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Executive Summary

This final evaluation report details the findings of the second external evaluation of the Rental Support
Cash Grant (RSCG) programs, which were carried out in Haiti between 2010 and 2014. The programs
were carried out by 10 implementing agencies that were part of this evaluation: CARE, Catholic Relief
Services (CRS), Concern Worldwide, GOAL, Helpage, Handicap International, the International Federation
of Red Cross/Red Crescent Societies (IFRC), International Organization for Migration (IOM), J/P Haitian
Relief Organization (J/P HRO) and World Vision (WVI). These organizations implemented a humanitarian
response that included the distribution of a core RSCG package of USS500 to allow beneficiaries to rent a
property of their choice for one year as well as a second grant given 6 to 12 weeks after they leave the
camp and a small amount of money to defray moving costs. Some organizations added livelihoods
training and/or supplementary grants on top of this core package. The exception to the core package
described is the CARE program, where the renters stayed for at least one year though in practice usually
up to 2 years under a signed agreement with the property owner whose house is repaired in exchange
for hosting a renter. Large-N Analysis Inc. was commissioned to undertake the evaluation, beginning in
October and continuing to mid-December, 2014. Detailed Terms of Reference (TOR) for the evaluation
can be found in Annex 1 of this final evaluation report.

The purpose of the evaluation was to understand whether program beneficiaries have been able to
obtain and maintain safe and secure accommodation, and to what extent this is attributable to the
Rental Support Cash Grant (RSCG) programs. Secondarily, the evaluation was to consider the relevance,
efficiency and management of the programs (See the Evaluation Matrix in Annex 2 for further details on
the evaluation’s key questions). The broader purpose of the evaluation was to inform future
programming and granting activities in the post-disaster context of Haiti. To that end, the report contains
a series of evaluation conclusions/lessons learned and recommendations for future initiatives.

Evaluation Context & Approach

The 12 January 2010 earthquake in Haiti destroyed hundreds of thousands of homes and displaced
approximately 1.5 million people, most of who moved into approximately 1500 formal and informal
camps largely concentrated in the capital of Port-au-Prince. The RSCG programs were intended to help
the most vulnerable populations, those individuals who were relocated to the Internally Displaced
Persons (IDP) camps. The cash grant programs were viewed as a potentially viable way to relocate a large
number of people and to permanently close the IDP camps.

The evaluation of the programs consisted of a mixed-methods analysis of program documentation, semi-
structured interviews with key stakeholders, and a survey of program beneficiaries (heads of
households). The survey was conducted from October 21 to November 7, with an additional sample
collected between November 14 and 17. The survey analysis consists of 2234 individuals who were
surveyed (a head of household who represents a family of beneficiaries). Given the number of
households (49,621) relocated during the period under evaluation — from the beginning of the program
in 2010 to September 2013 — the analysis of the survey sample is at the 95% confidence level, with a 2%
margin of error (MoE). In lieu of the inter-agency comparison originally specified in the TORs, the
evaluation Steering Committee opted to carry out a secondary ‘by-group’ analysis, which is a
comparative approach whereby implementing agencies could be roughly grouped according to program
type (RSCG core program only, RSCG core program + livelihoods training, RSCG core program + additional
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cash grant). The findings below reference the aggregate (overall) analysis and where specified, the by-
program type comparison.

Findings

Overall Effectiveness

We found strong evidence that recipients of the RSCG obtained safe and secure rental accommodation,
an observation that holds true across gender and age groups. Indeed, when asked about their
perceptions of safety before and after the earthquake, respondents overwhelmingly reported feeling
safe at both temporal points. One notable observation is that there was a positive change in perceptions
of safety among 69% of respondents who had previously felt ‘somewhat unsafe’ in their pre-RSCG living
environment, and a positive change in perceptions of safety among 58% of respondents who had
previously felt ‘very unsafe’. In other words, the transition from pre-earthquake accommodation to the
rental-subsidy program represented a positive change for approximately 10% of the surveyed population
(211 of 2234 total respondents).

There is also strong evidence that recipients of the RSCG either maintained their existing safe and secure
rental accommodation or obtained new accommodation that was perceived as safe and secure after the
end of the grant period (49% of respondents reported moving, while 51% remained in the same housing).
Significantly, there was little evidence of program beneficiaries moving on account of feeling unsafe in
their RSCG rental housing, nor did the physical condition of housing appear to be a motivation for
moving. Evaluations of the condition of the housing were scarcely different between the respondents
that moved and those who remained in RSCG housing.

An important finding related to the first two is that the RSCG played a significant role in obtaining safe
and secure accommodation, both during the grant period and after its completion. This analysis is based
on the fact that few respondents reported receiving supplementary cash or benefits from a non-RSCG
program in addition to their RSCG benefits — thus their situation was linked to the RSCG programming
rather than to other humanitarian aid given.

Regarding socio-economic well-being, beneficiary self-assessment found that this had significantly
improved as a result of the RSCG; yet more objective measures indicate that beneficiaries’ situation was
largely in line with their pre-earthquake levels. More specifically, over 85% of respondents reported that
the Rental Support program either ‘somewhat’ or ‘very much’ improved their safety over the long term.
Relatedly, while the RSCG provided adequate funding for the beneficiaries to remain in safe and secure
accommodation throughout the time of their subsidy, it had limited carryover in terms of longer term
saving for accommodation. That being said, it is important to note that any money saved would be
viewed as a positive externality of the program, but was not a motivating goal of the RSCG.

Similar to socio-economic well-being, respondents reported a positive economic outlook after having
completed the grant yet more objective measures were more muted — for example, monthly income
remained stable (i.e. did not substantively decline) from pre-earthquake levels among those respondents
who resumed self-employment. Approximately one-third of respondents were unable to revive their
previous livelihood.
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Regarding the survey process, there is no substantive difference in terms of age, gender, community or
agency-support composition of the group of recipients that were surveyed and could not be found to
those who were surveyed. There was however a lower level of response among younger program
beneficiaries between the age of 18 and 24, as is typical of surveys in general. This could be an indicator
of higher levels of mobility in this respondent group.

Overall, the RSCG programs were enabled by their adaptation to the particular context in Haiti, by
relative consensus on the approach between key actors and because they were reasonably flexible.
Challenges related to data — in terms of the absorptive capacity of the rental housing market, weak
tracking of beneficiaries, and poor understanding of the impact of the programs on the local community
and the local economy — to some degree impacted upon overall effectiveness, and more fundamentally
the relative success of the RSCG programs muted pressure for full consideration of alternative
approaches.

Effectiveness by Program Type

There was not a strong relationship between being the beneficiary of a particular program type and
reported level of safety and security. To the extent that these relationships did suggest any difference
across recipient groups, the differences were marginal. There is also no perceptible link between
respondents who reported positive economic opportunities/outlook, and those who received livelihoods
training or an additional cash grant in addition to the RSCG core package. However, those respondents
who received the RSCG core package plus a supplemental cash grant had a higher than average likelihood
of starting a small business.

Relevance

The programs were highly relevant to the local context in Haiti at the time of implementation and to the
beneficiaries, since camp residents were increasingly seeking to leave the camps for reasons that
included mass evictions by landlords, the generalized insecurity and violence, and the serious health
issues in many of them; yet due to land access issues and low resource levels, renting was the preferred
option. At the same time, there was pressure from government to close the camps down. The programs
were furthermore relevant to the priorities of the implementing agencies, to funders and to the
Government of Haiti.

Efficiency & Management

The RSCG programs were largely successful at identifying and reaching their intended beneficiaries
through a methodology that excluded non-camp residents who sought to benefit from the RSCG
programs yet that also included an appeals process to ensure that those excluded could petition for
inclusion. The programs also did so in the expected numbers given the limitations of the rental housing
market (which was the main brake on the pace of programmatic implementation).

The RSCG programs were quite effectively coordinated through a Cluster approach that brought together
the relevant actors on a regular basis and that helped to ensure the relatively smooth functioning of the
humanitarian response. It should be pointed out that there was some disagreement between
implementing agencies and the Government of Haiti regarding the balance between humanitarian vs
development programming, though this has not had a significant impact on coordination to this point.
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Finally, while program activities seem to have been conducted within planned timelines, data gaps for
particular organizations as well as lack of documentation for other organizations make it impossible to
draw definitive conclusions about the usage of financial resources and the appropriateness of program
monitoring.

Conclusions

The rental support cash grant programs have been a successful response to the particular circumstances
extant in Haiti at the time of their implementation. The effectiveness of the programs was underlined by
the fact that beneficiaries overwhelmingly obtained and maintained safe and secure rental
accommodation both during and beyond the end of the grant period. This observation was true across
gender and age groups. And significantly, there is good evidence linking these results with the RSCG.

The beneficiary survey data showed that beneficiaries enjoyed improvements as a result of the RSCG. It
also seems clear that the RSCG programs provided adequate funding for beneficiaries to remain in safe
and secure accommodation throughout the course of the grant period, though with limited impact on
longer-term economic well-being. In this sense, they maintained their overarching goal as a humanitarian
response. The effectiveness of the programs was enabled by their adaptation to the particular context in
Haiti, though challenges related to data to some degree impacted upon overall effectiveness. Relatedly,
the programs were eminently relevant to respond to the needs and priorities of beneficiaries, as well as
to the contextual challenges that existed in Haiti during the time of implementation. They were well
aligned with the priorities of the Haitian government, the implementing agencies and the donors, and
their combined management through a cluster approach was relatively smooth given the conditions and
number of actors involved. Taken together then, these conclusions underline that the RSCG programs
were a success given the outcomes sought.

Lessons Learned

In order for an intervention like the rental support cash grant programs to be successful, it must be
sensitive to and reflective of the needs and limitations of the particular context. Notwithstanding the
challenges experienced, the lesson from the RSCG programs is that they can be a highly effective tool for
responding to a humanitarian crisis of this nature when they are put in place based on a close analysis of
the particular context, particularly the nature of the challenge and its scale, access to land for building vs.
renting and the time pressures, as well as the resources available.

Humanitarian contexts change over time, thus relocation programs should remain flexible and should
adapt to those changing circumstances. Some implementing agencies adjusted to the changing RSCG
context over the multi-year implementation period, for example by changing the mix of their beneficiary
package, much more than others. Such proactive adaptation is crucial to the success of a response, yet
there is often a temptation to find a successful approach and then to stick with it even if there are
diminishing returns. There is therefore a need to build in mechanisms for change and adaptation in a
response, and to manage such change proactively.

Information is a valuable commodity in a humanitarian context, in terms of implementation but also in
terms of planning. Putting resources into information gathering and analysis of that information should
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be a priority, coupled with building in mechanisms to ensure that new data filters up to decision-makers
so as to inform both the implementation and the planning processes. Information also needs to be
shared between relevant key actors, with particular efforts made to avoid duplication.

