
	44.8%
	17
	31.5%

	Not informed about the programme
	0
	0%
	3
	10.3%
	3
	5.6%

	Was only interviewed
	0
	0%
	3
	10.3%
	3
	5.6%

	Total
	25
	100.0%
	29
	100.0%
	54
	100.0%


The main reasons for villagers not knowing the objectives were that they were busy and never attended any meetings, or they just could not remember.

4.1.6 Governmental and non-governmental service providers

The majority of governmental and non-governmental respondents showed clear understanding about the objectives of Identification of Poor Households. Objectives mentioned by them for identifying the real poor households in the villages and producing the list of poor included:

· Obtaining assistance for livelihood from governmental and non-governmental service providers
· Providing access to health services for medical treatment without payment
· Providing scholarships to poor children for attending primary or high school
4.1.7 Conclusions
The above results indicate that the six different types of respondents had different levels of understanding about the objectives of Identification of Poor Households, depending on their knowledge and ability (i.e. provincial, district, and commune-level stakeholders and implementers understood the objectives well and in detail; and village-level respondents had less but still high understanding, mainly understanding that the objective of Identification of Poor Households was for obtaining gifts or grants from government, and other assistance from NGOs/IOs. 
4.2 Strong and Weak Aspects of process

All respondents of different types were asked “What were the strong aspects of the process for identifying poor households? What were the weak aspects of the process?” Their responses are presented and analysed below.

4.2.1 PDoP and PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs
Most of the above participants in the group interviews stated that strong aspects of the process included:

· Existing human resources with structure/hierarchy. Provincial, district, commune, and village levels are ready to serve the programme implementation process.
· The documents, schedule, and procedures were provided from the national level, including budget.
· People involved have good cooperation and commitment to conduct the survey and complete the List of Poor Households in their villages and communes. 
"We have a clear steps for implementing the process. There was active participation from the commune councils, village authorities and villagers. The objectives were explained clearly to the villagers before they participated in implementation, and there was good cooperation from the Ministry of Interior.”
Chief of Office of Planning, PDoP Siem Reap
Weak aspects of the process that were mentioned by these interviewed groups included:

· The capacity and ability of the existing human resources, particularly in commune and village levels, were limited.

· Implementers were very busy with many tasks (national census, commune/Sangkat development plan, identification of poor households, etc).

· The programme provided a meagre budget for the implementation process, as now the price of food and goods including petrol are increasing.

· There was a lack of vehicles for transportation.

"The knowledge and understanding of PFTs and DFTs, commune and village people are limited, and they can only grasp some of the content, so when they conduct further training at the lower levels, some content may not be transferred. The PFTs, DFTs, commune and village authorities have a lot of tasks to do, therefore their work is poor (documentation is messy and incomplete). Those involved still do not have a very thorough understanding [of the procedures] — they participated in training but do not know how to help.”
Director, PDoP Siem Reap

Minor issues raised by a few respondents included the following points:

· Implementation of the programme during the rainy season is a hindrance, as it makes it difficult for personnel to access the rural and remote areas, and the interviewees are mainly not at home at the time of conducting the survey, which necessitates going many times to a household in order to interview them.
· The contract between GTZ and the PDoP for implementation of the work should be in Khmer so that the functions and tasks for implementation can be understood precisely.

4.2.2 Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG)

A majority of the respondents interviewed said that the strong aspects of the process included that it identifies the real poor households in the villages/communes, and is fair and accurate. This is because the Procedures manual and other documents are precise, and there was good cooperation from the top to grassroots levels. Lists of Poor Households were expected to be useful for NGOs/IOs or governmental service providers to assist and develop their communes and villages.
"The strong aspects of this identification of poor households is that there are clear documents, and people could not make accusations against us; the interviewers also base their work on these documents; it is not partisan, and is done  very transparently."

PBCRG member in Kou Loab commune, Kratie district and province
Weak aspects mentioned about the process were that the implementers are busy with their own tasks and responsibilities, which is not compensated adequately by the meagre incentives paid for conducting identification of poor households. Also, the implementers’ capacity and ability are limited because of their low level of education, and training sessions are conducted in a short period. The trainees asserted that they were well trained about the questionnaire and understood how to use it, but when they actually conducted interviews with poor households, they sometimes had difficulty and did not understand the questionnaire themselves.

"According to my observation of the work of the [PBCRG], the [PBCRG] are busy with their own work, and the identification of poor households involves a lot of work; also, it’s related to the small budget."

PBCRG member in Kou Loab commune, Kratie district and province

4.2.3 Village Representative Group (VRG)

Most participants in the focus group discussions had difficulty providing answers relating to the strong and weak aspects of the process. The moderators probed again and again and found that their perception of the strong aspects of the process was that the Village Representative Groups identified the poor households in their villages in a fair and accurate manner, even though they received only small payments to cover petrol and food. This is due to the fact that they were committed to this work and wanted to assist the poor households. They hoped that when the List of Poor Households is produced, poor households would get access mainly to health services for medical treatment without payment. 

"I persevered in trying to collect data myself, despite visiting households [for interviewing] and finding that they not at home, or their house was flooded. If I couldn’t get it during the daytime, I went back in the evening. When they said they would collect the completed questionnaires tomorrow, I even copied the information from the questionnaires at night."

VRG member in Preak Saman village and commune,
Chhlong district and Kratie province
As for weak aspects, the Village Representative Groups indicated that their capacity and ability are low (see example in quote below) and that the training was provided in a short period (two-day training sessions). A few respondents complained about the meagre incentive provided for conducting the interviews.
"One weak aspect was that the interviewing was not done the right way according to the objectives of the procedure."

VRG member in Kolaob village and commune, Kratie district and province
4.2.4 Villagers

Most villager participants in the focus group discussions had difficulty answering the questions regarding strong and weak aspects of the process for identification of poor households. A few respondents expressed that the strong aspect of the process is to identify the real poor households in order to get help from NGOs/IOs as well as government, to reduce poverty and improve the livelihood of villagers. 

A few respondents also indicated that the process of identification of poor households was not so fair; some respondents did not understand some questions asked by the interviewers; and some villagers were not informed about the village meeting and the process of identification of poor households.
4.2.5 Conclusions

The provincial and district levels thoroughly understood the strong and weak aspects of the process for identification of poor households, but the VRG and villager focus group participants and villagers interviewed individually found it difficult to comment on the strong and weak aspects of the process. This is probably due either to their low level of capacity or limited involvement in the process.
Strong aspects of the process were:

· Existing human resources with existing structure/hierarchy.

· Provincial, district, commune, and village levels were ready to participate in implementation.
· The documents, schedule, and procedures were provided from the national level, including budget.
· The people involved were cooperative and had good commitment to implement the identification process and complete the List of Poor Households in their villages and communes.
Weak aspects of the process were:

· The capacity and ability of the existing human resources, particularly at commune and village levels, is limited.

· Implementers were also so busy with many tasks (national census, commune/Sangkat development plan, identification of poor households, etc).

· The programme provided a meagre budget for the implementation process, as now the price of food and goods including petrol are increasing.

· There was a lack of vehicles for transportation.

4.3 Fairness of process for choosing PBCRG and VRG representatives
Respondents were asked “Was the process of choosing PBCRG members fair? Why?”. They were also asked “Was the process of choosing Village Representative Group members fair? Why?”. Their responses are presented and analysed below.

4.3.1 Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG)

All forty respondents stated that the process of choosing the PBCRG members was fair. They said that members of the full Planning and Budgeting Committee (PBC) are elected in each village first, and the villagers recognise the capacity and ability of the PBC members who are then selected as PBCRG members. 
"It was fair; for example my selection was fair."

PBCRG member, Anlong Samnor commune, Chikreng district, Siem Reap province

These people were directly involved in the process, and are best able to judge. However, as the sample consisted only of PBCRG members who were selected, it may not be representative of all views of PBC members who took part in the selection process. The sample selection may need to be revised for follow-up surveys.
As for the process of selecting the VRG members, the PBCRG members interviewed generally felt that the process was fair. The VRG members were selected or elected by the villagers, and the villagers recognised their capacity, knowledge, and commitment, and trusted them. Listing the names of village representatives on the blackboard, and selection of representatives in order of priority and in proportion to the number of households in the village, was believed to allow villagers the opportunity to review whether who was capable and trustworthy.
"The process [for choosing the VRG members] was like this: I selected 7-8 representatives from the beginning, middle and end of the village, then let villagers elect them by writing the names of VRG members they liked on small sheets. I can confirm that it was fair because they were elected by the people."

Anlong Samnor commune, Chikreng district, Siem Reap province

4.3.2 Village Representative Group (VRG)

The majority of participants in the group discussions said that the process of choosing the VRG members was fair because the villagers elected the members, and the villagers raised their hands and clapped their hands to agree on the selection of VRG members. It was also emphasised that VRG members are not “assigned” or “appointed”. 
"It was fair because there was an election."

VRG in Khchas village and commune, Sotr Nikum district, Siem Reap province

4.3.3 Villagers
Around half of the participants in the group discussions stated that the process of choosing the VRG members was fair because the villagers knew the VRG members, and elected their representatives themselves. However, around half of participants in the group discussions expressed the view that it was not fair because the VRG members were selected by village chiefs or deputy village chiefs, and these people were thenpresented to the villagers as their VRG members. A few respondents did not know whether the process was fair or not, or were reluctant to answer this question because they were not involved in the process of choosing the VRG representatives.  
"It was properly done: the six VRG members stood in front of us, and we were asked if they were suitable; if we said they were not suitable, they were changed."

Villager in Moung Tbong village and commune, Srei Snam district,
Siem Reap province
4.3.4 Individual interviews with villagers (quantitative) 

Table 4.3.1 shows the perceived fairness or unfairness of the process of choosing village representative group, by province.

Table 4.3.1 Fairness of the process for choosing Village Representative Group members, by province

	Province
	Fair
	Unfair
	Don't Know
	Total

	 
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	Kratie 
	58
	61.7%
	1
	1.1%
	35
	37.2%
	94
	100.0%

	Siem Reap
	47
	50.0%
	16
	17.0%
	31
	33.0%
	94
	100.0%

	Total
	105
	55.9%
	17
	9.0%
	66
	35.1%
	188
	100.0%


Overall, 55.9% of villagers interviewed in both provinces felt that the process of selection of VRG members was fair, only 9% of villagers felt it was unfair, and more than one-third (35%) did not know whether it was fair or not. The main reasons that there were such a high number of respondents saying “Don’t Know” was because they did not take part in the village meeting to select VRG members, and/or never knew about the process for selecting the VRG. This could be a result of the sample selection for this survey, as participation in the village meeting was not a criterion for selection of the villagers for participation in this survey.
The percentage of villagers who felt the process was fair was higher in Kratie than in Siem Reap (61.7% vs 50%, respectively). More villagers in Siem Reap than in Kratie felt that the process was unfair (17% vs 1.1%). Both provinces had a similar proportion of villagers who said “Don’t Know”.

Table 4.3.2 Fairness of the process for choosing Village Representative Group members, by sex
	 Sex of Respondent
	Fair
	Unfair
	Don't Know
	Total

	 
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	Male
	47
	57.3%
	10
	12.2%
	25
	30.5%
	82
	100.0%

	Female
	58
	54.7%
	7
	6.6%
	41
	38.7%
	106
	100.0%

	 Total
	105
	55.9%
	17
	9.0%
	66
	35.1%
	188
	100.0%


Table 4.3.2 shows that a similar proportion of male and female villagers interviewed in both provinces felt that the process of selection of VRG members was fair (57.5% vs 54.7%, respectively); while only slightly more males than females (12.2% vs 6.6%) thought the process was unfair. Slightly more females said “Don’t Know” than males (38.7% vs 30.5%, respectively). 
The 105 respondents who said the process of choosing village representative group members was fair were asked about the level of fairness. Table 4.3.3 presents the level of fairness by province.
Table 4.3.3 Level of fairness of the process of choosing village representatives

	Province
	High
	Satisfactory
	Medium
	Total

	 
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	Kratie 
	31
	53.4%
	15
	25.9%
	12
	20.7%
	58
	100.0%

	Siem Reap
	19
	40.4%
	12
	25.5%
	16
	34.0%
	47
	100.0%

	Total
	50
	47.6%
	27
	25.7%
	28
	26.7%
	105
	100.0%


(N=105: all respondents who said that the process was fair)
The results show that nearly half (47.6%) of respondents who said that the process was fair felt that the process had a “high” level of fairness, while approximately a quarter of these respondents said that the level of fairness was “satisfactory” (25.7%) or “medium” (26.7%). In Table 4.3.4 these results are calculated as a proportion of all 188 respondents who were asked whether the process was fair.
Table 4.3.4 Levels of fairness and unfairness of the process for choosing village representatives

	High
	Satisfactory
	Medium
	Not fair
	Don’t know
	Total

	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	50
	26.6%
	27
	14.4%
	28
	14.9%
	17
	9.0%
	66
	35.1%
	188
	100.0


4.3.5 Conclusions

All PBCRG focus group participants stated that the process of choosing PBCRG members was fair. These people were directly involved in the process, and are best able to judge. However, as the sample consisted only of PBCRG members who were selected, it may not be representative of all views of PBC members who took part in the selection process.

Most VRG focus group participants felt that VRG members had been selected fairly. However, there was quite evenly divided opinion among villagers in the focus groups regarding the fairness of the process for selecting VRG members. In individual interviews, this division was not apparent. A majority (55.9%) thought the process of selecting VRG members was fair, while only 9% thought it was unfair. There was little difference in the views of female and male villagers on this issue. The high proportion of Don’t Know answers (35%) was because of lack of involvement in the process. 

4.4 Suggested improvements to the questionnaire

Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group members, Village Representative Group members, and Villlagers were asked in focus group discussions to suggest improvements to the questionnaire. Participants were given copies of the questionnaire to peruse, and the moderator facilitated discussion on the content of the questionnaire.
4.4.1 Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG)
In five out of six focus groups with PBCRG members, most respondents were in agreement that the questions used in the questionnaire for identification of poor households are fair and appropriate for measuring the living standard and special circumstances of villagers, and they had difficulty making suggestions on how to improve the questionnaire. They said that the questionnaire is completed and accurate, and had no ideas on how to add to it or improve it. They also said that the questionnaire has detailed descriptions in each response category.

"I agree, there are no problems, the questionnaire is official already; actually we [measure poverty] according to their assets. What exists cannot be distorted, the questionnaire is clear already. But it also depends on how [respondents] represent their situation.."

PBCRG member in Kou Loab commune, Kratie district and province
However, in one FGD in Khseum commune, Kratie province, there was the view that the questions used in the questionnaire for identification of poor households are not fair and appropriate for measuring the living standard and special circumstances of villagers; they suggested improving the questionnaire as follows:
· Question 6: The households who owned more than 0.5 ha of farmland got zero points. In this area, many poor households occupy farmland of more than 0.5 ha, but they do not cultivate crops because the land is barren or has low productivity, and is not like the well fertilised, highly productive farmland in the lowland/plains areas.

· Question 7: Regarding livestock and cattle, in lowland areas owning a pair of cows/oxen means that a household is relatively well off, but in this area if a household has ten cattle it can still be poor and these ten cattle may be sold to buy rice.
· Question 10: If a household has a mobile phone, they receive zero points, but actually the cost of a mobile phone can be as low as 30,000 Riel or USD 7.5 and is therefore not a strong indicator of wealth. Also, a small tape recorder should not cause a household to receive zero points, as it is not expensive.
4.4.2 The Village Representative Group (VRG)

Most respondents in the group discussions were in agreement that the questions used in the questionnaire for identification of poor households are fair and appropriate for measuring the living standard and special circumstances of villagers. A few respondents had difficulty answering this question and kept silent. It was also difficult to elicit respondents’ comments and ideas in order to improve the questionnaire; they also stressed that the questionnaire had been checked and tested before applying in the field. 
"It is absolutely correct because when I conducted interviews with each household, and added up the points, they really were poor!"

VRG member, Kamboar village, Moung commune,
Srei Snam district, Siem Reap province

4.4.3 Villagers 
More than half of villager participants in the focus group discussions had difficulty answering the question regarding the improvement of the questionnaire for identification of poor households. A few focus group participants said that they had not seen or heard about the questionnaire before, and some said they could not even read the questions in the questionnaire, therefore how could they provide ideas or comments to improve the questionnaire? The respondents who were able to answer this question (less than half of focus group participants) mostly said that questions used in the questionnaire for identification of poor households are fair and appropriate for measuring the living standard and special circumstances of villagers, and had no comments or ideas on how to improve the questionnaire. The following comment was typical:
"It is correct because they asked me how many cows do you have? how many pigs do you have? And the rice field is a half hectare."

