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Executive Summary

Background: In response to the devastating April and May 2015 earthquakes, the Government of
Nepal, in cooperation with UNICEF, implemented the Emergency Cash Transfer Programme (ECTP)
as a means of meeting the basic consumption needs of vulnerable groups. Thadesthz

Emergency Topp Cash Transfer Programme (ETCTP), from July to November 2015, was directed
towards supporting current beneficiaries of established social assistance programmes for vulnerable
groups (Dalit children under five yeassage olderpeople widows/single womerpeoplewith

disabilities and endangered ethnic groups).

The second phase, tBarthquake Recovery Cash Transfer Programme (ERE@ORYucted between

June 2016 and April 2017, directed benetfiisre narrowlyto households witshildren under five

yearsof age not limited by caste or ethnicitfhe ERCTP aimed to lay the foundation for increased
capacity at the local and national level for the expansion of the Child Grant programme by developing
a registry of children under tlage of five and strengthening government social assistance
mechanismslt aimed tosupport the food security, walleing and civil rights of children by

providing an unconditional cash transfeMNdks 4,000 (US$40) to the parents/guardians of each child
under five.Eligibility was determined as all children born on or aftelDEzember 2010 and was

limited to two children per mother/guardigdn independent assessment of the programme using a
guantitaive survey was conducted between September 2016 and April 2017 to examine the
programme’s coverage, outcomes and i mplementatia
beneficiaries.

Methodology: For the independent assessment survey, 968 eligible indisidkeae systematically
randomly sampled from the beneficiary lists in 44 clusters (wards) across the 11 most earthquake
affected districts. Clusters (wards) were chosen basedobability proportional tosize principles.
Within each selected cluster, 8Rgible beneficiaries were identified usiagystematic random
sampling technique. Eligible beneficiaries were sampled using the digitalized dathdrbfmistry

of Federal Affairs and Local DevelopmeMdFALD/UNICEF 2016 census of all children under

five in the 11 districtsas well as the warkkvel list of additionally registered children (see
explanatiorbelowin Key Findings:Design & Implementation Challenge¥y dbtained from the

Village Development Committees (VDCs). To account for delays in cash distribution to additionally
registered children, these respondents weentanerated via phone between February and April
2017 after their wardsadreportedthatcash distributiorhad been completedhe sociedemographic
distribution in the sample is generally reflective of the wider beneficiary population, although the
sample shows a slight bias towards boys for unidentified reasons.

Key Findings: Programme Delivery and Outcome

1. The ERCTP achieved very high coverage among the target populatioBRCTP coverage, per
the agreed registry, was 84 per cent as of April 2017, with 92 per cent in the sample census
population and 51 per cent in the additionally registered children population. This reflects that
distribution to additionally registered cthien was delayed or incomplete in many disdrédtthe
time of boththe original enumeration and phone enumeration. The distiig® data highlights the
different approaches to registration and distribution taken in each district. For example, coverage
of additional children is highest in Nuwakot @9 and Dhading (7%), where distribution to both
groups of children wasarried out at the same tim&ll recipients received the correct amount of
NRs4,000.

2. OUTCOME 1: The majority of children under age five have a birth registration certificate
(BRC),sur passi ng BEBRCAdJWwage sgpassdd the target goal of 90 per cent, as 94
per cent of the sample reported obtaining the documenttpraorduring the ERCT programming
peri od. Prior to ERCT pr 20d6caensunreportpd thadvbolfF48 beDd/ UNI CI
cent of childreragedunder fiveyearshad a BRC, thus the 46 per cent increase in BRC obtainment
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speaks to the effectiveness of ERCOgr ammi ng ef forts. Registering
step towards increasing childe mights as the document facilitates access to citizenship,
education, health services and future employment. This level of coverage is positive progress for
compdementing and strengthening existing government social protection systems.

3. OUTCOME 2: The ERCTP fulfilled its objective by making moderate improvements to the
selfperceived living conditions of households with childreragedunder five, especially for the
most vulnerable householdsThe majority of households perceived the cash transfer to have
improved their livelihood somewhat (&9 or a lot (86). Households that were only partially
recovered (somewhat or not at all) were more likely to report that shetignsfer somewhat
improved their livelihoods. The cash transfer had the most significant impact on the living
conditions of the poorest households (earning uNdRs 30,000 annually) as 13 per cent reported
a lot of improvement in their livelihoods.

4. OUTCOME 3: The ERCTP achieved its objective of improving selperceived food security
by having a moderate i mpact on increasing a hot
guantity, quality and variety of food for their children. Over twathirds (7®%) of the
beneficiary households reported that the cash made either &8pb(somewhat (63) of a
difference in their ability to better provide food for their children, as measured by at leaxdt two
threecommon indicators (quantity, quality and variety).

5. Benefidaries have mostly positive perceptions of the ERCTH.he survey found that 80 per
cent of respondents perceived the ERCTP as a good initiatiyéuather, 80 per cent reported that
the programme was beneficial fdrem Less than 1 per cent perceived gfrogramme to be
negative and not beneficial.

6. The ERCTP had moderate impact on decreased social tension within householdish
children agedunder five. More than a quarte28%) of respondents said the cash transfer
decreased tension within the houselad ro one reported any negative change in household
relationships sice receiving the cash transfeurther, the ERCTP did not negativelffect
relations within the community.

Key Findings: Designand Implementation Challenges

1. All districts completed distribution to census children within one to six months after receipt
of funds. However, due in part to some level of confusion and miscommunication between
implementing partners, but also reflectingthe local context, different approaches were
taken by district-and locatHl evel of ficials regarding the addi"
distribution , resulting in less timely and less efficient deliveryDuring ERCTP registratioit
was brought to light that a substantial number of children were missed by the original census
child registry. To mitigate these shortcomings and increase the potential for near universal
coverage of eligible children, VDé&nd nunicipality officials coutl submit a list of additional
children by midJuly for inclusion in the budgeted funds. Of the sampled populatioper cent
were censusegistered children and 23 per cent were additional children. Makwanpur and
Sindhupalchok did not submit their addital children registry on time and therefore these
children were deemed ineligible fite ERCTP by the agreed upon registry. The intention was
for census children to receive payment first while fund approvals and transfers for additionally
registered chidrenwerebeing processedi\dditionally registered children wouttienhave
receivedhe first paymenat a delayed datéut different approaches were takendifferentlocal
officials. In some cases, District Development Commit{E&3Cs) stalled disttbution until
UNICEF hadsent sufficient funds fdboothcensus and additional childrdn others, cash was
distributed until the original tranche of fundirgn out This further complicated and limited
synchronisation of cash distribution with the regslacial assistance payments.

2. Despite high ERCTP coverage within the census child population, registration failures have
resulted in continued delays in cash distribution and low coverage of additioniglregistered
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children. The registration shortcomingsugaed with different cash distribution approaches at the
local level caused significant delays in distribution for both census and additionally registered
children. The independent assessment tried to address the delays in distribution to additionally
registered children by renumerating these ngecipients after their ward had completed
distribution.However this could not be completed in all sampled clusteaiathe time of

writing) distribution is still ongoingo additional children in various lations.

3. Most beneficiaries had little difficulty or negative repercussions while receiving cash
distribution. Very few major problems were reported during the distribution process. About
threequarters (7%0) of sample beneficiaries collected the castheir tocal VDCmunicipality
office. Threequarters 76%) of respondents reported that it took half a day or less to collect the
money and return home. Further, the majority of beneficiaries did not have any travel expenses
(87%) or loss of income (8&). Regarding the distribution itself, 75 per cent of sample
beneficiaries reported queuing and waitiripwever a little over half of the sample (83
waited in line foronly two hours or less.

4. A small number of children deemed ineligible by the agreed chilregistry received the
ERCTP, highlighting limitations in the cash distribution process.Sixty (unapproved)
additionally registered children from Makwanpur and Sindupalchok were sampled, but excluded
from analysis of registration and distribution procesgéthough these children were deemed
ineligible, some still received the grant at the discretion of the VDC officials (22 per cent in
Makwanpur and 9 per cent in Sindhupalchok). Therefore, when including this population in
coverage analysis, 81 per cenerall (44 per cent within the additional child population)
represents a ‘truer’ ERCTP coverage that accou
register additional children in timellternatively, the previously mentioned ERCTP coverage
represents the coverage per the agreed registry and reflects success of distribution. BRC coverage
trends remain relatively unchanged when including this population, thus representing minimal
registration implementation failures in that regard.

5. Complaint mechanism awareness and utilization was limitedAwarenes®f complaint
reporting mechanisms was low 83 but utilized by 11 per cent of the sampliewer
awareness but higher utilization than found in the independent assessmeiii ToEifePhase 1.

Most of the filed complaints had to do with issues in the registration prdoeksling

missing/rejected registration (&9, lack of BRC (126) or name misprint @). Only about twe

thirds of the filed complaints were resolved. About 5 per cent of the savaplieterred from
complainingbecause they did natust the system dhat their complaints would be effective

This may be due to the weak grievance and redress mechanisms at the local level, unequal social
relations and the tendency in Nepali society not to complain.

6. Despite being moderately effective, behavioural change messaging had limited reach within
the sample.Less than onéifth of the sampled primary caregivers reported being advised by
officials to spend th castont h e ¢ h ibking’orto meemutritional needs. Further, only 6
per cent of respondents recalled content from nutritimmscious SMS messages.

Key Policy Recommendations

U Integrate the use of mediutarm cash transfers through social aasise programmes into future
humanitarian relief responses.

U Use the child registry and learnings from the ERCTP as a means of expanding the Child Grant to
all children under five.

U Resolve the registration problems to improve social protection programme coverage in the future.

U Use identified successful modes of information dissemination at the local level to mobilize
community networks to increase awarenassocial protection meemisms and encourage
positive behaviour change

U Promotetheavailability andeffectivenes®f complaintreporting proceduse
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1. Introduction

The purpose of this study is to provide an independent assessmenPbafiee2: Earthquake
Recovery Cash Transfer Programme (ERCa$3) means of strengthening disaster recovery,
reconstruction and resilience fahnildren under five yearsf age The analysiss based on
guantitative research conductiedm July toearly-December 2016. The study surveyed 968
householdsvith children under five years wheeredetermined eligible for this unconditional cash
transfer. The assessment study geographically covered thlage\Developmen€Committees
(VDCs)clusters in thd. 1 most earthquakaffecteddistricts.Specifically, this document aims to:

1 Present the ERCH objectives and overall design

1 Present study objectives, design and results

1 Assesshepr ogr amme’s coverage, outcomes and imple
pespective of beneficiaries

Evaluation of this programme will aid governmegiencies irexpanding the Child Grant and inform
humanitarian stakeholdeirs developing more shoelesponsive social protection for child protection

This report, coupled with ghprevious reporfhase 1: The Monitoring Study of Emergefop-Up

Cash Transfer¢ETCTP)for Vulnerable Group$Gurung et al.2015), will add to the available data

for a comprehensive programmeep e ci f i ¢ eval uat i on-tefnoreliefandd on UNI
recovery cash transfer interventions to identify key linkages to the lbagerstrategy.

Section 2 describdwieflythec ur r ent cont ext of Nepal's earthqual
UNI CEF’' s ef f or t-phas¢ BERCTPRegtibn 3 tspgrafiesrthe bbjectives and analytical
framework of this independent assessm8attion 4 depicts the methodologycluding samping

strategies, sample population demographics and analysis techigqatsrs 5 to 7 present the

findings from the survey tools. Section 5 discusses respondem®graphics, household

livelihoods, ERCT coverage, birth registration certificate (BRGYarage, food security and child

nutrition. Section 6 describes the findings related to behavioural change messaging, social impacts on
the household and cash transfer utilization. Section 7 specifies implementation, efficiency and
effectiveness of informion, registration, and cash distributiprocessesSection 8 discussdke

implications of norresponse on data interpretation as well as how survey findings compare to target
objectives and outcomes set in thenitoring andevaluation(M&E) plan (UNICEF, 2016).Section 9
summarzes the findingassuccesses, challenges and key recommendatiasty, the M&E

Framework, Sampled Ward List and Enumeréist are available in thénnexes.



2. Emergency Recovery Cash Transfer Programme

2.1 Background

The 2015 Nepal earthquakes caused widespread destruction of housing and human settlements.
According to the Post Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA), nearly 500,000 houses were destroyed
and more than 250,000 houses were partially damaged. Therenaex¢ha 8,790 casualties and
22,300 injuries. Approximately 250,000 childragedfrom 6 to 59 months and 135,000 pregnant and
lactating women were affected by the earthgsaké4 districts SindhupalchokKathmandu,
KavrepalanchokBhaktapur, LalitpurMakwanpur Nuwakot, Dhading, Rasuwa, Gorkha, Dolakha,
Ramechhap, Sindhuli and Okhaldhunga (NPC, 2015). Although the situation is clearly improving,
progresshas been slownd in some casescovery efforts have beémeffective. Due to the long
standing pbitical unrest in the Teraivhich resulted in the 202&nofficial border blockadandfuel
shortages across the countapd the 2017 local electign®any aid projects have stalled.

During Phase 1ETCTP, it was found that 9der ceniof social allowane beneficiary households
experienced damage to their house, with 68 per cent of these houses cordpsttelyedand30 per

cent partially damaged (Guruegal., 2015). Almost whole communities were forced to live in
temporary housing vulnerable both the2015 monsoon anosihcomingwinter. The inadequacy and
insecurity of temporary shelters waseof the key concerns of women and children in terms of water
and sanitation, food security, education and safety (Gususig 2015).

According toThe Asia Foundationin September 20161 per centof peoplein the 11 most affected
districts wersestill living in temporary shelteréThe Asia Foundatigr2016). Some of these families
moved back into their own house but subsequently returned to temporary shelters after tikatizing
their houses were unsafe. Of those households with badly damaged infrastrugberecéthad yet

to start rebuilding- mostlydue to lack of money (89%fProblems are magnified lilge price inflation

of construction materialand labar, as well as the harsh climate of monsoon and winter. This will
continue to pose problems during the 2017 monsAoccording to the NRA websitever twothirds

of these households astll waiting on goernment funds for rebuilding

The deadline to complete distribution of the housing installment was initially set feB epidmber
then adjusted to early October. Both deadlines were missatieByndof Septemberd07,004
families (76%) out of 53,182¢ligible families in the 1ivorstaffecteddistricts had received the first
tranche otheir NRs 50,000housing granin their bank account® use in building the foundatisrof
thdar new houses. The number of beneficiaries who have withdrawn the grant imanelear butof
the 407,004 families,only 11,989 havstartedrebuilding their houses.

Compared to previous assessments, the coverage of beneficiary cards (cards thaligibiibyefor

government funds) has modestly increhseough community perceptions reveal low satisfaction

with government and potentially unfair exclusion for card hol{fEhe Asia Foundatiqr2016). The

Asi a Foun 6assessment faund2th e “ shar e of peopl e whose ho
fully damaged does not match with the share of those who have been declared eligible for the Rural
Housing and Reconstruction Progrgmant.. 15 per centof people who say their house has been

classified adully damaged say that they have not beenated eligible for the grarit The Asia

Foundation2016) These problemeelating toeligibility are more profound in morgeverelyaffected

districts The Asia Foundatiqr2016).