Coordination and communication are crucial success factors in a complex response, particularly when
humanitarian priorities begin to overlap with development priorities. In a context with deep
developmental challenges such as in Haiti, overall response effectiveness also depends upon facilitating
the gradual move toward a developmental response by coordinating between humanitarian and
development actors and ensuring a smooth blend between their various activities. This process requires
joined up thinking in terms of better linking the humanitarian and development funding apparatus to
ensure cohesive planning and activities.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Implementing agencies, likely under the coordination of the Cluster, should gather
more complete information on availability and inflation in the rental housing market, should update it on
a regular basis, and should share it with other key actors. (Related to Finding 8)

Recommendation 2: Implementing agencies should gather more data on beneficiaries and should keep
contact information up to date, in order to effectively adapt interventions and to facilitate follow up with
beneficiaries. (Related to Finding 8)

Recommendation 3: To ensure effective adaptation and the ongoing effectiveness of a particular RSCG
intervention, a small number of beneficiaries should be followed up with at multiple points during and
immediately after their grant period. (Related to Finding 8)

Recommendation 4: The development and sharing of learning tools through the Cluster is a strong
initiative that should be continued and enhanced. (Related to Finding 13)

Recommendation 5: The impact of livelihoods programming and extra funding should be comparatively
evaluated in a future evaluation. (Related to findings 8, 9 and 10)

Recommendation 6: The impact of the RSCG programs on the local community and local economy should
also be evaluated in a future evaluation, to better understand any negative or positive consequences of
the programming beyond simply the beneficiaries. (Related to Finding 8)
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Acronyms

Acronym
CRS
CCCcMm
CCccMm/sc
DFATD
DIFD
DMU
DPC
ECHO
IDP

IFRC
IOM

J/P HRO
M&E
MoE
OCHA

ONACA
RSCG
SAG
TOR
TWiGs
UCLBP
WVI

Catholic Relief Services

Camp Coordination and Camp Management

CCCM/Shelter Cluster

Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development
United Kingdom’s Department for International Development
IOM Data Management Unit

Displacement Registration Card

The European Commission’s Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection Department
Internally Displaced Person

International Federation of Red Cross/Red Crescent Societies
The International Organization for Migration

J/P Haitian Relief Organization

Monitoring and Evaluation

Margin of Error

The United Nations Secretariat’s Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian
Affairs

Office National des Cadastres

Rental Support Cash Grant

Strategic Advisory Group

Terms of Reference

Technical Working Groups

Unité de Construction de Logements et de Batiments Publics

World Vision International
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1. Introduction

This Evaluation Report presents the findings of the second external evaluation of the Rental Support Cash
Grant (RSCG) applied to return and relocation programs in Haiti. The report is organized into five
sections, as follows:

* Section 1: Introduction

* Section 2: Context and Purpose of the Evaluation
* Section 3: Findings

* Section 4: Conclusions / Lessons Learned

e Section 5: Recommendations

The report also contains seven appendices that supplement the information contained in the main body
of the report.

* Annex 1: Terms of Reference

* Annex 2: Evaluation Matrix

* Annex 3: List of persons interviewed

* Annex 4: List of documents consulted

* Annex 5: Survey Questionnaire for Heads of Household
* Annex 6: Interview Protocols

* Annex 7: Data by Implementing Agency
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2. Context and Purpose of the Evaluation

2.1  CoONTEXT

The 12 January 2010 earthquake in Haiti destroyed hundreds of thousands of homes and displaced
approximately 1.5 million people, most of who moved into approximately 1500 formal and informal
camps largely concentrated in the capital of Port-au-Prince.’ The humanitarian response to the
earthquake was coordinated through a cluster approach with various stakeholders that included the
Government of Haiti, donors and humanitarian agencies. One of the most pressing priorities for the
stakeholders was to help find shelter solutions for the Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs). Broadly
speaking, there were ultimately five different solutions adopted: Transitional Shelters (T-shelters); Yellow
House Repairs; Rental vs. retrofitting; Permanent Housing Reconstruction; and Rental Support Cash
Grants.

The initial emphasis after the earthquake was on providing T-Shelters as well as repairing Yellow Houses
(so-called based on an engineer’s assessment that the house was in need of repair) and building new
housing. However by early 2011, people were increasingly seeking to leave the camps for reasons that
included mass evictions by landlords, the generalized insecurity and violence, and the serious health
issues in many of them.” There was also pressure from the government to close the camps down, to keep
them from becoming permanent settlements but also to enable people to begin to get their lives back on
track. Moving people out of the camps and closing them down thus became a higher priority for the
various humanitarian actors, and Rental Support Cash Grants (RSCGs) became an increasingly important
strategy used to help them carry it out. By 2012, they had become the primary displacement-related
intervention being carried out.?

The shift in emphasis to Rental Support is because by 2011, the camp residents with access to land upon
which to build or a home requiring repair had almost all left the camps;4 at the same time, those who
were still in the camps had almost all been renters before the earthquake and did not have access to
land.” Thus the housing solutions that had been pursued up to that point could not be as effective for the

1 This section draws upon the Terms of Reference for the assignment.

2 http://www.nytimes.com/2011/04/24/world/americas/24haiti.html

3 Sherwood, Angela, Megan Bradley, Lorenza Rossi, Rosalia Gitau and Bradley Mellicker. March 2014. Supporting Durable Solutions to Urban,
Post-Disaster Displacement: Challenges and Opportunities in Haiti. Brookings Institute, pg. 16.

4 Fitzgerald, Emmett. “Helping Families, Closing Camps: Using Rental Support Cash Grants and Other Housing Solutions to End Displacement in
Camps: A Tool Kit of Best Practice and Lessons Learned Haiti 2010-2012”, p 15.

5 Lack of access to land is an especially important issue in Haiti and even more so in Port-au-Prince. Indeed, the country is one of the world’s
poorest and one of the Western hemisphere’s most densely populated, with Port-au-Prince in particular already growing by over 100,000 people
a year before the earthquake. This already overstretched housing situation was pushed past the breaking point by the earthquake’s destruction
of housing stock and by a net influx of people into the city after the earthquake who were likely seeking to benefit from the large-scale
humanitarian assistance that was focused on the capital.

See: Sherwood, Angela, Megan Bradley, Lorenza Rossi, Rosalia Gitau and Bradley Mellicker. March 2014. Supporting Durable Solutions to Urban,

Post-Disaster Displacement: Challenges and Opportunities in Haiti. Brookings Institute, pg. 13, and interviews conducted for this evaluation.
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remaining IDPs, and rental support came to be seen as the best option for helping them to leave and for
closing camps efficiently.

The Rental Support Cash Grant approach was first carried out on a large-scale in post-earthquake Haiti in
early 2011 by the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) as well as by
Concern Worldwide. More specifically, the IFRC’s Federation-wide Strategic Framework of April 2011
introduced rental solutions, and these enjoyed very strong beneficiary uptake as well as supporting larger
organizational efforts directed at camp decongestion.6 Concern’s Camp Oscar Pilot Project was launched
in January 2011 and sought to “guide camp residents away from camp service dependency and to find
more durable shelter solutions” with a variety of assistance options, including rent assistance.” Both of
these early usages of rental support informed the subsequent, more widespread usage of the approach
by these organizations as well by the various other humanitarian actors. Also significant in informing the
later usage of the approach was the 16/6 project, whose returns component included rental support for
one year. Notably, the 16/6 project helped to systematize many aspects of the programs.8

Rental support was provided by 10 implementing agencies:9

* CARE;

* Catholic Relief Services;

* Concern Worldwide;

* Goal;

* Handicap International

* Helpage;

* International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies;
* International Organization for Migration;

e J/P Haitian Relief Organization; and,

* World Vision International.

The Rental Support Cash Grant (RSCG) programs consist of a US$500 rental subsidy to allow beneficiaries
to rent a property of their choice for one year. The exception to this is the CARE program, where the
renters stay for at least one year though in practice usually up to 2 years under a signed agreement with
the property owner whose house is repaired in exchange for hosting a renter.” If the agreed-upon rent is
less than USS500, the family can keep the remaining amount of the rental subsidy. Most of the
implementing agencies also provide a small grant of approximately US$25 to pay for moving out of the
camp and into the new home, while all provide a second payment of between US$125 and USS$S250 if the
family is still living in the home when a surprise verification visit is carried out between 6 and 12 weeks

6 Rees-Gildea, Peter. March 2012. “Haiti: Recovery Shelter Programme Review”.

7 Return to Neighborhoods: Concern’s Camp Oscar Pilot Project, from Concern Worldwide, 2011.

8 http://www.projet16-6.org/factsheet/Factsheet_December_2012.pdf

9 An 11th organization, Mouvman Famn Aktif Kafou (MOFKA), also carried out relocations on a small scale, though they are not part of this
evaluation.

10 It should be noted that the CARE program represents a very small proportion of the total number of beneficiaries under the RSCG programs.
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after they leave the camp.11 Some implementing agencies also provide a further cash grant, while others
provide livelihoods and other complementary programming, more specifically life skills training as well as
livelihood and education grants. Additionally, some agencies offer health and psychosocial screening and
referral.

The RSCG programs are documented as having helped approximately 75,000 beneficiaries up to October
2014, though this number under-represents the true number of beneficiaries, as it only refers to heads of
households who were registered to officially represent their family unit. The size of each family unit of
course varies — thus the number of actual beneficiaries of the programs is in fact considerably higher than
75,000.

2.2 EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

This evaluation represents the second external evaluation of the Rental Support Cash Grant (RSCG)
applied to return and relocation programs in Haiti."> The evaluation objectives are to understand
whether program beneficiaries (including landlords) have been able to obtain and maintain safe and
secure accommodation after a year of rental subsidy, and to unpack the extent to which this is
attributable to the RSCG. Secondarily, the evaluation is to consider the efficiency of the RSCG’s
implementation (in terms of its usage of human and financial resources), as well as its relevance.
Stemming from this report, the evaluation will also develop a series of lessons learned and
recommendations for future implementations While the original Terms of Reference for this evaluation
asked for an assessment of the socio-economic impact on the local economy where Internally Displaced
Persons were re-housed, this component was dropped after discussions with the Evaluation Steering
Committee during the inception phase of the assignment. The original methodology for the evaluation
also called for separate analysis of the data for each implementing agency, though this element was
dropped after discussions with the Evaluation Steering Committee in favour of a more high-level
comparative analysis that relied on groupings of implementing agencies with shared programming
approaches (see Section 2.3.1.3 for a more detailed discussion of this decision).

The evaluation is to serve as a donor accountability tool, as a Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) tool that
can inform current programs, as a tool to shape current development projects in the areas of return and
to inform the work of development actors in Haiti, and finally as a tool to more broadly inform future
emergency or post-disaster relief programs in urban environments like Haiti through lessons learned.