Villager in Moung Tbong village and commune, Srei Snam district,
Siem Reap province

4.4.4 Conclusions

Most PBCRG and VRG focus group participants indicated that the questionnaire used for Identification of Poor Households is fair and appropriate for measuring the living standard and special circumstances of villagers. Only a few respondents indicated that the questionnaire used for Identification of Poor Households was not fair and appropriate considering the actual situation within their communes or villages. 
Most villager focus group participants had difficulty suggesting improvements to the questionnaire, as it was beyond their level of knowledge or capacity. A few respondents (especially non-poor households) said that they had not seen or read the questionnaire, therefore they could not provide comments for its improvement.

4.5 Capacity, commitment and willingness of implementers, level of coordination between the PDoP/PLAU, PDoP/PFTs/DFTs, sustainability of process 
4.5.1 PDoP and PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs

PDoP and PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs were asked “Do you feel confident that the PFTs and DFTs have the capacity to implement this process again? Do you think they will be willing to do it? Why?” and “Do you feel confident that the Commune and members of the Village Representative Group have the capacity to implement this process again? Do you think they will be willing to do it? Why?” 

Most respondents and participants in the focus group discussions stated that the implementers have the capacity, commitment, and willingness to implement the process of identification of poor households in the future, particularly the PFTs/DFTs. As for PBCRG and VRG members, they will need refresher training again before conducting interviewing, as their capacity, ability, and knowledge is lower. Focus group participants felt that the budget for implementing the process should be increased for implementers to cover their subsistence expenses.

"If a second round of the process is implemented, it is quite good. We can implement it, and the poor households are very happy. Our group is capable and in Round Two we will be motivated to do it correctly and as well as possible, so that the results will be accepted 100%.”
PFT Chikreng district, Siem Reap province

"We can do it because we already have experience of doing it once. The second time, we could do it better than last time. If refresher training is provided, it will be even better—we will improve our knowledge, and we will be motivated to do it." 
DFT Chhlong district, Kratie province
Another question asked of PDoP/PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs was “How was the coordination between the Provincial Department of Planning and the Provincial Local Administration Unit, in planning, coordinating and implementing the process for identification of poor households?” 

The majority of PDoP/PLAU staff, PFT and DFT respondents and participants indicated that there are no problems in terms of coordination between the PDoP and PLAU and between the PDOP and the PFTs/DFTs; usually, they hold meetings to discuss problems and find solutions. However a few respondents and participants in Siem Reap province commented that meetings between the PDoP and PLAU were irregular, although the PLAU scheduled meetings and invited the PDoP. The PDoP also stressed that they were so busy with other tasks and had appointments with other institutions, so they could not participate in the meetings regularly.
PDoP and PLAU staff were asked “How can long-term sustainability be achieved in implementing the process of identification of poor households to regularly update the Lists of Poor Households?” The following aspects were used as a prompt to stimulate discussion: training; materials; funds; people to implement.
The PDoP/PLAU staff commented that to achieve sustainability in implementing the process of identification of poor households to do regular updates, identification of poor households should be integrated into the commune development planning process as a task of commune councils. They also suggested that the commune clerk should be involved in the process of identification of poor households (as a PBCRG member) because the clerks keep the population lists/statistics in the commune/sangkat. They also stated the need for allocation of appropriate allowances to cover subsistence costs of the implementers, and suggested widespread promotion to NGOs and IOs in order to obtain funding from them for this process. 

4.5.2 Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG)

The Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group were asked “If you are asked to carry out this process again, do you feel confident that you can do it? Will you be willing to do it? Why?”
Most respondents in the focus group discussions stated that they are willing to carry out the process of identification of poor households again. They have the commitment and willingness to do so because they felt that they were contributing to helping poor households. They wished to produce the List of Poor Households for commune and village development and to reduce poverty. A number of respondents indicated that if the process is implemented again, refresher training should be provided.
"We have the lists at hand, we have a certain level of understanding already [about the process], and the villagers can participate actively. [We are willing to do this] to serve the real poor households."

PBCRG member in Khseum commune, Snoul district, Kratie province

PBCRG participants were asked “How can long-term sustainability be achieved in implementing the process of identification of poor households to regularly update the Lists of Poor Households?” The following aspects were used as a prompt to stimulate discussion: training; materials; funds; people to implement.

The majority of PBCRG members felt that in order to achieve sustainability in implementing the process of identification of poor households to regularly update the lists of poor households, regular refresher training should be provided about the procedures and questionnaire to implementers, particularly to VRG members. They also felt that an appropriate budget should be provided to the implementers involved in the process of identification of poor households.

4.5.3 The Village Representative Group (VRG)
The Village Representative Group focus groups were asked “If you are asked to carry out this process again, do you feel confident that you can do it? Will you be willing to do it? Why?”
Most respondents in the group discussions said that they feel confident and willing to implement the process of identification of poor households again, because they have experience from conducting the survey during the first round, with documents to guide them. They generally felt that carrying out this process enabled them to assist and support poor households.
"We can do it. We VRG members are willing to assist the poor households. It is our task. There are only a few of us who can do this work. We are happy to implement the tasks assigned from above, and we are loyal to our people."

VRG member in Samrang village, Khseum commune, Snoul district, Kratie province

4.5.4 Conclusions
The PDoP/PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs are capable, committed and willing to implement the process of Identification of Poor Households in the future. PBRCG and VRG members have built up a good level of capacity, but there will still be a need for refresher training to be provided to PBCRG representatives, and especially to the VRG members.
4.6 Level of participation and level of support by villagers; opportunity to provide comment on Final Draft List of Poor Households

4.6.1 PDoP and PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs

PDoP and PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs were asked “What level of support for this process did you observe from the Commune and Village authorities/representatives? 

From the villagers themselves? Why?” They were also asked “Did villagers participate actively in making objections and suggestions for changes to the Final List of Poor Households?”.
Most respondents in the group discussions stated that there is strong support for the process of identification of poor households from commune and village representatives as well as villagers. The commune and village representatives make a strong effort to conduct meetings with villagers, to disseminate information to villagers, select the PBCRG and elect the VRG members; and the villagers participate in the meetings and wait for VRG members to conduct the interviews.
"The level of support from commune councils and village authorities, and the communication between them, was extremely good, including the selection of PBCRG members, the high level of participation of villagers, the participation of NGOs and teachers; and their active participation in the selection of VRG members and in discussion about who should be classified as Poor Level 1, Poor Level 2 and Other households."

DFT Chhlong district, Kratie province

"There was strong support from commune councils, and the commune chief, even though not a PBCRG representative, also got involved with us in the process of Identification of Poor Households. Villagers also participated if we just asked them if we could interview them. Many people took part in making comments [about the List of Poor Households, in the Village Consultation Meeting]. They said ‘this household is really poor’, ‘this household is not poor and is better off than that household’—we were able to change the households on the list at that time. Some well-off people didn’t want anything for themselves, but they didn’t want the poor households to have problems with each other, and they said “that household should be Poor Level 1, that household should be Poor Level 2”.
DFT Chhlong district, Kratie province

4.6.2 Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG)

The Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG) were asked the same question: “What level of support for this process did you observe from the Commune and Village authorities/representatives? From the villagers themselves? Why?” They were also asked “Did villagers participate actively in making objections and suggestions for changes to the Final List of Poor Households?”.
Most focus group participants stated that there was strong support from village representatives as well as villagers, and that VRG members tried hard to carry out interviews with poor households even when it was raining, and were willing to go to rural or remote areas. They said that the villagers patiently waited for VRG members to come to interview them. They reported that a few VRG members had complained that the low incentives for conducting the interviews could not cover their expenses. 

Most respondents also observed that the villagers participated actively in making objections and suggestions to make changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households, mainly to change households from Poor Level 2 to Poor Level 1. Villagers also requested VRG members to conduct interviews again with poor households who were missed during the period when interviews were being conducted. 
"I have never before seen such strong participation in a village meeting [as in this process]. They really participated a lot. … In village or commune meetings, they never participated as much as this before, and they didn’t express their views much. But when we did Identification of Poor Households, 100 or more persons participated and they expressed their views a lot." 

PBCRG member, Kouloab commune, Kratie district and province
"Regarding the level of support, they absolutely support, because when conducting interviews, if the results of interviews indicated that a household is Poor Level 1 or 2, they agree with this because they can see the actual situation with their own eyes.” 
PBCRG member, Anlong Samnor commune, Chikreng district, Siem Reap province
4.6.3 The Village Representative Group (VRG)

The Village Representative Group (VRG) were asked “What level of support for this process did you observe from the villagers themselves? Why?”. They were also asked “Did villagers participate actively in making objections and suggestions for changes to the Final List of Poor Households?”.
The majority of participants in the VRG focus groups reported that there was strong support from villagers, from both poor and non-poor households. For example, when VRG members made appointments with households for interviewing, villagers waited for VRG members to conduct the interviews, even though they had to forgo going out into the fields or doing other work, because they believed that participating in the interviews would be helpful to them to reduce their poverty. Some villagers helped to spread information to call villagers for village meetings, and non-poor household villagers were very pleased to see the interviews with poor households and congratulated the poor households for being included in the List of Poor Households. 
Most VRG focus group participants also observed that the villagers participated actively in making objections and suggestions to make changes to the Draft List of Poor Households, such as changing households from Poor Level 2 to Poor Level 1, or vice versa. Some villagers made requests via anonymous letter to change poor households from Level 1 to Level 2.
"Villagers gave strong support when meetings were held; there was full attendance."

VRG member in Chhorkantung village,
Preak Saman commune, Chhlong district, Kratie province

"People were supportive; they understood the project implementation clearly. When we held the [Village Consultation] meeting, households on the List, as well as those not on the List, participated." 
VRG member, Khchas commune, Sotr Nikum district, Siem Reap province

"The people were supportive, they warmly welcomed it, both old and young, during the meeting about doing identification of poor households."
VRG member, Moung commune, Srei Snam district, Siem Reap province
4.6.4 Villagers
Villagers were asked “What level of support for this process did you observe from the villagers themselves? Why?” They were also asked “Did villagers have adequate opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final List of Poor Households? Why?”. 
Around half of the participants in the villager focus group discussions stated that they had adequate opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households, such as through the Village Consultation Meeting. The people taking part in the Village Consultation Meeting were mainly poor households, and they were given the opportunity to suggest changes of households from Poor Level 1 to Poor Level 2 and vice versa. They said that the duration to make the objections and suggestions was approximately one to two weeks.
Approximately half of participants in the villager focus group discussions stated that they did not see the draft List of Poor Households posted in public places to allow them to review the lists and make objections and suggestions for changes to the draft List of Poor Households. Some respondents saw the lists but did not get involved because they were afraid that if they made objections and suggestions, poor households in the list might react angrily. Most respondents from the two floating villages included in the survey stated that they did not see the draft List of Poor Households posted in public places. 
4.6.5 Individual interviews with villagers (quantitative) 
In individual interviews, villagers were asked “Did villagers have adequate opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final List of Poor Households? Why?”. Table 4.6.1 presents the results, by province.
Table 4.6.1 Opportunity for villagers to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households, by province
	Province
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Total

	 
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	Kratie
	48
	51.1%
	14
	14.9%
	32
	34.0%
	94
	100.0%

	Siem Reap
	46
	48.9%
	22
	23.4%
	26
	13.8%
	94
	100.0%

	Total
	94
	50.0%
	36
	19.1%
	58
	30.9%
	188
	100.0%


Ninety-four respondents or 50% felt that they had adequate opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households, while 36 respondents or 19.1% said they had inadequate opportunity to do so. Fifty-eight respondents or 30.9% did not know whether they had adequate opportunity.

The results are also broken down by sex in Table 4.6.2. 

Table 4.6.2 Opportunity for villagers to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households, by sex
	Sex of respondent
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Total

	 
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	Male
	40
	48.8%
	18
	22.0%
	24
	29.3%
	82
	100.0%

	Female
	54
	50.9%
	18
	17.0%
	34
	33.3%
	106
	100.0%

	Total
	94
	50.0%
	36
	19.1%
	58
	30.9%
	188
	100.0%


The results show that similar proportions of females and males answered Yes, No, or Don’t Know regarding whether there had been sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households. There were no significant differences in their responses.

4.6.6 Conclusions

Commune and Village authorities/representatives strongly participated in and supported the implementation of identification of poor households. There is agreement among PBCRG/VRG members and villagers themselves that villagers both had the opportunity to participate, and did actually actively participate, in making objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households. Overall, half of villager respondents (50.0%) interviewed individually believed that there was sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions. Around one-fifth (19.1%) of villager respondents felt that there was not sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions. A quite high proportion (30.9%) of villagers interviewed did not know whether there had been sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households.
4.7 Perceived benefits of IDPoor / services available for provision to poor households

4.7.1 PDoP and PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs 
PDoP and PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs were asked “What real benefits can households who are included in the List of Poor Households, and who receive Priority Access Cards, receive?”.
Most respondents stated that the poor households in the List of Poor Households can receive real benefits; for example, they can get access to health services, their children can get scholarships, they can receive plots of social concession land, and some NGOs provide training and funds for livestock and fish culture and credit for small business.
"Absolutely they will receive real benefits because when some projects are implemented—e.g. access to health services—they will get these services because there cannot be cheating, and in the communes they can target the vulnerable households so that they do not have to make a contribution for community development fees; and the commune councils have the lists of poor households and vulnable households with disabled household members, widows, injuredand so forth, which makes it easy for them to manage."

PLAU staff, Kratie province

Another question asked of the PFTs and DFTs in the FGDs was “Do you feel that the services or assistance provided to poor households who are in the List of Poor Households by village and commune authorities, government institutions and non-governmental organisations will be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify them?”.
A majority of respondents and participants felt that the services or assistance provided to poor households would be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify the real poor households. They also indicated that the main achievements were that the List of Poor Households in the villages and communes were produced and these Lists were accurate. They also said that NGOs and IOs acknowledge and use the Lists of Poor Households.
4.7.2 Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG)
Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG) were asked “What real benefits can households who are included in the List of Poor Households, and who receive Priority Access Cards, receive?”.
Most participants in the group discussions expressed the view that the real poor households receive real benefits from NGOs/IOs or governmental service providers. Examples of the real benefits, in their view, that poor households have received and will receive, are: children of poor households can get scholarships to pursue and attain higher education like wealthier persons; they can receive free medical treatment; they can obtain social concession land; they do not need to pay the local contribution fee in their commune; and some NGOs provide technical and financial support for pig and cattle raising and provide employment to poor households.
"It is clear that with regard to health services,villagers hope  to get free treatment when their  childrenget sick, and to obtain the social concession land; everybody hopes for this ."

PBCRG member in Preak Saman commune,
Chhlong district, Kratie province

PBCRG members were also asked “Have commune and village authorities used the List of Poor Households yet? For what purposes?”.
Note: This survey was conducted approximately 5-6 months after Lists of Poor Households had been approved at the Commune level in October/November 2007.

Most PBCRG participants stated that the Lists of Poor Households have been used. For example, the Cambodian Red Cross has used the List of Poor Households to provide goods and other donations to poor households, some NGOs working in the field of malaria use the List of Poor Households to provide mosquito nets. The Lists of Poor Households could also be used for exemption of contributions for school construction by poor households.

A minority of PBCRG participants said that the Lists of Poor Households had not been used yet, and a very small number of PBCRG participants did not know about the use of the List of Poor Households. 

PBCRG representatives were also asked “Do you feel that the services or assistance provided to poor households who are in the List of Poor Households by village and commune authorities, government institutions and non-governmental organisations will be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify them?”.

A majority of participants felt that services or assistance provided to poor households would be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify the real poor households, because they said that NGOs/IOs and government institutions acknowledged the Lists of Poor Households and the participants also expected that other services and assistance will be provided to the Poor Households by NGOs/IOs as well as government institutions. 
A small number of participants felt that services or assistance provided to poor households would not be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify the real poor households, because they did not see NGOs/IOs as well as government institutions assisting the poor households yet. They also said that poor households had not yet received their Priority Access Cards.
4.7.3 Village Representative Group (VRG) 
VRG participants were asked “What real benefits can households who are included in the List of Poor Households, and who receive Priority Access Cards, receive?”.
A majority of participants in the group discussions indicated that real benefits that poor households can receive are food, goods, household equipment, seeds, animals for raising (e.g. pigs, cattle); and when poor household members get sick, they can go to the hospital to receive free medical treatment.
"They can receive real benefits, because we see that they are already starting to help Poor Level 1 and 2 households in the field of free health services."