INational Reconstructi on Ag e htpAniagov.nphbns/detaits/L78tdhe tinesfs ed 17 Jul

writing, distribution of the Government’'s housing reconstr
to the NRA website.
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In additionto household stuks the earthquakes and ensuing landslides adidgfztrmlandand

therefore livelihoodsAs Nepal is dargelyagrarian society (76%), farmers experienced widespread

loss of food stocks, potential le&ssn crop productivity and loss of livestock (NPC, 30CBS,

2011b). In the most foodnsecure area80 percent of householdseported losing their entire food

stocks (NPC, 2015). Further, many income earners were forced to take time off work to secure shelter
for their family. Among aound @} per centof ETCTP survey respondentsousehold membetsad

taken an average of 188 days off work in the two morattterthe earthquake an average loss of 3.6
househol d me mb e rnonth period (Guruogr a&,1201%). Livelihood recovery is an
ongoing pocess anthe majority of households (889%) only begn to recover their various sources

of inconmein late 2016The Asia Foundation, 2016)

The postearthquake assessment indicated that the earthquake triggered changes in food consumption
patterns with significant implicationdor the nutritional status of children under five and
pregnant/lactating women (NPC, 2015). The negative impact on health has compounding
consequences as the nutritional status of children in Nepal is already weakrajor concerrit

the time of the last Nepal Demographic and Health Surv@@1iNDHS), 41 percentof underfives

were stunted, 1fer centvere wasted, and 38r centwere underweighfNew EraandICF

International 20139. Increased food insecurigince thesarthquake may translate into malnutrition for
children in affected areas (Roelen and Karki Chhetri, 2016).

The extra stress dmousehold having torebuildtheir homesrecoverlivelihoods andprovidefood

has, in map cases, resulted in negative coping strategigsh asorrowing money and the

accumulation of debt. As &eptember 2016t was found that about orthird of affected households

had taken a loan in thprevioussix months while another twihirds plamedto do so in théollowing

three months. This is a dangerous cycle for households in the recovery phastay of frequent
borrowing is associated with slower livelihood recovery asttehses in food consumptidrhg Asia
Foundation, 2016)Negatise consequences are further compounded by external and internal migration
patterns, disruption to the education and hezdtie systems and political instabilityhichincrease

the difficultiesfacingvulnerable populations (Pant, 2016).

Althoughinternational aid was quick and prolific during the immediate afteroftie earthquakes

asubsequent declifedesn ot r ef | ect d iaffectedihauseholdle Asme ds” of
Foundation2016). Cash transfers have been the most common form dbaithesehad declined to

just 8 per cengovernment and ger cenmnortgovernmentash receigtbetween December 2016 and

April 2017. Cash transfereceipthas been shown to be a significant indicator of recovery as recipients

of government cash are “ 15 permporaryshatestpwaoi nt s mor
h o u sThe"Asigd Foundatiqr2016). Many aid agencies, includinthe Asia Foundation, have

encouraged the use of cash trarsfethedirect provision of construction materials over loans as

more sustainable araffectivestrategies for rapid livelihood recovery.

2.2 Global and National Context of Cash Transfer Programmes

Social protectioris generally defined asgublicly funded combination of social insuraneed.
contributory forms such as medical care) and social assistagcegtcontributorysocialsecurity
transfers) A broader understanding refers to social protection as the pabli€¢ and private policies
and programmeaimed at preventing, reducing and eliminating economic and social vulitaralbil
poverty(Rabi et al., 2014 ILO, 2015).Social protection can be implemented through a variety of
meansincluding: cash trariers; programming for increased access to education, health, water,
sanitation and other social support services;tidies promoting equity and nediscrimination in
access to services, employment and livelihGddICEF, 2012).

In recent years, humanitarian aid has increasibggn in the form afinconditional cash transfers
rather thartraditional food and ikind distribution. In contrast to food andkmnd aid, cash transfers
empowerand increase the efficaoy theaffectedpopulation Theyareless paternalistic and
hierarchical than traditional aid structures and can beflesadly to meet diverse needs.
Additionally, cash stimulates local economigenerates employment/income, and incentivizes local



production all of which are necessary for recovery and resilig@¢A, 2012;Devereux, 201R Yet,
as seen iffablel, cash transfers range in flexibility and smich in turn limits the suitability in
various humanitarian and development contextsnp sum and smalegularpayments may be made
in tandemusually asa major single payment for livelihood recovery followed by smefjutar and
time-bound payment@arringtonandSlater, 2009)The contexts of caginansfersare likely to be
more gynamic than illustrad in Figurelasr e c i p i e n t safe likply tedhamge @scongexts
evolve Therefore, theanditions attached to cash transfarsl the balace between lump sum and
small regular paymentsill needto be tailored to these differing prioritidsor example, m post
emergency situations, there is a general progression of instruments that aligns with the needs of
affected populationsanging fromunconditional cash or vouchers for shiatm reliefto meetbasic
needs to conditional cash or public w®ifor longterm livelihood recovery, reconstruction and
resilience.

Tablel: Main types of cash transfers used in development aneepostgency contexts

Small, regular transfers Lump sum transfers

Often used for payments to those Sometimes used tmeetbasic

who cannot engage in productive needs and/gorovidelivelihood

activity (elderly, children, disabled protection and recovery,

etc), or as support to other lew instead of or in addition to

income households and as small, regular payments

limited-term stipends to prevent

forced salef major assets

Commonly used to ensure e.g. th Lump sum transfers frequently

health and education services are used in programmes with

accessed bghildren shelter, reintegration and
livelihood recovery objectives
— completion of one stage of
construction of a house may b
a condition prior to payment
for the next stage

Used in a rangef developmental  Vouchers often distributed on

contexts, including access to crop onetime basis (unless for fooc

and veterinary inputs, and for fooc rations), but choice of items

rations and vendor restricted to
varying degrees
Cash (or fod) provided in Lump sum cash transfer rarely

development or relief contexts for used
time spent in public works

Adapted in part fronfrarrington and Slater(2009)

Social protection through the implementation of cash transfers has been primprotechild well
being and protect childrédnom rights infringement (Yates et al., 2010). TBevernment of Nepal

(GoN) launcredthe Child Grant in 200%r all children under the age of 5 in fi&rnali regionsand

Dalit childrennationwide The Qhild Grantfocuse specificallyon improvingnutrition andcovers up

to two childrenunder the age of five from the same mothiea level of NR 400° per child per
month.Onereport indicates thain practice, households often receive a much lower transfer than the
amount they are entitled {ddhikari et al., 2014)Of the 551,916 children covered by the Child

Grant, mly 63 per cenof households receidehe full transferand,on average, they receivenly 82

per cenbof the amount thewereentitledto. The GoN has institutionakedthe social allowance
protection system that coverg 32861 individuals from the most vulnerable populations (senior

3 Inthe Budget Speech 2016/1theMinistry of Financedoubled the Social Security allowance for that fiscal year.



citizens, widows/single women, people with disabilities and endangered ethnic groups). Current (FY
2016/17) paymestrange from NR600 to 2000 depending on the regiand grantand are
distributed monthly.

23UNI CEF6s Cash Response to Earthguake Recovery
In response to the disproportional impact of the devastating earthquakes on vulnerable populations,
theGoN, in cooperation with UNICEF, implemented an Emergency Cash Transfer Programme
(ECTP) in 2015 aa meansof meeting the basic consumption needs of vulnerable grangs

ultimately to increasbousehold resilienc&hecash transfer programnmaplemenedshort- to

mediumterm recovery measures in earthquakected districts through existing social assistance
mechanismgi-ollowing the original proposallhe Road to Recove(Rabi et al. 201%), the

unconditional cash transfers were provided in two tranches accompanied by complementary
behaviour change messaging. The first phase Emergency Tepp Cash Transfer Programme
(ETCTP)—was directecht supporting current beneficiaries of estabéd social assistance

programmes for vulnerable groups (Dalit children urftkeryearsof age olderpeople

widows/single womerpeoplewith disabilities and endangered ethnic groupsle second phase
theEarthquakdrecovery Cash Transfer Programme (ERCH Biyected benefitenly to households

with children undefive yearsof age not limited by caste or ethnicity, as a means of laying the
foundation to increase capacity for the expansion oCthiel Grantprogramme by developing a child
registry with near universal coverage. Additionally, by implementing through the Department of Civil
Registration, under the Ministry of Federal Affairs and Local Development (MoFALD), thie mu

phase ERCP aimed forlong-term stragthening othe GoN'  established social assistance
mechani sms. The ERCTP c-earthguakelzauntre mograname Uhidrimediate ' s
Result 5.8, suobjective 3Rest or ati on of householdsd | iveliho
integrated approeh that balances immediate needs and the-teng development path (UNICEF,

2016).
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2.3.1 Phase 1 Emergency Tepp Cash Transfer Programmei Vulnerable Populations

In 2015, UNICEF provided approximately US$14.07 milliortite GoNfor the implementation adin

emergency toqup cash transfer programme to reduce the impattedipril and May2015

earthquakeand subsequent aftershocks oTheodNjecpvadfthse mo st
programme was to meet the most immaslizousehold expenditure needs and increase resilience to

any negative side effects of patisaster recovery for the most vulnerable populations, including
children,affectedby the earthquakes.

An emergency cash benefit of NRs 3,000 (US$30) was prdvathe beneficiaries of existing
government social assistance programmes in the 19 most eartadfemited districts as a tap to

the regular payments. The ETCTP reached five categories of beneficiary: (1) senior citizens aged 70
years and above or §@ars and above if Dalit; (2) widows and single women aged 60 years and
above; (3) peoplving with disabilities; (4) Dalit children unddive years of age; and (5) highly
marginalized indigenous ethnic groups. The ETCTP aimed to meet immediate hdesgemditure

needs and to increase household resilience by reducing the use of negative coping mechanisms and
behaviours in an extremely challenging peatthquake situatiomly strategically choosing

interventions that complemented existing governmsenial assistance mechanisms, UNICEF utilized
vertical expansion (increasing the value, number or duration of payments for an existing programme)
to increase local government capacity to manage immediate respamseoveryat the household

and community levelsThe independent assessment survey verified that the majority) (#3

intended beneficiaries approximately 434,690 peoptaeceived the emergency top cash transfer

of NRs 3,000 and that the cash was most conyneed to meet basic daily needs such as food and
medicine,and provideclothing and other household essentiBlespite limited direct targetinof

children, the ETCTP indirectly benefited many other childfdhdistricts completed distributions

within one to four months after the receipt of funidswever, delays at different levels of
implementation resulted in less timely and less efficient delivery than anticih&chingdrom the
ETCTPhave been used to both improve the current social alloveystemsandto advise the design

and implementation of Phase 2 ERCTP.



2.3.2Phase Zarthquake Recovery Cash Transfer Programmeé Children

During Phase ERTCR UNICEF andhe GoN utilized horizontal expansiofadding new
beneficiaries to a programmextending geographical coverage, extraordinary enrolment,
modification of entitlements or conditigrie adaptively respond to the needs of 300,000 children
with a total transfer of approximately US$13.5 millidws per the programm®&&E Plan (UNICEFR
2016), the overall objective of the ERCTP is to support the food securitybeiath and civil rights
of children undeffive yearsof ageby providing shorterm support to their households in 11
earthquakeffected districteandstrengtheningocal govenmentmanagement information systems.
To fulfil this objective, the following components were employed:

0] Provision of an unconditional cash transfer ofNFD00 (US$40) to the parents/guardians of
each child under five (up to a maximum of two childrenmether or guardian)
(i) Communication of nutritioltonscious messages to promote expenditures that achieve better

nutrition for children undefive
(iii) Technical and financial assistance to local government to administer and record birth
registration

Aligned with the Post Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA) 2015, the programme covers 11 districts
most affected by the earthquake aatthe time of writingwas estimated tbavereacled 250,000

direct beneficiariesThe districs sampledwvere:Gorkha,Makwanpur KavrepalanchokDhading,

Nuwakot, Rasuw&SindhupalchokSindhuli, Ramechhap, Dolakha and Okhaldhunga.

Child eligibility was determined as all children born on or after 10 December 2010 and was limited to
two children per mother/guardian.

Phase 2 Specit Objectives

As further outlined in the MIE Plan (UNICEF, 2016), the programme has three specific
objectives Given certain data collection limitationimdicator measurement wilkly on self
perceived changes in food security and living standardsifispéy:

) Chi I dr esecuriy isfsafperdeived by household as improved along at least
two common indicators of quantity, quality, and diversity (target: >60% of
households)

(i) Living conditions of households with children under five is-pelfceivedas
improved (target: >60% of households)

(i) Majority of children under five have a birth registration certificate (target: >90%)

For these changes to occitlis assumed thahema j or ity of el i gi bl e chil
are economically poor and credit constrained (i.e. unable to independently meet basic needs)

and have been affected by the earthquake; and that the transfer income is adequate to meet

their basic needs and is ugedvards' positivé ends in line with programme objectives.

Phase ZExpected Outcomes

To achieve the objectives, three outcomes are anticipated ih&BePlan. First, that
households are better able to meet the basic daily needs of their childrerfivad€his
assumes that markets are functioning, that households use income to benefit the eligible
children (both boys and girls), and that there is no elite capture by the community. This
outcomeis measured with three main indicators:

x  Majority of recipients allocate majority of transfer incomer®etbasic needs of targeted
children, including food, clothing and medicines (target: >50% of recipients / >50% of
transfer)

x  Other use of transfer income is mostly towargsetingcollective household needs
including essential household items, shelter maintenamdkvelihoods (target: >50% of
remaining allocation)



x  Mothersprimary caregivers of children have knowledge of nutriftmmscious messages
(target: >50% of grant recipients can recall the message)

The second expected outcome is tmatiseholds avoid or reduce reliance on coping
strategies that are harmful to childrenhis assumes that the transfer income is sufficient to
offset the gains from harmful coping strategies ismdeasured using twolicators:

x  The poorest households reduce distress sale of productive assets and accumulation of debt
to meet basic consumption (target:(#9 centof household)

x  Households with a child attendimgrly childhood educatiofieCE) are less likely to
withdrawthem in the shortierm (target: 2@er centof households)

Because having a birth registration certificB&C) is an administrative requirement for
receiving the cash grant, the third expected outcome isli$tatt-level government has an
updated andomprehensive civil registry of children undime years of ageThis assumes
that theDistrict Development Committe®DC) hasthecapacity to digitze the records in a
way that can be integrated with the existing management information sykteraver,
UNICEF also providesome support in this area. Indicators for this outcome are:

x  DDCs have collated paper records from all VDC/Municipal Ward Offices (Target: 11
DDCs)

x  DDCs have digized birth registration records into the management information system
(Target: 11 DDCs)

Phase 2 Implementation

The main concept behind the operational modésieeFigure J was that UNICEF funds

would be transferred through the existing national MoFALD structures then dispersed at the
district level via the DDCs and VIX¥Ms. TheERCTP would engage communibased
associationand useeommunications technologies (radio/SMS) to strengthen programme
information flows including messages to encourage nutritmnsciousash expenditure
supporing community mobilization angroviding additional locallevel accountability.

Actual implementation deviated from the original plan due to logistical barriers mentioned
below. The implementatin steps werdesigned to address the main lessons learned during
Phase 1

m - MOF MOFALD ‘Sg

unicef

Programme monitoring
and evaluation

Local N | - Partnership
community |+——RHNSIEEEHRS— Formal accountabillty

roups
STouP | — $—  Fundflow
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Figure 1: Institutional arrangements for the emergency cash transfer through social assistance phase 2

Census:Collecting the census data is critical notyofdr implementation of theuihd transfer
and near universal registration but atezause itreates a highly reliable source of



secondary data to be usedM&E . To obtain a more comprehensive listing of the usfoler
population living in the 11 target districts, UNICEF partnered with a research institute, PhD
Group to conduct a census enumeration of children undefiegand pregnant women.
Census data collection was completed in coordination with thesXWsZand used as the
basis for planning, budgeting and supporting near universal registration for the ERCTP.
Enumeration was completed between March and April 26to delays in approvalsut
after ERCTP registratioh wasbrought to light that a substantial number of children were
missed by the original census. Therefore, \AMS were able to submit a list afiditional
children by midJuly to be budgeted for in order to lintite exclusion of children. Othe
sampled populatiqrY7 per centwere censusegistered children and Zfr centwere
additional children. Makwanpur and Sindhupalchok did not submiitdlditional children
registry on time These children werthereforeunable to be included in the ERCTP.