It is important to underline that this evaluation is considering multiple programs, each run by a particular
implementing agency though coordinated through the cluster approach. In general, the report’s analysis
will consider the programs as a whole; however, where specifically noted and particularly in section 3.2,
the focus is a comparative analysis of the three groupings of implementing agencies (those that provided
the rental subsidy only, those that provided the rental subsidy and livelihoods, and those that provided
the rental subsidy and a supplementary cash grant).

11 Fitzgerald, Emmett. “Helping Families, Closing Camps: Using Rental Support Cash Grants and Other Housing Solutions to End Displacement in
Camps: A Tool Kit of Best Practice and Lessons Learned Haiti 2010-2012”, pp 19-20.
12 The first external evaluation was carried out between September and January 2013 by the WolfGroup Performance Consultants; the report is

entitled “External evaluation of the Rental Support Cash Grant Approach Applied to Return and Relocation Programs in Haiti".
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2.3 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY

This evaluation framework identifies the main questions informing the study and provides the plan to
answer these questions, supported by evidence provided in the beneficiary survey, interviews and
document review. It defines the key terms and provides the sources of data, data collection instruments,
and approach to analysis. In particular, this section details in prose the broad aspects of the methodology
in the form of an evaluation matrix in Annex 2.

The evaluation matrix is an organizational tool that thematically groups evaluation questions to reflect
the major issues of concern to the program. Further, as relevant, the matrix sub-divides the elements of
the main questions into sub-questions that explicitly address the relevant issues under investigation. As
such, the answers to these sub-questions work together to answer the overall questions, and are the
primary focus of the data collection. The matrix also provides a structure to ensure that multiple data
sources are used to answer each question, and a mix of stakeholder views is sought during the process to
ensure balance and accuracy to the greatest extent possible. This evaluation’s matrix is structured
around the key evaluation criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, management and relevance.

This evaluation assignment was carried out in conformity with international evaluation standards
including OECD-DAC and UNEG principles and guidelines. The evaluation was evidence-based and
utilization focused, subject to the limitations of the resources available. Stakeholder participation was
sought and incorporated into the evaluation team’s understanding of the information collected, analysis
performed, findings presented, recommendations made, and results disseminated. The consultants are
independent, thus the conclusions reached are those of the evaluation team.

2.3.1 Data Collection Methods

The evaluation team employed a mixed-methods approach to data collection that included a desk review
of documents, semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders, and a survey of program beneficiaries
(heads of households). These elements will be described in more detail in the sub-sections below. All
methods of data collection were based on a utilization focused approach emphasising lessons learned
and good practices with an aim of informing future programming.

2.3.1.1 Document Review

An initial review of available documents was undertaken during the inception phase of this evaluation,
serving to provide key background information to inform the other methods to be used, as well as
identifying gaps in knowledge and data sources. Another round of document review was undertaken as
part of the data analysis phase, focusing particularly on documents received from the implementing
agencies and funders during the data collection phase. The methodology adopted in reviewing
documents was based on content analysis, and was aimed at deepening understanding of the programs
as well as overall coordination of the programs.

The documents reviewed included the following types of documents (for a complete list of documents
reviewed, please see Annex 4):

* Planning and reporting documents, including evaluation reports
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* Publications and brochures related to the programs

* Financial planning and reporting documents related to the programs

2.3.1.2 Semi-Structured Interviews

A total of 28 semi-structured interviews were carried out as part of the data collection phase. The
interviewees were primarily identified in concert with 10M, though also included some relevant
individuals identified by the evaluation team as well as based upon recommendations by particular
funders and agencies. Interviews were conducted with the following categories of respondents:

* Program staff or financial staff with knowledge of program implementation (or sometimes with
both) at eight of the ten implementing agencies;13

* Representatives of the programs’ funders;
* Individuals with knowledge of the Cluster coordination mechanism;
* Representatives of the Government of Haiti with knowledge of the programs; and,

* Other key informants with direct knowledge of the programs and the Haitian post-earthquake
context.

The semi-structured interviews were organised around the main themes of the evaluation matrix, as
detailed in the interview protocols developed for each key informant group (see Annex 6). For each
interviewee, questions were asked according to their potential and actual familiarity with the different
components of the programs or of their coordination, based upon the questions and sub-questions in the
evaluation matrix. As such, the exact structure and content of the interview was tailored according to the
flow of the interview, the knowledge of the interviewee and the information received.

A detailed list of interviewees can be found in Annex 3.

2.3.1.3 Survey

It was noted earlier that the evaluation’s primary concern is to understand whether program
beneficiaries have been able to obtain and maintain safe and secure accommodation and to what extent
this can be attributed to the RSCG. As a result, the survey is considered the primary data collection tool
employed to understand the impact of the program on beneficiaries.

Survey Development

The evaluation team carried out a survey of program beneficiaries (heads of households) who had
completed a year of rental subsidy by a Rental Support Cash Grant program.14 The goal of the survey was
to engage the individuals who had participated in an RSCG program, and to determine whether the

13 Interviews were actively sought but ultimately were not possible with the remaining two agencies (The International Federation of Red Cross
and Red Crescent Societies and The J/P Haitian Relief Organization).
14 These time constraints were relaxed for CARE as the term for their RSCG support was longer than a year thus very few beneficiaries were

available who had completed the program at the time of the evaluation.
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program had a direct impact on their personal and economic well-being with a particular focus on
whether they have been able to obtain and maintain safe and secure accommodation.

As suggested above, the survey sampling frame was designed to not only provide a representative
sample of the over 49,621 heads of household who took part in the program in the allotted time frame
and who were included in the databases provided by the implementing agencies who participated in the
study, but also to provide robust statistical analysis by implementing agency that could be examined for
information on successful implementation.

During the inception meeting with the Evaluation Steering Committee meeting, it was suggested that
IOM had the ability to conduct up to 4000 interviews in the time allocated for survey data collection,
based on an estimate of 4-5 interviews per day by each team of enumerators, with an estimate of
approximately 20-30 minutes per interview (for a total of 60-90 minutes including travel time). Given
these estimates, the Committee proposed that 4000 interviews would be achievable in the 16-20 day
survey data collection period. After meeting with the Data Management Project Manager and the IOM
Data Management Unit to discuss their data collection capabilities in Haiti’s challenging survey context,
we thus took 4000 surveys as an upper bound for our sample design. We were however prepared to
accept some reduction in the number of surveys collected in the event of challenges in the field.

The sampling frame was therefore structured to provide an overall representative sample of the entirety
of the programs (not disaggregated by agency) at the 95% confidence level, with a 2% margin of error
(MoE), as well as representative samples of each implementing agency at 95% confidence level, with a
margin of error of +/-4.5%, which could be altered to 5% (or higher) should the data collection team be
unable to meet the required targets. We also included a 10% oversample for some groups in order to
offset some predicted issues with evaluating data that was stratified by implementing agency,
particularly for those agencies with small beneficiary populations. This was meant to help better secure
representativeness in these smaller population groups.

Upon receiving the database of eligible heads of household from IOM during the inception mission —
which included beneficiaries of IOM’s program as well as those from the other implementing agencies’
programs — respondents were selected at random from each implementing agency to meet the desired
target sample (see Table 1, columns 1-2). Those beneficiaries that had been included in the pilot
selection and those beneficiaries where there was no valid address and phone number were excluded
from the selection process. Table 1 presents the preliminary sample:
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Table 1. Initial Sample Targets

Implementing Agency Heads of Household Original Sample

(4.5% MoE) w/

oversample
CARE 416 256
Concern 4,011 489
CRS 1,190 391
GOAL 709 329
HAI 740 339
Handicap International 122 113
IFRC 4970 501
IOM 30,177 562
J/P HRO 4618 501
World Vision 2,668 465
Total 49,621 3,946

Questionnaire Development

The survey questionnaire was developed to address the main question in the evaluation matrix, related
to the effectiveness of the programs in relation to beneficiaries. The principal question underscoring the
survey development was, “Has the Rental Support Cash Grant program allowed beneficiaries to obtain
and maintain safe and secure accommodation”. Specific questions also drew upon the questions
contained in the document Annex 2, Methodology (part of the bundle of documents put out with the
original call for proposals). The design of the survey was meant to target questions about perceived levels
of personal safety, the maintenance of safe and secure accommodation, individual and familial well-
being, as well as economic security for respondents in their rental housing units. Temporal periods
targeted included the beneficiaries’ status/living situation prior to the earthquake and the beneficiaries’
status/living situation post-earthquake, with efforts made to understand potential causal factors in
change of living situation.

The final survey instrument was designed to take enumerators no longer than 20-30 minutes per
interview. Interviews were carried out in Creole. To ensure the enumerators were able to complete the
survey in a timely fashion, we limited the number of open ended questions, instead choosing to use a
structure that employed targeted follow up questions in cases where respondents reported sub-optimal
conditions. The survey is designed to be conducted face-to-face. Responses would be recorded through
the use of a personal handheld device (BlackBerry), provided by IOM to the enumerator for the duration
of the surveying process.

15 Of which 3,516 were eligible for the survey as they were in metropolitan Port-au-Prince, the area where the IOM survey teams were able to

carry out data collection.
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A draft survey instrument was provided to the Steering Committee during the inception phase, and the
resulting comments and feedback were incorporated into the final draft. The IOM Data Management
Unit provided useful suggestions on the survey in terms of response categories and question wording,
particularly highlighting essential contextual factors around geography, existing living accommodations
post-earthquake, and inter-program differences in implementation.

Pilot Study

To ensure the appropriateness of the survey instrument and the timing of face-to-face interviews, as well
as to uncover any potential issues with the survey questions in practice, the evaluation team conducted a
pilot study. The pilot study was preceded by enumerator training, which took place on Monday October
20, 2014. Some technical issues (lack of SIM cards for all of the BlackBerry devices) caused the pilot to be
pushed back to Tuesday October 21, 2014. It was carried out in Tabarre, which was selected due to its
physical proximity to IOM, as well as the size of the beneficiary population in the commune. A total of
265 beneficiaries were selected at random from Tabarre across multiple agencies as potential
participants in the pilot. A follow-up workshop was then held on Tuesday afternoon with the
enumerators and a representative of IOM’s survey team. Enumerators shared their experiences in the
field and made recommendations for updates to the survey questions and suggestions for how to
successfully reach beneficiaries in the field. The survey was updated that evening, with small changes
made to the wording of questions and to the order of questions based on the enumerators’ feedback.

Overall, the pilot demonstrated that the length of the survey was appropriate. It also allowed for
adjustments to question wording and helped enumerators to be clear about techniques for finding
beneficiaries as well as how to carry out the survey. The survey was officially launched on the morning of
Wednesday October 22, 2014.