Kamboar village VRG member, Kou Loab commune, Kratie district and province

VRG representatives were also asked “Have commune and village authorities used the List of Poor Households yet? For what purposes?”. 
Most VRG participants stated that the Lists of Poor Households had not been used by commune and village authorities yet. A few participants mentioned that the List of Poor Households had been used for access to health services, and for distribution of Cambodian Red Cross gifts to poor households. 
Another question asked of the VRG representatives in the FGDs was “Do you feel that the services or assistance provided to poor households who are in the List of Poor Households by village and commune authorities, government institutions and non-governmental organisations will be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify them?”.

A majority of participants felt that services or assistance provided to poor households would be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify the real poor households. The participants said that poor households could receive free health services, social concession land, credits for investment, free seeds and animals for raising. Some participants found it difficult to aswer this question.
4.7.4 Villagers
Villager participants were asked “What real benefits can households who are included in the List of Poor Households, and who receive Priority Access Cards, receive?”.
A majority of villager participants in the focus group discussions said that the real benefits that poor households can receive are free health services for their children and other dependents at hospital, and the hospital/AFH also pays for food and transport to patients and caregivers. A few villager participants said that the real benefits that poor households can receive are not only access to free health services/medical treatment, but also goods, household equipment, seeds, animals for raising (e.g. pigs, cattle), credit, and so forth.

"Yes, people can go to the hospital free of charge , so they can get [benefits] quickly."

Kou Loab village and commune, Kratie district and province

Most villager participants said that the Lists of Poor Households had still not been used yet. A few participants mentioned that the lists of poor households had been used to access health services, to obtain gifts and other equipment.  

4.7.5 Government and non-governmental service providers

Government and non-governmental service providers were also asked “Do you feel that the services or assistance provided to poor households who are in the List of Poor Households by village and commune authorities, government institutions and non-governmental organisations will be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify them?”.
A majority of respondents felt that the services or assistance provided to poor households would be sufficient to justify all of the effort. They expressed the view that identification of poor households is an initiative of great significance for reducing the poverty of poor households, and through the Lists of Poor Households, real benefits could be provided to poor households.

A minority of respondents felt that the services or assistance provided to poor households would not be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify the real poor households because they had not yet seen many benefits for poor households.
4.7.6  Conclusions

Most respondents and participants in the focus group discussions of five types shared the view that poor households can receive real benefits from being identified as poor, e.g. free health services, scholarships for children, social land concessions, gifts or donations, seeds, and assistance for animal raising from NGOs/IOs and government institutions.
With regard to use of the Lists of Poor Households in the villages or communes, most PBCRG participants stated that the lists had been used, but most VRG participants expressed the view that the Lists had not been used much yet. 
A majority of respondents in the focus group discussions of four types felt that the services or assistance provided to poor households would be sufficient to justify all of the effort. They expressed the view that identification of poor households is an initiative of great significance for reducing the poverty of poor households, and through the Lists of Poor Households, real benefits could be provided to poor households such as free health services, social concession land, credits for investment, free seeds and animals for raising.

4.8 Perceived accuracy of the Final List of Poor Households
Focus groups of different types were asked “Was the Final List of Poor Households an accurate representation of the poorer households in the villages? Approximately what % of poor households were not included in the List of Poor Households? Approximately what % of non-poor households were included that should not have been included?”. The responses are presented and analysed below.
4.8.1 PFTs and DFTs
Eleven out of a total of 17 PFT and DFT focus group participants expressed the view that the Final Lists of Poor Households are an accurate representation of the poor households in the villages, due to the fact that the Final Draft List of Poor Households was posted in a public place for seven days to allow villagers to check them and make objections and suggestions on how to modify the list. The VRG and PBCRG members are involved in the process of receiving objections and suggestions from villagers, and the VRG and PBCRG members carry out checking and verification of the scores of poor households. 

Five respondents out of the total of 17 PFT and DFT focus group participants expressed the view that the Final Lists of Poor Households do not accurately represent the poor households in the villages because: VRG members tried to include their relatives in the lists of poor households, and sometimes they include themselves in the lists of poor households
; a few villagers pretended to be poor households or concealed information; some poor households migrate out of the village or are not at home during the period that the interviews are conducted; and the VRG and PBCRG members received meagre remuneration for conducting the process and interviews. Just one respondent had no idea whether the results were accurate or not.
4.8.2 Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG)
Most participants in the PBCRG focus group discussions (a total of 40 persons participated in these focus groups) stated that the Final Lists of Poor Households are an accurate representation of the poor households in the village because the draft lists of poor households were posted in public places, in order to enable villagers to check the lists and make objections and suggestions regarding changes to the draft List of Poor Households. The general opinion (based on their perceptions / observations) was that approximately five percent (5%) of poor households were not included in the Final List of Poor Households (false exclusions), and approximately one to two percent (1-2%) of households included in the Final List of Poor Households were non-poor households (false inclusions).
4.8.3 Village Representative Group (VRG)
A majority of participants in the focus group discussions (a total of 65 persons participated in these focus groups) were of the view (based on their perceptions and observation) that the Final Lists Of Poor Households are accurate and representative of the poor households in the villages because the Final Lists of Poor Households were posted in public places, in order to enable villagers to check the lists and make objections and suggestions regarding changes to the draft List of Poor Households. The majority view among focus group participants was that approximately five percent (5%) of poor households were not included in the Final List of Poor Households (false exclusions) and approximately two or three percent (2%-3%) of households that were included in the list of poor households were non-poor households (false inclusions).
Floating villages. In the focus group discussions with VRG members, 12 VRG members were from the two floating villages covered by this Implementers and Stakeholders survey. These respondents asserted that approximately ten to twenty percent (10-20%) of poor households were not included in the Final List of Poor Households. Four VRG participants in focus group discussion from Stung Chrov village said that the reason why many poor households were not included in the list of poor households was because the questionnaires for conducting the interviews with households ran out and it was difficult to obtain more because of distance and problems of transportation by water, and therefore the poor households remaining that had not been interviewed were not included in the lists. This was a problem of logistics, rather than the accuracy of the procedures or questionnaire.
4.8.4 Villagers 
Around half of the participants in the villager focus group discussions were of the opinion that the Final Lists of Poor Households are accurate representations of the poor households in the villages because the draft Lists of Poor Households were posted in public places (commune offices, village offices, pagodas, trunks of trees etc) in order to enable villagers to check the lists and make objections and suggestions regarding changes to the draft List of Poor Households. The participants also estimated that approximately five to ten percent (5-10%) of poor households were not included in the Final List of Poor Households and approximately two to five percent (2-5%) of households in the Final List of Poor Households were non-poor households.

Around one quarter of participants in the focus group discussions were of the view that the Final Lists of Poor Households are not accurate representations of the poor households in the villages. And around quarter of participants in the focus group discussions did not know whether they were accurate or not.

4.8.5 Individual interviews with villagers (quantitative) 

In individual interviews with 188 poor and non-poor villagers, there was a fairly even split in views: 76 villagers interviewed(40.4%) felt that the Final Lists of Poor Households were accurate and representative of the poor households in the villages, while 65 villagers (34.6%) felt that they were not accurate and representative, and 47 villagers (25%) said Don’t Know. Table 4.8.1 shows the responses to this question, by province.

Table 4.8.1 Perceived accuracy of the Final List of Poor Households, by province
	Province
	Accurate
	Not accurate
	Don’t know
	Total

	 
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	Kratie
	30
	31.9%
	40
	42.6%
	24
	25.5%
	94
	100.0%

	Siem Reap
	46
	48.9%
	25
	26.6%
	23
	24.5%
	94
	100.0%

	Total
	76
	40.4%
	65
	34.6%
	47
	25.0%
	188
	100.0%


According to these results, it seems that a higher proportion of respondents in Siem Reap province believed that the Final Lists of Poor Households were accurate and representative than in Kratie province.

Table 4.8.2 breaks down the responses by sex. It appears that females (43.4%) had a somewhat higher tendency than males (36.6%) to perceive the Final Lists of Poor Households as being an accurate representation of poor households. A higher proportion of males than females said that they did not know whether or not the Final Lists were an accurate representation.
Table 4.8.2 Perceived accuracy of the Final List of Poor Households, by sex
	Sex of respondent
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Total

	 
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %
	n
	Row %

	Male
	30
	36.6%
	28
	34.1%
	24
	29.3%
	82
	100.0%

	Female
	46
	43.4%
	37
	34.9%
	23
	21.7%
	106
	100.0%

	Total
	76
	40.4%
	65
	34.6%
	47
	25.0%
	188
	100.0%


All villager respondents were then asked to estimate the percentage of inaccuracy in the List of Poor Households that they felt existed. First they were asked to estimate what percentage of poor households were not included in the List of Poor Households (false exclusion). These results are presented in Table 4.8.3. It should be noted that these are just perceptions, based on recall, and are not based on a detailed review, during the interview, of each household in the List of Poor Households. The definition of who is poor and not poor was also not defined, but was left up to the respondent to decide for themselves according to their own understanding.
Table 4.8.3 Villagers’ estimation of the approximate percentage of poor households who were not included in the List of Poor Households (false exclusions)
	
	n
	%

	<=10%
	69
	36.7%

	10% to 20%
	13
	6.9%

	20 % to 30 %
	6
	3.2%

	30 % to 40 %
	4
	2.1%

	60 % to 70 %
	1
	0.5%

	Know but not sure of %
	8
	4.3%

	Don't know
	87
	46.3%

	Total
	188
	100.0%


The above results show that of those villagers who had an opinion, most (36.7% of all respondents) believed that the percentage of poor households who were not included in the List of Poor Households (false exclusion) was no more than 10%. There were a large proportion of “Don’t know” responses (46.3%), which reflects the difficulty of making this estimation. We therefore have to treat the responses to this question with some caution.
Next, all villager respondents were asked to estimate the approximate percentage of non-poor households who were included in the List of Poor Households but should not have been included (false inclusion). Again, it should be noted that these are just perceptions, based on recall, and are not based on a detailed review, during the interview, of each household in the List of Poor Households. The definition of who is poor and not poor was also not defined, but was left up to the respondent to decide for themselves according to their own understanding.

Table 4.8.4 Villagers’ estimation of the approximate percentage of non-poor households who were included in the List of Poor Households (false inclusions)
	
	n
	%

	<=10%
	88
	46.8%

	10% to 20%
	18
	9.6%

	20 % to 30 %
	2
	1.1%

	30 % to 40 %
	3
	1.6%

	60 % to 70 %
	1
	0.5%

	Know but not sure of %
	3
	1.6%

	Don't know
	73
	38.8%

	Total
	188
	100.0%


Again, the results indicate that of those villager respondents who had an opinion, most (46.8% of all respondents) felt that the level of false inclusion was less than 10%. However, nearly 10% felt that the level of false inclusion was between ten and twenty percent of non-poor households. There were a large proportion of “Don’t know” responses (38.8%), which reflects the difficulty of making this estimation. We therefore have to treat the responses to this question with some caution.
Unfortunately, the question’s phrasing was somewhat ambiguous. Rather than asking about the percentage of poor households not included in the list of the percentage of non-poor households included in the list, it might have been better to ask respondents about their estimation of the percentage of names in the List of Poor Households that were false exclusions or inclusions, (i.e. to calculate the percentage based on the number of households in the List, rather than on the number of poor or non-poor households in the village).
4.8.6 Conclusion 
Most respondents and participants among PFTs and DFTs, PBCRG and VRG members perceived that the Final Lists of Poor Households are accurate. They felt that the level of false inclusion and false exclusion was low (no more than 5%).
Among villager respondents in individual interviews, opinion on whether the Lists of Poor Households are accurate was fairly evenly split, with slightly more people holding the view that they are accurate. However, the level of false inclusion and exlusion was perceived by the greatest number of respondents to be no more than 10%.

4.9 Frequency of updating the Lists of Poor Households

Government and non-governmental service providers were asked how often the Lists of Poor Households should be updated in order to maintain their accuracy. Their responses are presented and analysed below.

4.9.1 Government and non-governmental service providers)
A majority of the 26 respondents interviewed stated that the List of Poor Households should be updated every year, at the beginning of the year, particularly once harvesting has been completed. However, a few respondents felt that the List of Poor Households should be updated once every three years, because they were afraid that the process could not be completed on time. Respondents also commented that they had been waiting a long time to get the results of the identification process—almost one year since the process began, after considerable expenditure of time and money. However, one respondent, from the Kratie Health Equity Fund Operator (AFH), commented that updating every three years would result in too much inaccuracy:
"Should update once a year because the living standards are changing in Chhlong district. Updating once every three years would be a problem. Some households will get better off but still be able to use the Priority Access Card to access health services for free."

AFH provincial Program Manager in Kratie province
4.9.2 Conclusions

Most Government and NGO service providers felt that the List of Poor Households should be updated every year. A few respondents felt that the List of Poor Households should be updated once every three years to five years, because an annual update is too frequent, considering the length of time it takes to complete the process and the cost of implementation.
4.10 Sharing of information/data with service providers

4.10.1 PDoP and PLAU staff

PDoP and PLAU were asked “What specific activities have you done to promote the process of identification of poor households, and to distribute information to provincial authorities, government departments, and other non-governmental organisations?”.

Most respondents stated that they had held a workshop/presentation in order to disseminate the information to the provincial departments and NGOs/IOs within the province, and had held meetings at district level with district and commune representatives as well as staff from government departments and NGOs. They had distributed preliminary data/information to some NGOs/IOs if needed, but at the time the survey was conducted, the complete data was not yet ready to disseminate, as it was still in the process of being entered into the database.
"When we received information from the national level, we circulated it within the province and helped to disseminate it to the staff involved in implementation of the process. We strengthened the work of the facilitation teams andand tried to liaise with the PDoP (but they never attended meetings we invited them to). We told stakeholders to contact the commune level if they needed data  (but we did not do publicity)."

PLAU staff, Siem Reap province

4.10.2 Government and non-governmental service providers

Government and non-governmental service providers were asked, “Did you receive enough information from the Provincial Department of Planning regarding how to obtain the Lists of Poor Households, or other data from the Database of Poor Households? If not, how can this be improved?” 

Note: At the time of the survey, data had not yet been completely entered into the database of poor households and was therefore not yet ready for dissemination at that time. Dissemination took place in May and June, after the survey took place.
Very few respondents indicated that they had received data from the Provincial Department of Planning. In Kratie province, only AFH and LASED respondents confirmed that they got preliminary data from the Provincial Department of Planning. In Siem Reap province, only CHHRA and BTC respondents had obtained preliminary data from the Provincial Department of Planning. In Siem Reap province, the Caritas respondent suggested to make the Lists of Poor Households available via the internet. 
A majority of respondents, especially the government institutions, stated that they had not obtained the data from the PDoP yet, but that they were interested in getting the data from PDoP when it became available.
"Did not obtain [information] from the Planning Department; the PDoP should improve this by sending data to the Department of Education, Youth and Sport (DOEYS). If there are any workshops or meetings, the PDoP should invite the DOEYS—basically any work that is relevant; we need to increase cooperation in our work. The PDoP should also promote identification of poor households to other government departments."

Chief of Pre-school and Primary School Bureau, Siem Reap province

4.10.3 Conclusions

At the time of the survey, data from the PDoP was still in the process of being entered into the database and prepared for dissemination. Preliminary data had been disseminated to a small number of key service providers; most government department respondents had not received data from the PDoP but most wished to obtain the data from the PDoP when it became available. Respondents were not aware of any other promotional activities having been carried out by the PDoPs.
4.11 Other Findings
This section provides details of a number of other findings that are relevant for consideration, in order to further improve implementation of the process of identification of poor households.

