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Glossary of Acronyms and Terms
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Executive Summary

International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) Sichuan
Earthquake Support Operation started since May 2008, requested by the Red Cross
Society of China (RCSC), to provide farmers in Mianzhu County with the traditional
recovery package which consist of Shelter Support, Health and Psychosocial Program,
water and sanitation and livelihood elements. Joint forces were formed between IFRC,
International Labour Organization (ILO) and RCSC, particularly the Mianzhu Red Cross
(MRC) and Deyang Red Cross (DRC), to implement the Livelihoods Recovery Project
(Code: M27013318983) in Sichuan, which was designed to help the earthquake affected
farmers in Mianzhu to re-build their livelihood through various vocational and business
trainings. This report evaluates the design and implementation of the livelihoods recovery
project in Mianzhu. The main objectives of the evaluation are: (1) to analyze the validity of
the project design, its relevance and strategy; (2) to assess the effectiveness and efficiency
of the project implementation process, with the emphasis on how this project impact on
beneficiaries’ livelihood recovery; (3) to summarize the experiences and lessons for an
improved and efficient process. The evaluation combined qualitative and quantitative
methods of data collection and analysis. Quantitative data were collected by a
questionnaire survey of 133 households among five involved townships in Mianzhu
following a sampling rate of 2%, including both relocated and disabled farmers,
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. The quantitative analysis is based on descriptive
statistics, calculation of income growth. Qualitative analysis is mainly based on the focus

group interview with the representatives from all parties of this project.

With ILO provided technical support, and the Mianzhu Human Resource and Social
Security Bureau (HRSSB) being the actual implementer, under the leadership of IFRC and
RCSC, the Livelihoods Recovery Project in Sichuan had been implemented since March
2010, and was expected to wind up in June 2011. A total of 1.5 million CHF for training
programs and 1.6 million CHF for microfinance were budgeted. The beneficiaries were
targeted to be 6,000 persons with at least 30% women and 10% the disabled distributed in

9 townships.

Firstly, by analyzing the validity of the project design, its relevance and strategy, it is found
that the project was designed based on an assessment of the needs of the affected
farmers and the training courses were highly relevant to helping beneficiaries either gain
employment or establish their own businesses. The structure of the partnership worked

well during the implementation to achieve the objectives of this project.



Statistics shows more than 75% of farmers have to move away from their traditional
agriculture related livelihood activities. Farmers’ daily attentions have shifted from

housing reconstruction to the income generating activities.

Statistics demonstrate only 15 households accounting for 12.4% said that they had
ever received the skill training. Except for the skills related to agriculture, 87.6% of the
surveyed trainees did not have any special skills for their livelihood after earthquake.
Meanwhile, all of the 121 surveyed beneficiaries were willing to receive the
skill/business training. Among them, only 15 out of the sampling households were

junior or higher certified technicians before training.

Statistics also indicate that 66.9% trainees started their businesses or got a job within
two months after training. Over 95% thought that the Livelihood Recovery Project was
helpful in terms of providing them with better opportunities for future employment.
Some 86.8% were able to pass the exam of occupational skills and get their

occupational qualification certificates.

Secondly, by assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of the project and the impact on

beneficiaries’ livelihood recovery, we found that the training program made a positive effect

on increasing beneficiaries’ incomes.

Statistics indicates the gap of gross income per capita was significant between
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in 2010. The gross income per capita of the
households with at least one member trained was 7,868.92 Yuan in 2010, in
comparison, the gross income per capita of the untrained households was only

4,941.46 Yuan.

Statistics demonstrates that 66.9% of the beneficiaries believed their income
increased after training, the mean income growth was around 5,000 Yuan per year.
The statistics also described 90.1% farmers who finished the training believed that

they could be benefit even more if advanced training could also be offered.

Thirdly, after summarizing the experiences and lessons in the implementation of the

livelihood project, the following recommendations for the rest of this project or for future

replications are made.

To provide training programs so that farmers are able to obtain the necessary skills for
employment is only the first step, it is also important to follow up and provide support

and monitor their progress to ensure they can use those skills to generate income.

The microfinance component should be accelerated, as only when the loans are
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received by the applicants, the trainees could have the capital to expand the scale of

agriculture or start their business.

Although it was understood that each party plays different roles and therefore has
different responsibilities, a more transparent information share channel is needed, in
order for all stakeholders to have better access to information and therefore make
necessary adjustments through out the process, to avoid unnecessary confusion and

simplify some administration process.

It is advisable to conduct a comprehensive assessment of farmers’ training need and
take into account the economic potential in the relevant townships prior to the course
design. However it still needs to come back to the beneficiaries’ real demand,
otherwise more efforts are required to guide farmers for the longer term visions and

the better opportunities which they might not see in the near future

It is necessary for the relevant partner organizations to take a closer look in terms of
the timeframe of the training component, as the extension to the end of June to finalize
all the trainings is now in doubt, given a large number of farmers especially the

disabled are yet to be trained. A backup plan should be in place to deal with this issue.