Survey Considerations and Sampling Re-Evaluation

By the end of the data collection process on November 7, it became apparent that the desired total of
beneficiaries (3,946) would not be met. Upon cleaning, recoding and analysing the initial sample’s data, it
was evident that the survey teams had conducted 1724 surveys with complete (or near complete)
information. An additional 426 had been included in the dataset, but were excluded from analysis
because the records only contained socio-demographic information (and not survey data) from the
implementing agency’s original database.

These data were examined for two factors: (1) organizational representation (i.e. were there enough
respondents from each implementing agency?); and (2) quality of responses recorded and volume of
missing data. Upon review, it became clear that, despite the effort put forth by IOM’s survey team, the
required response-per-implementing-agency thresholds as set out in Table 1 had not been met. The
evaluation team reviewed the data, and examined possibilities for reducing the level of statistical
robustness (i.e. increasing the margin of error) to work with the existing data. After consultation with the
IOM survey team, it was decided that the initial random draw (of 3,946 respondents) should be
supplemented with another random draw based on how many additional interviews were required, and
that the enumerators should go back into the field to collect a boost sample.
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The purpose of a boost sample is to increase the number of respondents while maintaining the integrity
of the stratified random sampling technique set out in the inception report through random selection. In
order to maintain the original specifications (95% confidence level, 4.5% margin of error), we would have
required a boost sample of over 1200 individuals. Given the significant time constraints, the evaluation
team instead proposed a boost sample that would provide a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of
error. This reduced the targets to more moderate levels for data collection, while still maintaining an
acceptable convention of statistical significance when disaggregating by implementing agency.

Table 2. Data Collection

Implementing Agency Heads of Original Actual Valid Proposed Actual Valid
Household Sample (4.5% (Collected as Sample (95% (Collected
MoE) w/ of November b, et as of
REEEMEG 7, 2014) November
17, 2014)
CARE 416 256 61 200 138
Concern 4,011 489 299 351 394
CRS 1,190 391 233 291 233
GOAL 709 329 120 249 140
HAI 740 339 168 253 198
Handicap International 122 113 36 93 41
IFRC 4970 501 138 357 182
IOM 30,177 562 314 379 466
J/P HRO 4618 501 222 355 250
World Vision 2,668 465 143 336 192
Total 49,621 3,946 1,724 2,718 2,234

*Note that because of the small original population of Handicap International heads of household (N=122), the original sample
accounted for over 90% of the heads of household population. This high threshold was set in order to meet the outlined
confidence level and margin of error. From a practical perspective, however, it was known that meeting this criterion would
likely not be possible. Thus the targeted 53 responses should be understood as having been a theoretical target.

After receiving the second round of data collection on November 17, 2014, the analysis team reviewed
the data and determined that the numbers provided would be sufficient to provide a robust level of
analysis of the programs in their entirety (95% confidence level, 2.1% margin of error with no
disaggregation by implementing agency), but still did not meet the abovementioned level of statistical
robustness for agency-specific evaluation (see Table 2). Given the by-now very tight time constraints for
the completion of the project, the analysis team proposed three scenarios to IOM and the Steering
Committee:
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Option 1: Trying again to reach our optimal level of methodological robustness (a sample with a 95%
confidence level and a margin of error of 5%). This would have required going out in the field again for
several days (possibly 4) to collect a further 757 respondents.

Option 2: Foregoing the ‘optimal’ arrangement described in Option 1 and trying for what we agreed was
the outside limit of acceptable methodological convention for inter-agency comparison (a sample with a
95% confidence level and a margin of error of 6.5%). In this scenario, we would have needed to go back
into the field, but only to obtain 145 more respondents.

Option 3: To go with the data as is and to not include data broken down by organization within the main
report at all, though to insert some data by organization into an Annex.

For the draft final report, option 3 was selected. However, at the presentation of the draft final report in
Port-au-Prince (December 1, 2014), the Steering Committee indicated strong interest in again exploring
the option of inter-agency comparison as well as another comparative approach whereby implementing
agencies could be roughly grouped according to program type (RSCG core program only, RSCG core
program + livelihoods training, RSCG core program + additional cash grant) and the different groupings
compared. The evaluation team determined that, with the data already collected, comparing groupings
was within acceptable parameters of methodological rigour, though with the caveat that the findings
could only be considered to be a descriptive analysis and not a causal argument about how program type
impacted upon outcomes. This is because with the survey alone, it was not possible to rule out
competing causal reasoning as to how program type impacted upon outcomes. Thus additional analysis
was added to this final report based on the rough groupings of implementing agencies according to
program type.

2.3.2 Data Analysis

Data collected during the document review and the interviews as well as through the survey was
subjected to qualitative and quantitative analyses. We detail our data sources in the evaluation matrix,
however, where possible, data were triangulated across respondents and between data sources in order
to ensure its empirical validity. The analysis was based on the logical framework of the project as well as
on content analysis of responses to interviews and of project documentation and analysis (using Stata) of
survey data. This allowed the evaluation team to assess the project’s effectiveness, relevance, efficiency
and management.

Important to note is that we examined the final survey dataset for quality in terms of completeness and
consistency across respondent answers. Examples of issues considered included whether or not a
particular respondent answered all the questions, and whether or not they gave one response at the
beginning of the survey and a contradictory response later on in the survey. While there were a few
missing answers across survey questions (usually in the order of 5% or less — not at a level, therefore,
that pose problems with non-response), overall we found the data to be of very high quality.

2.4 RISKS, LIMITATIONS AND MITIGATION STRATEGIES
The methodology was designed to produce a quality evaluation in accordance with OECD-DAC and UNEG
evaluation standards, within the constraints presented by the available budget and time. Any
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methodological choice implies limitations. Furthermore, given the iterative nature of data collection in a

post-disaster recovery context, there were some challenges that arose during the data collection process.

The table below summarises the main constraints and presents the mitigation strategies adopted over

and above the survey issues — such as the late arrival of SIM cards and the decision to focus on the

aggregate results of the programs — described in section 2.3.1.3.

Limitation/Risk

Mitigation Strategy

Significant numbers of documents from various
implementing agencies arrived very late in the data
collection process, and three agencies did not share any

documentation at all.

Multiple attempts were made to obtain documents,
including follow-up requests and asking for them in-
person during interviews. We also extended our data
collection period to be able to draw upon late-arriving
documents. We ultimately had to accept that some
documents would not be coming, with attendant

impacts upon evaluation data.

Owing to the potential for high mobility among
program beneficiaries and high rates of change in
contact information (addresses and telephone
numbers), it was expected that the enumeration team
would encounter challenges in finding and interviewing
all individuals on the first randomly selected list of

survey respondents.

In order to mitigate the challenge associates with finding
individuals that may be highly mobile, the survey team
attempted to select individuals with both address and
phone numbers. In some cases, it was not possible to
select individuals with both pieces of identifying
information because of the agency-specific requirements
of the sampling process. As a result, 212 individuals were
selected to be contacted that had address information
only (no phone), and 1389 individuals were selected to

be contacted that had phone information only (no

address).16 While this was not the preferred outcome,
because some of the agency databases were less
complete than others, we had to make the attempt to
contact those individuals anyway to ensure
representativity across agencies. (See recommendations

for elaboration).

Daily meetings between the evaluation team and the
I0OM survey team meant that we were able to respond to
developments with
beneficiaries. New finding techniques were discussed

such as problems locating
and adopted, including pre-telephoning before the in-
person interview to asking neighbours where the person
was to returning several times to try to find them. When
these techniques proved insufficient, the evaluation
team provided additional lists of respondents selected
by random draw to replace those individuals who could

not be found.

In the original TORs, the temporal period for the

To keep the highest possible number of respondents

16 Of these 1601 beneficiaries, 29 turned out to not have usable phone or address data; 15 of the 29 were not found.
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evaluation survey was specified as being “beneficiaries
(including landlords) who have completed a year of
rental subsidy”, which was described as “beneficiaries
who were relocated between 2011 and March — April,
2013, as well as house-owners.” This represents two
different cut off points, since the evaluation only began
in September 2014 and the survey only got under way
in mid-October 2014 — thus having completed one year
of rental subsidy could include beneficiaries who had
finished up to the end of September 2014. Complicating
this issue was that upon examining the full database
including data from the ten implementing agencies
during the data analysis and data synthesis phase, it
became evident that some respondent fell outside the
temporal parameters described above — for example,
some program beneficiaries were listed as starting the
program in 2020. This posed a challenge because the
survey had relatively low respondent numbers relative
to those sought — thus eliminating respondents could
not be done lightly.

while still ensuring sound data that met the intent of the
evaluation, the evaluation team focused upon the first
part of the TORs’ temporal parameters, “beneficiaries
(including landlords) who have completed a year of
rental subsidy”. Thus we kept in beneficiaries who were
relocated up to and including September 30, 2013 and
who therefore reached the one-year point at the time of
the submission of the inception report and some three
weeks before the official launch of the survey on
Wednesday October 22, 2014.

The significant number of non-respondents gave rise to
a concern that these beneficiaries could be somehow
different than the beneficiaries who were found, thus
slanting the survey data toward a particular respondent

group.

To determine whether there were substantive and
statistically significant differences between the ‘found’
group of survey respondents and those individuals that
could not be found, the analysis team performed a series
of paired tests on key variables such as implementing
agency, gender, age, and geographic location
(commune). The outcome (illustrated in the findings
section of the paper) of these tests illustrates no
significant differences between groups on these
indicators that caused any concern for response bias in

the findings outlined below.
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3. Findings

This section presents the findings emerging from the data collection and analysis process. It is organised
according to the main evaluation criteria for this evaluation of effectiveness, relevance, efficiency and
management, and follows the lines of inquiry summarised in the evaluation matrix.

3.1  EFFECTIVENESS

The understanding of effectiveness being used here follows the OECD/DAC definition: “the extent to
which the activity's stated objectives have been met”."’ This section is divided into two sub-sections. The
first, Section 3.1.1, focuses on the overall effectiveness of the various programs taken together, giving
consideration to potential differences based upon such factors as gender, age and community. The
second, Section 3.1.2, considers the implementing agencies’ programs comparatively based upon a rough
division of them into three categories — RSCG only, RSCG + livelihoods training, RSCG + additional cash
grant — with the aim of giving some consideration to the potential impact of programming differences on

beneficiaries. These categories are explained further in the preamble to section 3.1.2.

FINDING 1: THERE IS STRONG EVIDENCE THAT RECIPIENTS OF THE RSCG OBTAINED SAFE AND SECURE RENTAL
ACCOMMODATION, AN OBSERVATION THAT HOLDS TRUE ACROSS GENDER AND AGE GROUPS.

