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Impact Evaluation of the Cash Transfer Programmes for At-Risk

Households Affected by Inflationary Pressure and Severe Floods
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I. BACKGROUND

In 2022, the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC)
launched two cash transfer programmes to support
the livelihoods of At-Risk Households affected
by inflationary pressure and severe floods. The
programmes were introduced under the principle of
adaptive and shock responsive social protection. At-
risk households are identified as near poor households
that are likely to fall into poverty from disruptions and
economic shocks in times of crisis.

The programmes were implemented between
December 2022 and July 2023 and benefitted 495,307
households - equivalent to 1,833,344 people. The
inflation cash transfer programme offered nationwide
coverage, while the severe flood cash transfer
programme covered affected areas in 16 capital/
provinces. In total, the government spent more than
Riel (KHR) 222 billion, equivalent to US$55.7 million on
the two programmes.

Box 1: Regulatory documents

-

9. UBRIHBNEINAMIED faT G2
i35 ¢ i2nnn SOV AINHSNAVSMM
AUNUIHEIFWHUSH AT EHERILM

19, IRIGHAIEGIUZIME/AIU B:iG§9 teg
WOV AjNsgmI SUSHIG isminsia
AYTHgUAY AN G{MA LY S AN Wik
UNSAWFHAG IR SAREHARILMT

M. IWBRAEGIIZIMM/AU G359 iog
FVOLY AINMIgMI SHSHIG ISMiHSi
AYIEG S WAUREM ANGIM AT SN
MUNSAL  IBumBUG:mausSEitijms
Grssy

J

~N

1) Royal Government of Cambodia’s
Decision No. 67 SSR dated 5 October
2022 on Social Protection Intervention
Responding to Inflationary Pressure

2) National Social Protection Council’s
Decision No. 134/MEF dated 1 December
2022 on Mechanism and Procedure for
the Implementation of the Cash Transfer

At-Risk Households

during Inflationary Pressure

Programme for

3) National Social Protection Council’s
Decision No. 133/MEF dated 1 December
2022 on Mechanism and Procedure for
the Implementation of the Cash Transfer
Programme for At-Risk Households
Affected by Severe Flood
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Box 2: Definition of at-risk households
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At-risk households refer to near poor
households that meet at least one of the
following five vulnerabilities: include a
person with disabilities; include a child
under two years old; include an elderly
person 60 years old and above; are
single women-headed; or consist only
of members under 18 years old. The
househoulds are identified through the
Ministry of Planning’s IDPoor mechanism.
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Objective and Methodology

The objective of the conducted impact evaluation was to
examine the key socioeconomic outcomes and impacts
of the cash transfer programmes for at-risk households
in order to inform future interventions. The impact
evaluation included both quantitative and qualitative
methods. Quantitative surveys were administered in two
intervals, in February 2023 and August 2023. Surveys
were conducted with a total sample of 811 that was
roughly equal in size (415 recipients, 396 non-recipients),
and a two-step framework was employed. First,
Propensity Score Matching (PSM) with single nearest
neighbor matching without replacement was used in
each round. Second, the matched samples in each
round were used to estimate the impact between the
two rounds of interviews using Difference-in-Difference
Analysis (DID). Case studies through in-depth interviews
were also conducted to complement the quantitative
surveys.

Il. IMPACT EVALUATION RESULTS

Overall, recipient households viewed support in the
form of cash transfers as highly useful (97 percent)
compared to other forms of support. As anticipated,
for the duration of the programmes, the purchase of
food was the most common use for the cash transfers
among households and was reported by 94 percent
of those surveyed. This was followed by expenditure
on medicine (50 percent), education (20 percent),
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Key socioeconomic results

Food security and nutrition

Based on the Food Insecurity Experience Scale
(FIES), food security was significantly greater among
non-recipient households before the cash transfer
compared to recipient households. However, by the
end of the cash transfer programme in July 2023, a
reassessment of food security showed an insignificant
difference between recipients and non-recipients, as
shown in Figure 2. In comparison, the non-recipient
were slightly more food insecure than the recipients,
and it is illustrated that the cash transfers prevented
food security among the recipients from fallen by 13%,
suggesting that the cash transfer was responsible for
protecting recipient households from a significant
decline in food security.

Figure 2: Estimated impact on household food
security by survey round
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Recipient A - “Before receiving the support allowance,
my family went through a very difficult condition
because we had no business, no income, only picking
[Kandieng] leaves to sell. We were earning only 5,000
to 10,000 KHR per day. | used it to buy rice and other
food items daily. Sometimes | didn’t have money at all,
and | used to borrow to have rice to eat.”
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Health and utility expenditure

By the end of the cash transfer programmes, clear
differences in the ability of households to cover their
basic needs emerged. Recipient households were
significantly more likely to be able to cover their
medicine and medical treatment costs compared
to non-recipients, as shown in Figure 3. While 61
percent of non-recipient households stated that they
experienced moments where they were unable to pay
for health expenditures, only 34 percent of recipient
households reported any issues. Similarly, 43 percent
of non-recipient households stated there were times
when they could not cover the cost of basic utilities or
housing (e.g., rent or mortgage costs), compared to 30
percent of recipient households.