The scale of SIYB training should be further expanded, at same time the budget for the
SIYB training should be increased. This would have double positive impact on the
sustainability of this project in general, as it not only helps trainees to generate income,

but also provides job opportunities for their fellow villagers.



1. Background and Project Description

On 12 May 2008, the 8.0 magnitude earthquake stBickuan Province, China. The
latest official statistics shows more than 45 millipeople were affected, including
69,163 persons dead, 17,445 missing and 374,14 djNearly 2 million people lost

their livelihoods, and more than half of which wémeagriculture. Approximately 30

million people in rural communities lost most okthassets. A total number of 6.5
million homes were destroyed by the earthquake,naandy peoples were forced to be
relocated. Among those counties which were seveaffigcted by the Wenchuan

earthquake in 2008, Mianzhu was one of them thétdegn worst hit.

The impact of this disaster on the livelihoods gmdduction in Mianzhu was
enormous. Although the government put great effiotis rural houses reconstruction
to ensure that the homeless farmers resettled dowihe new residence site, many
still lost their farmland, productive assets antieotresources. At the same time,
farmers were psychologically battered and familiesh members who became
disabled during the earthquake were facing diffiealin survival. Therefore, how to

help farmers to regain their livelihoods becamenttost important issue.

In order to assist Mianzhu rural residents in livebd recovery, International
Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Soc{@&R€) and International Labour
Organization (ILO) formed partnership and launchié Sichuan Livelihoods
Recovery Project, aiming to provide relocated fasmand families of disabled
members with new skill trainings and increase comitylaccess to financial resources,

so that they were able to generate incomes andeetvelihoods.

With the ILO’s technical support, the livelihood covery project started with
providing training programs for farmers needed maSeveral local training
institutions were selected based on certain caitand previous performances to carry
out those trainings. The IFRC also called for theihu Red Cross (MRC), Deyang
Red Cross (DRC) as well as Mianzhu Human ResoundeSocial Security Bureau

(HRSSB) to be part of this project, based on thedraf the affected farmers and local



labor market, to provide the targeted group with thost needed vocational/business
trainings, to help them to gain employment by ewlivan their vocational skills for
better employment opportunities, or entrepreneskdls to start their own businesses.
Microfinance was also to be provided as the stgrfumds for farmers who were

willing to establish their own businesses afteiniregs were successfully completed.

This livelihood recovery training project startddce March 2010, and was expected
to complete by the end of June 2011. Statisticscates that in Mianzhu, 6,267
farmers were relocated, and 2,602 people were léidaturing the earthquake. Based
on this together with the enterprise needs andvithdal demand assessment conducted
by the University of Electronic Science and Techgyl of China (UESTC), in total,
6,000 farmers were selected to be the beneficiafigkis project. Itincluded 5,400
relocated farmers due to loss of farming land, @®@ disabled farmers or one of their

family members in case they were unable to atthadraining themselves.

Through out this project, HRSSB of Mianzhu and loé&ed Cross branches’
organizational, management and monitoring capduity also been built gradually.
Workshops were brought to the project by the IL@4sist the capacity building for all
the participants. This provided opportunities fatufe replication should the need

arise.

Disabled People’s Federation of China (DPFC) alsggul an important role in this
project. It worked closely with Red Cross SocietyChina (RCSC), IFRC and ILO to
ensure that those who became disabled due to ttieyeake or their family members
were given priority in receiving training and acsieg to microcredit to increase their

ability to generate household incomes.

To ensure the quality of the program, the ILO adahan operational structure for
monitoring and operating of the whole program. Detaf the project operational

structure can be seen in Figurel.1.



Submit training plan

Training preparation

SIYB or VT

Follow-up Services

Submit  training
achievement

Figurel.1 Operation structure guideline

2. Purpose of Evaluation

This final external evaluation is aiming to provida independent analysis of this
project, especially in terms of the project designplementation, monitoring and
delivering outcomes of the training programs congminas well as to look into the

compatibility to its component of microfinance.

The evaluation will focus on the effectiveness efittiency during different phases of
the project, but will also examine the difficultiescurred during the implementation
process, and whether appropriate adjustments wexge nto ensure the primary
objectives were achieved. It will also pay attentio the institutional and partnership
arrangements, in order to draw some concrete reemdations to the Red Cross and
the ILO, with regard to the lessons learnt and owpments required for future

replication in other similar circumstances.

Another important issue this evaluation will addres to provide expertise in the
3



design and implementation of the microfinance comgmd. Though it is only at the
beginning of its implementation stage, it couldtaiely contribute to the success of the

project as a whole.

At the end of the evaluation, conclusions will bad®a which clearly stating whether
progresses have been made towards achieving iésl sthjectives; the strengths and
weaknesses of its design; the experiences of itegrahip/stakeholder modeling,
especially the inter-agency cooperation betweenRR€ and ILO; and the possibility

of future replication in similar situation when el

3. Data Sources and Evaluation Methodology

3.1 Data sources

Regarding to the purpose of this report, data welected from two sources: the rural
household survey (RHS) and the focus group interv(€GI). The survey was

conducted by asking sampling farmers questionshenbiasis of questionnaires. In
order to make a comparative analysis, a portidiamhers who received trainings were
selected, and their neighbors who had no accedsaiioing programs were also

selected as the control group.