Assessments gathered in the survey looked both at objective measures of safety and security (e.g. the
structural soundness of the housing unit), as well as individual perceptions of it. As noted in the
document Rental Support Cash Grant Programs: Operations Manual, “in some contexts, it may be more
appropriate to use a model of safety assessment which puts the emphasis on personal responsibility and
provides information for families to check for themselves on the safety of the building [...] This issue of
safety and responsibility is a difficult one on which Government should provide clear guidelines and
which Implementing Agencies should not make independently”. In other words, there is recognition that,
in implementing a humanitarian program, lived experiences vary widely between people and that such
experiential elements also need to be taken into account in judgments about what constitutes safety and
security.

In the case of this evaluation, perceptions were brought to bear through the beneficiary survey. The
benefit of perceptual self-reported assessments of personal safety is that they are a reflection of
personal evaluations that contain a temporal element. In other words, they take into consideration both
current assessments of safety as well as retrospective and prospective evaluations. Compared to
structural assessments alone, which only capture a one-shot observation of safety, perceptual
evaluations can provide over time evaluations. They may suffer, however, from (limited) attrition (i.e.
imperfect memory) and a tendency to self-report more positive circumstance to enumerators (social
desirability). In other words, beneficiaries’ observation of security and safety will be a reflection of their
personal norm, which can best be evaluated through survey questions that look at multiple time points.

17 http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=4775
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These caveats aside, the data provide a rich source of information on personal assessments of safety and
security. Our goal is to highlight the three time points that are relevant to personal security assessments:
(a) levels of perceived safety pre-earthquake, (b) levels of perceived safety post-earthquake while in the
rental housing (during the period of rental subsidy), and (c) levels of perceived safety after the
completion of the rental subsidy, whether the individuals remained in the same housing unit or moved to
a different housing unit. The data presented here in Finding 1 refers to perceived and objective measures
of safety and security from the pre-earthquake to the post-earthquake period in which the beneficiary
lived in the RSCG-subsidised housing (i.e. only up until the completion of the grant).

Generally, we find that, when asking beneficiaries about their perceptions of safety before and after the
earthquake, respondents overwhelmingly reported feeling safe at both points in time. Figure 3.1
illustrates a low to moderate level of change among respondents who felt unsafe prior to the
earthquake. Of the 317 individuals who reported feeling either ‘somewhat’ or ‘very’ unsafe prior to the
earthquake (represented by the third and fourth bars in the graph), 211 of them reported feeling
‘somewhat’ or ‘very’ safe in their RSCG rental housing. In other words, this represents a positive change
in perceptions of safety among 69% of respondents who previously felt ‘somewhat unsafe’ and a positive
change in perceptions of safety among 58% of respondents who previously felt ‘very unsafe’. Thus, the
transition from pre-earthquake accommodation to the rental-subsidy program represents a positive
change for approximately 10% of the surveyed population (211 of 2234 total respondents).

Figure 3.1 Change in Perceptions of Safety Pre-Earthquake to RSCG Rental Housing

PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY IN RSCG HOUSING FOR

PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY IN RSCG HOUSING FOR THOSE WHO FELT "SAFE' BEFORE THE EARTHQUAKE

THOSE WHO FELT 'UNSAFE' BEFORE THE

EARTHQUAKE 8.2
’ 1.58 7.7
Very Unsafe M Very Unsafe
16.09
25.24
Somewhat 30.49 B Somewhat
50.47 ’ Unsafe Unsafe

Somewhat Safe 60.23 Somewhat Safe
Very Safe Very Safe

Percentages reported; Chi2 = 638.049 p value<.001 (N=2,213; 21 missing responses). Note that each of the pie
charts represent the total number of people who reported feeling ‘Unsafe’ (left) or ‘Safe’ (right) prior to the
earthquake. Each piece of the pie chart represents the reported feelings of RSCG recipients in their housing. In
other words, this shows the change in perceptions of safety from pre-earthquake to the time spent in their RSCG
housing.

Structural evaluations of the RSCG funded rental houses largely pointed to beneficiaries residing in
structurally sound accommodation. Over 50% of respondents reported having a cement roof; another
46% reported that their house had a tin roof. Access to sanitation within the home was confirmed across
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respondent groups with over 98% of beneficiaries reporting that they had access to an indoor toilet (64%
reported having access to private facilities). Again, an overwhelming majority (90%) had access to a water
supply for their home, but only 21% reporting having private access. The remaining 79% relied on
communal access to a water supply.

Significantly, there were no differences in evaluations of accommodation structural soundness between
beneficiary gender or age groups. Only in the case of community location was there some slightly
variation among evaluations of soundness, with accommodations in Cité Soleil and Croix-de-Bouquets
rated less positively than the other rental communities. The reasons for these differences are not clear
from the data available.™®

In addition to the self-reported assessments of the rental housing, the survey also provided information
related to the enumerators’ assessments of safety and security of accommodation (recognizing that the
enumerator evaluation is, in effect, a present day evaluation of program that may have been completed
over a year ago).19 Over 80% of enumerators evaluated beneficiaries’ RSCG rental houses as respecting
the project’s basic safety requirements.zo More specifically, approximately 58% of accommodations were
reviewed as being either 'somewhat’ or ‘very structurally sound’. Another 23% were reported as
‘adequate’. Only 19% of rental accommodations were reviewed as being unsound in some way.

Overall what we can see then is strong perceptual and objective measures of safety and security for
beneficiaries in their rental housing unit.

FINDING 2: THERE IS ALSO STRONG EVIDENCE THAT RECIPIENTS OF THE RSCG EITHER MAINTAINED THEIR
EXISTING SAFE AND SECURE RENTAL ACCOMMODATION OR OBTAINED NEW ACCOMMODATION THAT WAS
PERCEIVED AS SAFE AND SECURE AFTER THE END OF THE GRANT PERIOD. GENERALLY SPEAKING, SAFETY WAS
NOT A SIGNIFICANT CONSIDERATION FOR MOVING.

We found further evidence that the RSCG recipients were able to maintain safe and secure
accommodation after the completion of their rental subsidy, whether they remained in the RSCG rental
housing or moved to new rental housing. Of those individuals who had completed their rental subsidy,

18 Geographic components (e.g. the community lived in prior to the earthquake, the community in which their RSCG rental was housed, and the
community in which they currently live), could potentially impact respondents’ perceptions of effectiveness, however, it is essential to note that,
since implementing agencies operated in specific communities, geography will be serially correlated with implementing agency. Another way of
conceiving of this is that geography is an approximation or ‘stand-in’ for implementing agency. Given the methodological notes above with
respect to challenges in deriving a representative sample by implementing agency, all commentary below that references geography should be
understood as descriptive of the sample, not generalizable to the RSCG population in its entirety.

19 The enumerators were asked to answer three questions evaluating housing condition: In your assessment, does the current accommodation
respect project's basic safety and sanitation criteria? How structurally sound does the respondent’s house appear? What state of repair was the
respondent’s house in [inside/outside]?

20 Meaning that they were not within a so-called red zone (an area of the city unsafe for building) and were judged to be safe for habitation.
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49% of respondents moved to a new rental accommodation, whereas the remaining 51% stayed in RSCG

rental accommodation after the completion of their one-year rental subsidy term.?!

There is still a positive (though less pronounced shift than that highlighted in Finding 1) in perceptions of
safety among respondents from their time in the subsidized RSCG housing compared to their evaluation
of safety after the completion of their rental subsidy. Figure 3.2 illustrates a low to moderate level of
change among respondents who reported feeling unsafe in their rental housing. Of the 275 individuals
who reported feeling either ‘very’ or ‘somewhat’ unsafe in their rental housing, 70 of them (25%)
reported feeling ‘somewhat’ or ‘very’ safe post-subsidy, suggesting that once individuals have received
the subsidy, there is a greater level of perceived safety, but also suggesting that the experience of the
rental subsidy had fostered positive change in their overall perceptions of safety in their accommodation.

Figure 3.2 Change in Perceptions of Safety Rental Housing/ Post Subsidy
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Percentages reported; Chi2 = 638.049 p value<.001 (N=2,178; 56 missing responses)

There is overwhelming evidence that, generally speaking, beneficiaries felt safe in their RSCG-subsidized
housing (while they were in the housing), with over 80% of all respondents reporting that they felt either
‘somewhat’ or ‘very safe’. While perceptual questions are important insofar as they convey the opinions
and beliefs of the RSCG beneficiaries, judgments about objective criteria regarding the housing’s
sanitation, water access and structural elements are equally as important to assess safety and security.
When asked to evaluate their rental accommodation based on these criteria, a majority (54%) of
respondents evaluated their housing to be in good condition, with another 9.5% reporting their housing
to be in excellent condition. Only 5% evaluated their housing condition as being in ‘bad’ or ‘very bad’

21 More specifically, of the over 2234 survey respondents, 1135 or 51% remained in the rental housing that they had obtained for the purposes

of the grant, whereas the remaining 49% moved to new accommodation.
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condition. Note that there were no significant differences between male and female respondents or
between respondents in different age groups.
Table 3.1 Enumerator Evaluations of Rental Accommodation by Self-Reported Perceptions of Safety

Self-Assessed Level of Safety in RSCG Housing
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Percentages reported (N in parentheses); Chi2 =20.723 p value<.001 (N=1130; represents individuals who
remained in RSCG rental housing only)

Bringing together enumerator and self-reported assessments of accommodation safety is a good
indicator of how consistent, and therefore how reliable, assessments are. Table 3.1 illustrates the
enumerators’ assessment of whether the rental housing met the project’s basic safety requirements,
against the beneficiaries’ self-reported evaluation of safety. Interestingly, there is a positive correlation
between how the enumerator evaluated the housing and the respondent’s assessment of how safe they
felt. For respondents who reported feeling ‘very’ or ‘somewhat unsafe’, enumerators noted with greater
frequency that their housing did not meet the project’s basic level of safety. These negative evaluations
drastically decrease for those beneficiaries who reported feeling safe in their accommodation
(relationship significant at the .001 level).

Turning to reasons for why beneficiaries moved from RSCG rental housing, it is possible to surmise that
safety may have been a motivating factor. Testing this hypothesis, we see little evidence that safety in
accommodation was a primary concern for those who moved out of rental accommodation, as opposed
to their counterparts who remained in housing. Figure 3.3 illustrates this finding by comparing
perceptions of safety between these two respondent groups.
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Figure 3.3 Perceptions of Safety Rental Housing by Respondent Mobility
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Percentages reported; Chi2 = 1.855 p value<.603 (not sig) (N=2216; 18 missing responses). Results are not
significant; chi2 not reliable given low expect cell frequencies.

The data above shows that only a small number of beneficiaries (N=56) reported feeling ‘very unsafe’ in
their rental accommodation. Among these respondents, there was roughly the same proportion (3%) in
the group that moved from their RSCG housing as in the group that stayed in it (2.12%). Indeed, among
all other respondents, the opinions of those who moved and those who did not nearly mirrored each
other. This finding, coupled with the lack of statistical significance of this indicator, suggests scant
evidence of a relationship between self-assessed perceptions of safety and moving.