Figure 3: Proportion of households unable to
cover costs based on second round interviews

Bl Recipient Non-recipient
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Recipient B - “After | got the allowance from the
government, my family is living better than before
because when | receive the money, | keep some part to
pay the bank loan, and the little money that | have left
I keep it to buy food and medicine to treat my illness.
It’s not difficult like when we didn’t get the allowance
from the government.
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Household savings and loan repayment

The proportion of households with savings was shown
to have decreased since the start of the cash transfer
programmes. Previously, 27 percent of recipient
households reported some savings, including in gold,
cash, and bank accounts, which was significantly lower
than the 35.6 percent of non-recipient households that
reported some savings. By the end of the cash transfer
programmes, only 17.8 percent of non-recipient
households and 16.7 percent of recipient households
reported having savings. As shown in Figure 4,
although the proportion of households with savings
diminished for both groups, analysis reveals that the
cash transfer programmes reduced the decline of

recipient households’ overall savings by 7.5 percent.

Figure 4: Household savings
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In parallel, by the end of the cash transfer programmes,
late loan repayments had decreased for both groups
with recipients being late (25 percent) less often than
non-recipients (32 percent). The findings reveal that
the cash transfer programmes have reduced late
loan repayments from recipient households by 2.4
percent. Moreover, due to the cash transfers, recipient
households were slightly more likely to pay off debts
(4.5 percent) than non-recipients (3.8 percent).
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Recipient C: “I borrowed money to rent land and buy
fertilizer to grow lotus. But it didn’t grow well. We
couldn’t harvest it, so we lost money. That’s why |
[didn’t] have money to repay the loan. After | got the
allowance from the government, it helps my family
a lot. Because each time | got the money, | [kept]
10,000 KHR to pay the loan. The 70,000 KHR that was
left | spent on my children’s school and to buy rice,
vegetables, etc. That’s why my family is better off than
before. | can pay the bank loan on time, not late like
before.”

Recipient perceptions of government authorities

Overall, the perceptions of recipient and non-recipient
households towards national and local government
remained positive for the duration of the assessment.
This was especially true among recipient households,
with positive perceptions reaching nearly 100 percent,
as shown in Figure 5. Evaluation results revealed
that recipient households held significantly higher
positive perceptions of national and local government
compared to non-recipient households. Furthermore,
analysis suggests that the cash transfer programmes
strengthened recipients’ perceptions of national
government by 3.5 percent.

Figure 5: Household perceptions of national (top) and
local (bottom) government between survey rounds
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Challenges

The evaluation results revealed two key challenges
experienced during implementation of the cash
transfer programmes, as follows.

Limited awareness of the cash transfer programmes
among at-risk households

Both recipient and non-recipient households showed
limited awareness of the cash transfer programmes.
This included limited awareness of the definition of at-
risk households, interview and notification processes,
and, in particular, cash withdrawal procedures and
requirements among recipient households.

Issues with the cash receipt experience

Recipient households reported issues related to the
withdrawal of their cash transfers at local WING branches,
including long wait times to withdraw cash, liquidity
issues among WING agents, long travel distances,
and associated costs. However, these issues have
been addressed continuously during the programme
implementation.

lll. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

Taking these findings into consideration, the following
recommendations are made to improve future
implementations of cash transfer programmes:

1. Furtherimprove the cash withdrawal experience:
As recipient households reported some issues
related to cash withdrawal, conducting a stricter
operations procedure for the local payment
branches in disbursement and reconciliation
of cash transfers and corresponding oversight
mechanisms is recommended. In addition, it
is recommended to explore the possibility of
providing multiple options for cash transfer
recipients, in which eligible recipients can cash
out at their preferred cash agents or banks as
part of a financial inclusion policy.

2. Assess cash transfer adequacy: The cash
transfer programmes served their objective,

P -
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/ \ ] Impact Evaluation of the Cash Transfer Programmes for At-Risk [ ‘
Households Affected by Inflationary Pressure and Severe Floods

which was to ease the impacts of rising inflation
and the effects of severe floods on people’s
livelihoods. Nevertheless, conducting reviews
on the adequacy of the cash transfer benefits
periodically during programme implementation
is recommended to effectively prevent people
from falling into poverty, particularly in the
context of rising prices.

3. Enhance outreach to potential recipients and
local implementers: Limited awareness of
the cash transfer programmes among both

recipient and non-recipient households should
be addressed. While the emergencies of rising

inflation and severe floods needed to trigger

urgent programmatic responses, greater
outreach and communication campaigns
should be provided to better inform potential
beneficiaries, grassroots communities, and local
implementers on the programme implementation
procedure, eligibility criteria, and benefits.

4. Plan for ex-ante shock-responsive social
protection programmes: Considering the
frequent and recurrent nature of inflation and
floods in addition to their impacts, systematic
and timely responses are needed. It is therefore
recommended to conduct ex-ante planning of

cash transfer programmes. This includes clearly
defining the threshold of inflationary pressure

JUMNE GS-NSPC and types of vulnerabilities that could trigger an

appropriate shock-responsive social protection
intervention. This is in line with the newly
adopted Guideline on the Shock-Responsive
Social Protection Framework.

5. Ensure continued support to at-risk households:
While the cash transfer programmes helped to
support the livelihoods of at-risk households
and their management of increasing financial
pressure, this progress is threatened as
the programmes have come to completion.
Therefore, the launching of the technical and
vocational education training programme and

the extension of Health Equity Fund benefits are

the continued social assistance supports, which

are critical important to this target group.
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