Orientation: UNICEF hostedan orientation for alflistrict-level officers to ensure higher
levels of local support in implementatiddistrict-level orientation sessionsereconducted
for all VDC secretariesmunicipal officials and relevant DDC staff to dissemin&ey
knowledge angbrogramme resoursgincluding implementation guidelineBRCTP
information leafletsand registration card€ommunitybased organizations were mobilized
for their engagement in recruitment, nutritional messages and local accountability.
Orientations were conducted between March and April 2016.

Fund Transfer: Districtswerefirst required to settle any outstandidigect cashtransfers
from Phase 1 of the programme, which was a source of delay in certain districtsafféren
the necessary approvals and directives from the Ministry of Findw€) @ndMoFALD,
fundsweretransferred directly from UNICEF to each bktl1l DDCs. The DDC transfed
and notified the VDC/M of the availability of the funds. The VDC/M then arranged the
transfer of the funds to the local leweiith distribution in cooperatiowith the Ward Citizen
Forum.

Information Campaigns: Distribution of the ERCTP leaflets was planned weekly and
implemented byocial mobilisers and through local orgaations and networkduring the
week prior to ERCTP registratiofihe same information was scheduledbovadcast on
local FM radio (10 times daily for 7 days) and by SMS to all households that provided a
phone number in the censagain during the week prior to registratidmditionally, SMS
messaging and radiroadcastwereused to senbehaviourakchange messages that
encourage nutrition-conscious expendituief the cash transfemformation campaigning
wasexpanded into two phases, before and after payment, to include direan&888gingn
addition to FMradio, leaflets and word of mouth.

Registation: Registration for the programme occurred at the VDC/M office and VDC/M

officials kept official record of all registered children. The census datsused to verify

child eligibility and encouragtine participation of all eligible children. For those children

whodid notalready have BRC, mothers or guardians were requested to olotaébefore or

when registering for the programme. There was a charge of NRs 50 for birth registrations
completed morehianthreemonths after the birth and for replacement certificates.

Registratiorvaried by district buin a small majority of casesccurred before the cash

transferbetween February and June 20TBiswasUNI CEF’' s i nibut48per i nt ent i
cent ofrespondents reported registering and receiving the grant simultaneously.

Payment: Under normal social assistance procedures, lists of beneficiaries were intended to
be publicly displayed at the VDC/M office, and notification of the payment dates made
through the VDC social mob#ers, local radio stations and word of moutlowever public
display of the beneficiary list was not found during the monitoring visits. Depending on the
local context and the remoteness/accessibility of certain areas,istiwerescheduled at

the VDC office or at alternative localities. For beneficiaries who were physically unable to



collect the payment and who did not have a proxy, VDC offices arranged fetcddoor
delivery. DDCs were requested to ensure that aigu populations could access the
programme either in their current residence or the VDC of origin. Payment of the cash
transfer for children unddive years was encouraged to occur at the same time as the regular
social security payments where possildeaaosteffective measure that strengthened existing
systems. Cash transfer recipients (mothersaogivers were requested to bring the
programme registration card at the time of distribution. Upon payment receipt, the VDC/M
registration list and therpgramme registration @vecompleted and signed accordingBue

to competing priorities at the local level, VE®Is arranged dates fawm@ble to themthus
delaying both registration and payment procesBes.najority of DDCs received UNICEF
funds aftermid-July 2016 but initial delays in approvals and fund transfers followed
resulting in varied dates of transt@mpletion at the beneficiarydel. Payment for census
children occurred betwedate June anthethird week of November 2016, whisglditionally
registered children received payments between Jaamaifyebruary2017and at the time of
writing, this wasstill ongoing(seeTable 3. Despite the intention for the cash transfer to
occur simultaneously with the social allowance paymeulidinot necessarily works such.

As themajority of eligible beneficiaries were not already registered for the social allowance
payments, registration shortcomings caused delays to cash distribiti®making it hard

for local officials to implemenalongside the originaChild Grantpayments.

Table2: Cash distribution dates in Sample VDCs

Cash distribution dates in Sample VDG
District For census(2016)children and distribution in For additional
2016 children
18-26 September(4 VDCs),17 October (1 January2017(4
Dhading VDC) VDC/MSs)
February 2017 (1
Okhaldhunga 29 July (1 VDC) and22 August(1 VDC) VDC)
January 2017 (4
Nuwakot 2 29 October (4 VDCs) VDC/Ms)
Ramechhap 20 July (1 VDC),20-21August (2 VDCs) 14 February 2017 (3
October (1 VDC) VDCs)
Kavrepalanchok | 2-29 June (3 VDCs)23 July (1 VDC),20 February 2017 (4
September (1 VDC) VDC/Ms)
Not officially
Sindhupalchok 4-30 September (all 4 VDCs) registeed
Gorkha N/A
5-30July (2 VDCs) and September (¥DC)
Makwanpur 11-29 September (4 VD§}, 26 October (1 VDC) | Not officially
and22 November (1 VDC) registered
Dolakha January 2017 (2 VDCsg
1 October (1 VDC)5-12 November (2 VDCs)
Sindhul 1-22 July (all 5 VDCs) N/A
Rasuwa 26 June (1 VDC) January 2017 (1 VDC)

3. Objectives ofthe Independent Assessment

This independent as s e seHentieendss ireachieving the abeve dbjacevesE RT CP’
by assessing th@rocesses amolitcomedrom the beneficiary perspective to ultimately coog to

further the disaster resilience of households with young children. The primary objectives are as

follows:



Assess beneficiary househsld | i vel i hoods, food security and ch
Verify programmecoverageincluding cash transfer receipt and beneficiary registration

Investigate experience and perceptionprofjrammeincluding information campaigns,

registration, distribution and grievances

4. Use stakeholder feedback to inform necessary improventestsl expansion of government

social protectioprogrammes for children.

wnN e

This study collected data regarding household characteristics, cash utilization, coverage, delivery, and
information programming to both draw conclusions regardim@ttermimpacs on howsehold food

security, nutrition and livelihood recovery as weltasleterminehe effectiveness, efficiency and
coordination of implemeirtg partners. To achieve these objectives and draw valid conclusions, the
study’ s eval uat i o ndotthedollogvingweerarehing evaluatipmquestiolsa s e

x How hasthe ERCTP programnienpactedoeneficiary households, their livelihoods and food
security statusPlasthe cash been speiatr the intended purpose relation to short/medium
term relief andecovery

x How effectivearetargeting procedures of the ERCTP? Are eligible households with children
under agdive reachedy thecash transfer?

x  Whatdifficulties did beneficiaries encounter in accessing the cash grant? Anadvedghe
avenues focomgaints mitigation in terms of grievances and communication mechgnism

x  What was the communication strategy foe BRCTP? How effective erethe
communication mechanisms? Are they usefal,did households gaadditional nutritional
information?

x To what extent was cash preferred drav has it contributed towardsnproving the speed of
response?

3.1 Analytical Framework of Independent Assessment

The analytical framework of this assessmeasdesigned to provide key insights on the indicators
outlined in theM&E Framework (see above in Section 2, #8nex J). Cash transfers support poor

and economically vulnerable householespeciallythose affected by shocks, in three main ways:
protectingconsumptiorto meetbasic needs ifnmediate reliefin the case of disaster); preventing the
(further) use of harmful coping strategies; and allowing investment in livelihoods and human capital
(UNICEF, 2016. Substantial evidence shows that cash transfers lead to a range of first, second and
third order effects on households and childtetare largely positivéGurunget al, 2015) This
studyverifies thesassumptionso anextentbut mostly uses thegessumptions as a basis for
conclusions regarding the impact and effectivenesse# RCTPR, considering theuances of
geographical context and target populatidgambiguitycan cloud outcomes and affected

populations, this study has theorized the raamggkchannels of measurable effects and intended
outcomes on child households, as sedfignre 2 Further, distribution of cash to mothers may
directly increase woanddecis®rnmaking gowepalddingtinereasd esour c e s
resilience andbenefitsfor theunderfive child population.
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Theory of Change:How does ERCTP increase benefits for households with children under five?

Figure 2: Theoretical Conceptual Framework

Activities Selection Process ERCTP
Intra h hold administration &
ntra household power Payment
structure
Outputs
Intra household
allocation
Short-term
outcomes
Protect i ¢ Preventing the (further) Allowing investment in
rotecting consumption o use of harmful coping livelihoods and human
basic needs . ,
strategies capital
Short-term Increased shoiterm Avoid resorting to harmful Purchase of productive
Indicators purchasing power to coping strategies (selling assets for livelihood

meet basic consumption assets, accumulating debt productivity or security
needs etc.) to meet basic needs improvement

Source: Adipted from UNICEF, 2012 UNICEF, 2016

First, cash increasdémusehold income which increases their purchasing power to meet their
immediate needs, whether thigfood security, shelter, medicine or education, thus integrating a
range of potential investmeritsphysical,social and huin capital assethat can generate future

i ncome and enhance |livelihoods. The assumption i
needs best and that money will enable recipients to change their hehawadapt to these needs

guide regpients towards more beneficial purchasesnplementarypehaviour change messaging is
aimedat encouragng cash to be spent on food products that increase the nutrition of young children
and lactating mother€urrent deprivation of livelihood essentiatgy affectthe extent to which
recipients deviate from theirsualpurchasing habits. For example, if the household lacks enough food
to sufficiently feed memberghen additional casks unlikely to incentivize them to increase the

quality of foodbutwill enable them to feed more members.

Secondtargeting children under adi@e strengthens their households to provide enabling
environments fochild developmentWhen households are better able to meet their basic needs they
can avoid resorting to haful coping strategies such as sale of productive assets, engagement in high
risk employment and accumulation of debt. For children under five specifically, additional income
can be used to cover the direct costs of early childhood afutiprary educatn (fees,

transportationetc.) and/or prevent family separationdnunteracting the forces that lead to child

labaur and trafficking
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Third, prevailing social norms and intteousehold decisiemakingdynamicswill shapewho

determine cash utilization and beneficiaries (intended or unintended). Dhelas established the

mother as the primary recipieot the Child Grantat t empt i ng to directly incr
over resources, knowledge and decigieeking power within the tditional patriarchal household.

Yet, recent evidence suggests that fathers have also collected payments, potentially limiting the

i ntended out come o f(HageaZarker etsl., 2015phe wndarlyimg assumption

is that children will benefitmore directlyfrom the cash expenditures if the mother has raorgrol
overhousehold spendind. is also critical to consider the potential negative consequences that
recipientscould face within their household or communiBvidence suggests that temsican be

caused within communities (due to real or perceived targeting inequities) and within households (due
to power imbalances over control of resourdBah et al, 201%). This study hashereforeincluded
selfreported measures of intheuseholdand community tension that resulted after the cash transfer.
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4. Research Design and Methodology

This studyis based on guantitative surveyhat gathereihformation relating to the cash
transfer processoverage, utilization and impadthe surveyasconducted in 11 districts
from July to early Decembe016.The questionnaire focusezh quantitative data regarding
sociodemographics, livelihood status, food s#guand childcare activitiedt also gathered
perceptions and experiences of ERCTR, includingthe availability ofinformation,
registration process, s distribution and grievancd3ocuments and publications related to
cash transfewere reviewedo supplement the results.

4.1 Selection of Study Districts y a
All 11 mostaffecteddistrictswereincludedin \
the sample. =

Western Hills: Gorkha

Eastern Hills: Okhaldhunga

Central Region Terai/Hills: Makwanpu,
Kavrepalanchok Dhading,Nuwakot, Rasuwa,
SindhupalchokSindhuli, Rarachhap, Dolakha

Target group: All children born on or after 1
December 2010 residirig the11 districts—
minimumtwo children per mothewsr primary
caregiver, aligned with thé@ o N Clsld Grant

policy.

Figure 3: Map of SampledVards

4.2 Sampling Methods

The sample was Beted based on a twer random sampling method. Firstsystematic random
sampling technique was used to identify 44 clusters with 22 eligible beneficiaries per cluster. In this
process, the primary sampling unit (PSU) was wards and the secondaringamitlwas eligible
beneficiary households of chilehunderfive (born on or afted December2010). Clusters were

chosen by systematically arranging the 11 districts alphabeticallywfitbin each district, VDCs/Ms
were arranged alphabetically, followed by wards in ascending @kdexeen irFigure 3 44 clusters
(wards) were chosen based on phabability proportional tosize (PPS) principles. Of 44 sampled
clusters, 1330%) are catgorized as urbafwith Makwanpur having the highest proportion of urban
clusters (6per cenbof sampled population from the district).

Second, within each selected cluster, 22 eligible beneficiaries were identifiedhesiiygtematic

random samplingechniqueio meet the predetermined sample size of 36& PSU was determined
based on the 20 subject PSlised in @mographic antlouseholdSurvey methodology plustwo

additional subjects to increase the sample size to include additionally regidiiddeen. Eligible
beneficiaries were sampled using the digitalized data fheivloFALD/UNICEF 2016 census of all
children undefive in the 11 districtsas well as the wartkvel list of additionally registeréahildren
obtained from the VDC. This ensd that both censusgistered and additionally registered children
were surveyed, as their experiences were expected to vary and thus provide valuable insight into the
implementation, coverage and impatthe ERCTPIn cases where sampled clusters vieocesmall

4 The urbarrural split was determined by the most current VDC/M categorizations of the sample clusters. It should be noted
that some sanigd clusters were categorized as VDCs during sampling and Ms during arBhatiauli, Okhreni,

Bhotasipa, Nilkantha, Basamadi, Padampokhari, Tistung Déurali

5 UNICEF extended registration of eligible children to increase coverage of the populatiomrdDDC officials were

given a final submission date, after which no additional registrations would be accepted. Two districts, Sindhupalchok and
Makwanpur, failed to meet this deadline and therefore received no additional funding for additionallyeckgrstdren.
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and did not hav@2 eligible households, an adjoining ward was merged and the two were treated as a
single cluster. In this way, the assessment study drew a representative sample of 968 respondents
from the 11 study districtt®r thesurvey aslisted below in Table 3As the sample population was

underage, the respondents were the sampl ed
Table3: Distribution of sample size and eligible beneficiaries by district
MoFALD/  Percentgeof _ No. of Sampled Percerage No. of Percera
UNICEF Total Population Children Non- geof
Census in 11 Districts \S/gncw:gle d (Weighted gfoiﬁgﬁl;d Responses Sample
2016 (CBS 2013) by Pop.) Replaced Replaced
Okhaldhunga | 15351  5.6% 2 44 4.5% 3 6.8%
Sindhuli 31,657  10.9% 5 110 11.4% 7 6.4%
Ramechhap | 5 486  7.4% 4 88 9.1% 40 45.5%
Dolakha 21,451  1-4% 3 66 6.8% 6 9.1%
Sindhupalchok | 55 55 11.1% 5 110 11.4% 27 24.5%
Kavrepalanchok| 5, 713 11.9% 5 110 11.4% 15 13.6%
Nuwakot 28,220 9.7% 4 88 9.1% 20 22.7%
Rasuwa 4175 1.4% 1 22 2.3% 0 0.0%
Dhading 36,817  12.7% 5 110 11.4% 32 29.1%
Makwanpur 36,673  12.6% 6 132 13.6% 22 16.7%
Gorkha 27172 9.3% 4 88 9.1% 9 10.2%
Total 291,000  100.0% 44 968 100.0% 181 18.7%

4.2.1 Phone Survey to Account for DelayeDistribution
During the assessment surv,1 children(30%)— 83 censusandl168additional including

Makwanpur and Sindhupalchelkwereeligible for cash paymentsut had yet to receive payment due
to late registration and the twigred payment procesbBhesechildren were scheduled to receive the

cash transfer after the initial period of enumeratiincethis cohort representedsagnificant portion
of the totd sampled populatigrwithout their responses our data wobal/e beeincompleteand not
representetrue coverageGiven the spread of locations across the 11 districigs neither cost

effectivenor an efficient use of time to+@numerate these imiduals in the field. NEPANherefore

conduceda follow-up phonesurveywith mothers and primary caregivers in January and February

c hi

2017,having verified that the sampled cluster had completed the second round of cash distribution to
the additionally reigtered childrenA total of 214 nonrecipients all from the original enumeration

(75 census and 139 additiondind recorded phone numbeB3,of which were incorrect or inactive.
Responses from the phone survey were disaggregated from the initial survey results to verify any key
characteri

st

i C

accuratecoverage, distribution and utilization results
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4.3 Characteristics of Sample
S ] As Graph 1shows age distribution is
Age Distribution of Sampled Children  relativelyeven with an average age of 2.5
years. As the cubff date for eligibility was a
= Less than a year Dirthday on or after 1 December 2010, the

A1
one child agé 7 was determinedot to be
=1 eligibile.® This child was included in the
=2 UNICEF sampling list due to an error in
3 collecion. This age distribution helps to
21.0

explain the & per centattendance irarly
childhood developmermrogranmes in the
=5 previous year as these services are offeved
.7 children agd threeto five. This figure
mirrors the national grosnrolment rate of
66 per cenfrom 2009-2010 GoN, 2009.
This attendance rate supports the
prioritization of child e redueation in
expected household spending for the next three mefiper centas top priority and Bper cenas
one of the top thregriorities. ECE attendance is proportionally equal if not higher within the female
sampled population, except in Rasuwa and SindhupalemokMuslims are the only caste/ethnic
group to have a drastically lower enrolmestie(33%), although the sample &Zrom this ethnic
group is too small to draw any real conclusions (nR@gionally, attendance is proportionally
similar, except in Rasuwa (20%) and Dolakha (48&blich could be attributed todifiact that these
districtshave no urban sampled clustebmly 3 per centof the sampled children were reported to
have a mental or physical disability.