Looking further into motivations for moving, there appears to be no uniformity in reported motivations
for doing so. Just over 20% of respondents reported moving owing to the price of their rental, and 15%
reported moving because of problems with the landlord. Only 5.5% reported moving because of security
concerns. A similar amount (5.6%) reported moving to be closer to family or simply because they found
better housing (7%).

Physical condition of housing did not appear to be a motivation for moving. Evaluations of the condition
of the housing were scarcely different between the respondents that moved and those who remained in
housing, nor were there significant differences in the two groups’ access to a water source or to indoor
sanitation.? And enumerator evaluations of the condition of the housing were higher (88%) for those
individuals who had remained in the RSCG rental housing after the completion of their grant as opposed
to those who moved to other rental accommodation, suggesting that moving often resulted in a drop
rather than an increase in the overall quality of rental accommodation.

One final motivation for moving should be examined: the community where the beneficiary took up their
RSCG housing subsidy. It is possible that there could be a connection between those individuals who
moved and where their rental housing is located. Figure 3.4 illustrated that people moved in roughly
equal proportions across communities with the exception of those respondents who lived in Carrefour.
Approximately 87% of respondents (N=147) who settled in the Carrefour community remained in their

22 Interestingly, most (79%) of respondents did not live in a high-risk area before the earthquake. Only 2% of respondents reported living in a

flood-prone area; 12% of respondents reported living near a ravine; and 5% of respondents reported living on a steep slope.
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RSCG rental housing. Note that there was no difference in self-reported perceptions of safety in
Carrefour to other communities, providing further support for the finding that, generally speaking,
respondents felt safe in their rental housing regardless of potential intervening factors.

Figure 3.4 Mobility of Respondent after RSCG and Community of Rental Housing
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Carrefour

Cite Soleil

Croix-de-Bouquets

Delmas ~ " Moved

Petionville In RSCG Housing

Port-au-Prince
Tabarre

Other

To better isolate whether safety in the community was a consideration in respondents’ decision to move
from RSCG housing, Table 3.2 looks at continuity and change in community selection by beneficiaries.
The communities listed on the left-hand, vertical axis represent the community where the respondent’s
RSCG housing was located; the communities listed across the top (horizontally) represent the
communities where individuals moved after the completion of the subsidy. Note that the table only
contains respondents who moved after the completion of the subsidy, not those who remained in the
same housing that they had during their RSCG housing.
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Table 3.2 Mobility amongst Beneficiaries who Moved after the Completion of the RSCG Subsidy

Community Moved to After Completion of RSCG Subsidy
| = & L | @ : @©
Ble|ldY 8 2|5 |38|t |8 s
121 x99 5 3| o £.£ | 3 E| o
Communityof RSCG | 5 | 2| 23 & | 5| % Se | &8 | 8| F
Housing Clelen e =
Carrefour 15| 0 0 1 1 1 5 0 23
Cite Soleil 1|49 3 2 0 0 1 1 0 58
Croix-Des-Bouquets 0 0 89 0 1 1 0 97
Delmas 3 6 33 317 1 7 20 10 0 | 398
Gressier 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2
Petionville 0 1 1 6 0 69 7 0 84
Port-au-Prince 2 2 17 0 6 239 1 0 | 269
Tabarre 0 0 13 5 0 2 33 0 54
Thomazeau 0| o0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Other 5
Total 21 | 58 | 141 | 354 | 4 86 274 46 2 989

*Note: ‘Other’ refers to 5 respondents in total: 1 respondent who moved from an RSCG housing unit in Delmas to Anse
d'Hainault, 1 respondent who moved from RSCG housing in Crois-des-Bouquets to Cap Haiti, 1 respondent who moved from
RSCG housing in Cite Soleil to Coteaux, 1 respondent who moved from RSCG housing in Fonds Des Negres to Delmas and 1
respondent who moved from RSCG housing in Les Anglais to Petionville.

The table shows an extremely low level of inter-community movement among individuals who chose to
change their housing unit after the completion of their subsidy. In 82% of cases where a beneficiary
moved, they remained in the same community. Note that the same trend exists when looking at whether
a respondent moved communities from their pre-earthquake housing to their RSCG rental subsidy. This
high level of continuity in community suggests that either social, employment or familial ties were strong
enough to keep them in their existing community, though further study would be required to definitively
determine the reasons for this.

FINDING 3: THE RSCG PLAYED A SIGNIFICANT ROLE IN OBTAINING SAFE AND SECURE ACCOMMODATION,

BOTH DURING THE GRANT PERIOD AND AFTER ITS COMPLETION.

Isolating the effects of the RSCG on beneficiaries is largely a product of excluding competing hypotheses
(e.g. could beneficiaries be doing well because of another grant that they had received during the same
time period?). Over 98% of respondents reported that they did not receive any other cash grants from
other organizations during the time period under investigation. Additionally, most beneficiaries (86%)
received no other, non-RSCG benefits-in-kind from other organizations such as livelihoods training (only
2% received such training), health assistance (5%) or an emergency kit (6%). Therefore, it is reasonably
safe to assume that the primary source of external support came from the RSCG.
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Some recipients (46%) reported having received supplementary funding from the implementing agency.
Over half of those recipients received under HTG1000, while another 21% received between HTG1001-
HTG5000. Of those respondents who received additional funding, 61% put the funding toward the
operation of a small business. Another 12% put the funding toward education. While there were no
differences across age groups in the way that recipients spent the additional funding, the data do show
that there is a significant (though small) difference in the way men and women spent the money: Women
were approximately 10% more likely to put it toward creating small businesses than men.

While we cannot rule out all other plausible arguments that may be unrelated to the RSCG (e.g.
respondents report feeling more safe because there has been an overall improvement in economic
prosperity in Haiti or a reduction of crime across Port-au-Prince), we can say that reports of increased
security and safety do not appear to be on account of any other humanitarian relief program.

FINDING 4: SELF-ASSESSED SOCIO-ECONOMIC WELL-BEING SIGNIFICANTLY IMPROVED AS A RESULT OF THE
RSCG, YET MORE OBJECTIVE MEASURES INDICATE THAT BENEFICIARIES’ SITUATION WAS LARGELY IN LINE

WITH THEIR PRE-EARTHQUAKE LEVELS.

The RSCG programs are humanitarian in nature rather than development oriented. This means that the
fundamental goal of the programs has not been to engage in the long-term capacity building and
community engagement that characterizes development work but rather to provide a humanitarian
response to an emergency situation. Yet while helping people to improve on their pre-earthquake levels
of socio-economic well-being is not the aim of the programs, there is nonetheless significant interest in
understanding whether such improvements were a by-product of them. This is particularly linked to the
evaluation’s objective of understanding whether beneficiaries have been able to maintain safe and
secure accommodation beyond the end of their cash grant, since doing so would particularly depend
upon a beneficiary’s socio-economic situation and prospects.

Using the data from the survey, it is possible to go beyond excluding other organizations from attribution
and to look at the forward looking evaluations of how the rental programs impacted socio-economic
well-being. In discussing the respondent’s socio-economic well-being, we refer to both subjective self-
assessments of well-being, as well as more objectives measures such as their access to food, shelter and
basic needs.

When asked directly to what degree the RSCG improved beneficiary safety and protection in the long
run, over 85% of respondents reported that the Rental Support program either ‘somewhat’ or ‘very
much’ improved their safety. Less than 5% reported that the programs had a negative impact on their
long-term safety. This finding holds true across age group, gender and implementing agency. This finding
also holds true regardless of whether or not the beneficiary moved out of their RSCG rental
accommodation. Only in the case of community of rental subsidy do we see some slight variation, with a
slightly higher proportion of respondents in Cité Soleil (7%) and the provinces (9%) reporting that the
program impacted them negatively, although these differences are marginal.
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Another measure of how the RSCG played a significant role in obtaining safe and secure accommodation
emerges in the respondents’ retrospective evaluation of how their living situation is different at the time
of the survey — that is, after they completed the grant — from their pre-earthquake conditions, and
different from the time they spent in the camps. While the responses comparing pre-earthquake well-
being to their time in the rental housing is not as positive as earlier reported perceptions of safety, a full
42% of respondents said that they were either ‘somewhat’ or ‘much better off’ now than they were
before the earthquake. Another 20% reported having roughly the same level of well-being to before the
earthquake. About one-third of respondents reported being worse off.

Similarly, we can evaluate how the respondents are faring in their current situation compared to the time
spent in the IDP camps. Over 55% of respondents reported that they were better off in their current
rental house than they were in the camps. Another 19% reported roughly the same level of well-being.
Less than one-quarter of respondents suggest that they were worse off than they were in the camps.
Again, we see no significant variation in responses across age or gender groups, but we do see evidence
that much of the negative responses to this question are being driven by respondents in Cité Soleil and
Tabarre (statistically significant at the .001 Ievel).23

Despite the generally good picture these data paint, more fundamental indicators of such well-being such
as number of meals eaten a day indicate a slight drop in well-being. Prior to the earthquake, 23% of
respondents reported eating three meals per day, and 60% of respondents reported eating two meals
per day. While in the rental housing, these numbers had dropped to 10% and 57%, respectively. Roughly
43% (213) of those respondents who reported eating three meals per day before the earthquake
reported dropping their intake to two meals a day, while a further 21% (103) reported dropping their
intake to one meal per day.24

Displacement can potentially be viewed as an indicator of diminished well-being if we perceive that
individuals might move on account of feeling unsafe in a particular geographic area. Overall, the majority
of respondents tended to relocate to the same community that they lived in prior to the earthquake
suggesting that, in addition to the potential economic and personal hardships that they may have
encountered after the earthquake, most people were staying in the same communities in which they
previously had formed social ties. Communities that experienced higher than average levels of mobility
were Cité Soleil (19%), Petionville (21%) and Tabarre (26%). This observation, in conjunction with the
abovementioned findings pointing to inequality amongst communities, suggests that these communities
may have housed beneficiaries that were at greater risk in the resettlement process than their
counterparts in more stable districts.

23 Kruskal-Wallis tests for community variation in non-normally distributed ordinal answers significant at the .001 level.
24 Note: approximately 84% of respondents reported that they have children. Evaluations of socio-economic well-being did not differ between

respondents who had children and those who did not.
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FINDING 5: WHILE THE RSCG PROGRAMS PROVIDED ADEQUATE FUNDING FOR THE BENEFICIARIES TO
REMAIN IN SAFE AND SECURE ACCOMMODATION DURING THE GRANT PERIOD, THEY HAD LIMITED CARRYOVER
IN TERMS OF LONGER TERM ECONOMIC WELL-BEING.