The findings below are drawn from the views and perceptions of all respondents and participants in focus group discussions across the six types of groups interviewed.
· In remote areas and in areas with long distances between implementation locations, communication and transportation was problematic. The rainy season exacerbated these difficulties, as it made roads less accessible and navigable.
· Incentives provided for implementation were felt to be too low to cover costs, as petrol, food and goods prices are high. VRG members said they did not have enough money to pay for petrol to travel to conduct interviews. Many VRG members dropped out and stopped being involved, and interviewers sometimes missed out interviewing poor households. One of the contributing factors was that the income from implementing the IDPoor process was not sufficient to compensate for other lost income if VRG members worked full time on IDPoor activities. 
· Funds for implementing the Village Consultation Meeting (to discuss the First Draft List of Poor Households) were too limited, which made it difficult for PBCRGs, PFTs and DFTs, to pay for renting a sound system and snacks for meetings. Sometimes the organizers had to use their own money to pay for snacks and renting of sound systems.
· It was felt by some respondents that the involvement of villagers was an important aspect of the process. To improve the level and quality of their involvement, it would be useful to increase villagers’ awareness and improve the accuracy of their perceptions. The dissemination of information via village meetings or broadcast media was believed to be a vital tool, and it was recommended to do more information dissemination before implementation of the process of identification of poor households. 
4.11.1Other issues mentioned by individual respondents at different levels

· PDoP staff commented that lack of vehicles made it difficult to carry out field coordination and monitoring, even though funds were provided for petrol.

· PFTs and DFTs had difficulty transporting documents and questionnaires and keeping them in good condition, because they did not have appropriate means of transportation (mostly motorbikes).

· Some community disturbance and disunity occurred because villagers were aware of the benefits that could be received as a result of their household being included in the List of Poor Households. This disturbance largely took place during interviewing, and also during photography of poor households. This scared some implementers, and they did not dare to meet and try to solve the problems. 
V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
Based on the views, perceptions, and understanding of the respondents who participated in this Survey of Implementers and Stakeholders, the research team has identified the following main conclusions and recommendations as follows:
Understanding of objectives of Identification of Poor Households (IDPoor)

The six different types of respondents had different levels of understanding about the objectives of Identification of Poor Households, depending on their knowledge and ability (i.e. provincial, district, and commune-level stakeholders and implementers understood the objectives well and in detail; and village-level respondents had less but still high understanding, mainly understanding that the objective of Identification of Poor Households was for obtaining gifts or grants from government, and other assistance from NGOs/IOs.
Strong and Weak Aspects of process 
The provincial and district levels thoroughly understood the strong and weak aspects of the process for identification of poor households, but the VRG and villager focus group participants and villagers interviewed individually found it difficult to comment on the strong and weak aspects of the process. This is probably due either to their low level of capacity or limited involvement in the process.

Strong aspects of the process were:

· Existing human resources with existing structure/hierarchy.

· Provincial, district, commune, and village levels were ready to participate in implementation.

· The documents, schedule, and procedures were provided from the national level, including budget.

· The people involved were cooperative and had good commitment to implement the identification process and complete the List of Poor Households in their villages and communes.

Weak aspects of the process were:

· The capacity and ability of the existing human resources, particularly at commune and village levels, is limited.

· Implementers were also so busy with many tasks (national census, commune/Sangkat development plan, identification of poor households, etc).

· The programme provided a meagre budget for the implementation process, as now the price of food and goods including petrol are increasing.

· There was a lack of vehicles for transportation.

Fairness of process for choosing PBCRG and VRG representatives

All PBCRG focus group participants stated that the process of choosing PBCRG members was fair. These people were directly involved in the process, and are best able to judge. However, as the sample consisted only of PBCRG members who were selected, it may not be representative of all views of PBC members who took part in the selection process.

Most VRG focus group participants felt that VRG members had been selected fairly. However, there was quite evenly divided opinion among villagers in the focus groups regarding the fairness of the process for selecting VRG members. In individual interviews, this division was not apparent. A majority (55.9%) thought the process of selecting VRG members was fair, while only 9% thought it was unfair. There was little difference in the views of female and male villagers on this issue. The high proportion of Don’t Know answers (35%) was because of lack of involvement in the process.

Suggested improvements to the questionnaire

Most PBCRG and VRG focus group participants indicated that the questionnaire used for Identification of Poor Households is fair and appropriate for measuring the living standard and special circumstances of villagers. Only a few respondents indicated that the questionnaire used for Identification of Poor Households was not fair and appropriate considering the actual situation within their communes or villages. 

Most villager focus group participants had difficulty suggesting improvements to the questionnaire, as it was beyond their level of knowledge or capacity. 

Capacity, commitment and willingness of implementers, level of coordination between the PDoP/PLAU, PDoP/PFTs/DFTs, sustainability of process

The PDoP/PLAU staff, PFTs and DFTs are capable, committed and willing to implement the process of Identification of Poor Households in the future. PBRCG and VRG members have built up a good level of capacity, but there will still be a need for refresher training to be provided to PBCRG representatives, and especially to the VRG members.
Level of participation and level of support by villagers; opportunity to provide comment on Final Draft List of Poor Households
Commune and Village authorities/representatives strongly participated in and supported the implementation of identification of poor households. There is agreement among PBCRG/VRG members and villagers themselves that villagers both had the opportunity to participate, and did actually actively participate, in making objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households. Overall, half of villager respondents (50.0%) interviewed individually believed that there was sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions. Around one-fifth (19.1%) of villager respondents felt that there was not sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions. A quite high proportion (30.9%) of villagers interviewed did not know whether there had been sufficient opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final Draft List of Poor Households.
Perceived benefits of IDPoor / services available for provision to poor households

Most respondents and participants in the focus group discussions of five types shared the view that poor households can receive real benefits from being identified as poor, e.g. free health services, scholarships for children, social land concessions, gifts or donations, seeds, and assistance for animal raising from NGOs/IOs and government institutions.

With regard to use of the Lists of Poor Households in the villages or communes, most PBCRG participants stated that the lists had been used, but most VRG participants expressed the view that the Lists had not been used much yet. 
A majority of respondents in the focus group discussions of four types felt that the services or assistance provided to poor households would be sufficient to justify all of the effort. They expressed the view that identification of poor households is an initiative of great significance for reducing the poverty of poor households, and through the Lists of Poor Households, real benefits could be provided to poor households such as free health services, social concession land, credits for investment, free seeds and animals for raising.

Perceived accuracy of the Final List of Poor Households
Most respondents and participants among PFTs and DFTs, PBCRG and VRG members perceived that the Final Lists of Poor Households are accurate. They felt that the level of false inclusion and false exclusion was low (no more than 5%).

Among villager respondents in individual interviews, opinion on whether the Lists of Poor Households are accurate was fairly evenly split, with slightly more people holding the view that they are accurate. However, the level of false inclusion and exlusion was perceived by the greatest number of respondents to be no more than 10%.

Frequency of updating the Lists of Poor Households

Most Government and NGO service providers felt that the List of Poor Households should be updated every year. A few respondents felt that the List of Poor Households should be updated once every three years to five years, because an annual update is too frequent, considering the length of time it takes to complete the process and the cost of implementation.

Sharing of information/data with service providers

At the time of the survey, data from the PDoP was still in the process of being entered into the database and prepared for dissemination. Preliminary data had been disseminated to a small number of key service providers; most government department respondents had not received data from the PDoP but most wished to obtain the data from the PDoP when it became available. Respondents were not aware of any other promotional activities having been carried out by the PDoPs.
Recommendations for further surveys of implementers and stakeholders
· With regard to villagers, since the same people who participated in individual interviews participated in FGDs, this approach tended to obtain the same ideas. This was not a very productive use of time and respondents involved in both FGDs and individual interviews tended to be a bit bored. Therefore, for further surveys, different people should be sampled for the individual interviews and FGDs.
· With regard to the interviewing technique, it is necessary to explain the context for different questions to respondents, taking into account what they were involved in, and the type of respondent. Sufficient knowledge of the context is likely to elicit more focused and relevant responses from respondents.
Annex 1: List of participants

PDOP/PLAU

	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Province/extþ
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	eBRC sanI
	Pich Sany
	M
	b
	Kratie
	PDOP Deputy Director

	2
	Qit qaya
	Chhit Chhaya
	F
	s
	Kratie
	PDOP Chief Planning Office

	3
	lI suKn§ara:
	Ly Sokuntheara
	F
	s
	Kratie
	PDOP Accountant

	4
	Ej:m sm,tþi
	Nhem Sambath
	M
	b
	Kratie
	PLAU

	5
	sU‘ KwmRBwT§I
	Sou Kimprithy
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	PDOP Director

	6
	hYt rdæmunI
	Hout Rathmony
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	PDOP Deputy Director

	7
	RsI suKn§
	Srei Sokun
	F
	s
	Siem Reap
	PDOP Chief of Planing Office

	8
	EhmBuT§I
	Hem Puthy
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	PLAU


Government Departments and NGOs/IOs
	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Province/extþ
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	mwm laM
	Moem Lom
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	Chief of Education Office 

	2
	eBCü suparI
	Pich Sophary
	F
	s
	Siem Reap
	GgÁkar PLAN Director

	3
	eTov b:UCun
	Tiev Pochhon
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	PDAFF Deputy Director

	4
	exov pløa
	Khiev Phalla
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	CONCERN Project Assistant

	5
	pan; suKnæa
	Phann Sokunthea
	F
	s
	Siem Reap
	PFD Coordinator

	6
	sa ekgXYn
	Sa Kengkhoun
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	GgÁkar FWP Project Assistant

	7
	tan; KwmcnÞ
	Tan Kim Chan
	F
	s
	Siem Reap
	PDWA Deputy Director

	8
	em:n suem:g
	Mein Someng
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	CARITAS Project Officer

	9
	jwm hak;
	Nhoem Hak
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	PSDD Senior Advisor

	10
	v:ay swg
	Vay Soeng
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	READA Coordinator

	11
	bwg eBRC
	Boeng Pich
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	PDSVY Chief of Office

	12
	RBM b‘unéf
	Prom Bunthay
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	GgÁkar ADRA Coordinator

	13
	FYg visal
	Thoung Visal
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	GgÁkar CHHRA Coordinator

	14
	ehg supat
	Heng Sophat
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	GgÁkar PADEK Director

	15
	fn vuF
	Than Vuth
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	GgÁkar BTC Admin

	16
	DI b‘unEqm
	Dy Bunchhem
	M
	b
	Siem Reap
	PDOH Director


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Province/extþ
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	sYn ja:k;
	Soun Nhak
	M
	b
	Kratie
	District Deputy Governor

	2
	emA: viciRt
	Mao Vichet
	M
	b
	Kratie
	PDOFF Deputy Director

	3
	PYg sMGUn
	Phoung Sam On
	M
	b
	Kratie
	AFH Director

	4
	gYn supanI
	Ngoun Sophary
	F
	s
	Kratie
	KAFDOC Director

	5
	sM suvNÑ
	Som Sovann
	M
	b
	Kratie
	OXFAM Aust Project Chief

	6
	pat palIt
	Phat Phalit
	M
	b
	Kratie
	LASED Advisor

	7
	sn san 
	Sorn San
	M
	b
	Kratie
	PDOSVY Chief Office of Admin

	8
	yU Rss;
	You Sros
	M
	b
	Kratie
	PDOEYS Vice Chief of Administration

	9
	Cam saÉm
	Chheam Sa Em
	M
	b
	Kratie
	PDOH Director

	10
	Tit taMgGUn
	Tit Taing On 
	M
	b
	Kratie
	KWWWA Director


pfts and dfts

	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	exov  eRsOn 
	Khiev Sroeun
	M
	b
	44
	DFT Kratie

	2
	fn  KwmQn;
	Than KimChhorn
	M
	b
	35
	DFT Chhlong

	3
	éh  mIt
	Hay Mit
	M
	b
	40
	DFT Chhlong

	4
	G‘U  sMGat
	Ou Samarth
	M
	b
	44
	DFT Kratie

	5
	nag  Nar:n
	Neang Narorn
	F
	s
	49
	DFT Chhlong

	6
	júib  ParI 
	Nheap Pheary
	F
	s
	39
	DFT Kratie

	7
	Pa  favI 
	Phea Thavy
	F
	s
	34
	PFT Kratie

	8
	Guin  Kwms‘a
	In Kimsear
	M
	b
	43
	PFT Snoul


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	eGO sMGul
	Oer Sam Ol
	M
	b
	60
	DFT Sotr Nikum 

	2
	RsI sIupun
	Srei Siphon
	M
	b
	46
	DFT Srey Snam

	3
	C½y sm,tþi
	Chhey Sambath
	M
	b
	47
	PFT Srey Snam

	4
	suin )aneGg
	Sin Ban Eng
	M
	b
	58
	DFT Pouk

	5
	san sarIedt
	San Sarideth
	M
	b
	44
	PFT Chi kreng

	6
	hu‘M riT§
	Hom Rith
	M
	b
	48
	DFT Chi kreng


PBCRG MEMBERS

	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	kg QWn
	Kang Chhoeun
	M
	b
	35
	Anlong Samnor PBCRG

	2
	tan; b‘unh‘ag
	Tan Bunheang
	M
	b
	58
	Anlong Samnor PBCRG

	3
	RBM qU
	Prom Chhou
	M
	b
	68
	Anlong Samnor PBCRG

	4
	Ej:m Kn
	Nhem Kun
	M
	b
	59
	Anlong Samnor PBCRG

	5
	Ehm pa
	Hem Pha
	F
	s
	54
	Anlong Samnor PBCRG

	6
	v:an; Kin
	Vann Kin
	M
	b
	58
	Anlong Samnor PBCRG

	7
	Kg; TW
	Kong Toer
	M
	b
	66
	Anlong Samnor PBCRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	sirI sUdn
	Serei Sodorn
	M
	b
	64
	Khchas PBCRG

	2
	sU pl;
	So Phal
	M
	b
	47
	Khchas PBCRG

	3
	Guin siun
	In Sin
	M
	b
	57
	Khchas PBCRG

	4
	G‘uM fI
	Oum Thei
	M
	b
	60
	Khchas PBCRG

	5
	Ca nag
	Chea Neang
	M
	b
	38
	Khchas PBCRG

	6
	CIg mI
	Chhing Me
	M
	b
	43
	Khchas PBCRG

	7
	esg vn
	Seng Vorn
	M
	b
	31
	Khchas PBCRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	saMg suxa
	Saing Sokha
	M
	b
	49
	Kou Loab PBCRG

	2
	LÚj ELm
	Lonh Lem
	M
	b
	52
	Kou Loab PBCRG

	3
	tan; xun
	Tan Khon
	M
	b
	57
	Kou Loab PBCRG

	4
	buic eq
	Bech Chhe
	M
	b
	55
	Kou Loab PBCRG

	5
	ecn can;lI
	Chen Chanly
	M
	b
	49
	Kou Loab PBCRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Bin esµon
	Pin Smien
	M
	b
	55
	Moung PBCRG

	2
	mut kI
	Muth Kei
	M
	b
	40
	Moung PBCRG

	3
	ecac cin
	Choach Chen
	M
	b
	41
	Moung PBCRG

	4
	muI m:g;
	Mey Mong
	M
	b
	56
	Moung PBCRG

	5
	esg s‘aM
	Seng Soeumm
	F
	s
	42
	Moung PBCRG

	6
	sux Ca
	Sok Chea
	F
	s
	41
	Moung PBCRG

	7
	ENm saKn§
	Nem Sakun
	M
	b
	43
	Moung PBCRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	s¶Ün ePOn
	Sngoun Phoeun
	M
	b
	49
	Khsuem PBCRG

	2
	G‘un etA
	Oun Tao 
	M
	b
	59
	Khsuem PBCRG

	3
	Lac efag
	Lach Thoang
	M
	b
	61
	Khsuem PBCRG

	4
	can; sux
	Chan Sok
	M
	b
	50
	Khsuem PBCRG

	5
	can; sMbUr
	Chan Sambo
	M
	b
	45
	Khsuem PBCRG

	6
	ys; Kwmesg
	Yos Kim Seng
	M
	b
	52
	Khsuem PBCRG

	7
	Ekv ENt
	Keo Net
	M
	b
	61
	Khsuem PBCRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	 G‘Yn Rs‘ag
	Ourn Sreang
	F
	s
	57
	Preaek Saman PBCRG

	2
	 s supl
	Sar Sok Phal
	F
	s
	50
	Preaek Saman PBCRG

	3
	 esA LÚj
	Sao Lonh
	M
	b
	63
	Preaek Saman PBCRG

	4
	 suwm ésøm:an
	Sim Slaiman
	M
	b
	72
	Preaek Saman PBCRG

	5
	 m:an; Tlas;
	Mann Toloh
	M
	b
	60
	Preaek Saman PBCRG

	6
	Ca san
	Chea San
	M
	b
	50
	Preaek Saman PBCRG

	7
	suH Ém
	Sos Em
	M
	b
	50
	Preaek Saman PBCRG


VRG Members

	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Xin BIg
	Khen Ping
	M
	b
	39
	Choeng VRG