=4

Graph1: Age Distribution of Sample

Children 64 years by gender (11 Sample Districts)
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Graph?2: Children Q 4 years byGender (11 Sample Districts)

The most notable difference between the sampled child populatidnandh Mo F AL D/ UNI CEF’
census and the 2011 National Census populationsl (8¢ is the sex distribution. As noted in

Grapls 2 and 3the average sex ratio is higher in the sample, (53% males)compared to 1.08
(51%/52%males) Furtherbreaking down ta sample by districRamechhap (1.67), Okhaldhunga

(1.59), Dhading (1.44), Kavpalanchok(1.39), Gorkha (1.32) and Makwanpur (1.32) all have higher
proportional representation of males than the other sources. This stronger overall male bias must be
takeninto consideration when generalizing results.

6 Nepali calendar birth dates were checked against the corresponding English calendar date for the older sampled children to
ensure eligibility.
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Sex Ratio by District
N=968
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Graph3: Sex Ratio by District

4.3.1 Census Children vs. Additional Children

Of thesampled populatiqry7 per cenn=744) are census registered children ange3Xent
(n=224)are additionally registered chikeh. As seen ifrable 4,census children were slightly under
sampled compared proportionally to UNIS®EBER MoFALL
submitted additionally registered children (15%iis makes sendmmsed on the sampling
methodology whichgave some sampling preference to additionally registered chilsemted
earlier, Sindhupalchok and Makwanpur submitted their additional eetis¢ and therefore the 60

(23 and 37 respectively) sampled addititly registered children should not be included in the
analysis of registry, process and distribution. The following demographic statistics do not include
these children. When removing these children from the sample populatiper 82ntof the sample
were census children and p8r centwere additionally registered.

Table4: Census and Additional Children Breakdown

Sample UNICEF/MoFALD 2016
Districts Census Additional Total | Census Additional Total

N % N % N N % N % N
Okhaldhunga | 41 | 93.2% | 3 6.8% | 44 16351 | 89.7% | 1884 | 10.3% | 18235
Sindhuli 88 | 80.0% | 22 20.0% | 110 33145 | 80.3% | 8113 | 19.7% | 41,258
Ramechhap 60 | 68.2% | 28 31.8% | 88 22911 | 78.0% | 6480 | 22.0% | 29,391
Dolakha 57 |86.4% |9 13.6% | 66 21,317 | 78.0% | 6018 | 22.0% | 27,335
Sindhupalchok | 87 | 79.1% | 23 20.9% | 110 31556 | 100.0% | O 0.0% | 31,556
Kavrepalanchok| 82 | 74.5% | 28 25.5% | 110 34,713 | 82.2% | 7538 | 17.8% | 42,251
Nuwakot 59 | 67.0% | 29 33.0% | 88 28220 | 72.4% | 10771| 27.6% | 38991
Rasuwa 14 | 63.6% |8 36.4% | 22 4,175 68.7% | 1903 | 31.3% | 6,078
Dhading 97 | 88.2% | 13 11.8% | 110 36,684 | 90.1% | 4018 | 9.9% | 40,702
Makwanpur 95 | 72.0% | 37 28.0% | 132 41,115 | 100.0% | O 0.0% | 41,115
Gorkha 64 | 72.7% | 24 27.3% | 88 27,172 | 80.0% | 6792 | 20.0% | 33964
Total 744 | 76.9% | 224 | 23.1% | 968 297,359 | 84.7% | 53517| 15.3% 250'87

Further,the census and additionally registered sampled populations differed in age distribution as
there were proportionally mochildren agedinderoneyear(14% vs.9%) and childreragedfour
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(28% vs. 19%)yxmong additionallyegistered childrewhen comparedtthe sampled census
population. This could be explained by new births poigntialconfusion over the age eligibility for
the older children. The sampled additionally registered children had proportionally higher
representation of Brahmi@hhetri(36%)when compared to the census childf28%) Lastly, the
male bias present in the overall sample extends to the additionally registeréel sapogation (sex
ratio of 1.16, but to a lesser degree than the total saniie, the above analysis holds tileen
the Sindhupalchok and Makwanpur additional children are included as well.

4.4 Original Survey vs Phone Survey

Of the 251 eligibl&ERCT nonrecipients samplenh the original enumeration, 63 (% from eight
districts were reenumerated by phon&able 5 (below) shows the percentage of-negipientswho

were reinterviewed during the phone survey by district. Phone survey enumeration coverage was
very high in Rasuwa (100%), Nuwakot (87%) and Dolakha (73%dhe time of writing, he cash
transferdistribution process is still ongoing in the remainiivg districtsand wagherefore not
included in the phone surveyhichexplairs the low overall enumeration coverage.

Table5: Distribution of Phone Survey Respondent®istrict

Total No. of Non- Percent of Total
Districts Recipients Sampled | Sample of Non

in the Phone Survey | recipients (N=251)
Okhaldhunga 2 40%
Sindhuli
Ramechhap 12 39%
Dolakha 6 75%
Sindhupalchok
Kavrepalanchok 5 23%
Nuwakot 18 78%
Rasuwa 4 100%
Dhading 6 46%
Makwanpur 10 20%
Gorkha
Total 63 25%

Respondents from the phone survey were more likely to be 8¥1® compared to the field
enumeration30%). Demographically, the phone survey respondent households were kabyrédi
be BrahminChhetri (5056 vs.20%) and urbaiwelling (40% vs. 3%) compared to the total field
sample population.

4.5 Errors in Sampling
Replacement methodologas followswas determined before enumerators departed for the field to
ensure systematic surveyinghen a sampled child aris or hemprimary guardian declined to

participateor wasnot found after three separate visits to the household, then a new child was chosen
basedbnthe ordering of the original sampling list for that watttefeplacementctd s posi t i on

directly after the originally sampled child)ikewise, if the replacement child declinemparticipae
or was also not foundfter three attemptshen the second replacement child was the child whose
positioning waglirectly before theoriginal child on the sampling list.

Accordingtothee nu mer at or ' s o r18IighildiemWweresealacpdivith Ragnechhaps t

(46%) and Dhading (29%) experieng the highest rates of replacemémsshownin Table 3 in
Section 4.2aboveg. Themain reasons for replacement included:
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i) houssholdhadmigrated to unspecifieldcation inKathmandwalley (46%)

1)) household livesix monthsor more in other district€L8%)

iii) family members/primary caregivers were away during all three enumeration attempts
(18%)

iv) children could not b&und duringenumeration dus incorrector missing information

(child maméage parent same addres®r other identifying informationj12%) This
posed a greater problem in urban areas, despite the use of snowballing atedddbaor
visits

V) household lives six months in village and six months in district headquartesasl
migrated to Indiaor did not have a birth certifica(€%).

These reams were crosshecked during monitoring visits as errors in MoFALD/UNICE&ensus
collection or incorrect data entry of identifying factarsd migration wrenoted frequently. For

example DDC officials from Sindhupalchok and Makwanpur indicated thate might be missing or
incorrectly entered data that was overlooked in the centrally managed research collectionlprocess.
another example, officials from Hetauda SMietropolitan had 11,609 eligible child beneficiaries on

the MoFALD/UNICEF census, yefficials reportedhat40 per centof these children were estimated

to be missing or unidentifiablé&dentifying the target group was constrained by a lack of complete

data in the MoFALD/UNICEF census, despite providing a mortotgate and inclusiveadabase of
children undefive when compared to the National Census. As mentioned above, to account for these
limitations, UNICEF gav®DC officials a deadline of July 2610 submit a list of additional eligible
beneficiary children. Some officials estitad that around 1per centof children reported as

‘additional were countegbreviouslyduring the census enumeration due to miscommunication

between caregivers or fear of exclusion. Theeeeno reconciliation practices or systetoscontrol
thisproblen as UNI CEF' s main concern was achieving as
underfive child populatiorin these districts as possible.

4.6 Questionnaire Development

The quantitative survey questionnaire was desigisedl collaborative effoltetween UNICEF and
NEPAN, through the involvement &fNICEF sashtransferspecialist, NEPAN projectteam and
NEPAN studysteamleaders, to provide a common understanding of the scope of the study
Following the results framework and theory of changecdbed above, the team provided valuable
insights on indicator measurement, croggting theme identification and methodology creation.
Enumerators received amensive threalay trainingcoursen September 2016 from the UNICEF
and NEPAN team to ensethat they were able taccurately and systematically reproduce the
intended survey methodology in the field. Enumerators wéreducedo the Nepali translation of
the questionnaire and each question discussed thoroughly for a unified understapcicgaire
and question intention. The team was then sent into the field to pilot the survey tool within the
intended target population in Dhulikh&avrepalanchoKa cluster outside the sampba)d thestudy
team monitored ik fieldwork for bothquality of the tool andheenumeratas 5kills. The reflection
session included interactive discussions wistréy teammembers and enumerators could share
experiencs of in-depth probingndlessons leardin field, andto clarify anyproblemswith the
survey tool.Based on the lessons learned from the pilot field tiest, 4djustments were made to the
survey tool A day-long reorientation programewasconducted with enumeratooa 23 September
2016 so thatheycould be reminded of the sy tools immediately prior to their scheduled field
departure.

4.7 Enumeration Timing

Given delays in the distribution of the cash transfers in various sampled clusters, enumerators were in
the field at various intervals betwe2d Septembeand27 November2016. Enumeration timing

varied due to differences in distribution processes and timing within districts/VDCs/Ms. Cash
distribution was scheduled to be completed along with the regular Social Security Allowance to

utilize the government mechanisms alreadplace. UNICEF s i nt etlmat census childees
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would receive the distribution firéollowed byadditional children once UNICEF could send
sufficient fundsfor these childremo the DDC Howevet due in part to some level of confusion and
miscommuication between implementing partners, but also reflecting local context, different

approaches wer e
distributionln s ome | ocati

taken
ons

by district and | o
UNI CEF ' ewedwhile, nmotHeesfbr

cal of i
met hodo

convenienceash was distributed to census children and additional children at the sar(eegme
Table 6).In some cases, DDCs st distribution until UNICEF sent sufficient funds for census and
additional children whilgin others, cash was distributed until the original tranche of fun@ingut

Table6: District-wise Distribution Approaches

District Distribution Approach
Dhading Together

Dolakha Separate

Gorkha Separate
Kavrepalanchok Separate
Makwanpur No official additional
Nuwakot Together
Okhaldhunga Separate
Ramechhap Separate

Rasuwa Separate

Sindhuli Separate
Sindhupalchok No official additional

Again, variations in distributiomerecrosschecked during monitoring visitsor example, in
Thumpakhar VDC, Ward No. 5, a sampled clusteBioflhupalchokVDC officials reported delays

due to confusion regarding a few children included in their census list from other districts (Rukum
and Rdpa). InHetauda SuiMetropolitan officials described their initial confusion regarding whether
to distribute based on the census listvait until dataon additionahad been entered@he latter was
difficult to manage as it doubled their normal worklaand distracted from other priorities such as
social security allowanesgrecovery efforts and reconstructidturther, VDC/M officials stated that
procedural compliances complicated distribution to additional children, as the additional funds for
these bildren werenot transferred to the VDEMSs until the settlement of the previous advance.
These delays had obvious impacts on enumeration, including requiring enumerators to visit some
sampled clusters more than once because distribution was not comgiateyet to begin during

their first visit.

4.8 Data Management and Analysis

All completed household guestionnasnd observation checklsivere manually edited and coded
beforebeingentered in the computand the dta digitized usin€ S-Pro 6.2software Before
transferring the datato SPSS softwarfor analysis, consistency and range checks were carried out
for all the questiom The method of analysis is descriptive, analytical and inferential. Frequency
tables, pie charts and bar diagramstfe variables were generated and analyzed. Moreover, to
examine the distributional aspects of the cash transfers (registration process, distribution process,

utilization of cash), cross tabulations of the various variables per the sex of the bendifiaigry,

arrangements and household livelihoods, food security and diet, control over resourcesutahavio
change messages athe feedback system were assessed.

4.9 Challenges and Limitatiors of the Sudy

The overall study is limited to operatiomabnitoring of the system through which UNICEF,
MoFALD, and VDC¢$Ms distributed and accounted for the cash transfer, as well as the
circumstances, outcomes and perceptions of beneficiAgeletiming of distribution varied by
district, anddue to regisation shortcomings, the field enumeration occurrediffdrenttimes of
year.Many of the additional children have yet to receive the cash transfatthe time of writing,
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distribution is still ongoingThis is a limitation othedata.