The previous finding noted that the maintenance of safe and secure accommodation depends upon a
beneficiary’s socio-economic situation and prospects. This implies considering the effects of the grant
both during the grant period but also beyond. While certain key elements of such analysis were beyond
the remit of this evaluation — for example, the effects of livelihoods training on the prospects of
beneficiaries — some concretely measurable factors do tell us something about how the economic well-
being of grant recipients may have changed on account of their participation in the programs. To that
end, we evaluated several indicators of economic well-being including the amount of money recipients
were able to save after the rental program, the level of debt they had incurred by the time they had
completed their rental grant, and the contribution of employment income to rent payment by
beneficiaries. It is important to note that stimulating savings and/or lower levels of debt were not the
deliberate aims of the programs; yet they nonetheless represent useful proximate indicators for
assessing the ability to maintain safe and secure accommodation.

With respect to saving money from the cash grant money for future rent, a near majority (48%) of
respondents reported having less than HTG1000 left over from the rental subsidy. One-quarter of
respondents reported saving between HTG1000 and HTG5000 from their grant allotment. Few
respondents (8%) reported saving any substantial amount that would put them on more secure footing
for future months’ rent. While those individuals residing in the provinces appeared slightly more able to
save money from their rental subsidy (possibly owing to lower rent outside of the major urban areas),
there were no perceptible differences between age or gender groups.

A second indicator of economic well-being is the level of debt that beneficiaries have after the
completion of their rental subsidy. Over 90% of beneficiaries report having some debt after the
earthquake. There is little noticeable difference between respondents based on gender, age group, or
grant implementing agency. Similarly, there is little generalizable information in terms of how much was
owed. While the most typical response for beneficiaries who reported debt was that they owed between
HTG10,000 and HTG20,000, there was sufficient variation in the amount owed that did not correlate with
any potential explanatory variable such as gender, age or community.

What we do know about the debt circumstances of respondents is that where money was left over, it
was primary invested in small businesses (50% of respondents). By comparison, far fewer respondents
used left over grant money to assist family (5%), pay debts (15%) or pay for services such as utilities (6%).

The observation of such scarcity among the beneficiary population in terms of long-term savings suggests
that paying for future accommodation might be difficult. From what we can observe in the survey data, a
plurality of respondents (29%) were using the proceeds of self-employment to pay for their housing now
that the grant period has ended. Another 15% of respondents were relying on part or full time
employment, while 18% of respondents were relying on assistance from family and friends. When
compared to their situation prior to the earthquake, we can observe from Table 3.5 that there is a
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relationship between a respondent’s pre-earthquake employment condition and the source of their post-
RSCG rental income. Of those individuals who were self-employed prior to the earthquake, almost half
(47.7%) are paying for their rental at present using self-employment income. Yet, among individuals who
held full time employment prior to the earthquake, only 20.6% have been able to secure full-time
employment. Similarly, 35% of respondents who previously held part-time employment do so now. In
summary, the data in Figure 3.5 suggest that there is some continuity between the employment situation
held by the respondents prior to the earthquake and their current employment situation; however, the
overall low numbers reported above suggest that, while employment is the primary way of providing for
rental payment, there remains low levels of employment in the beneficiary population overall. Given the
overall Haitian economic context, this is perhaps not very surprising.

Figure 3.5 Pre-Earthquake Employment by Source of Rental Payment

¥ Free Housing
If-Employed | Friends/Family Support
NGO Support

Full-time | Part-time Employment
Full-Time Employment

Part-time | ' Self-Employment

Employment Situation Bgfore
Earthquake

Other
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Don't Know / Refused

Percentages reported; Chi2 = 1.1e+03 p value<.001 (N=2173; 61 missing responses)

FINDING 6: RESPONDENTS REPORTED A POSITIVE ECONOMIC OUTLOOK AFTER HAVING COMPLETED THE
GRANT. OBJECTIVE MEASURES SUCH AS MONTHLY INCOME REMAINED STABLE (I.E. DID NOT SUBSTANTIVELY
DECLINE) RELATIVE TO PRE-EARTHQUAKE LEVELS AMONG THOSE RESPONDENTS WHO RESUMED SELF-
EMPLOYMENT.

In addition to the observations on employment made above, the survey data allow us to query longer
term or sustainable indicators of economic well-being, such as respondents’ economic outlook or more
in-depth information about their current employment situation. This information must be contextualized
by keeping in mind Haiti’s generally very weak economic indicators. That is, despite the fact that it has
recently achieved overall low levels of economic growth, unemployment remains very high and the
country remains one of the poorest in the world. According to the World Bank, nearly 60% of Haitians
live under the national poverty line of USS2 per day, and over about 25% live under the extreme national
poverty line of US$1 per day.25

25 http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/haiti/overview
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Starting with the perceptual indicator, when asked to what degree the RSCG programs had improved
their economic outlook, respondents overwhelmingly reported an improvement to their prospective
economic opportunities. Over 40% of respondents reported that their economic opportunities were
‘much better’, while another 43% of respondents reported that their opportunities were ‘somewhat
better’. Only 5% had reported that they were somehow worse off economically. There is no observable
difference between age or gender groups in their outlook, however there is a slightly higher level of
pessimism about economic opportunity in Croix-de-Bouquets (11%), Tabarre (10%) and the provinces
(14%). These differences, though slight, are statistically significant.

Prior to the earthquake, 57% of respondents reported being self-employed, while another 24% reported
having either part or full time employment. Of those who reported having working for themselves prior
to the earthquake, 66% reported starting a business following the earthquake (59%, or 653 of these
respondents reported that it was the same business they had before the earthquake). While this does
represent a significant degree of continuity from the pre-earthquake period, it also suggests that
approximately one-third of respondents were unable to revive their previous livelihood. Interestingly
however, there a slight decline in the amount of monthly income generated by self-employed
beneficiaries: Prior to the earthquake, 52% of respondents were earning less than HTG1000 per month;
after the earthquake, 65% of respondents report generating that level of monthly income. Pre-
earthquake, 28% of respondents reported earning between HTG1001 to HTG5000 per month; this
number declined slightly to 22.7% after the earthquake. Here, we see slightly though statistically
significant differences between age and gender groups, with younger individuals and women earning less
than their older or male counterparts.

Figure 3.6 Pre- and Post-Earthquake Self-Employment Monthly Income

CHANGE IN MONTHLY INCOME PRE/POST EARTHQUAKE

100%
10.14 14.38
80% 21.74
61.72
60% ! |
24,92 $5000+
40% ' | $1001-$5000
20% ! | - | 13493 $1-$1000
0%
$1-$1000 $1001-$5000 $5000+

MONTHLY INCOME PRE-EARTHQUAKE

Percentages reported (N in parentheses); Chi2 = 304.75 p value<.001 (N=577 valid — having a business pre and post
earthquake)

Looking at the monthly income difference of self-employed beneficiaries, Figure 3.6 illustrates that most
respondents remained in the same income band before and after the earthquake. Just over 68% of self-
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employed respondents who earned between HTG1 and HTG1000 before the earthquake remained in
that income band, while 75% of respondents who earned between HTG1001 and HTG5000 per month
before the earthquake remained in that income band as well. There is, however, some support for the
findings that some individuals were able to increase their income after the earthquake. A full 31% of
respondents who previously earned less than HTG1000 per month report higher self-employment
earnings after the earthquake, while only 10.7% of those who earned between HTG1001 and HTG5000
per month before the earthquake are earning a smaller salary afterwards. In other words, there was a
slight, but positive income shift among the bulk of individuals who were self-employed.

FINDING 7: THERE IS NO SUBSTANTIVE DIFFERENCE IN TERMS OF AGE, GENDER, COMMUNITY OR AGENCY-

SUPPORT COMPOSITION OF THE GROUP OF RECIPIENTS THAT WERE SURVEYED AND COULD NOT BE FOUND TO
THOSE WHO WERE SURVEYED.

The surveyors attempted to sample a total of 5056 individuals of the complete dataset. Of these 5056
attempts, 2234 were reached (response rate: 44%). Compared to similar surveys conducted in a context
like that in Haiti, 44% represents a very high rate of response, which, we believe, is a testament to the
effort put forth by the enumeration team. It is not possible, given the information we have, to speculate
what this means in terms of the success or failure of the programs; at this point, we can only say that
those individuals were not found whether because they had moved on from their previously recorded
accommodation without notifying the implementing agency who had furnished them with the grant in
the first place or that the contact information in the database was not correct.

One potential concern about working with a sample population in a high-risk area or a post-disaster relief
area is the potential difficulty in finding respondents that constitute a representative sample. If the group
of individuals who were found by the enumerators and surveyed is substantively different from the
group that was not found, there could be suggestions of bias in the survey responses. That said, the
premise of selecting a randomised sample, which we rigorously adhered to, mitigates the threat of bias.
Nevertheless, some group comparison is helpful in assessing the robustness of the sample.

Figures 3.7 to 3.10 compare the surveyed group to those potential respondents who were not found by
enumerators across key identifying variables (age, gender, grant starting point, implementing agency).
Using a combination of t-tests and chi-square to determine the statistical differences between the
groups, we find in some cases no statistical differences between groups (gender), or only marginal valid
differences between groups (age group, year and implementing agency).

In the case of gender of respondents, we have almost identical distribution of male and female
respondents across the response and non-response groups. T-test comparisons of the groups show that
the slight differences are not statistically significant at even the .05 level. Comparing the response groups
to the non-response group across age, start date of rental grant and implementing agency, we see some
small differences that are significant. For example, the enumeration teams had greater success in finding
respondents who were over 35 years of age than they did finding respondents who were under 35 years
of age. Similarly, the enumeration teams had greater success in finding respondents who started
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receiving the rental grant in 2012 and 2013 than they did finding respondents who received the grant
before those dates. Finally, the enumeration teams had greater success in finding respondents who
received grants from Concern, CRS and IOM than they did finding respondents who received grants from
other implementing agencies. We should underscore, however, two important factors to remember
when considering these differences: (1) problems with finding younger respondents in follow up surveys
is a known and well-documented problem in the survey research literature, and (2) the differences in
finding people by implementing agency was a known issue that prompted considerable discussion and a
decision to focus on finding an overall representative sample for the programs. Consequently, the
observations made here do not derogate or abrogate from the survey responses reported above. They
also do not detract from the overall observation that the data presented in the survey is of high quality
and meets the requirements of a representative sample at the 95% confidence level, with a 2.1% margin
of error.