	2
	qaMg sµI
	Chhang Smei
	M
	b
	57
	Choeng VRG

	3
	rit eCOg
	Rith Chhoeung
	M
	b
	52
	Choeng VRG

	4
	Ga‘n suxa
	Earn Sokha
	M
	b
	35
	Choeng VRG

	5
	can; ebt
	Chan Bet
	M
	b
	57
	Choeng VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Qan eRsg
	Chhean Sreng
	M
	b
	45
	Chhork Kantoung VRG

	
	Em:n sMeGt 
	Men Sam Eth
	M
	b
	29
	Chhork Kantoung VRG

	3
	GY‘n eRsog
	Ourn Sreang
	F
	s
	57
	Chhork Kantoung VRG

	4
	nU ebg
	Nou Beng
	M
	b
	51
	Chhork Kantoung VRG

	5
	Kg; tula
	Kong Tola
	M
	b
	20
	Chhork Kantoung VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	nut Nak;
	Nut Nak
	M
	b
	45
	Kamboar VRG

	2
	PUn suP®ká½
	Phoun Sopheak
	M
	b
	26
	Kamboar VRG

	3
	sag:a
	Sa Nga
	F
	s
	47
	Kamboar VRG

	4
	Lúg RsI
	Long Srei
	F
	s
	41
	Kamboar VRG

	5
	eBk TUc
	Pek Touch
	F
	s
	53
	Kamboar VRG

	6
	Pun mMu
	Phun Mom
	F
	s
	47
	Kamboar VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	G‘un etA 
	Un Tao
	M
	b
	
	Samrang VRG

	2
	RBM Giun 
	Prom In
	M
	b
	
	Kamboar VRG

	3
	FU emOn
	Thou Moeun
	M
	b
	
	Kamboar VRG

	4
	mut vuF  
	Muth Vuth
	M
	b
	
	Kamboar VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	éN vin
	Nai Vin
	M
	b
	43
	Kou Loab VRG

	2
	m:m m:un
	Mom Mon
	M
	b
	54
	Kou Loab VRG

	3
	GIu can;Nak;
	E Chan Nak
	M
	b
	42
	Kou Loab VRG

	4
	ck; egOn 
	Chak Ngoeun
	M
	b
	46
	Kou Loab VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Eb:n sIupat
	Pen Siphat
	F
	s
	35
	Preaek Saman VRG

	2
	b‘Yy h‘uc
	Bouy Hoch
	F
	s
	40
	Preaek Saman VRG

	3
	ekIt Rsin
	Koert Sren
	M
	b
	41
	Preaek Saman VRG

	4
	Ém b‘unEr:n
	Em Bunrem
	M
	b
	59
	Preaek Saman VRG

	5
	h‘n ELn
	Houn Len
	M
	b
	54
	Preaek Saman VRG

	6
	esg ém:
	Seng Mai
	M
	b
	60
	Preaek Saman VRG

	7
	can; hYy
	Chan Houy
	F
	s
	31
	Preaek Saman VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	va:n cnñI
	Van Channy
	F
	s
	43
	Chrey VRG

	2
	em:A lYn
	Mao Lourn
	M
	b
	65
	Chrey VRG

	3
	Ca sY
	Chea Sour
	M
	b
	48
	Chrey VRG

	4
	s‘un sun
	Sun Son
	M 
	b
	42
	Chrey VRG

	5
	ecom j:
	Chheam Nhor
	M
	b
	50
	Chrey VRG

	6
	XMu ehg
	Khum Heng
	M
	b
	40
	Chrey VRG

	7
	RsI r:U
	Srei Ro
	M
	b
	42
	Chrey VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	EGm r:Un
	Em Ron
	F
	RsI
	38
	Kamboar VRG

	2
	c½nÞ qUy
	Chan Chhouy
	M
	Rbus
	36
	Kamboar VRG

	3
	Ehm sar:U
	Hem Saro
	M
	Rbus
	41
	Kamboar VRG

	4
	eGOn eGd
	Oeun Ed
	M
	Rbus
	34
	Kamboar VRG

	
	Ca sariT§
	Chea Sarith
	M
	Rbus
	34
	Kamboar VRG

	6
	Ekv GMu
	Keo Oum
	M
	Rbus
	39
	Kamboar VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	b‘Ís y:an
	Bis Yan
	F
	RsI
	20
	Khchas VRG

	2
	eso sulan
	Sear Sok Lean
	F
	RsI
	21
	Khchas VRG

	3
	eLg etIs
	Leng Toers
	F
	RsI
	40
	Khchas VRG

	4
	h‘un suPaB
	Hun Sok Pheap
	F
	RsI
	32
	Khchas VRG

	5
	esg saerOn
	Seng Saroeun
	M
	Rbus
	48
	Khchas VRG

	6
	b‘un favI
	Bun Thavy
	F
	RsI
	19
	Khchas VRG

	7
	ci epøó
	Che Phlea
	F
	RsI
	19
	Khchas VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	yan; sµaK
	Yan Smeak
	M
	Rbus
	24
	Moungtboung VRG

	2
	Bt eBRC
	Pot Pech
	M
	Rbus
	32
	Moungtboung VRG

	3
	G‘U qan;
	Ou Chhan
	F
	RsI
	20
	Moungtboung VRG

	4
	em:A RsIBYn
	Mao Sreipoun
	F
	RsI
	21
	Moungtboung VRG

	5
	TIn Kwmsun
	Tin Kimson
	F
	RsI
	54
	Moungtboung VRG

	6
	suKn§ pWt
	Sokun Phoeut
	M
	Rbus
	27
	Moungtboung VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Xut suxa
	Khut Sokha
	F
	b
	42
	Stung Chrov VRG

	2
	nYn Tav
	Noun Teav
	F
	b
	37
	Stung Chrov VRG

	3
	hm Xut
	Horm Khut
	F
	b
	26
	Stung Chrov VRG

	4
	Gb TYk
	Orp Tourk
	F
	b
	48
	Stung Chrov VRG


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	yk; vuT§I 
	Yourk Vuthy
	F
	b
	31
	Meat Khla VRG

	2
	Kg; nn; 
	Kong Norn
	F
	b
	39
	Meat Khla VRG

	3
	su‘n r:anI 
	Sun Vary
	F
	b
	29
	Meat Khla VRG

	4
	eCOm san; 
	Chhoeup Sun
	F
	b
	46 
	Meat Khla VRG

	5
	RKin sar:n 
	Kren Saran
	F
	s
	45
	Meat Khla VRG

	6
	CYn cn 
	Chhoun Chorn
	F
	b
	47
	Meat Khla VRG

	7
	RKin v:un
	Kren Von
	F
	b
	28
	Meat Khla VRG

	8
	tan; v:arI
	Tan Vary
	F
	b
	48
	Meat Khla VRG


VILLAGERS

(NP = Non-Poor, P = Poor)

	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	yU RsImunñI  
	You Srei Mony
	F
	s
	45
	Meat Khla (NP)

	2
	eBA v:n  
	Pao Vorn
	M
	b
	58
	Meat Khla (NP)

	3
	Xut RKI  
	Khut Kry
	M
	b
	33
	Meat Khla (NP)

	4
	GaMg hug   
	Aing Hong
	M
	b
	43
	Meat Khla (NP)

	5
	man RTg;
	Mean Trourng
	M
	b
	30
	Meat Khla (NP)

	6
	Pin b‘n  
	Phin Bon
	M
	b
	59
	Meat Khla (NP)

	7
	m:Uv eron 
	Mov Rean
	M
	b
	56
	Meat Khla (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Dim Lút
	Dep Lot
	M
	b
	50
	Khchas (NP)

	
	nwg KI
	Noeng Ky
	M
	b
	25
	Khchas (NP)

	3
	Dwm Lg;
	Dep Long
	F
	s
	38
	Khchas (NP)

	4
	cug cM):a
	Chong Chompa
	F
	s
	52
	Khchas (NP)

	5
	h‘un rU:
	Hun Ro
	F
	s
	39
	Khchas (NP)

	6
	sn muWy
	Sorn Moeuy
	M
	b
	28
	Khchas (NP)

	7
	m:ut lag
	Muth Leang
	M
	b
	50
	Khchas (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	CYb m:un 
	Choup Mon
	F
	s
	47
	Chrey (NP)

	2
	fn ga:n;
	Than Ngann
	F
	s
	26
	Chrey (NP)

	3
	pm epn
	Phorm Phen
	M
	b
	48
	Chrey (NP)

	4
	q½Rt v:
	Chhatt Vor
	M
	b
	40
	Chrey (NP)

	5
	ji say
	Nhe Sai
	M
	b
	62
	Chrey (NP)

	6
	eTB TW
	Tep Ty
	F
	s
	41
	Chrey (NP)

	7
	Cuk han
	Chhork Hean
	F
	s
	49
	Chrey (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	esn  Pa
	Sen Phea
	F
	RsI
	38
	Kamboar (NP)

	2
	Esb  esom
	Sep Siem
	F
	RsI
	29
	Kamboar (NP)

	3
	faM eGOn
	Tham Oeun
	F
	RsI
	57
	Kamboar (NP)

	4
	s¶Ün saTYn
	Sngoun Satourn
	M
	Rbus
	43
	Kamboar (NP)

	5
	eXOt exOn
	Khoert Khoeun
	M
	Rbus
	43
	Kamboar (NP)

	6
	h‘an  sarU
	Hean Saro
	M
	Rbus
	41
	Kamboar (NP)

	7
	Xwm  jn
	Khoem Nhoan
	M
	Rbus
	34
	Kamboar (NP)

	8
	yan eGg
	Yean Eng
	F
	RsI
	59
	Kamboar (NP)

	9
	esn supl
	Sen Sophal
	F
	RsI
	27
	Kamboar (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	can; lI  
	Chan Ly
	M
	b
	46
	Stung Chrov (NP)

	2
	r:an; saev:t 
	Rann Saveth
	F
	s
	38
	Stung Chrov (NP)

	3
	Lúg ehOg 
	Long Hoeung
	F
	s
	61
	Stung Chrov (NP)

	4
	em:A emOn  
	Mao Moeun
	M
	b
	28
	Stung Chrov (NP)

	5
	s h‘Uv
	Sar Hov
	M
	b
	39
	Stung Chrov (NP)

	6
	eP em:A 
	Phe Mao
	M
	b
	53
	Stung Chrov (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	søI qay
	Sly Chhay
	M
	b
	57
	Moungtboung (NP)

	2
	Xax eKg
	Kheak Keng
	M
	b
	43
	Moungtboung (NP)

	3
	eqg eXøIn
	Chheng Khloern
	F
	s
	27
	Moungtboung (NP)

	4
	RsIu eBk
	Sree Pek
	F
	s
	58
	Moungtboung (NP)

	5
	sux lagehg
	Sok Leang Heng
	M
	b
	25
	Moungtboung (NP)

	6
	ELm LÚv
	Lem Lov
	M
	b
	22
	Moungtboung (NP)

	7
	Ehm ebon
	Hem Bien
	F
	s
	53
	Moungtboung (NP)

	8
	eDov s
	Diev Sar
	F
	s
	34
	Moungtboung (NP)


	
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Tin ma:b;
	Tin Mapp
	M
	b
	30
	Choeng (NP)

	2
	RkaMg PIr
	Krang Phir
	F
	s
	48
	Choeng (NP)

	3
	Bk Rkak;
	Pok Krak
	M
	b
	29
	Choeng (NP)

	4
	Pn; La
	Phorn La
	M
	b
	26
	Choeng (NP)

	5
	GIu és
	E Sai
	M
	b
	40
	Choeng (NP)

	6
	Din emA:
	Den Mao
	F
	s
	35
	Choeng (NP)

	7
	va: Rcwb
	Va Chroep
	F
	s
	64
	Choeng (NP)

	8
	pUt sara:n
	Phot Saran
	F
	s
	48
	Choeng (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	muM yiun
	Mom Yin
	F
	RsI
	49
	Chork Kantoung (NP) 

	2
	Esm eBA
	Sem Pao
	F
	RsI
	35
	Chork Kantoung (NP) 

	3
	CYn saer:t
	Chhoun Sareth
	F
	RsI
	57
	Chork Kantoung (NP) 

	4
	y:un rIu
	Yun Ry
	F
	RsI
	57
	Chork Kantoung (NP) 

	5
	tib eRCOn
	Tep Chhroeun
	M
	Rbus
	51
	Chork Kantoung (NP) 

	6
	Qan Rsan
	Chhean Sran
	M
	Rbus
	48
	Chork Kantoung (NP) 


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	CMu ehOn
	Chhum Hoeun
	F
	RsI
	33
	Kamboar (NP)

	2
	CMu panñI
	Chhum Phany
	F
	RsI
	35
	Kamboar (NP)

	3
	sYn s‘a
	Soun Sear
	F
	RsI
	35
	Kamboar (NP)

	4
	PYn suPa
	Phon Sophea
	M
	Rbus
	36
	Kamboar (NP)

	5
	eGOn suxerOn
	Oeurn Sok Roeun
	F
	RsI
	40
	Kamboar (NP)

	6
	Fag eFOn
	Theang Thoeun
	M
	Rbus
	53
	Kamboar (NP)

	7
	pU TUc
	Pho Touch
	F
	RsI
	23
	Kamboar (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	QYn sarI
	Chhoun Sary
	F
	s
	41
	Kou Loab (NP)

	2
	saMg Xun
	Saing Khun
	F
	s
	22
	Kou Loab (NP)

	3
	nYn j:
	Noun Nhor
	F
	s
	51
	Kou Loab (NP)

	4
	b‘un fun
	Bun Thon
	F
	s
	45
	Kou Loab (NP)

	5
	sn yI
	Sorn Yi
	M
	b
	60
	Kou Loab (NP)

	6
	Pa run
	Phea Run
	M
	b
	28
	Kou Loab (NP)

	7
	kul éx
	Kol Khai
	F
	s
	52
	Kou Loab (NP)

	8
	etg rkS
	Teng Reak
	M
	b
	18
	Kou Loab (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	RBM ra:
	Prom Ra
	F
	s
	41
	Samrang (NP)

	2
	ebon éL
	Bean Lai
	F
	s
	49
	Samrang (NP)

	3
	XI BuF
	Khy Puth
	M
	b
	64
	Samrang (NP)

	4
	lwm tula
	Lim Tola
	M
	b
	25
	Samrang (NP)

	5
	eqg vI
	Chheng Vy
	F
	s
	38
	Samrang (NP)

	6
	h‘n Ka
	Houn Kea
	F
	s
	51
	Samrang (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Kg; KIn
	Kong Kin
	M
	b
	
	Preaek Saman (NP)

	2
	CYb Kwmecn
	Choup Kim Chen
	M
	b
	
	Preaek Saman (NP)

	3
	em:A FYk
	Mao Thourk
	F
	s
	
	Preaek Saman (NP)

	4
	ehg Kag
	Heng Keang
	F
	s
	
	Preaek Saman (NP)

	5
	Kwg savrI
	Koeng Savry
	F
	s
	
	Preaek Saman (NP)

	6
	Kg; sm,tþi
	Kong Sambath
	M
	b
	
	Preaek Saman (NP)

	7
	y:an; suexOn
	Yann Sok Khoeun
	F
	s
	
	Preaek Saman (NP)

	8
	Lwg suxum
	Loeng Sok Khom
	F
	s
	
	Preaek Saman (NP)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	vn; eb:g 
	Vorn Beng
	M
	b
	
	Chhork Kantoung (P) 

	
	can; suxa 
	Chan Sokha
	F
	s
	
	Chhork Kantoung (P) 

	3
	s¶Ün KIn
	Sngoun Kin
	M
	b
	
	Chhork Kantoung (P) 

	4
	Esm ehOn   
	Sem Hoeun
	M
	b
	
	Chhork Kantoung (P) 

	5
	Qwm EGm 
	Chhoem Em
	F
	s
	
	Chhork Kantoung (P) 

	6
	Qay esgEGm
	Chheay Seng Em
	F
	s
	
	Chhork Kantoung (P) 

	7
	EGm cn 
	Em Chorn
	M
	b
	
	Chhork Kantoung (P) 


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	ehog hI 
	Heang Hei
	F
	s
	57
	Kou Loab (P)

	2
	pan PaB
	Phan Pheap
	F
	s
	37
	Kou Loab (P)