While the lousehold survey is statistically representative atwuel level,it is not statistically
representative at the district level or total beneficiary population level. Nonetheless, all efforts have
been made to ensure proportional representation acrossribéiciary groups and to ensure balanced
inclusion of VDCs and districts from the entire intervention agetion 5 will further prove that the
socicdemographic distribution in the sample is generally reflective of the wider beneficiary
population. Lasy, thescopeof the workis limited to early indicators from tliritial stage of

programme implementaticand is not attributable to lortgrm outcomes and impacts.
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5. Results: HouseholdContext and Coverage

This section presents the findings from suevey tool related to respondént d e mogr aphi c
household livelihood, ERCT coverage, birth registration certificate (BRC) coverage, food
security and child nutrition.

o Table7: Caste/Ethnicity of Households
5.1 Characteristics of Respondents

5.1.1Demographics L et

Of all respondent householdgl per cent Caste/Ethnicity oHousehold (11 Districts)
residedn rural clusters while onlg0 per cent Census | Sample
resided in urban cluster§he respondentsere | BrahminChhetri 31.1% | 29.8%
primary caregivers of the eligible chid64 per | Disadvantagedanajatis | 14.0% | 52.8%
centmothers, 1%er cenfathers and 1per Advantagedanajatis

centother guardians. Respondent householdg (Newar, Gurung, Thakali)| 44.8% | 8.4%
were found to be more vulnerable than the [ pgjit 8.8% 8.5%
average households r_eS|d|ng in the 11 sampl U 1uslim 0.2% 0.6%
districts when comparing sampled data to th

2011 National Census da#lt hough the Others 1.0% 0.0%

respondent household general calkséribution mirrored the distribution of the total population, the
sampled population has a higher proportioDiHfadvantaged Janajati$b3%) compared to Census

data (149, as seen in Table Further, the sampled respondent households are on alemggethan

the general population, 5.9 versus 4.6, with a higher dependency ratio, 0.90 versus 0.69. The higher
dependency ratio most likely reflects the fact that the sample population was focused on households
with young children. When comparing the Inigt reported level of education within the household,

the sample population is clearly less educated than the general population péthcghthaving at

or below aprimary level education (compared to gdr centof general population) as seen in Table

8. Mothers and primary caregivers were more likely to be illiterate or without formal sun(2:1%)
compared to the highest educated in the household and general populitiom significant

difference between male and female primary caregivers gin that 7(er cenof respondents

were female, it is not surprising thad per centof primary caregivers reported that their olewel of
education was lower than the highlestel of education obtained within the household.

Table8: Household's Highest Education Distribution

HouseholdEducation(11 Districts)
Highest Highest Education Mother or Primary
Education Censu| Sample Caregiver's

llliterate 2.5% 6.6% 22.8%

Literate but no formal schooling 2.7% 4.0% 11.1%

Primary level (grade-5) 18.9% 43.7% 21.1%

Some Secondary (gradel) 37.0% 30.4% 23.2%

SLC 15.4% 8.3% 10.3%

IA or 10+2 16.2% 4.6% 8.7%

Bachelor level + 7.2% 1.8% 2.3%

Don't know 0.1% 0.6% 0.5%

5.1.2Income

The majority of respondent households participated in agriculture as either their primary priority
(78%) or secondary priority (14%), which aligns with tNational Living Standards Survey
measurement that ‘fi&r ceniof total households are agrarid®gS, 201Db). Lifestyle activities
remained predominately unchanged by the earthquatte/5 per ceniof households that primarily
participated in agriculture before the earthquake comgto do so. The sample has an average total
household income of approximat®iRs 75,000 with the median 5@er ceniof the sample earning
approximatelyNRs45,000-80,000 (Notethatthis only includes cash income, estimated value of own
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production, remittances and other cash trangf@fsthe sample populatiod per centreported beig

from the lowest income bracket, earning less tiRs 15,000 in total household income. Following
national trends, this population has compounded vulnerability as the sampled households have an
average family size of 6.3, which is higher than the wealampled population€BS, 201Db). The
sample’s household income estimation val-ues <cann
level data as the methodology diffefdational Living Standards SurvéMLSYS) givesthe household
income but includes a more extensive definition of income sources (value ofovaugied housing
and consumption of home produced gooBsit the sample data does reveal income variation
between urban and rural that aligns with nationadllelata. Over 5@er cenof the urban households
earnNRs 90,000 or more compared to Bér cenbof rural households. The NLSS reported that the
average household income of rural communities waseb4entof the average household income of
urban commuities (CBS, 201b). Overall census children households and additional children
households are relatively similar in composition.

Household Remittance Workers by Household Income
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Graph4: Household Remittance Workers bguseholdncome

Of sampled households, p&r centhad an adult memberho had soughemployment outside of

Nepal in the last three year$0 per cenof whom reported earningRs 90,000 or more in total

household income. This trend held tremceremittances over various time periods (whether in the

past three years, the year before the earthquake or since the earthquake) were predominantly received
by households in this wealthier income bradkeeGraph4). Nepal has a highly remittance

dominant economywith a national average of §&r cenof hauseholds receiving remittancéshe

sample ighereforesignificantly more economically vulnerable than the general populd@B® (

2011).

Despite the overall proportion of households receiving remittance income remaining mostly
unchangedataround 81per cent56 respondent households reported not continuing to earn
remittances since the earthquakehile 50 reported beginning to earn remittances since the
earthquakes. There was an overall trend towards receivingdasgholdemittance income when
comparing the 12 months prior to the 2015 earthquakeayerage NR$18,272, to since the
earthquakeNRs 114,249 on average &% decrease). As seen in Grapla3ittle over 4(er cenbof
households receivedRs 50,000 or less in either period. Thiscdease in amount of remittance

income aligns with nationdével findings on posearthquake remittance employment. Despite an
initial spike in remittance earnings in the first nine months after the earthquake, in the threetononths
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Graph5: Household Remittance Earning Before and After the 2015 Earthquakes

April 2016, remittan@swerereported to have droppdy 5 per centcompared to the same period
during the previous year (Nf9 2016 WB, 2016).This is coupledvith a decline irthe numbers of
Nepalese migrating internationally for employmeritetween 1§er cen{MOF, 2016)and25 per
cent(WB, 2016). This trend is attributed to less demand for workers in oil/lcommaodity host countries
(e.g. Qulf CooperationCouncil countries and Malaysia) arhincreased burden on potential

migrants to support household recovery and rebuilding efforts.

5.1.3 Livelihood Recovery and Reconstruction

Almost all (99%)of households reported being affectedome wayby theApril and May2015
earthquakes and aftershocksrtunately, few households experienced loss of 28&)( but of the 99
per centhat reported damage to their housep6®cenindicated that their houses had been
completelydestroyedand 66per centare living in temporary housing. This aligns with the findings
from ETCTPPhase 12015) where ofthe 94 per cenwho experienced damage to their housep&8
centwere completelylestroyedOnly 47 per centof thosewith damaged housesportedreceivirg
any portion of thdNRs 300,000promised bythe Government for housing compensati®@i per cent
of partiall-damaged houseS5 per centof completelydestroyechouses)The deadline to complete
distribution of the housingaymentwas initially set for mieSeptembeR015,then adjusted to early
October. Both deadlines were missed.tBgendof Septembermore thar06,399 (76%) out of
531,964 eligible families in the 11 districts had received the first tranche of NRs 50 00i@ the
foundatiors of ther new housesHowever, he number of beneficiaries who have withdrawn the grant
moneyfrom their bank accountemains uncleafNRA, 2016) This could help explain why fewer of
the sample population reported receiving a portiothefgovernment installment compared to the
government reported distribution (769 depicted in Table 9, both government distribution and
reported reception of government housing compensation varies drastically by digtaagh similar
trends are natvident.

Table9: Distribution and receipt of government houst@mpensation

. % of Total | % of Sample Population tha
District -tl)—g:]?alfiililglrib;g E]astlgl]l‘rar?;tm 15 Population| received in portion of
Received | installment (n=968)
1 | Sindhupalchok 78,537 72,289 92% 84.4%
Ramechhap 43,609 39,759 91% 42%
Okhaldhunga 19,818 17,003 86% 25%
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4 | Gorkha 58,503 48,658 83% 55.7%
5 | Dolakha 51,762 42,907 83% 36.4%
6 | Kavrgpalanchok 67,665 54,560 81% 30.3%
7 | Rasuwa 11,236 7,969 71% 95.5%
8 | Nuwakot 65,759 46,307 70% 75.9%
9 | Sindhuli 34,256 23,197 68% 57.9%
10 | Dhading 70,581 39,355 56% 15.5%
11 | Makwanpur 30,238 14,395 48% 32.6%

Total 531,964 406,399 76% 47.3%

Source: NRA2016andwww.nra.gov.np

Additionally, only 1per centof the sampled population was living in a newly constructed house,
which aligns with the estimate thatNovember 20160nly 3 per cent ohouseholds hastarted
reconstruction work with the first tranchegdvernmentompensatiomorth Rs 50,000 (US$500) in
the 11 districts (NRA, 2016).

The majority (68%) of aid received by respondent households in the three npoitth® the survey
wasfrom government anthternational and national nagovernmental organisatiofisr continued
livelihood recoveryLivelihood recoveryhas beeslow, as most households (60%) are only
somewhat recovered or not recovered (2888}, as seen iGraph6, houséold recovery status
variesdrastically by district. In Rasuwa and Dolakh@é,p&r centand 83per centrespectively
reportedbeingnot recovered.

Household Recovery Status by District
N =968

120.0
100.0
80.0
60.0
40.0
20.0
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District

m Fully Recovered m Mostly Recovered m Somewhat Recovered = Not Recovered

Graph6: Household Recovery Status by District
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5.2Earthquake Recovery Cash Transferand Birth Registration Coverage

5.2.1 Birth Registration Coverage : e

Sampledbirth registratiorcoverage was 9ger centwhich Nj{{;“(ﬁfg'jgjs“;’,.“aﬁv‘igirﬁffand

is higher thatMoFALD/UNI CEF’' s census Sindhupalchok) i n
thesample districts prior to the cash transfer programme
(48%) and the previous national data (58%) (CBS, a011
The46 per centincrease irbirth registration certificate

(BRC) obtainment since the ERCT programming speaks t

the effectiveness of UNICEF'sfefts. BRC distribution was
proportionalbetween sampled maland females,
caste/ethnicities, and did not differ between census and
additionally registered populationslt hough BRC coverage
was over 9(per cenfor all districts, Rasuwa (100%) and
Ramechap (9%) had the highest coverages as seen in N
Graph8. Additionally, Rasuwa (+63%)Nuwakot (-63%), No-Census = No-Additional
Ramechhap#57%) and Kavrepalanchok (+52%) clearly had
effective BRC programming as all more than doubled thei
coverage during the ERCT process. Note, mineluding the
additionally registered children from Makwanpur and Sindhupalchok, overall BRC coverage values
remain mostly unchanged.

46- 1.3

= Yes-Census = Yes-Additional

Graph7: Birth Registration Coverage

Birth Registration Coverage by District Over Time
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Graph8: Birth Registration Coverage by Distriover Time

5.2.2 Earthquake Recovery Cashiransfer Coverage

ERCT coverageaccording to the agreed regist was 84per centas of April 2017, with 9er cent
in the sample census population angp®i centn the sample additional children populatidiote
that this is an increased coveragenirimitial enumeration, as of November 2016, which wapét8
centwith 89 per cenin thecensus population and@er centin the additionallyregisterecthildren
population.The najority of additionally registered children were scheduled to receive cash after
initial enumeration, therefore this discrepancy is understandeiidse numbers refletitat during
initial enumerationdistribution to additional children in most districts had yet taken place
However,despite these delayat the time of writinglistributionto additional childreiis continuing
ERCT distribution was proportionally higher for males (76%) than females (71bt&gimilar

7 Excluding the 60 additionally registered children from Makwanpur and Sindhupalchok.
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across caste/ethnicitieBisaggregatio by district in Graph 9 shows that coverage of censiddren
was below average in Gorkha (83%f0akwanpur (78%), Nuwakot (81%) and Sindupalchowk (86%).
The districtwise data also highlights the different approaches to registration and distriblk&ariria
each digtict. For example, coverage of additioaildren is highest in Nuwakot (59%) and Dhading
(77%), where distribution to both groups of children veasried outat the same time

ERCTP coverage by district
N=968
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5.2.3 Additional Coverage
Of thesampled children with BRC, 77 per centeceived the ERCTEven though 8RC was

required togetthe ERCT, 20 respondents reported receiving the cash whletg able to present
one(3 per cenbf ERCT recipients)This occurred in 8 of the 11 districtsith the highest prevalence
in Dhading (7 cases). These 20 beneficiaries were from households that are proportionally more
vulnerable than the general sampl@5 per cenffrom disadvantaged Janajati and Dalit famsliand

55 per cenffrom households with less th&@rade 5 education.

Further, when including the 60 (unapproved) additiona “Truer' ERCTP Couvce
registered children from Makwanpur and Sindupalchol N=968
ERCT coverage decreases to 88 centand 44per cent
in the alditional children populatigrrespectivelyin e
0

Makwanpur, DDC officials indicated that 14,555
additional children fiedthe registration eligibility 10%
requirements buhat,due to delayed submissi from '
government officials, these children were deemed
ineligible by UNICEF.Even sosome still received the
grant at the discretion of the VDC fials, as seen in
Graph 9(22 per centin Makwanpur and §er cenin
Sindhupalchok)The coverage valua Graph 10
thereforer epr esent s as ‘astuer No-Census = No-Additional
accounts for registration implementation failures (failurc

to identify and register additional children in time), whilG"@Ph10 Truer ERCTP Coverage

the ERCT coverage mentioned in Section 5.2.2

represents the coverage piee agreed regist and reflects success of distribution. BRC coverage
trends remain relatively unchanged when including this population, thus representing minimal
registration implementation failures in that regard.

= Yes-Census = Yes-Additional
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5.3 Food Security, Marketsand Dietary Habits

5.3.1 Household Food Securitand Coping Mechanisms

Expected househokekpenditurdor theforthcomingsix months is mostly limited tmeetingbasic
needsas sampled households expected that food itei¥)(8nedicine (64%), clothing {86) and
childr e redusation (4%) would be one of their top highest spending priorfti€ven the
demographic vulnerability of the sampled househotds understandable to see p&r centof
households reporting food items to be their first spending priorityh&u food security for the
ERCT recipient households was weak in the month prior to the ERCH @er £enhadhadto
borrow money to meet food or other basic needs &mukb cenbad a running credit tab with local
traders for food or other basiecesities

This is similar to other reported findinggjchas The Asia Foundatibnseport thatasof September
2016 about onéhird of affected households had taken a loan in the last six months while another
two-thirds plamedto do so in the next three montfi$hé Asia Foundation, 2016jurther, here were
141 cases (2@er centof the ERCT recipient households)households selling assets to meet food or
other basic needs. Livestock was the most prominently sold assr(d¢éntof thel141 casés Food
security was more stable in Sindhuli, Sindhupalchok, Nuwakot, and Gavkite householdsn
Ramechhap and Okhaldhunga were the most vulnef@bdgph 1).

Food Security by District
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Graph11 Food Security by District

Threeper cenof householdseported thamembers did ot have enough to eat withimaonthprior

to enumerationwhich is lower than th8 per centeported nationally@BS, 2011). This aligns with
findings from other postarthguake assessments, asskbold food consumption has been shown to
stabilize as of March 201 e Asia Foundatiqr2016). Frequency ofthesehouseholds needirtg
employ coping mechanisms for food security reveals a more vulnerable situation that aligns with
nationaltrends as seen in Table Ifelow. Few households were forced to employ food security
coping mechanisms on an everyday bagit) disadvantaged Janajati househdidimgthe only

group to report doing so.