Figure 3.7 Level of Response by Age Group
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Figure 3.8 Level of Response by Gender

Female
Didn't Respond
Responded
Male
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
( ]
37
\ J



Final Evaluation Report December 20, 2014

Percentages reported; Chi2 not significant; (N=4398 valid of 4806 total attempted)
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Figure 3.9 Level of Response by Year of Implementation
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Figure 3.10 Level of Response by Organization
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FINDING 8: OVERALL, THE RSCG PROGRAMS WERE ENABLED BY THEIR ADAPTATION TO THE PARTICULAR
CONTEXT IN HAITI, BY RELATIVE CONSENSUS ON THE APPROACH BETWEEN KEY ACTORS AND BECAUSE THEY
WERE REASONABLY FLEXIBLE. CHALLENGES RELATED TO DATA TO SOME DEGREE IMPACTED UPON OVERALL
EFFECTIVENESS, AND MORE FUNDAMENTALLY THE RELATIVE SUCCESS OF THE RSCG PROGRAMS MUTED
PRESSURE FOR FULL CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES.

A full and complete examination of the enabling factors and challenges impacting upon the effectiveness
of the RSCG programs was beyond the remit for this assignment, since it would require a targeted,
purposive study. Nonetheless, it is possible to offer a preliminary set of considerations.

Perhaps the most important enabling factor is that the programs were a contextually-sensitive response
to the particular circumstances in Haiti at the time. These circumstances included a very large number of
IDPs in camps with poor living conditions (especially due to health challenges and safety issues); the
desire on the part of many to relocate out of the camps; pressure to close the camps as a result of
governmental priorities, the risk of eviction and the possibility of further disasters due to their often
precarious siting; relative lack of access to land to build new houses in Port-au-Prince and the fact that
building takes longer and is more expensive than moving to a rental unit; and relatedly, a very high
proportion of camp residents who had been renters before and thus did not have houses to
rebuild/repair. As a result, there was a need to move a large number of people in a relatively short period
of time into new housing, and to do so in a manner that was as sensitive as possible to the needs and
priorities of beneficiaries. Given the particular circumstances extant in Haiti, having the people re-enter
the rental market by choosing their own home and having it paid for for a fixed period of time seems to
have been a relatively effective response.

The effectiveness of the response was further enhanced by relative consensus on the core of the
approach between the various implementing agencies, and quite good coordination between them in
implementing it (an observation that we return to in a later finding). Furthermore, most of the programs
did display some flexibility in adapting to changing circumstances, for example by putting in place
particular measures to respond to the needs of the most vulnerable including the aged and people with a
handicap.

These enabling factors were negatively impacted by challenges in terms of data about the absorptive
capacity of the rental housing market, weak tracking of beneficiaries, and poor understanding of the
impact on the local community and the local economy. Such data challenges meant for example that it
was not always clear how fast camps could be closed while still ensuring that beneficiaries could find
appropriate rental housing in a location where they would be most likely to successfully reintegrate.
There are also questions about how many beneficiaries moved and built homes in so-called informal
settlements such as Canaan. Relatedly, it seems possible that the ability of the rental support cash grant
to rehouse large numbers of IDPs quite quickly precluded more serious conversations about other
approaches that might have been preferable in some circumstances, for example formalizing informal
settlements. Strategies adopted to respond to these various challenges were sometimes ad hoc and
could certainly have been improved, yet did display some flexibility
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3.2 EFFECTIVENESS BY PROGRAM TYPE

As was noted in the methodology section, a decision was taken to carry out a comparative analysis by
RSCG program type, based upon a grouping of programs into three categories: 1) RSCG core program
only, 2) RSCG core program + livelihoods training and 3) RSCG core program + additional cash grant. The
first category was understood as a rental support cash grant of US$500 plus between USS150 and
USS250 given between 6 and 12 weeks after the beneficiary has left the camp plus moving expenses of
approximately USS25; the second was understood as that core package plus additional money given; and
the third package was understood as the core package plus livelihoods training. Based on these
categories, agencies were grouped as shown in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3 Implementation Agencies by Program Type

Grant Type Implementing Agency

RSCG core International Organization for Migration
program only J/P Haitian Relief Organization
RSCG core Goal

program + CARE

Livelihoods Helpage

Concern Worldwide
Catholic Relief Services
Handicap International

RSCG core International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent
program + Societies

Additional World Vision International

Cash

It should be emphasized that these groupings are very rough, particularly because of data limitations
regarding the specifics of some of the implementing agency’s programs, but also because they fail to
capture change in an agency’s program over time and between implementation locations. As suggested
in the methodology section, the decision to complete analysis on the basis of evaluating responses by
program type is predicated on the understanding that the analysis is limited to descriptive statements
about the relationship between program types and outcomes. We cannot point to a causal relationship
between the benefits of a certain program type (for example including livelihoods training versus not
including it) and beneficiary outcomes. While the number of beneficiaries by program type does meet
acceptable methodological standards (i.e. a 95% confidence level and a 4.5% margin or error), we cannot
reasonably exclude plausible alternative explanations that could only be learned from a purposive study.

Despite these caveats, the comparison by program type does allow us to undertake some initial broad
analysis that can offer some preliminary insights related to beneficiaries and different aspects of the
RSCG programs.
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FINDING 9: THERE WAS NOT A STRONG RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A PARTICULAR PROGRAM TYPE AND REPORTED

LEVEL OF SAFETY AND SECURITY. TO THE EXTENT THAT THESE RELATIONSHIPS DID SUGGEST ANY DIFFERENCE
ACROSS RECIPIENT GROUPS, THE DIFFERENCES WERE MARGINAL.

Finding 9 is, in effect, a nuance on Finding 1: generally, feelings of safety are quite high across all three
program type groups. This implies that program type does not condition the response. There is a slight
reduction in the number of reported cases of feeling ‘somewhat’ or ‘very unsafe’ among recipients of the
RSCG core package plus an additional cash grant (9% versus the average of 12.6%), however, even where
these differences do exist, they are slight enough that they fall into the margin of error.

Assessing mobility as an indicator of perceived safety is another way to triangulate whether program
type had any perceptible impact on beneficiaries, since beneficiaries who feel unsafe might move to seek
out a safer neighbourhood. There is a slightly higher rate of mobility amongst those beneficiaries who
received RSCG plus an additional cash grant (56% vs. an average of 48% — see Figure 3.11). Amongst
those who moved, recipients of the RSCG core package plus an additional cash grant were slightly more
likely to report feeling ‘somewhat’ or ‘very safe’ in their new household, and were (by 3-4% points) more
likely to have access to sanitation facilities and a water supply (though no more likely to have private
access to these things).

Figure 3.11 Mobility by Program Type
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On the other hand, there appears to be no variation across program type on more objective measures of
household safety such as assessments of the condition of their RSCG housing (see Figure 3.12). Recipients
of all three program groups reported similar levels of standard of housing, with over 70% reporting that
the condition of their housing was either ‘good’ or ‘very good’. There was no variation across groups in
areas such as access to sanitation or water supply (whether communal or private), nor was there any
variation among enumerator assessments of housing safety or housing condition by program type. Figure
3.12 does illustrate that recipients of the RSCG core package plus livelihoods training were a bit more
likely to report their housing condition as being slightly worse than that reported by beneficiaries in the
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other groups, but we have no reason to causally attribute this to program type. Somewhat counter
intuitively, following the completion of the RSCG grant, respondents who received the RSCG core
package plus a cash supplement were no more likely to be living in a structurally ‘better’ house (e.g. one
constructed from brick/with a cement roof) than other program beneficiaries. Therefore, it appears that
additional cash did not necessarily translate into better living conditions for program beneficiaries.?®

Figure 3.12 Housing Condition by Program Type
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When asked to evaluate their retrospective and prospective personal or household safety as a result of
the rental support cash grant, we again find very little variation amongst respondents across the three
program groups. There was a slightly lower rate of individuals responding ‘much better’ among those
who received the RSCG core package only (28% versus an average of 32%), though this difference was
not statistically significant.

If we look at the geographical trends among beneficiaries by program type, we can see that a much
higher proportion of individuals who received the RSCG core package plus an additional cash grant
moved to (or within) Cite Soleil after completing the RSCG (25% of respondents versus only 1-2% from
the other program type groups). Of course this finding is an artefact of the fact that the implementing
agencies worked in particular geographical regions and thus there is often correlation between agency
and geographical region. What it does suggest, however, is that even where people received additional
cash as a part of their RSCG benefit, they were not prone to moving out of the area in which they had
previously lived (pre-earthquake), even if that area posed greater security risks. We also see evidence of
a higher proportion of recipients of the RSCG core package residing in and remaining in Delmas (46%).
This is slightly different than the 42% of recipients of the RSCG core grant plus livelihoods training, and

26 It is worth noting that Q64, which asks whether the respondent received any other cash benefit, does not reflect the program type
breakdown. This supports the Steering Committee’s comment in the draft final report that the question likely was not properly understood

by respondents.
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quite different from the 25% of respondents who received the RSCG core package plus an additional cash
grant.

The lack of robust observations in this Finding may suggest that program type had no relationship with
beneficiary well-being or safety. This interpretation would be inappropriate. Rather, it is more correct to
understand these results in the context of a lack of appropriate questions in the survey to isolate
program type effects. Unpacking these relationships properly could only flow from a more robust analysis
of the impact of program type.

FINDING 10: THERE IS NO PERCEPTIBLE LINK BETWEEN RESPONDENTS WHO REPORTED POSITIVE ECONOMIC

OPPORTUNITIES/OUTLOOK, AND THOSE WHO RECEIVED LIVELIHOODS TRAINING OR AN ADDITIONAL CASH
GRANT IN ADDITION TO THE RSCG CORE PACKAGE.

It might seem intuitively appealing to anticipate that beneficiaries who received a greater amount of
money or additional benefit in the form of livelihoods training would be more likely to report better
economic outlook or opportunity; yet we see only marginal evidence of this. Assessments of the degree
to which the RSCG improved economic opportunities varied only a bit between groups, with respondents
who received the RSCG core package alone tending to report that their economic opportunities were
‘neither better nor worse’, ‘somewhat worse’ or ‘much worse’ at a higher rate than other respondents
(see Figure 3.13), and reporting a lower rate of ‘much better’ (37% to the average of 41%) than the other
groups. This would seem to indicate that having the RSCG alone (and no additional benefit) may have had
a slight dampening effect on perspectives toward economic outlook.

Figure 3.13 Degree to which the programs were seen as improving economic opportunity
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While there is no noted difference in the number of respondents who started a business in the post-
disaster recovery period, those respondents who received the RSCG core package plus a cash grant had a
higher than average likelihood (73% versus 61% average) of reporting using the funds to start a small
business. There is also a very slight relationship between receiving additional cash and being able to save
more money at the end of the grant period. Similarly, there is a slightly lower proportion (91%) of people
who report having economic difficulties who received RSCG plus additional cash (89%), however, this size
of this difference falls within the margin of error.

On the other hand, those recipients of the RSCG core package plus livelihoods training who reported
starting a bus