	3
	mI em:g
	Mi Meng
	M
	b
	30
	Kou Loab (P)

	4
	sy siun  
	Soy Sin
	M
	b
	37
	Kou Loab (P)

	5
	eRBok muy 
	Preak Muy
	M
	b
	53
	Kou Loab (P)

	6
	TUc siT§i 
	Touch Sith
	F
	s
	69
	Kou Loab (P)

	7
	sux Ca 
	Sok Chea
	F
	s
	31
	Kou Loab (P)

	8
	can; na 
	Chan Nea
	M
	b
	78
	Kou Loab (P)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Dwm Kwm
	Doem Kim
	M
	b
	76
	Preaek Saman (P) 

	2
	esA j:
	Sao Nhor
	F
	s
	46
	Preaek Saman (P) 

	3
	miuc suParI
	Mich Sopheary
	F
	s
	41
	Preaek Saman (P) 

	4
	mI suParI
	Mei Sopheary
	F
	s
	32
	Preaek Saman (P) 

	5
	CMu sUnI
	Chhum Sony
	F
	s
	26
	Preaek Saman (P) 

	6
	ehob ehOg
	Heap Hoeung
	F
	s
	70
	Preaek Saman (P) 

	7
	yay em:t
	Yay Met
	F
	s
	72
	Preaek Saman (P) 


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	Ca mYy
	Chea Mouy
	F
	s
	
	Samrang (P)

	2
	sux supl
	Sok Sophal
	F
	s
	
	Samrang (P)

	3
	pl sIuNa
	Phal Sina
	F
	s
	
	Samrang (P)

	4
	say t
	Soy Tor
	F
	s
	
	Samrang (P)

	5
	RkaMg PaB
	Krang Pheap
	F
	s
	
	Samrang (P)

	6
	esg sa‘g éh
	SEng Seang Hai
	F
	s
	
	Samrang (P)

	7
	FU emOn
	Thou Moeun 
	M
	b
	
	Samrang (P)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	nag  Nat
	Neang Nat
	M
	b
	26
	Choeng (P)

	2
	h‘n QIn
	Horn Chhin 
	F
	s
	46
	Choeng (P)

	3
	Din RKak;
	Den Kreak
	F
	s
	26
	Choeng (P)

	4
	eGIb QIn
	Oerp Chhin
	F
	s
	64
	Choeng (P)

	5
	Din sMGun
	Den Sam On
	F
	s
	32
	Choeng (P)

	6
	eGog  RsYc
	Eang Srouch
	M
	b
	49
	Choeng (P)

	7
	ebt  PaB
	Bet Pheap
	F
	s
	37
	Choeng (P)

	8
	elOg  La
	Loeung La
	M
	b
	21
	Choeng (P)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	b‘ut emOn
	Both Moeun
	M
	b
	34
	Kamboar (P)

	2
	s‘n sug
	Sorn Song
	M
	b
	47
	Kamboar (P)

	3
	y:y ey:n
	Yory Yen
	F
	s
	45
	Kamboar (P)

	4
	» elk
	Or Lek
	F
	s
	56
	Kamboar (P)

	5
	huin suxXI
	Hin Sokhy
	F
	s
	43
	Kamboar (P)

	6
	éb saGin
	Bai Sa In
	M
	b
	52
	Kamboar (P)

	7
	Pin lIm
	Phin Lim
	M
	b
	74
	Kamboar (P)

	8
	FIv dan
	Thiv Dan
	M
	b
	67
	Kamboar (P)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	
	eb‘On fi
	Boeun Thi
	M
	Rbus
	22
	Chrey (P) 

	2
	evOk vit
	Voeuk Vit
	M
	Rbus
	30
	Chrey (P) 

	3
	sIum ey:n
	Sim Yen
	M
	Rbus
	36
	Chrey (P) 

	4
	gul qn
	Ngul Chhorn
	M
	Rbus
	38
	Chrey (P) 

	5
	G‘U miRt
	Ou Mitr
	F
	RsI
	53
	Chrey (P) 

	6
	Cuk h‘ak;
	Chhuk Heak
	F
	RsI
	60
	Chrey (P) 

	7
	sUr mas
	So Meas
	M
	Rbus
	75
	Chrey (P) 

	8
	swum ey:t
	Soem Yet
	F
	RsI
	32
	Chrey (P) 


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	eLg eBA
	Leng Pao
	F
	s
	28
	Khchas (P)

	2
	jaN ém:
	Nhean Mei
	F
	s
	55
	Khchas (P)

	3
	esam exOn
	Som Khoeun
	F
	s
	40
	Khchas (P)

	4
	lj G‘an
	Lonh Ean
	F
	s
	44
	Khchas (P)

	5
	nwg hun
	Noeng Hun
	F
	s
	21
	Khchas (P)

	6
	Qag saelOn
	Chheang Saloeun
	F
	s
	33
	Khchas (P)

	7
	Pwm s‘u
	Phoem Su
	F
	s
	57
	Khchas (P)

	8
	edak pl
	Dok Phal
	M
	b
	36
	Khchas (P)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	s La
	Sar La
	F
	RsI
	29
	Meat Khla (P)

	2
	sn pløI
	Sorn Phally
	M
	Rbus
	29
	Meat Khla (P)

	3
	QMu em:A
	Chhum Mao
	F
	RsI
	27
	Meat Khla (P)

	4
	cn taMgyU
	Chorn Taingyou
	F
	RsI
	25
	Meat Khla (P)

	5
	hak; Kn§a
	Hak Kunthea
	F
	RsI
	26
	Meat Khla (P)

	6
	hm xun
	Horm Khon
	F
	RsI
	36
	Meat Khla (P)

	7
	erOg lam
	Loeung Leap
	M
	Rbus
	50
	Meat Khla (P)

	8
	esam hl
	Som Hol
	M
	Rbus
	30
	Meat Khla (P)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	
	éy: ekOt
	Yai Koert
	F
	RsI
	26
	Moungtboung (P)

	2
	tub yYn
	Top Youn
	F
	RsI
	21
	Moungtboung (P)

	3
	pU s‘n
	Pho Sorn
	F
	RsI
	65
	Moungtboung (P)

	4
	Tuy s
	Tuy Sar
	F
	RsI
	28
	Moungtboung (P)

	5
	xIm sara:g
	Khim Sarang
	F
	RsI
	38
	Moungtboung (P)

	6
	sµún Rss;
	Smon Sros
	M
	Rbus
	25
	Moungtboung (P)

	7
	Lúg eck
	Long Chek
	M
	Rbus
	41
	Moungtboung (P)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	LI h‘ag
	Lei Heang
	F
	s
	19
	Stung Chrov (P)

	2
	Fn Tit
	Thoun Tit
	M
	b
	26
	Stung Chrov (P)

	3
	ehOn tan;
	Hoeun Tan
	F
	s
	51
	Stung Chrov (P)

	4
	v:an; nI
	Vann Ny
	F
	s
	24
	Stung Chrov (P)

	5
	rI lan 
	Ry Lean
	F
	s
	32
	Stung Chrov (P)

	6
	hgS em:A
	Hong Mao
	M
	b
	52
	Stung Chrov (P)

	7
	hm laM
	Horm Lom
	F
	s
	62
	Stung Chrov (P)

	8
	hm h‘ag 
	Horm Heang
	F
	s
	29
	Stung Chrov (P)


	No
	eKatþnam nam
	Name
	Sex
	ePT
	Age/Gayu
	Position/tYnaTI

	1
	BøWm eson
	Ploeum Sean
	M
	b
	71
	Kamboar (P)

	2
	su‘m eron
	Som Rean
	F
	s
	33
	Kamboar (P)

	3
	sVag hay
	Svang Hay
	F
	s
	42
	Kamboar (P)

	4
	CM enOy
	Chhum Noeuy
	F
	s
	42
	Kamboar (P)

	5
	vwg esOm
	Voeng Soeum
	F
	s
	53
	Kamboar (P)

	6
	Nan esOt
	Nan Soeut 
	F
	s
	48
	Kamboar (P)

	7
	ywg yYt
	Yoeng Yourt
	M
	b
	33
	Kamboar (P)

	8
	Cam caM
	Chheam Cham
	M
	b
	27
	Kamboar (P)


Annex 2: Discussion guides and questionnaires
Questions/issues for Provincial Department of Planning (PDOP) and Provincial Local Administration Unit (PLAU) Staff,
kRmgsMNYrsMrab;mnÞIrEpnkarextþ nig buKÁlikGgÁPaBrdæ)almUldæanextþ
Note: Some information provided by respondents may require collection of other documentation as a means of verification.
cMNaM B½t’manmYycMnYnEdl)anpþl;edayGñktbsmÖasn_GactRmUv[RbmUlÉksaredIm,IepÞógpÞat;B½t’man  

Interviewee:……………………..Position:………………………………………………

eQµaHGñktbsmÖasn_³ >>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>tYnaTI³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>

Province:…………...Date:……….Starting time:……..……Ending Time:……….

extþ³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> kalbriecäT³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agcab;epþIm³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agbBa©b;³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
1.1 What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households?
etIGVIeTA CaeKalbMNgcm,g én kareFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk? ¬cUrerobrab;¦
1.2 Were these objectives adequately explained to you during training and implementation of the process for identification of poor households?

etIeKalbMNgcm,gTaMgenH manBnül;RKb;RKan;dl;elakGñkEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlbNþúHbNþal nigkñúgeBlGnuvtþn_
dMeNIrkar sRmab;eFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?¬CCIksYr¦
2.1 What were the strong aspects of the process for identifying poor households? 

etIGVIeTA CacMNucxøaMg én dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk? 
2.2 What were the weak aspects of the process for identifying poor households?

etIGVIeTA CacMNucexSay én dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk? 
2.3 What difficulties did you face in implementing the process for identifying poor  households? 

etIelakGñkmanCYbkarlM)akEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlGnuvtþdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

2.4 How should the process be improved?
etIdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk KYrEklMGya:gdUcemþc?
3. How was the coordination between the Provincial Department of Planning and the Provincial Local Administration Unit, in planning, coordinating and implementing the process for identification of poor households?

etI)aneFVIkarsRmbsRmÜlya:gdUcemþc rvagmnÞIrEpnkarextþ CamYynigGgÁPaBrdæ)almUldæanextþ kñúgkar erobcMEpnkar k¾dUcCakar sRmbsRmYl  nig karGnuvtþdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?
4. What specific activities have you done to promote the process of identification of poor households, and to distribute information to provincial authorities, government departments, and other non-governmental organisations?

etIelakGñk)aneFVIskmµPaBGVIxøH edIm,ICMruj[dMeNIrkareFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk ehIynig Eckcay B½t’maneTAGaCJaFrextþ mnÞIrnanaCMuvijextþ nigGgÁkareRkArdæaPi)alnana?

5. What level of support for the process of identifying poor households is there among the provincial authorities, provincial departments, and other non-governmental service providers?

kñúgcMeNamGaCJaFrextþ mnÞIrnanaCMuvijextþ nig GgÁkareRkArdæaPi)alepSg²eTotEdlCaGñkpþl;esva etImankarKaMRTkMritNa sRmab;dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

6. What real benefits can households who are included in the List of Poor Households, and who receive Priority Access Cards, receive?

etIRKÜsarEdlmaneQµaHkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk nig RKYsarEdlRtUvTTYlb½NÑGaTiPaBkñúgkarTTYlesva GacTTYl RbeyaCn_BitR)akd)anEdrb¤eT?  cUrerobrab;RbeyaCn_GVIxøH? 

7. Do you feel that the services or assistance provided to poor households who are in the List of Poor Households by village and commune authorities, government institutions and non-governmental organisations will be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify them? Why?
esvab¤CMnYynana Edl)anpþl;edayGaCJaFr PUmi-XuM sßab½nrdæ nig GgÁkareRkArdæaPi)alnana dl;RKÜsar RkIRkEdlmaneQµaHkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk etIelakGñkmanGarmµN_fa esvab¤CMnYyenaHnwgRKb;RKan; ehIy smRsb eTAnwgkarxitxMRbwgERbg eFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµrbs;BYkeKEdrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI?
8.1 If you are asked to carry out this process again, do you feel confident that you can do it? 

RbsinebIelakGñk RtÚv)aneKesñI[GnuvtþdMeNIrkarenHCafµImþgeTot etIelakGñkeCOCak;fa GaceFVIekIteT? ehtuGVI?

8.2 Will you be willing to do it? Why?
etIelakGñkmanqnÞ³ ¬bMNg suxcitþ¦ nwgeFVICafµImþgeTotEdrb¤eT? cUrsYrehtuGVI?
9.1 Do you feel confident that the PFTs and DFTs have the capacity to implement this process again? 

etIelakGñkeCOCak;fa RkumsRmbsRmÜlextþnigRsuk mansmtßPaBedIm,IGnuvtþdMeNIrkarenHmþgeTotEdrb¤eT?
9.2  Do you think they will be willing to do it? Why? 

etIelakGñkKitfa BYkeK¬RkumsRmbsRmÜlextþnigRsuk¦nwgsuxcitþeFVIEdrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI?
10.1 Do you feel confident that the Commune and members of the Village Representative Group have the capacity to implement this process again? 

etIelakGñkeCOCak;fa tMNagRkumRbwkSaXMu nig RkumtMNagPUmimansmtßPaB edIm,IGnuvtþdMeNIrkarenH mþgeTotEdr b¤eT?

10.2 Do you think they will be willing to do it? Why? 

etIelakGñkKitfa BYkeK¬tMNagRkumRbwkSaXMu nig RkumtMNagPUmi¦nwgsuxcitþeFVIEdrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI?

11. How can long-term sustainability be achieved in implementing the process of identification of poor households to regularly update the Lists of Poor Households? (Prompt: training; materials; funds; people to implement). 
etIRtUveFVIy:agdUcemþc edIm,IFana[)annUvlT§PaB GnuvtþdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRkbnþeTAeTot ry³eBlyUrGEgVg ¬nirnþPaByUrGEgVg¦ edIm,IeFVIbc©úb,nñPaB [)aneTogTat;nUvbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk ¬begðIbBI³ karbNþúHbNþal> smÖar³- Éksar mUlniFi ehIynigGñkGnuvtþ¦

Questions/issues for Provincial and District Facilitation Teams (individual) 

kRmgsMNYrsMrab;RkumsRmbsRmYlextþ nigRsuk

Interviewee:……………………..Position:………………………………………………

eQµaHGñktbsmÖasn_³ >>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>tYnaTI³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Province:…………...Date:…………. Starting time:……..…Ending Time:………….
extþ³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> kalbriecäT³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agcab;epþIm³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> em:agbBa©b;³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
1.1 What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households?
etIGVIeTA CaeKalbMNgcm,g én kareFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?
1.2 Were these objectives adequately explained to you during training and implementation of the process for identification of poor households?
etIeKalbMNgcm,gTaMgenH manBnül;RKb;RKan;dl;elakGñkEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlbNþúHbNþal nig kñúgeBl GnuvtþdMeNIrkar sRmab;eFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?
( adequately explained to you manBnül;RKb;RKan;
( inadequately explained to you minmanBnül;RKb;RKan;
2.1 Was the Final List of Poor Households an accurate representation of the poorer households in the villages?

etIbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRkcugeRkay tMNag[RKÜsarRkIRk enAkñúgPUmiRtwmRtUvEdrb¤eT?  
( Was accurate RtwmRtUv
( Was not accurate minRtwmRtUv
2.2 Approximately what % of poor households were not included in the List of Poor Households?
RbEhlb:unµanPaKry én RKÜsarRkIRk Edlmin)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk
2.3 Approximately what % of non-poor households were included that should not have been included?
ehIy RbEhlb:unµanPaKry én RKÜsarminEmnRkIRk Edl)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk b:uEnþminKYrbBa©ÚleTAkñúg bBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk?

3.1 If you are asked to carry out this process again, do you feel confident that you can do it? 

RbsinebI elakGñkRtÚv)aneKesñI[GnuvtþdMeNIrkarenHCafµImþgeTot etIelakGñkeCOCak;faGaceFVIekIteT?