8 Note: this was a multiplehoice question where respondents each gave three answers for spending priorities.
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Table10: Household Bse of Ngative Coping Mechanisms

% of Households with Food Shortag( % of Sampled Households with Fog

Coping Mechanism in the Past Month that used Coping | Shortages in the Past Month that us
Mechanism (NLSS2011) Coping Mechanism (10 times)

Purchase Food oBredit 57.1% 81.8%

Borrow food or money 68.9% 72.7%

Buying less preferred or

/ 50.9% 59.1%
less expensive foods
Limit Meal Size 41.5% 45.5%
Skipping Meals 33.4% 27.3%

5.3.2Local Food Markets

Perceived Food Price Increase Relative to Survey Enumeration
N=717

Average
Eggs
Vegetables
Fruits
Fish/Meat
Rice/Food

Goods

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage of Sample that Reported Increase

A Year Ago One Month before ERCT m After ERCT

Graph12 Perceived Food Pricencrease Relative to Survey Enumeration

The general perception of food market shiftsing the past yeafrbm approximately Septembén
November 2015)vas that food prices had increased and then gradeatigined stagnant at these
increased pricesince the ERCT distribution.sAseen irGraph 2, there is little variation in this trend
across food good#\n overwhelming proportion of the sample reported increased prices of all items
in the autumn 02015 88 per cenbn average)which could correlée with thegoodsshortagecaused
by theunofficial blockade otheborderwith India. Vegetable prices remainecttmost stable,
potentially lessaaffectedby the import blockade due to local production pattertmvever, border
blockages caused fuel pricto soar, making it more expensive to run generators to irtagadeand

to use machinery to far(Na, 2016)General perceptions show thmtces hdl still not fallen

following ERCT distribution, as 3per ceniof the sample reportamicontinuedncrease in food

prices while 54 per centreportedthat prices remain stagrtaat the higher prices (Graph)l2ess

than 1per cenbf respondents reported a perceived food price decrease over the past year.
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Perceived Food Price Increase over Perceived Food Price Stagnation over

Time by Urban/Rural Time by Urban/Rural
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Graph13 Perceived Food Price Increase over Time b Graph14: Perceived Food Price Stagnation over Time
Urban/Rural Urban/Rural

Since the ERCT distribution, urban and rural respondents generally perceived food prices to be
stagnanor still increasing to proportionally the samegdee, as seen in Gragt and 14Howevet
urban respondents (94%l9) perceived prices to be increasing more than rural respondents (85%,
58%). Again, this could bimedisproportionate effects of the it blockadewhichhada heavy

impact on the local econont¢ZCF, 2016).

District variation inperceived food markets was evid¢Graph 153 Rasuwa’' s mar ket s wer
perceived as the rsbvolatile with unanimous reportsf food price increases through tmenth

leading up to ERCTistribution Dol akha’'s, Sindhuli’s and Sindhup
perceived to be sl ower to r ecoedastagnatetletmasbl e pr i c
rapidly, dropping froma 94 per cento a41 per cenincreasebetweerautumn2015 and a month prior

to ERCT distribution. Since the ERCT distribution, Dhading (5%), Okhaldhuriga)(1

Kavrepalanchok (19%), and Gorkhal¥8) report the lowest perceptions of fomdceincreass.

Overall, these perceptions showttf@od prices seem to have been vulnerable to political and

environmental pressures over the past y&egording to the Joint Assessment of Food Security,

Livelihood and Early Recovery conducted in partnership wittatld, OCHA, WFP, FAO, UNDP,
RedCrossSoci et y a rrdlowigtAe@atthquakes, local markets were initially closed or

only partially functioning in many areas, which, together with disruptions to road and rail networks

and supply chains, resulted in limited available stocks and higicesp These circumstances

combined likely contributed to a reduction in food access in the immediate aftermath of the

earthquakes, with 4Ber cenof households in the May assessment reporting inadequate food

consumption and 1Per centpoor dietary diersity. Higher levels of inadequate food consumption

were noted in rural aredsyhere a fifth (19.8%) of households were deemed food insecure, relative

to only 6.4%centinurbanareds ( CCF, 2016) .

29



Perceived Food Price Increase over Time by District
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Graph15: Perceived Food Pricencrease over Time by District
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6. Results: Behavioural Change Messaging, Social Impacésmd Cash Utilization

This section presents the findings from the survey related to behavioural change messaging, social
impacts on the household and cash trangigration.

6.1 Behavioural Change Messaging _ _
Local radio programming and SMS messagiregeused to Proportion of Census Children
. . . . R Mode of Messaging Reception
broadcast information regarding the ER@Cluding eligibility, N=744
registration process, amount of cash, and location of more
information. Radio had a wideeach as B per cenbf the
sample listened directly or heard indirectly from someone wh

had listenedo programme$48 per centof the samp listened 385 478
directly). SMS messaging, on the other hand, was reported tc '
have reached only J&er cenbf the sample directly or k

indirectly (9.4per centdirectly). Of census children, very few

respondents reported receiving bothsMS and radio broadcas 11.3 24

(11%), and even fewer received onlg 8MS (2%)Graph 16.

In general, the additionally registered population was
proportionally less likely to have been informed by either sou
orto r_emember_ certain detalls_of the messaging. I_Dlstrlct Graph16 Proportion of Census Children
variation was ement, as seen in Graph.1bcal radio Mode of Messaging Reception
broadcasting reach was low in Makwanpur (12%),

Rammechhap40%), Sindhupalchok (46%) and Gorkha (44%)

while SMS reach was neexistent in Dhading and very low in Makwanpur (2%).

= Radio Only = SMS Only
Both Radio/SMS= None

Mode of Messaging Reception by District
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Graph17: Mode of Messaging by District

Remembered content varied b majority of respondents who received radio or Skssages

could recall at least some of the content, with little proportional variation betivedéwa Eligibility

(76%, 71%) and transfamount (2%, %) were the most remerated topic{Table 1). SMS

messaging also included behavioural change messaging regarding nutrition habits for young children
and lactating mothers and how to spend the cash for the nutritional benefits of theagqrepudf
thosewho remembered the nutritional messagingp@r centrecalled that the cash should be used to

buy food for childrenand24 per centhatthe cash should be used to buy food for lactating mothers
Only 6 per centcould not recall the detta. An average of 8@er centof these respondents could

recall a variety of different foods listed in the SMféssagesncluding meat, fish, milk, eggs,

vegetables and green/yellow fruithere was little variation between food products. Further, c8 SM

31



recipients, 9 per centreportedthatthe SMS include at least some useful information, pér cent
reportingthatall of the information provided was useful.

Table11l: Remembered Content from Messaging

Remembered Content % of Sample that Received Radio | % of Sample that Received SMS
Multiple Response Broadcast (N=548) (N=119)

Who is eligible 76.3% 71.4%

What is needed for registratiq 37.2% 38.7%

Transfer amount 61.9% 54.6%

Where to get more 25.2% 21.0%

information

Nutritional Messaging -- 52.1%

Don’ t Know 2.0% 6.7%

6.2 Social Impacts

The majority of ERCT beneficiary households reported that decisiaking power over cash
utilization was a joint operatigrither between parents (61%) or with all household membg#s)(1
Only 5per cenof households reported that a male figurehead helddeaisionmaking power

(Table 13. Although this implies a more equitable share of power between males and females within
the household, the data cannot reveal exactly how equgjiyntly these decisions are made. The
equity becomes questionable given thapé6ceniof respondents reported that the cash transfer was
given to the husband upon receipt and kept by the motigi35per centof the time. Alternatively,
males wergroportionally more likely to report joint decisiomaking (66%) but women were
proportionally more likely to report fematitominated decisiomaking (26%). In BrahmiChhetri

and Dalit households, males had the most decisiaking power (6%) and womdrad the least

(18%), relative to other castes. This has potential implications as past research has focimititbat

are more likely to benefit where cash transfers are paid to mothers or grandniBtbelenand

Karki Chhetrj 2011).

Table12: DecisionMaking Power Distribution

. % of Sample
Responsible Party (N=717)
Joint Responsibility between Mother and Fath| 61%

Mother or Other Women 23%
Father or Other Man 5%
All household members 1%

No one reported any negative change in household relationships since receiving the cashiransfer
fact, 26 per centof respondents said the cash transfer decreased tensiimtivithhousehold. Women
(29%), Dalits (45%) and urban residents (34%) were more likely to report decreased sociglasnsion
werehouseholds in Gorkha (82%) and Nuwakot (61%). As noted in Gi@gphere was a positive

% Households Reported Decreased Social Tension by Annual Household Income
N= 780

40% 2006 31%

30% 10 21% 24%

20% 12% 13%
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m % Households Reported Decreased Social Tension

Graph18 Percenageof Households Reported Decreased Social Tension by Annual Household Income
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relationship between household inamandthe percenageof households repanyg decreased social
tension.The wealthier the household, the more likely the cash made an impact towards improving

intra-household social tension.

Furthemore few negative changes between beneficiary househaldisheir communityad

occurred since receiving the ca3inere wereo cases of theft or attempted theftd one case of
harassment. Only Ber cenof respondents mentioned complaints within their community, but all of

these complaints seemed focused on the eligibility or implementation processes of the ERCTP and not
directed at social interactions with beneficiari@emplaints included lack afchi | d’ s
d’ s name

published | ist (33%), chil

6.3 Cash Utilization

ERCT beneficiary households weaevarious staes of cash
expenditure duringnumeratior{Graph 19. All households
reported a clear intention to focus expenditures or future
expenditures on the needs of the sample chiddd came
first (59%), followed by othing (48%), medicine @o) and
education (8%). There was no significant difference
between male and female children or by sex of responden
Of those who included the
one of their top three spending priorities, ¥ centreported
that without the castransfer theymight have hado

withdraw their child from EE — 18 per centot very likely
and2 per cenisomewhat likelyHouseholdghathad already
spentsomeportion of the cash were most likely to have spe
it on food (70%,)while those who had napent any were
most likely to save it (53%).

not

thea me
properly

Cash Expenditure by ERCT

= All Spent

Beneficiaries

N=717

= Most Spent

Some Sper= None Spent

Graph19 Cash Expenditure by ERCT

Beneficiaries

% Households that expended all of the cash by Annual Household Income
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Graph20: Percentage of Households that expended all of the cash by Annual Household Income

This clear difference in spending habits betwametingimmediate and longerm needs is linked to
household vulnerability. There was a negative relationship between cash expenditure #mel both

41%

90000+

mot her’' s educat i omcomen(@raph 20Ruwat resalénts wexrenmone bkely to
have spent more of ¢hcash compared to their urban counterparts. The highest proportion of

expenditures occurred in Rasuwa (96% all spevit)le the lowest occurred in Dhading (67% none

spent).
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About threefifths of households reported that the cash transfer had seexledifferenceto the

guantity, quality and variety of foatiey consumedn addition toimprovingt he ent i r e houset
living conditiors. On average, @y about7 per centeported thait had made a lot of differencbut
thecash transfer had a proportadly higher impact (78er centpoth a lot and somewhat) on the

living conditiors of households earning less tHdRs 15,000.Thosehouseholds ithe middle

income bracket were more likely to report that the cash transfer had a lot of impact on théioldouse
(17%—- NRs 30,001 45,000;10% — NRs45,00160,0®). Hadbeneficiaries not received the cash
transfer, §er centsaid theywould be very likely and 8per centsomewhat likely to have to sell
assets or borrow money in the next three months to meet consumptionHmedser this differed

by district, as seen in Grapli.Rasuwa (72%) and Dhading (71%) were more likely to need to
employ these negative coping maafsms while Sindhupalchok (5%), Kavrepalanchok (20%) and
Gorkha (32%) were least likely to do so.

Likelihood of needing to sell assets/borrow money to meet consumption
needs in the next three months without the cash transfer by district
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100%
90%
>. 80%
< 70%
3 60%
S 50%
O 40%
F 30%
20%
10%
0%
o » K <2
N s g@&& & o\“’ «b‘*“o & &@ fz?”\ v @‘Q c>°& <
‘b\Q 9 \QOQ S < Q F
& & %&b W
Districts

mVery Likely ®mSomewhat Likely = Not Very Likely Don't Know

Graph?21: Likelihood ofneeding tasell assetorrow moneyo meet consumption needglienext three months without
thecashtransferby district

The cash made at least some impact on improving the living conditiongpef ¢éntof households
(only 5per centeporting a lot of impact)ith the most impact on households in Dolakha (17% a lot)
and household earning lower tHdRs 30,000 (12% a lot)Overall,the majority (80%) of households
found the cash transfer to be at least minimally beneficial to their houseB2lger cenffoundit

very beneficial (Graph2). It was most beneficial to households in Nuwakot (52% very beneficial).
Further, 8Qer cent ohouseholds thought thitecash transfer was a good initiative to help their
household cope after the

earthquakes. ResidentsDhading Benefit of cash transfer to household livelihood

and Kavrepalanchok were the least 0.5% N=780

satisfied with thempact of the
ERCTR But, everamongthose
respondents who reportéuhtit was
not a good initiative for helping their
household copg€l%), over half also
reported that the cash was beneficie
to their household.

= Very Beneficial

= Somewhat Beneficial

= Mostly Beneficial
Not Beneficial

Graph22 Benefit of cash transfer to household livelihood
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7. Results: Information, Registration and Cash Distribution Process

This section presents the findings from the survey relatdteimplementation, efficiency
and effectiveness of information, registration and cash distribution prgcesse

7.1 Information Distribution

Knowledge of the ERCT prior to enumeration was high (99%), but clearly higher within the census
population {00%) than the additionally registered populatiod%®. However, & seen belowgetails
aboutthe registration and cash distribution processes were not as well Khloevnajority of
respondents were first informed via relatives/neiginb§39%).thelocal VDC office @0%) andradio
(16%). Respondents living in urban regions were proportionallyerfikely to be informed by
relatives/neighbars, while rural residents (51%) were proportionally more likely to hear from the
VDC office (42%) or radio (16%).

7.2 Registration Process

Registration card uptake varied by district but overall coverage was limited as qray déniof
respondents reported having one. Dolakha (84%) and Gorkha (81%) clearly had stronger registration
procedures, while Sindhupalchok (0%), Ramechhap (4%) and Dhading (9%) had weak uptake of
registration card€kegistration occurred mainly at the VDC/M c#i(71%) or within the village

(21%) As expectedrural respondents were more likely to recdiveir cardin their village while

urban respondents were more likely to recdiwe the VDC/M office The majority of respondents
(98%) reported that thegistration site was withioneday #avel or lesgrom their homgGraph

23), and 86per centhad no travel expenses. Average travel expenses were higher for rural
respondentsNrs 113) compared to urbaiRs 70), which is understandable. About dfifth of
respondents experienced loss of incatae tomissing work to register their chitdNRs540 on
average for urban residents axigs 470 for rural residents. More than half of respondents completed
the registration within two hours, but wait time exasgdour hours for about IfEer centof

respondents (sd€eraph 2).

Distance Travelled from Home to Registration Site Wait Time at Registration Site
N = 845 N = 845

2%

= Less than 1 hot= 1-2 Hours 2-3 Hours
= Less than half a day = Half aday =1 day = Morethan 1 day 3-4 Hours = 4+ Hours

Graph23: Distance Traelled from Home to Registration S Graph 24: Wait Time at Registration Site

Despite the intention to have separate registratiorcasidistribution processes, 4fr cenof
recipients registered and received cash on the samaltteugh this occurred at a gartionally
higher rate in rural areas (52%ome districts- Rasuwa (89%), Dhading (89%), Ramechhap (86%)
and Sindhupalchok (84%)were better at registering and distributing cash separMelst recipients
(80%) were notified about registration iniaeély manneduringthe week before the registration
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date.However, about a quarter were notified only one day before and abetérthavere notified
three weeks to three months befddeerall theregistrationprocesdacked uniformityacross

districts, which impeded the timeliness and efficiency of cash distribution.

7.2.1 Registration Issues for Non ERCT Receipts

Within the sample population that had not yet received ERCT as of November 2016, onlyrebout
third wasregisteredAs seen in Table3, lack of documents (17%), out of village residence

(17%) and name mismatch (16%) were the main redsomegistered children not recang
cash. These c hsireprdsenthoth egisaatign @and cashninspkementation

shortconmgs. Further, 1per cenof the sample was neither registered nor received the cash.
The majority of these eligible beneficiaries were uninformed about registration (54%) or
| acked appropiate document srefre?edt¥egishtiom h e s e

shortcomings onlyTable 14.

Table13: Reasons for Registered Children not
Receiving Cash

Table14: Reasons for NoRegistered Children not

Receiving Cash

0,
Reasons for Registered % of Reasons foNon-Registered % ofNOT
; > Registered Registered
Children not receiving Cash| N bUtNOT Chltl)dren not receiving Cash | N andNOT
: Didn't havethe right
Uninformed about the cash 14 8.5
distribution date 5 5™ document _
Didn't have time 6 6.5% Unable to birth register 31 18.9
' Told my child was too old

Didn't have registration cardq 5 5. ) Y ) ) 6 3.7
Requested for other Uninformed about registratiof gg 54.3
documents = L2 Didn't have time 4 2.4
Funds unavailable 1 1.1% Too expensive/too far to 1 6
Out ofvillage during 15 17.2% travel )
payment 0 Don'tknow right people 4 2.4
Name not matched 14 16.1% Child was not born at that 3 18
No birth registration 7 8.0% time '

| don't know 12 7.3
ldon’t know 19 21.8% :
TOTAL 87 | 100.0 TOTAL 164 1000

7.3 CashDistribution Process

Operationally, the cash transfer programme was intended to be implemented@by¢hement

through social allowance mechanisms. These pragesmise two mechanisms for cash distribution,
i) handto-hand distribution (main), and ii) bank transfer (urban areas). In terms of bank transfers,

c hi

local government officials mentioned that success was limited as it was burdensome for banks as well

as intimdating and inconvenient for rural recipients. Additionally, during monitoring, it was noted
that government bank accounts were the source of some delays due to lack of communication with

UNICEF regarding fund transfer and the opening of new accounts im ¥0@s. AstheERCTP

employed harizontal expansion, many of the eligible beneficiaries were not previously in the social
allowance system, thus cash distribution did not always happen simultaneously with Child Grant

distribution as previously intended.

As withthe registration process, cash distribution mainly occurred at the VDC/M office (73%) or in
the respondent’ s wihlilradge o(f2 O %)s.p oAbdcewntt st wwoe r e
travelfrom the distribution siteand only 1per centravelled two days or more (Graph 25). Again, 87

per centhad no travel expenses, but for those who did the average expenditN&s@%t. About
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onequarter of respondents reported loss of incamae amongural residents (27%) compared to
urban residentEl5%), with an average ®fRs476 oflostincome.

Distance Travelled from Home to Cash Wait Time at Cash Distribution Site
Distribution Site N =780
N =780

1%
90/‘

= Less than 1 hot= 1-2 Hours = 2-3 Hours

= Less than half a day = Halfaday =1day = More than 1 day 3-4 Hours = 4+ Hours

Graph23: Distance Travelled from Home to Cash Graph24: Wait Time at Cash Distribution Site
Distribution Site

In contrast to registration, cash distribution notifications were on avéragiger as on average,
recipients were notified five day=arlier. However this varied drastically between districEor
example, Sindhupalchok notifiedcipientson average¢hreedays before distributiqrwhile Rasuwa
notified on averag&6 days before. Queuing and waiting was the most common problem,(@5%)
about twefifths (37%) of respondents waitéao hours or moreéo get their casfiGraph 26). Other
problems included few cases of negative attitudes from officials (12%) and bureaucratic hassle
(25%). Fortunately no cases of theft were reported. There were 17 cases of respondents (2%)
reporting additional costanging from Nrs 26500 (Nrs 71 on averag#) receive thir cash Reasons
for these additional costs are unclear.

7.4 Problemsand Complaints

Overall, mly onethird of respondents reported knowledge of and access to a complaint procedure for
the ERCTR with large variations between distric®mplaintmechanisms were wekhown in

Dhading (86%) and Ramechhap (77%ut far less known in Sindhuli (11%), Dolakha (11%) and
Kavrepalanchok (2%).

The majority of these

respondents (84%) saidat the Reasons for Filed Complaints
VDC office was the avenue for N =109

filing a complaint Thiswas 70.00% 65.00%

evidenced as 8ger cenof 60.00%

respondents who submitted 50.00%
complaints did so through their 40.00%

VDC office. However, only 30.00%
onethird of respondents with ~ 20.00% —10.00% 12.00% i
access to a complaint 18-88(‘)’? B [ ] 3.00%

r re fil mpfat. DU _ s —
procedure filed a complat Did Not Registration No BRC  Name Misprinted

The h'g_heSt pfOPQrt'(ff_Df Received Full Missing/Rejected
complaints were filed in Amount of Cash

Makwanpl_‘r (77%) and G_OrkhaGraphZS: Reasons for Filed Complaints
(67%).Dalits were more likely

37



to file a complaint (43%) compared to the general sample population (33%). Most of the filed
complaints had to do with issues in the regigiraprocessincluding missingfejectedregistration
documentg65%),lack ofa BRC (12%) or name misprint (3%{Graph 27.

About 80per cenbof those who did not file a
complaintdid so because they had no reason to
complain, but the remaining Zi&r centwere
deterred from complainingf various reasonsgnany
to do with distrust of the system arbelief that they
could not understand or influence political affairs
(Graph 28. These sentiments were most strongly fi . Eoming wil

in Sindhuli (83%) and Makwanpur (75%)hese appen
sentiments were not completely unfounded, rilg o Too much hassle
about twethirds of thefiled complaints were
resolved especially in Gorkha, Dhading,
Kavrepalanchok and Sindhwwherenot a single
filed complaint was resolved.

Reasons for Not Filing a Complaint
N =219

4%
5% *7° = No Reason to

Complain

Don't want to start
trouble

= Other

In termsof cash distribution procedure, 75 per cent

of sample beneficiaries reported queuing and Graph26: Reasons for Not Filing a Complaint

waiting. However only 20 per centwaited in line for

three hours or mords seenn Graph 29, respondents overly reported waiting as a problem as actual
wait time did not always align. Sindhupalchok (51%), Ramechhap (41%), Gorkha (38%) and Dolakha
(27%) had the longest reporteait times (3+ hours). Yet, despite this, only two complaints were

filed about waiting time- one in Ramechhap and one in Dolakha.

Other reported problems were bureaucratic hassle (12%) and negativity of official®{&tding

Reported Wait Problem and Wait Time by District

N = 780

100.0

90.0

80.0
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m % of Sample that reported waiting as a probie¥h of Sample who waited 3+ hours

% of Sample who waited 2+ hours

Graph27: Reported Wait Problem and Wait Time by District

had the highest reports bbbth bureaucratic hassle (26%) and negativity of officigdds)(& et again
however,no complaints were reported on these problems.
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8. Discussion

This section discusséise implications of norresponsdor data interpretation as well as how
survey findings compare to target objectives and outcomes setM&aePlan (UNICEF,
2016).

8.1 Implications of Non-response

As mentioned in Section 4, therasa high rate of nomesponse (181) from the original saenpf

968, which could have implicatiorn®r the resultgpresented in this reponVe cannot be sure of the
demographic background of these householdsgitgn the systematic random sampling
methodologywe assume that their exclusion doesaf@#cttherepresentativeness of the sample.
Further, we do not know the ERCTP coverage status of these houseélwigyver based on the
inputs received from the field fromifrict Focal Points and monitoring visits, we can infer that they
are likelyto beeither(i) not qualified €.g.ineligible due to nomesidence) or (ii) qualified but missed
during enumeration due to temporary absence.

8.2 ERCTP Achievementf Target Objectives

Below is a discussion of how survey findings compare to the specific targetivgenf self

perceived changes in food security and living standards. Note that all assumptions about household
contexts needed for the validity of these objectives and outcome indicators were met.

A. Chi | dr esecoriy isfsaperdeived by household as improved along at leasbfwo
threecommon indicator$ quantity, quality and diversity (target: >60% of households)

The ERCTP achieved its objective of improving selperceived food security by having a

moderate i mpact on increasing a househol ddéds abili-t
and variety of food for their children. Over twothirds (7®%) of the beneficiary households

reported that the cash made either a I18t)(@r somewhat (63) of a differencen their ability to

better provide food for their children, as measured by at leasifthoeecommon indicators

(quantity, quality and variety).

B. Living conditions of households with children under five isgei€eived as improved
(target: >60 % of hoseholds)

The ERCTP fulfilled its objective by making moderate improvements to the selperceived

living conditions of households with children under five, especially for the most vulnerable
households.The majority of households perceived the cash trangfieave improved their

livelihood somewhat (6%) or a lot (36). Households that were only partially recovered

(somewhat or not at all) were more likely to report that the cash transfer somewhat improved their
livelihoods. The cash transfer had the magmificant impact on the living conditions of the

poorest households (earning unbligs 30,000 annually)of which13 per cent reported a lot of
improvement in their livelihoods.

C. Maijority of children under five have a birth registration certificétierget: >90%)

The majority of children under age five have a birth registration certificate (BRC) surpassing

E RCT P 6 sBRE ooadrage surpassed the target goal of 90 perwigmi94 per cent of the sample
reporing that theyobtairedthe document for to or during the ERCT programming period. Prior to
ERCT programmingaccordingtoMo F AL D/ U N 2006Eeénsusonly 48 per cent of children
under five had a BRO his 46 per cent increase speaks to the effectiveness of ERCT programming
efforts. Birth registrationis a critical step towards realiziyildr e mights because it facilitates the
chil d’ s andestablslees rights tgpeducation, primary heedtre, legal employment
standards and other entitlemenfthe fact that it was compulsofgr a child to have a BRC to be
eligible for a cash transfer has contributedvital registration as well as government policy and plans.
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8.3 ERTCP Outcome Achievement

To achieve these objectives, the ERCTP M&E Plan identified two expected mestimmoutcomes

to be measured by main indicators in the quantitative survey. Bebbdissussion of how the survey
findings compare to these indicators.

Outcome 1households are better able to meet the basic daily needs of their childrenfureder

A. The majority of recipients allocatethe majority of transfer income tmeeting théasic
needs of targeted children, including food, clothing and medicines (target: >50% of
recipients / >50% of transfemyvhile aher use of transfer inconveasmostlyput towards
meetingcollective household needscluding essential household items, shelter maintenance
or livelihoods (target: >50% of remaining allocation)

Cash Utilization by Households with Full or Partial Expenditure

N =536
100% 70%
52% 49%
N . - - -
0% I
Food Items Child's Clothing Child's Medicine Child Education

Graph?28 Cash Utilization by Households with Full or Partial Expenditure

The majority of recipients allocated the majority of the cash transfer taneetingthe basic
needs of childrenincluding food, clothing, medicine and educationThe majority of
householdshathad spent any of the cash had

targetedt towards the wie-being of children Cash Utilization by Household Income
(Graph 30. But, households who had yet to N =780

spend the cash allocated it to future savings ,,

(63%).This clear difference in spending habit ,, ——

between imradiate needs and lostgrm 20% —
needs is linked to household vulnerability ., .
(Graph 3). Householdshatsaved were more
likely to be fully recovered, have high annua 0-30000  30001-6000060001-90000Above 90000
income ando report that the cash transfer HH Annual Income
made no difference to their household's livin _ _

. e— 000 Child's Education
conditiors. Households that were only _ N _ _

Child's Medicine Child's Clothing

partially recoverednd which hadower

annual household incomes who reported the
the cash transfer made somewhat or a lot ofGraph 29 Cash Utilization by Household Income
impact on their household's living conditions

were more likely tdhavespen it on meetingthebasic needsf their child.

e— SaVing

B. Mothersprimary caregivers of children have knowledge of nutritt@mmscious messages

(target: >50% of grant recipients can recall the message)
Mothers/primary caregivers had moderate knowledge of nutritionconsciousmessages and
found the knowledge usefulOf the sampled primary caregiverss per centeported being
advised by government officials on how to spend the cash traffémose respondents, the
majority (94%) recalled being encouraged to spénsh nutritional food fottheir children. About
oneeighth (126) of the sampled primary caregivers reported receiving an SMS message from the
ERCTP, either directly or indirectly (through a family member or peer). Half of those respondents
(52%) who receivedhe SMS remembered the nutritioonscious messages specifically to buy
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food for children (9@0) and lactating mothers (2¢). The

Usefulness of NutritiofConscious

Messaging for Mothers/Primary majority (81%) remembered at least one of the healthy food
Caregivers options mentioned in the SMS messages. Nutrition
N=111 R :
messages were uséto the daily lives of mothers and
5% primary caregivers who received the SMS messagesph
= All Useful
32).
s hat . : :
Uig”f&w ? Outcome 2households avoid or reduce reliance on coping

strategies that are harmful to children

None Useful

A.  The poorest households reduce distress sale of
Graph30: Usefulness of Nution-Conscious  productive assets and accumulation of debt to meet basic
Messaging for Mothers/Primary Caregivers consumption (target: 20% of househs)ld

The cash transfer had moderate influence on Likelihood of poorest (Less than 30,000 NPR

reducing the occurrence of distress sale of annually)householdsto distress sale of assets or

productive assets and accumulation of debt to accumulation of debt to meet basic consumption
. . . needs over the next 3 months without cash

meet basic consumption needs with the transfer

poorest householdsWithin households earning N=118

NRs 30,000 or less annually, almost thifdths 3% 8%

(57%) reported that without the cash transfer » Very Likely

they would be very likely or somewhat likely to 0% Somewhat Likely

participate in negative coping strategiesrieet
basic neesl (Graph 3R Reduction in reliance on
these coping strategies has sktiertm and
potentially longterm impacts on the abilityf

the household to create a safe environment  Graph3L Likelihoodofpoor est house
conducive to child e rwéllsbeing distress sale assets etc. in next three months withot
' cash

B. Households with a child attending ECE are
less likely to withdraw them in the shtetm (target: 20% of households)

49% Not Very Likely

Unsure

The cash transfer had little impact on householsb a b i | i tegrly thitdhoadc c e s s
education (ECE) services for their young child Of households with a child attending ECE, no
households reported that without the cash transfer it would have been very likely that they would
have had to withdraw their child from ECE. The majorityd@eported that even without the

cash transfer, it was not very likely that they would be forcedttadraw their child from ECE.

Of those who included the beneficiary child’s
priorities, 19 per cent reported that without the cash transfer they would have had a small chance
(18 per cent not very likely andger cent somewhat likely) of withdrawing the child from ECE.

Only 15 households #4) reported that without the cash transfer it would have been somewhat
likely that they would have withdrawn their child from ECE. All 15 of these households were in
vulnerable conditions as they reported that their livelihoods were only somewhat recoveoed
recovered and the majority had completdbgtroyechouses.
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9. Conclusion

This sectiorsummarzes the findingspresenting district variation trends, key learnings and
policy recommendations based on the data analysis.

9.1 Design and ImplementationLearnings

The ERCTP achieved very high coverage among the target populatioBRCTP coverage, per the
agreedegiser, was 84 per cent as of April 2017, with 92 per cent in the sample census population
and 51 per cent in the additionally registered chilgrgpulation. This reflects that distribution to
additionally registered children was delayed or incomplete in many digtittie time of both

original and phone enumeration. The distrigse data highlights the different approaches to
registration andlistribution taken in each district.

f Coverage of *additional’®™ children is highest i
children wascarried out at the same time
1 DDCs and VDCs were given the authority to use any remaining funds to covéoraaddit
children There wagherefores o me coverage of ‘additional’ c hil
officially started distribution to additional children, and in the two districts that had not declared
any additional childreim the agreedegisty.
1 Some VDCs distributed to additional children once thagestablished under coverage among
the census group during the first distribution
1 Some additional children have been reported as appearing on the census list (although they did
not receive two paynms).
9 Itis also possible that coverage of census children may increase if those who were missed out
claim their payment during the second round of distriloutio

All districts completed distribution to census children within one to six months after receifpof
funds. However, issuegelating todistributionto additional children, as mentioned above, further
complicatedand limited synchroamation of cash distribution with tHéoN ’ regular social assistance
payments.