( Can do it ekIt
( Cannot do it minekIt
3.2 Will you be willing to do it? Why?
etIelakGñkmanqnÞ³ ¬bMNg suxcitþ¦ nwgeFVICafµImþgeTotEdrb¤eT? cUrsYrehtuGVI?
Questions/issues for Provincial and District Facilitation Teams (FGD)

sMNYrRkumBiPakSasRmab;RkumsRmbsRmYlextþ nigRsuk

Province:…………...Date:…………….Starting time:……..…Ending Time:………….
extþ³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> kalbriecäT³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agcab;epþIm³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> em:agbBa©b;³>>>>>>>>>
Introduction (welcome and thanks for coming). Explain tape recorder! Stress confidentiality. Encourage all to participate; there are no right or wrong answers, just personal opinions. There does not need to be consensus. Tell them the estimated length of the discussion and how their information will be used!

esckþIepþIm ¬karENnaMxøÜnTaMgGs;Kña> GrKuNcMeBaHkarcUlrYméf¶enH Bnül;mankarftsMelg EtbBa¢ak;BITMnukcitþ elIkTwkcitþ[cUlrYmTaMgGs;Kña KµancemøIyNaRtUvb¤xuseT EtCaeyabl;pÞal;xøÜnmñak;² ehIyk¾minCaRbCamtieT R)ab;BIry³eBlBiPakSa nig sar³sMxan; BIB½t’manrbs;BYkKat;
1. How was the coordination between the Provincial Department of Planning and the Provincial and District Facilitation Teams, in planning, coordinating and implementing the process for identification of poor households?
etIkarsRmbsRmÜlya:gdUcemþc rvagmnÞIrEpnkarextþ CamYynig GgÁPaBrdæ)almUldæanextþ kñúgkarerobcMEpnkar k¾dUcCakarsRmbsRmYl nigkarGnuvtþdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk? 
2.1 What were the strong aspects of the process for identifying poor households?
etIGVIeTACacMNucxøaMg éndMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

2.2 What were the weak aspects of the process for identifying poor households?
etIGVIeTA CacMNucexSay én dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?
2.3 What difficulties did you face in implementing the process for identifying poor households?
etIelakGñk manCYbkarlM)akEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlGnuvtþdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?
2.4 How should the process be improved?
etIdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk KYrEklMGya:gdUcemþc?
3. Do you feel that the services or assistance provided to poor households who are in the List of Poor Households by village and commune authorities, government institutions and non-governmental organisations will be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify them? Why?
esvab¤CMnYynana Edl)anpþl;edayGaCJaFrPUmi-XuM sßab½nrdæ nigGgÁkareRkArdæaPi)alnana dl;RKÜsarRkIRk EdlmaneQµaHkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk etIelakGñkmanGarmµN_faesvab¤CMnYyenaH nwgRKb;RKan;ehIysmRsb eTAnwgkarxitxMRbwgERbg eFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµrbs;BYkeKEdrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI?
4.1 If you are asked to carry out this process again, do you feel confident that you can do it?

RbsinebI elakGñkRtÚv)aneKesñI[GnuvtþdMeNIrkarenH CafµImþgeTot etIelakGñkeCOCak;fa GaceFVIekIteT?

4.2 Will you be willing to do it? Why? 
etIelakGñkmanqnÞ³ ¬bMNg suxcitþ¦ nwgeFVICafµImþgeTotEdrb¤eT? cUrsYrehtuGVI? 
5.1 What level of support for this process did you observe from the Commune and Village authorities/representatives?
etIelakGñk segáteXIjkMriténkarKaMRT sRmab;dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRkenH ya:gNaBItMNag PUmi-XMu b¤k¾GaCJaFrPUmi-XMu?

5.2 From the villagers themselves? Why? 
cuHcMENk BIkMriténkarKaMRTRbCaCnkñúgPUmivij y:agNaEdr? CCIksYrehtuGVI?

6.1 Do you feel confident that the Commune and members of the Village Representative Group have the capacity to implement this process again? 

etIelakGñk eCOCak;fatMNagRkumRbwkSaXMu nig RkumtMNagPUmimansmtßPaB edIm,IGnuvtþdMeNIrkarenH

mþgeTotEdrb¤eT?

6.2 Do you think they will be willing to do it? Why?
etIelakGñkKitfa BYkeKnwgmanqnÞ³ ¬bMNg suxcitþ¦eFVICafµImþgeTotEdrb¤eT? cUrsYrehtuGVI?
Questions/issues for
Planning and Budgeting Committee Representative Group (PBCRG) members
(FGD needs to be 2.5 to 3 hours, with refreshment break)

kRmgsMNYrsMrab;RkumtMNagKN³kmµaFikarksagEpnkar nig fvika ¬RkumtMNag K p f¦

¬RkumBiPakSaeRbIefrevlaBI 2³30 eTA 3 em:ag edaymankarsRmak¦

Province:…………...District:………………..Commune:……….Village:…………..

extþ³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Rsuk³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>XMu³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>PUmi³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Date:………………….Starting time:……..……Ending Time:………………………..

kalbriecäT³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agcab;epþIm³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> em:agbBa©b;³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Introduction (welcome and thanks for coming).  Explain tape recorder! Stress confidentiality. 
Encourage all to participate; there are no right or wrong answers, just personal opinions. There does not need to be consensus. Tell them the estimated length of the discussion and how their information will be used!

esckþIepþIm ¬karENnaMxøÜnTaMgGs;Kña> GrKuNcMeBaHkarcUlrYméf¶enH Bnül;mankarftsMelg EtbBa¢ak;BITMnukcitþ elIkTwkcitþ[cUlrYmTaMgGs;Kña KµancemøIyNaRtUvb¤xuseT EtCaeyabl;pÞal;xøÜnmñak;² ehIyk¾minCaRbCamtieT R)ab;BIry³eBl BiPakSa nig sar³sMxan; BIB½t’manrbs;BYkKat;
1.1 What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households? 

etIGVIeTACaeKalbMNgcm,génkareFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

1.2 Were these objectives adequately explained to you during training and implementation of the process for identification of poor households?

etIeKalbMNgcm,gTaMgenH manBnül;RKb;RKan;dl;elakGñkEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlbNþúHbNþal nig kñúgeBlGnuvtþ
dMeNIrkarsRmab;eFVI GtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

2. What real benefits can households who are included in the List of Poor Households, and who receive Priority Access Cards, receive? 

etIRKÜsarEdlmaneQµaHkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk nig RKYsarEdlRtUvTTYlb½NÑGaTiPaB kñúgkarTTYlesva 

GacTTYlRbeyaCn_ BitR)akd )anEdrb¤eT?  cUrsYrRbeyaCn_GVIxøH?

3. Have commune and village authorities used the List of Poor Households yet? For what purposes? 

etImanGaCJaFrPUmi-XMu )aneRbIR)as;bBa©IRKÜsarRkIRk ehIyb¤enA? ebIeRbI etIkñúgeKalbMNgGVI?

4. What other ways will the List of Poor Households be used in your commune/village?

etIbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk nwgRtÚv)an eRbIR)as;epSgeToteT enAkñúgPUmi-XMurbs;elakGñk?
5. Do you feel that the services or assistance provided to poor households who are in the List of Poor Households by village and commune authorities, government institutions and non-governmental organisations will be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify them? Why?

esvab¤CMnYynana Edl)anpþl;edayGaCJaFrPUmi-XuM sßab½nrdæ nigGgÁkareRkArdæaPi)alnana dl;RKÜsarRkIRk

EdlmaneQµaH kñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk etIelakGñkmanGarmµN_fa esvab¤CMnYyenaH nwgRKb;RKan;ehIysmRsb eTAnwgkarxitxMRbwgERbg eFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµrbs;BYkeKEdrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI?

6. Was the process of choosing PBCRG members fair? Why?

etIdMeNIrkareRCIserIs smaCikRkumtMNagKN³kmµaFikarksagEpnkarnigfvika manPaByutiþFm’Edrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI?

7. Was the process of choosing Village Representative Group members fair? Why?

etIdMeNIrkareRCIserIssmaCikRkumtMNagPUmi manPaByutiþFm’Edrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI?

8.1 Were the questions used in the questionnaire for identifying poor households fair, and appropriate for measuring the living standards and special circumstances of the villagers?

etIsMNYrEdl)aneRbI enAkñúgbBa¢IsMNYrsRmab;kMNt;GtþsBaØaNRKÜsarRkIRk manPaBRtwmRtUv nigsmrmüeTAtamkarvas;EvgkMritCIvPaB nig sßanPaBBiessbc©úb,nñ rbs;GñkPUmiEdrb¤eT?

8.2 Can you suggest any improvements to the questionnaire? (Show questionnaire to respondent).

etIelakGñkGacpþl;eyabl; edIm,IeFVIkarEklMGy:agNaxøH cMeBaHbBa¢IsMNYrenH? ¬bgðajbBa¢IsMNYr eTAGñktb¦

9. Did villagers participate actively in making objections and suggestions for changes to the Final List of Poor Households?

etIGñkPUmicUlrYmedayskmµkñúgkarpþl;mtiCMTas; nig sMNUmBr edIm,Ipøas;bþÚrbBa¢IRBagRKÜsarRkIRkcugeRkay Edrb¤eT?

10.1 Was the Final List of Poor Households an accurate representation of the poorer households in the villages? 

etIbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRkcugeRkay tMNag[RKÜsarRkIRkenAkñúgPUmi RtwmRtUvEdrb¤eT?  ¬CCIksYr ¦

10.2 Approximately what % of poor households were not included in the List of Poor Households? 

RbEhlb:unµanPaKry én RKÜsarRkIRk Edlmin)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk ?

10.3 Approximately what % of non-poor households were included that should not have been included?

ehIyRbEhlb:unµanPaKry én RKÜsarminEmnRkIRk Edl)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk b:uEnþminKYr

bBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk?
11.1 What level of support for this process did you observe from the Village Representatives? 

etIelakGñksegáteXIj kMriténkarKaMRTsRmab;dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRkenHya:gNa BIsmaCikRkumtMNagPUmi?

11.2 From the villagers themselves? Why? 

cuHcMENkBIkMriténkarKaMRTRbCaCnkñúgPUmivij y:agNaEdr? CCIksYrehtuGVI?
12.1 What were the strong aspects of the process for identifying poor households?

etIGVIeTA CacMNucxøaMg én dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

12.2 What were the weak aspects of the process for identifying poor households?

etIGVIeTA CacMNucexSay éndMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

12.3 What difficulties did you face in implementing the process for identifying poor households? 

etIelakGñk manCYbkarlM)akEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlGnuvtþdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

12.4 How should the process be improved?
etIdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk KYrEklMGya:gdUcemþc?
13.1 If you are asked to carry out this process again, do you feel confident that you can do it?

RbsinebIelakGñk RtÚv)aneKesñI[GnuvtþdMeNIrkarenHCafµImþgeTot etIelakGñkeCOCak;faGaceFVIekIteT?

13.2 Will you be willing to do it? Why?  

etIelakGñkmanqnÞ³ ¬bMNg suxcitþ¦ nwgeFVICafµImþgeTotEdrb¤eT? cUrsYrehtuGVI?
14. How can long-term sustainability be achieved in implementing the process of identification of poor households to regularly update the Lists of Poor Households? (Prompt: training; materials; funds; people to implement).
etIRtUveFVIy:agdUcemþc edIm,IFana[)annUvlT§PaBGnuvtþdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk bnþeTAeTot ry³eBlyUrGEgVg edIm,IeFVIbc©úb,nñPaB[)aneTogTat; nUv bBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk ¬begðIbBI³ karbNþúHbNþal> smÖar³-Éksar mUlniFi ehIynigGñkGnuvtþ¦

Questions/issues for VRG members

kRmgsMNYrsMrab;smaCikRkumtMNagPUmi

Province:…………...District:………………..Commune:………….Village:…………..

extþ³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Rsuk³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>XMu³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>PUmi³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Date:………………….Starting time:……..……Ending Time:………………..……..

kalbriecäT³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agcab;epþIm³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> em:agbBa©b;³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Introduction (welcome and thanks for coming).  Explain tape recorder! Stress confidentiality. 

Encourage all to participate; there are no right or wrong answers, just personal opinions. There does not need to be consensus. Tell them the estimated length of the discussion and how their information will be used!

esckþIepþIm ¬karENnaMxøÜnTaMgGs;Kña> GrKuNcMeBaHkarcUlrYméf¶enH Bnül;mankarftsMelg EtbBa¢ak;BITMnukcitþ elIkTwkcitþ[cUlrYmTaMgGs;Kña KµancemøIyNaRtUvb¤xuseT EtCaeyabl;pÞal;xøÜnmñak;² ehIyk¾minCaRbCamtieT R)ab;BI ry³eBlBiPakSa nig sar³sMxan; BIB½t’manrbs;BYkKat;

1.1 What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households?

etIGVIeTA CaeKalbMNgcm,g én kareFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

1.2 Were these objectives adequately explained to you during training and implementation of the process for identification of poor households?

etIeKalbMNgcm,gTaMgenH manBnül;RKb;RKan;dl;elakGñkEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlbNþúHbNþal nigkñúgeBl GnuvtþdMeNIrkar sRmab;eFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk? CCIksYrehtuGVI
2. What real benefits can households who are included in the List of Poor Households, and who receive Priority Access Cards, receive? 

etIRKÜsar EdlmaneQµaHkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk nig RKYsarEdlRtUvTTYlb½NÑGaTiPaBkñúgkarTTYlesva GacTTYl RbeyaCn_ BitR)akd)anEdrb¤eT?  CCIksYrRbeyaCn_GVIxøH?

3. Have commune and village authorities used the List of Poor Households yet? For what purposes? What other ways will the List of Poor Households be used in your commune/village?

etImanGaCJaFrPUmi-XMu)aneRbIR)as;bBa©IRKÜsarRkIRkehIyb¤enA? ebIeRbI etIkñúgeKalbMNgGVI? ebImin)aneRbI etI bBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk nwgRtÚv)aneRbIR)as; enAkñúgPUmi-XMurbs;elakGñk kñúgeKalbMNgGVIeTot?

4. Do you feel that the services or assistance provided to poor households who are in the List of Poor Households by village and commune authorities, government institutions and non-governmental organisations will be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify them? Why?

esvab¤CMnYynana Edl)anpþl;edayGaCJaFrPUmi-XuM sßab½nrdæ nigGgÁkareRkArdæaPi)alnanadl;RKÜsarRkIRk EdlmaneQµaHkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk etIelakGñkmanGarmµN_fa esvab¤CMnYyenaHnwgRKb;RKan;ehIysmRsb eTAnwg karxitxMRbwgERbgeFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµrbs;BYkeKEdrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI?

5. Was the process of choosing Village Representative Group members fair? Why?

etIdMeNIrkareRCIserIs smaCikRkumtMNagPUmi manPaByutiþFm’Edrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI?

6.1 Were the questions used in the questionnaire for identifying poor households fair, and appropriate for measuring the living standards and special circumstances of the villagers?

etIsMNYr Edl)aneRbIenAkñúgbBa¢IsMNYr sRmab;kMNt;GtþsBaØaNRKÜsarRkIRkmanPaBRtwmRtUv nig smrmüeTA tamkarvas;EvgkMritCIvPaB nig sßanPaBBiessbc©úb,nñrbs;GñkPUmiEdrb¤eT?

6.2 Can you suggest any improvements to the questionnaire? (Show questionnaire to respondent).

etIelakGñkGacpþl;eyabl; edIm,IeFVIkarEklMGy:agNaxøH cMeBaHbBa¢IsMNYrenH? ¬bgðajbBa¢IsMNYr eTAGñktb¦

7. Did villagers participate actively in making objections and suggestions for changes to the Final List of Poor Households?

etIGñkPUmi​)ancUlrYmedayskmµ kñúgkarpþl;mtiCMTas; nig sMNUmBredIm,Ipøas;bþÚrbBa¢IRBagRKÜsarRkIRkcugeRkay Edrb¤eT?

8.1 Was the Final List of Poor Households an accurate representation of the poorer households in the village?
etIbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRkcugeRkay tMNag[RKÜsarRkIRk enAkñúgPUmiRtwmRtUvEdrb¤eT? ¬CCIksYr¦
8.2 Approximately what % of poor households were not included in the List of Poor Households, 

RbEhlb:unµanPaKry én RKÜsarRkIRkEdlmin)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk ?

8.3 Approximately what % of non-poor households were included that should not have been included? 
ehIy RbEhlb:unµanPaKry én RKÜsarminEmnRkIRkEdl)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk b:uEnþminKYrbBa©Úl eTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk?