Despite high ERCTP coverage within theeensus child population, registration failures have
resulted in continued delays in cash distribution and low coverage of additiorlglregistered
children. The registration shortcomingsoupled with different cash distribution approaches at the
local lewel, caused significant delays in distribution for both census and additionally registered
children. The independent assessment tried to address these delays in distribution to additionally
registered children by renumerating these naecipients after thir ward had completed distribution.
However this could not be completed in all sampled clusteratabe time of writingdistribution is

still ongoing to additional children in various locations.

Intended protocol to have separate registration andash distribution was only moderately

achieved as about half of recipients registered and received the cash at the same tiihough
registration and cash distribution were intended to be separate processes to increase coverage, this
protocol was not alwgs followed at the local level due to ease, timeliness and efficiency for both
officials and beneficiaries.

Most beneficiaries had little difficulty or negative repercussions while receiving casNery few

major problems were reported during the distiitruprocess. About threguarters (730) of sample
beneficiaries collected the cash at their local VDC/M offideeequarters 16%) of respondents

reported that it took half a day or less to collect the money and return home. Further, the majority of
bereficiaries did not have any travel expense®4Ba@r loss of income (86). Regarding the
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distribution itself, 75 per cent of sample beneficiaries reported queuing and welitivgver a little
over half of the sample (68 waited in line for two hours dess.

A small number of children deemed ineligible by the agreed childegister received the ERCTP,
highlighting limitations in the cash distribution process.Sixty (unapproved) additionally registered
children from Makwanpur and Sindupalchok were saohddeit excluded from analysis of registration
and distribution processes. Although these children were deemed ingkgiile still received the
grant at the discretion of the VDC officials (22 per cent in Makwanpur and 9 per cent in
Sindhupalchok). Thefere, when including this population in coverage analysis, 81 per cent overall
(44 per cent within the additional <child popul at
for registration failures (failure to identify and register additionaddcén in time).Alternatively, the
previously mentioned ERCTP coverage represents the coverage per the agrezdneistlects
success of distribution. BRC coverage trends remain relatively unchanged when including this
population, thus representing minimal registration implementation failures in that regard.

A small number of children received the ERCTP without regstering for a BRC, highlighting

slight shortcomings in the cash distribution processe&ven though a BRC was required to receive
the ERCT, 20 respondents reported receiving the cash without the presence of apBREEAL of
ERCTP recipients).

Complaint mechanism awareness and utilization was limitedAwarenes®f complaint reporting
mechanisms was low (28, but utilized by 11 per cent of the samplewer awareness but higher
utilization than found in the independent assessment & T PPhase 1. Most of the filed

complaints had to do with issues in the registration progedading missing/rejected registration

(65%), lack of BRC (126) or name misprint @). Only about twethirds of the filed complaints were
resolved. About 5 per cent tife samplavasdeterred from complainingecause they did not trute
system. This may be due to the weak grievance and redress mechanisms at the local level, unequal
social relations and the tendency in Nepali society not to complain.

The independentassessment found a few instances whete child register had incorrect or
missing information regarding the beneficiary child which posed issues in enumeration as well
as issues in registration and cash receptiobout 2 per cenf20) of the originally sampled
children were replaced during enumeration due to information doloitd’ same/age, parénts
name, address or other identifying information). These errorsaiswene of the main reasons that
registered children did not regeithe ERCTP (9 parent of the total sample).

Despite being moderately effective, behavioural change messaging had limited reach within the
sample.Lessthan ondfifth of the sampled primary caregivers reported being advised by officials to
spendhecalh f or t h ebeinghor nutdtibnal needs| Further, only 6 per cent of respondents
recalled content from nutritieaonscious SMS messages.

9.2 Key Recommendations

U Integrate the use of mediumterm cash transfers through social assistance programmes
into future humanitarian relief responsesWhile Phase | of thECTPmet important basic
needs in the time of emergency, Phase 2 addressedambrnediunterm needs that
increased househotdsilienceand decreased negative coping strategies. Even twogmars
household budgets are continuing to face increased pressure as beneficiaries wait for housing
reconstruction supporThus the risk of adopting negative coping strategies and other
vulnerabilitiesis still present and must continue to be addressed.

U Use the child registry and learnings from the ERCTP as a means of expanding the Child
Grant to all children under five. ERCTP has set the foundation for the expansidgheof
Child Grantthrough the eation of a near universal child registry in 11 districts. The
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independent assessment has padiie beneficial impacts of the cash transfer on the
livelihoods of households with children under five to contribute to policy advocacy for
expansion. Lessorearredcan be used by government and development partners to inform
efforts to strengthen the social protection system for children.

Resolve the registration problems to improve social protection programme coverage in

the future. Previously, major contouting factors to the exclusion of children in the annual
registration processerethe lack of BRC documentation atfeerigidity of the annual
registration process. Although the ERCTP increased BRC coverage significantly, which will
contribute to théutureinclusion of more children under tiieo N Chéld Grant, limitations

in registration were still present. Further, the ERCTP rolling registration process was limited
in its success as heterogeneity in local implementation caused significant delaységbmbi
registration and cash distribution was successful and could be continued to maximize
government human resources and minimize time and cost for beneficiaries. Implementation
procedures should inclugeanagemeninformationsystems so that child registdata can be
digitalized for ease of registration and distribution for rapid implementation in times of
disaster or economic stress.

Use identified successful modes of information dissemination at the local level to
mobilize community networks to increaseawareness of social protection mechanisms,
promote availability and efficacy of complaintreporting procedures, and encourage
positive behaviour changeWord of mouth, local officials and radio were the most
successful means of information disseminatwinile SMS had limited reach.
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11. Annexes

Annex I: UNICEF Monitoring and Evaluation framework

Intervention logic

| Indicators

MOV

| Risks and assumptions

Goal: Restoration of households livelihood and resilience through integrated apfiratbhlances immediate needs and long
term development path (UNICEF IR5.8, S3)

Objective

Outcomes to objectives

Support the food
security, wellbeing
and civil rights of
more than 250,000
children under 5 year|
old in 11 earthquake
affected districts

Chi | dr e psécarityfsseif d
perceived by household as improved
along at least two common indicators
of quantity, quality, and diversity
(target: >60% of households)

Living conditions of households with
children undeb is selfperceived as
improved(target: >60 % of
households)

Majority of children undeb have a
birth registration certificate (target:
>90%)

Ex-post evaluation
including FGDs and
case studies

Householdsurvey

Majority of t@g

households are earthquake

affected

- Househadlls are poor and credi
constrained

- Transfer income is adequate

and used towardgpositive

ends inline with programme

objectives

Outcomes

Outputs to outcomes

Households are bette
able to meet the basi
daily needs of
children under 5 year|
of age.

Majority of recipients allocate majority
of transfer income to basic needs of
targeted children, including food,
clothing and medicines (target: >50%
of recipients / >50% of transfer)
Other use of transfer income is mostl
towards collective household need
including essential household items,
shelter maintenance or livelihoods
(target: <50% of remaining allocation
Mothers / primary caregivers of
children have knowledge of nutritien
conscious messages (target: 50% of
grant recipients can recall the mes3a

Householdsurvey
Evaluation FGDs
and case studies

- Markets are functioning

- Households use income to
benefit both boys and girls
under 5

- Use of transfer income to
livelihood activities contributeg
towards household income
and/or production of nutritious
food

- No elite capture by community

Households avoid or
reduce reliance on
coping strategies that
are harmful to

Poorest households reduce distress !
of productive assets and accumulatic
of debt to meet basic consumption
(target: 20% ohousehold)
Households with a child attending

Householdsurvey
Evaluation FGDs
and case studies

- Transfer income is adequate t
offset gains from harmful
coping strategies

government has an
updated and
comprehensive civil
registry of children

under 5 years of age

from all VDC / Municipal Ward
Offices (Target: 11 DDCs)

DDCs have digitised birth registratior
records into thenanagement
information system (Target: 11 DDCs

Review of
government records

children ECE are less likely to withdraw them
in the shortterm (target: 20% of
households)
District-level DDCs have collated paper records | Spot checks - DDC has capacity to digitise

records
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Intervention logic Indicators | MOV Risks and assumptions
Outputs Inputs to outputs
Parents/guardians of Takeup rate of children under 5| VDC/DDC |- No increase in local level

eligible children
receive cash transfer|

according to census data (target
85% of children recorded in the

registration
and payment

corruption related to larger sums
cash

and nutrition census) records - No security threats to VDC officeg

messages of the righ Timeliness of payments (target: | Household /individuals related ttarger sums

amount, on time and before 4 July 2016) survey of cash

with dlgnlty Trander amount received (target Evaluation - No increase in
95% of recipients receive full FGDs and transport costs to VDCs
amount) Klls - Grant recipients are not displaced
Experiences of transfer delivery to the extent they are excluded
(target:70% satisfaction) - The community accepts the
Incidents of intrshousehold and rationale for the targeting approad
community tension related to the - Grant recipients have not lost (or
cash (target: none) can replacglD/documentation
Receipt of nutritiorconscious - Those with low/no literacy have
messagesdtget: 65% of total faccess t_o radio or other aural
grant recipients) information

Parents/guardians of Knowledge of programme Household |- Social power dynamics do not

eligible children are objectives and procedures (targe survey preclude beneficiaries from

aware of and have 85% of grant recipients are awar Evaluation complaining

access to programme of eligibility criteria and correct | FGDs and - Those with lev/no literacy have

information and payment amount) Klls access to radio or other aural

grievance and redres
mechanism

Incidence of contact with the
grievance and redress mechanig
(target: 50% of those who have i
complaint had contact)
Proportion of reportedases
successfully resolved (target: 50
%)

Knowledge of the grievance and
redress mechanism (target: 50%
of registered households)

information

Local government
offices
(VDC/Municipal
Ward) verify or
provide birth
registration
certificates to all
eligible children

All VDC / Municipal Ward
Offices have a registry of childre
(target: 10%)

All programme beneficiary
children have a birth registration
certificate (target: 100%)

Spot checks
Review of
government
records

DDC provides sufficient forms ang
certificates

Inputs (programme
components)

Activities

Specific input risks

Budgettransfer and
distribution to
beneficiaries

All DDC:s liquidate first round DCTs
DDC requests funds from UNICEF; UNICEF

transfers funds to DDCs
DDCs transfer funds to VDCs

VDCs plan and communicate payment dates
through social mobilisers and to third parties
VDCs distribute cash centrally, locally and direg

to household where required

VDC/DDC reporting formats do
not differentiate regular and tamp
payments

VDCs do not pass programme
information to all channels and
with sufficient time before paymer
dates

VDC offices (infrastructure and
human resources) are not
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VDC/Ms send completion and remaining baland
to the DDC; DDC reports and sends remaining
balance to UNICEF.

sufficiently functional following
earthquake

Identification and
registration

Census igomplete and data is available to all
VDCs and Municipalities

Registration cards are available to all VDCs anc
Municipalities

Registration of all children under 5/children borr
on or after 1 December 2010 according to cens
data

- Exclusion of newly elidile persons
- Ineligible beneficiaries on existing
lists

Programme
communications

Produce and disseminate radio audio materials
radio stations

Produce and disseminate print materials to DD(
at orientations

Socialmobilisers further disseminate programmi
information leaflets at local level

Agree information/messages: programme policy
and procedures, text message system, grievan(
and redress mechanism, behavioural messagey
Orientation of all VDC Secretaries and Municipd
Officials

- All parties in the suply chain from
UNICEF to local groups take
responsibility for onward
distribution

Grievance and
redress mechanisms

Information on how to complain through SMS
based monitoring system; programme
communications (print and audio)

Existing VDC level grievancand redress
mechanism in place

- All parties in the system understa
and execute their roles and
responsibilities

Monitoring and
evaluation

SMSbased monitoring system active

Round 2 monitoring (survey, Evaluation FGDs,
Klls, direct observation)

Samplingmonitoring tools and training (NEPAN
team, UNICEF observers)

Evaluation of Round 1 and 2

- Local officials feel threatened by
external monitoring (already
communicate by MFALD, also
at orientations)

Partnerships and
coordination

Agreement with radigtations (through UNICEF
Commes) (communications, complaints)
Service contracts with Nyaruga and Focus one
RapidPro
ProgrammeCooperationAgreementvith NEPAN
(monitoring)

Agreement with MOFALD (cash delivery)

- PCAs are processed in sufficient
time to ensure real time monitoring
of distributions can take place

- Capacity (administrative, technicg
of local organisations to deliver

Approvals Signed approvals from dF, MoFALD and - Cabinet office approval is not
UNICEF withheld / contrary to MOF
approval
Budget Approvals from UNICEF

Detailed budget in place
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Annex |: Selected Sample VDCs/Ms

District
Okhaldhunga

Sindhuli

Ramechhap

Dolakha

Sindhupalchok

Kavrepalanchok

Nuwakot

Rasuwa

Dhading

Makwanpur

Gorkha

VDCs/Ms

Kalikadevi

Raniban

Bastipur

Jalkanya

Kamalamai Municipality
Mahadevdada
Ratnawati

Bhatauli (Merged into Manthali Municipality)
GunsiBhadaure
Okhreni (Merged into Manthali Municipality)
Tilpung

Chhetrapa
Khopachagu

Sunkhani

Bhotasipa

Gumba

Listikot

Selang

Thumpakhar

Chandeni Mandan
Ghartichhap
Mahadevsthan Mandan
Panauti Municipality
Thulo Parsel

Bidur Municipality
Gorsyang

Madanpur

Suryamati

Thulogaun
Chhatredeurali
Jharlang

Kumpur
NilkanthaMunicipality
Salyantar

Basamadi (Merged into Hetauda Suetropolitan)

Fakhel
Hetauda Municipality
Kulekhani

PadamPokhari (Merged into Hetauda Sditropolitan)

Tistung Deural(Thaha Municipality)
Chyangli (PalungtaMunicipality)
Prithvinarayan Municipality
Muchchok

Taple
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Annex Il: List of Field Enumerators

Dates of visits Name of enumerators District
22 September 2@G1 GorakhBahadurBogati Sindhupalchok
22 September 2016 | Basebin Wagle Sindhupalchok

22 September 2016

Namaste Sayami

Kavreplanchok

22 September 2016

Pravin Kumar Dahal

Kavreplanchok

22 September 2016 | Anil Thapa Kavreplanchok
22 September 2016 | Bal Krishna Sharma Dhading

22 September 2016 | Ajaya Thapa Dhading

22 September 2016 | SunilSapkota Dhading

22 September 2016 | Januka Neupane Sindhuli

22 September 2016 | Shova Rijal Sindhuli

22 September 2016 Roslin Karki Sindhuli

22 September 2016 | Sarala Silwal Ramechhap
22 September 2016 Pratigya Bogati Ramechhap
22 September 2016 | Urmila Khadka Ramechhap
22 September 2016 | Namuna Ulak Okhaldhunga
22 September 2016 | Kuberlal Giri Okhaldhunga
22 September 2016 | Shristi Basnet Okaldhunga
22 September 2016 | RamuKC Gorkha

22 September 2016 MohanDhamala Gorkha

22 September 2016 Bijay KumarBK Gorkha

4 November 206 Gorakh Bogati Rasuwa

4 November 2016 Basebin Wagle Rasuwa

4 November 2016 Roslin Karki Makwanpur

4 November 2016 Shristi Basnet Makwanpur

4 November 2016 NamasteSayami Sindhupalchok
4 November 2016 Ramu KC Sindhupalchok
4 November 2016 Januka Neupane Sindhupalchok
4 November 2016 Sarala Silwal Sindhupalchok
4 November 2016 Bal Krishna Sharma Nuwakot

4 November 2016 Bijayakumar BK Nuwakot

27 November 208 GorakhBahadur Bogati Dhading

27 November 208 Bal Krishna Sharma Dhading

51