9.1 What level of support for this process did you observe from the village-commune? Why?

etIelakGñk segáteXIjkMriténkarKaMRT sRmab;dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRkenHya:gNa BIGaCJaFrPUmi-XMu?
9.2 What level of support for this process did you observe from the villagers themselves? Why?

cuHcMENkkMrit én karKaMRTBIRbCaCnkñúgPUmivij y:agNaEdr? cUrsYrehtuGVI?

10.1 What were the strong aspects of the process for identifying poor households?
etIGVIeTA CacMNucxøaMgéndMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?  

10.2 What was weak aspect of the process for identifying poor households?

etIGVIeTA CacMNucexSay én dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?
10.3 What difficulties did you face in implementing the process for identifying poor households? 

etIelakGñk manCYbkarlM)akEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlGnuvtþdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

10.4 How should the process be improved?

etIdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk KYrEklMGya:gdUcemþc?

11.1 If you are asked to carry out this process again, do you feel confident that you can do it? Will you be willing to do it? Why?

RbsinebIelakGñkRtÚv)aneKesñI[GnuvtþdMeNIrkarenHCafµImþgeTot etIelakGñkeCOCak;fa GaceFVIekIteT?
11.2 Will you be willing to do it? Why?

etIelakGñkmanqnÞ³ ¬bMNg suxcitþ¦ nwgeFVICafµImþgeTotEdrb¤eT? cUrsYrehtuGVI?
Questions/issues for villagers (individual)

kRmgsMNYrsMrab;GñkPUmi 

Please Circle:   Poor HH   1   NON-Poor HH  2 

KUsrgVg; Poor HH>³1¼>>>>>> NON-Poor HH    2       
Interviewee: ………………………………Sex: ………………Age:……………………..

eQµaHGñktbsmÖasn_³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>ePT³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Gayu³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Province:…………...District:…………….Commune:…………….Village:…………..

extþ³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Rsuk³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>XMu³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>PUmi³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Date:………………….Starting time:……..……Ending Time:…………..

kalbriecäT³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agcab;epþIm³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> em:agbBa©b;³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
1.1 What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households?

etIGVIeTA CaeKalbMNgcm,g én kareFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?
If Do Not Know, why?  ebImindwgb¤mineqøIy mUlehtuGVI
If Know, probe for best expression/phrase   ebIeqøIYy  CCIksYr
1.2 Were these objectives adequately explained to you during training and implementation of the process for identification of poor households? 

etIeKalbMNgcm,gTaMgenH manBnül;RKb;RKan;dl;elakGñkEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlGnuvtþdMeNIrkarsRmab;eFVI GtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk? ¬kic©RbCMuPUmielIkdMbUgsþIBIkareRCIserIsRkumtMNagPUmi karsmÖasn_ kic©RbCMuBieRKaHeyabl;kñúgPUmi sþIBI bBa¢IRBagRKÜsarRkIRkelIkdMbUg  RbCMupSBVpSayB½t’manmunkarftrUb CaedIm>>>>> ¦
If adequate, probe for
ebIRKb;RKan; CCIksYr  

1: High, 2: Satisfactory,  3: Medium (Single answer) 

1> xøaMg          2> bgÁÜr           3> mFüm

Best description for single answer
mUlehtu ………………………………… 

If inadequate probe for reason:………………………………..
ebIminRKb;RKan; mUlehtuGV

2. Was the process of choosing Village Representative Group members fair? Why? (prompt for first village meeting)

etIdMeNIrkareRCIserIssmaCikRkumtMNagPUmi manPaByutiþFm’Edrb¤eT? ¬GacbegðIbBIkarRbCuMPUmielIkdMbUg¦

(If fair, probe for
ebImanPaByutiþFm’CCIkkMritNa?   

1: High,  2: Satisfactory, 3:  Medium (Single answer) 

1> xøaMg          2> bgÁÜr           3> mFüm
Best description for single answer
mUlehtu……………………………

(If not fair, probe for reason 

ebIminman mUlehtuGVI:……………………………….. 

3. Did villagers have adequate opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final List of Poor Households?

etIGñkPUmi man»kasRKb;RKan;Edrb¤eT kñúgkarpþl;mtiCMTas; nig sMNUmBredIm,Ipøas;bþÚrbBa¢IRBagRKÜsarRkIRk cugeRkay?

(If adequate, probe for
ebImanCCIksYr
1: High , 2: Satisfactory, 3: Medium (Single answer) 

1> eRcIn          2> bgÁÜr           3> mFüm 

Best description for the single answer
mUlehtu³
(If inadequate, probe for reason

ebIminmanmUlehtuGVI:……………………………….. 
4.1 Was the Final List of Poor Households an accurate representation of the poorer households in the village? 

etIbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRkcugeRkay tMNag[RKÜsarRkIRk enAkñúgPUmiRtwmRtUvEdrb¤eT?

(If accurate, continue to question 
RtwmRtUv 
(If not accurate, why?
minRtwmRtUv ebIminRtwmRtUvehtuGVI?  
4.2 Approximately what % of poor households were not included in the List of Poor Households? 

RbEhlb:unµanPaKry énRKÜsarRkIRk Edlmin)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk ?
4.3 Approximately what % of non-poor households were included that should not have been included?

ehIyRbEhlb:unµanPaKry én RKÜsarminEmnRkIRkEdl)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk b:uEnþminKYrbBa©Úl eTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk?

Questions/issues for villagers (FGD)

sMNYrsMrab;RkumBiPakSaGñkPUmi

Please Circle:   Poor HH   1   NON-Poor HH  2 

KUsrgVg;RkumBiPakSa Poor HH>>>>>1>>>>>> NON-Poor HH >>>>>2>>>>>> 

Province:…………...District…………..Commune:…………….Village:…………..

extþ³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>Rsuk³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>XMu³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>PUmi³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Date:………………….Starting time:……..……Ending Time:………………………..

kalbriecäT³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agcab;epþIm³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agbBa©b;³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Introduction (welcome and thanks for coming).  Explain tape recorder! Stress confidentiality. 

Encourage all to participate; there are no right or wrong answers, just personal opinions. There does not need to be consensus. Tell them the estimated length of the discussion and how their information will be used!

esckþIepþIm ¬karENnaMxøÜnTaMgGs;Kña> GrKuNcMeBaHkarcUlrYméf¶enH Bnül;mankarftsMelg EtbBa¢ak;BITMnukcitþ elIkTwkcitþ[cUlrYmTaMgGs;Kña KµancemøIyNaRtUvb¤xuseT EtCaeyabl;pÞal;xøÜnmñak;² ehIyk¾minCaRbCamtieT R)ab;BI ry³eBlBiPakSa nig sar³sMxan; BIB½t’manrbs;BYkKat;.
1.1 What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households? 

etIGVIeTA CaeKalbMNgcm,génkareFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

if know the objectives, probe for best description 

ebIeqøIYy>>>>>>>>>CCIksYr>>>>>>>

1.2 Were these objectives adequately explained to you during training and implementation of the process for identification of poor households? 

etIeKalbMNgcm,gTaMgenH manBnül;RKb;RKan;dl;elakGñkEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlGnuvtþdMeNIrkarsRmab;eFVI

GtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk? ¬kic©RbCMuPUmielIkdMbUgsþIBIkareRCIserIsRkumtMNagPUmi karsmÖasn_ kic©RbCMu BieRKaHeyabl;kñúgPUmi sþIBIbBa¢IRBagRKÜsarRkIRkelIkdMbUg  RbCMupSBVpSayB½t’manmunkarftrUb CaedIm>>>>> ¦

Probe for reason why and why not?

ebIRKb;RKan; CCIksYrGVIxøH?

ebIminRKb;RKan;mUlehtuGVI?

2. What real benefits can households who are included in the List of Poor Households, and who receive Priority Access Cards, receive? 
etIRKÜsarEdlmaneQµaHkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk nig RKYsarEdlRtUvTTYlb½NÑGaTiPaBkñúgkarTTYlesva Gac TTYlRbeyaCn_ BitR)akd)anEdrb¤eT?  

Probe for receiving the real benefits, if not receive, why?

ebI)an CCIksYrRbeyaCn_GVIxøH? ebImin)anmUlehtuGVI?

3. Was the process of choosing Village Representative Group members fair? 
etIdMeNIrkar eRCIserIssmaCikRkumtMNagPUmi manPaByutiþFm’Edrb¤eT? 

Why? And why not?
ebImanPaByutiþFm’CCIksYrehtuGVI? ebIminmanmUlehtuGVI?

4.1 Were the questions used in the questionnaire for identifying poor households fair, and appropriate for measuring the living standards and special circumstances of the villagers? (Show questionnaire to respondent). 

etIsMNYrEdl)aneRbI enAkñúgbBa¢IsMNYrsRmab;kMNt;GtþsBaØaNRKÜsarRkIRkmanPaBRtwmRtUv nig smrmüeTAtamkarvas;Evg kMritCIvPaB nigsßanPaBBiessbc©úb,nñrbs;GñkPUmiEdrb¤eT? 
Why? And why not? 

ebIRtwmRtUvCCIksYry:agNa Edr? ebIminRtwmRtUvmUlehtuGVI?
4.2 Can you suggest improvements to the questionnaire? 
etIelakGñkGacpþl;eyabl;edIm,IeFVIkarEklMGy:agNaxøH cMeBaHbBa¢IsMNYr)anEdrb¤eT? ¬bgðajbBa¢IsMNYr eTAGñktb¦

If yes, how?

ebIGac CCIksYrGVIxøH? ebIminGacmUlehtuGVI

5. Did villagers have adequate opportunity to make objections and suggestions for changes to the Final List of Poor Households? 
etIGñkPUmi man»kasRKb;RKan;Edrb¤eT kñúgkarpþl;mtiCMTas; nig sMNUmBredIm,Ipøas;bþÚr bBa¢IRBagRKÜsar RkIRkcugeRkay? 

If yes, probe, if not, why?

ebImanCCIksYr? 

ebIminmanmUlehtuGVI

6.1 Was the Final List of Poor Households an accurate representation of the poorer households in the village?   

etIbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRkcugeRkay tMNag[RKÜsarRkIRkenAkñúgPUmiRtwmRtUvEdrb¤eT? CCIksYr?

6.2 Approximately what % of poor households were not included in the List of Poor Households? 

RbEhlb:unµanPaKryénRKÜsarRkIRk Edlmin)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk ? 

6.3 Approximately what % of non-poor households were included that should not have been included?
ehIyRbEhlb:unµanPaKry énRKÜsarminEmnRkIRk Edl)anbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk buEnþmin KYrbBa©ÚleTAkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk?

7. What level of support for this process did you observe from the villagers themselves? Why?

etIelakGñk segáteXIjkMriténkarKaMRTsRmab;dMeNIrkareFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRkenH ya:gNaBIGñk PUmikñúgPUmirbs;Gs;elakGñk? CCIksYrehtuGVI?

8.1 What were the strong aspects of the process for identifying poor households? 

etIGVIeTA CacMNucxøaMg én dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk?

8.2 What were the weak aspects of the process for identifying poor households?

etIGVIeTA CacMNucexSay én dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk? 

8.3 How should the process be improved?
etIdMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRkKYrEklMG ya:gdUcemþc?
Questions/issues for Government and non-governmental service providers

kRmgsMNYrsMrab;Gñkpþl;esvaCasßab½nrdæ nigGgÁkareRkArdæaPi)alnana
Interviewee:……………………Position:……………Institution/NGOs/IOs:………
eQµaHGñktbsmÖasn_³ >>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>tYnaTI³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>sßab½n-GgÁkar>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
cMNaM B½t’manmYycMnYnEdl)anpþl;edayGñktbsmÖasn_GactRmUv[RbmUlÉksaredIm,IepÞógpÞat;B½t’man
Province:…………..Date:……….Starting time:……..……Ending Time:…………..

extþ³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> kalbriecäT³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>em:agcab;epþIm³>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> em:agbBa©b;³>>>>>>>>>>>>> 
1.1 What are the objectives of carrying out identification of poor households?

etIGVIeTACaeKalbMNgcm,génkareFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk? 

1.2 Were these objectives adequately explained to you during or following implementation of the process for identification of poor households?
etIeKalbMNgcm,gTaMgenHmanBnül;RKb;RKan;dl;elakGñkEdrb¤eT kñúgeBlRbCMu kñúgeBlGnuvtþ dMeNIrkarGtþsBaØaNkmµRKÜsarRkIRk b¤eRkaykarGnuvtþ?

2. Did you receive enough information from the Provincial Department of Planning regarding how to obtain the Lists of Poor Households, or other data from the Database of Poor Households? If not, how can this be improved?

etIelakGñk )anTTYlB½t’manRKb;RKan; BImnÞIrEpnkarextþEdrb¤eT Tak;TgeTAnwgrebobTTYlbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk b¤k¾Tinñn½y BITinñn½ymUldæanRKÜsarRkIRk? ebImin)anTTYlB½t’manRKb;RKan; etIKYrEklMGTMnak;TMngya:gdUcemþc? 

3.1 [Show and explain an example of the List of Poor Households, and the Priority Access Card.] Can your institution/organisation use the Lists of Poor Households, or the Priority Access Cards to target services to poor households or individuals? 

[bgðajehIyBnül ; BIKMrUénbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk nig b½NÑGaTiPaBkñúgkarTTYlesva] 

etIsßab½nb¤GgÁkarrbs;elakGñk GacmantRmUvkareRbIR)as;bBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk nig b½NÑGaTiPaB kñúgkarTTYlesva edIm,Ipþl;esva[)andl;RKÜsarRkIRkeKaledA b¤k¾buKÁlRkIRkeKaledAEdrb¤eT?

3.2 What services can you provide? 

etIesvaGVIEdlelakGñk Gacpþl;[)an kñúgry³eBlmYyqñaM ?

3.3 Approximately how many households do you provide services and assistance to in the period of one year?
etIRbEhlb:unµanRKYsarEdlelakGñk pþl;esvanigCMnYyepSg²? 

3.4 [Show and explain an example of the Poverty Rate Comparison Report.] Can your institution/organisation use the Poverty Rate Comparison Report to target poor communities?

[bgðajehIyBnül;BIKMrUénr)aykarN_eRbobeFobGRtaPaBRkIRk] 

etIsßab½nb¤GgÁkar rbs;elak GñkGaceRbIR)as;r)aykarN_eRbobeFobGRtaPaBRkIRkedIm,I pþl;esva b¤CMnYydl;shKmn_¬PUmi¦RkIRkeKaledA Edrb¤eT?

4.1 What services can you provide to communities? 

etIesvaGVI EdlelakGñkGacpþl; [eTAshKmn__¬PUmi¦RkIRk)an?

4.2 Approximately how many communities can you provide services or assistance to in the period of one year?
kñúgry³eBlmYyqñaM etIshKmn__¬PUmi¦RkIRkRbEhlb:unµanshKmn¾_¬PUmi¦EdlelakGñk pþl;esvanigCMnYynana? 

5. How often, in your opinion, should the Lists of Poor Households be updated, in order to keep them accurate?
tameyabl;rbs;elakGñk etIbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk KYreFVIbc©úb,nñPaBmþg²kñúgry³eBlb:unµan edIm,IrkSabBa¢ITaMgenaH [manPaBRtwmRtUv? 

6. Do you feel that the services or assistance provided to poor households in the List of Poor Households by village and commune authorities, government institutions and non-governmental organisations will be sufficient to justify all of the effort made to identify them? Why?
esvab¤CMnYynana Edl)anpþl;edayGaCJaFrPUmi-XuM sßab½nrdæ nig GgÁkareRkArdæaPi)alnana dl;RKÜsarRkIRk EdlmaneQµaHkñúgbBa¢IRKÜsarRkIRk etIelakGñkmanGarmµN_fa esvab¤CMnYyenaHnwgRKb;RKan;ehIysmRsb eTAnwg karxitxMRbwgERbgeFVIGtþsBaØaNkmµ rbs;BYkeKEdrb¤eT? CCIksYrehtuGVI? 
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� Health Operational Districts are catchment areas for hospitals and health centres, and usually encompass more than one Administrative District.


� However, funds were provided for petrol costs.


� Note: Each PDOP received a detailed Provincial Management Manual in Khmer, which clearly described their functions and tasks. It was only the contract (which included a summary of tasks) that was not translated into Khmer.


� Note: Question 6 asks “How many ar of land does your household use for growing rice, other crops or an orchard? (Please include your own land, land rented from others, and land around the house).” Therefore in this case, land that is not cultivated is not counted. This question may have been misunderstood by the focus group participants. 


� Note: This is not prohibited, if the VRG member is genuinely poor and meets the criteria.
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