B

Figure 3.1 Questionnaire Survey in Rural HouseholdSurvey

The FGI was carried out by interviewing the infontgafrom different partners of this

project including representatives from IFRC, ILOR&SB, MRC, DRC, training



institutions and project townships.

Figure3.2 Focus Group Interview with Officials of he Project

The livelihoods recovery program was being impleteénn 9 townships in Mianzhu
County, Sichuan province. It includes the townsmased Qingping, Jinhua, Tianchi,
Hanwang, Jiulong, Zundao, Tumen, Guangji and GamgxiAmong the project
townships, Qingping, Jinhua and Tianchi are thmenships in mountainous areas,
while the rest are six townships in foothill are@ansidering the time and budget
constraint, the evaluator would investigate twocpat of the total trainees through an
approach of randomly sampling. Without losing tepresentativeness, the evaluator
would conduct survey in two of the three mountastawnships and three of the six

foothill townships following the randomly samplingje.

Operationally, the trainees name list in excel shees opened and an equal-distance
sampling method was deployed. Given the populaifdhe trainees was 6 000, finally
120 trainees were totally randomly selected fordbestionnaire survey. The project
required that the disabled trainees should acctarnt0% of the total, so every 10
surveyed households must include 1 household wdtisabled member. In other words,
108 households who lost their farmland and had lelecated, 12 households with a
disabled member due to the earthquake were incldemdhe purpose of comparative
analysis between the trainees and non-traineesnaltraining neighbors of the
beneficiaries were picked as the control grousum, the total sample was comprised
of 132 farmers. The distribution of the sampleddsholds in each village is shown in
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Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Rural Households Survey sample distribubin by townships

. Variety of the surveyed Number of sample Disabled
Townships Total
households households people
Training households 26 8 34
Hanwang e .
Non-training neighbors 3 - 3
i . Training households 25 1 26
Tianchi . .
Non-training neighbors 3 - 3
. Training households 7 - 7
Jinhua . .
Non-training neighbors 1 - 1
Training households 13 5 18
Tumen _ .
Non-training neighbors 2 - 2
Training households 31 4 35
Zundao . .
Non-training neighbors 3 - 3
Total 114 18 132

Note: for fear of the possible ineffective questiaime, the evaluator actually investigated 133 kbaokls. The

following analysis would be based on the data ctgié from the 133 households.

The main contents of rural household survey incltiee basic characteristics of the
households and household heads, income, basiccthastics of the trainings and

satisfaction with the different part of the traigin

However, it should be noted that the field tripghie sample townships and interviews
with key informants were limited and only for 4 dayrom 12 April to 15 April). It is
possible that the evaluation may not have captalieithe relevant information on this

project.
3.2 Methodology

The evaluation combined qualitative with quantit@tanalytical methods. Quantitative
data were collected by a questionnaire survey & BABuseholds in five involved
townships following a sampling rate of 2%, inclugliboth relocated and disabled
farmers, beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. Thantjtative analysis is based on
descriptive statistics, calculation of income growQualitative analysis was mainly
based on the focus group interview with the repregives from all parties of this

project.

A method of comparative analysis is widely usedhis evaluation. Simply speaking,



comparative analysis is to compare and contrasttiwms that are comparable. The
comparison process could be organized by two heays: (1) in text-by-text, discuss
all of A, then all of B; (2) in point-by-point, @tnate points about A with comparable
points about B. In this evaluation, it is assumeat teneficiary households have the
same productive conditions as the control groughsedalifference in income per capita
can be attributed to the livelihoods recovery projdeanwhile, all the conditions of
beneficiary households are unchanged throughoutptbgect except the receipt of
training, therefore the income growth of the beriafy households can also be

attributed to the training.

Still, the comparative analysis requires linkingtegoint in the argument. Based on
the data of the household survey, the evaluatidh()i compare trainees’ livelihood
changes pre and post training, and (2) compareelafarmers with control group,
which were neighbors of trained farmers and betleeehave similar livelihoods to the
trained farmers. Some statistical test method siscRearson Correlation test will be

adopted to test the significance level of the ddfee between two groups.

The evaluator collects the relevant informationwhicainings and makes a qualitative
analysis of the project by reviewing the followinlpcuments: project documents,
periodical report, work plans, training textbookslaontract to the training institution

and by visiting two training courses.

4. Project Status

4.1 Training

Up to the § March 2011, 4,541 farmers had already finishedr tinaining courses,

which included 159 disabled people, with the réStoZarmers still yet to receive their
trainings during the final three months of thisjpod, as the training programs were
expected to be completed by end of June 2011. dtsme time, the investigation
result showed that nearly 70% of the trainees iemeales. This was already higher

than the required 30%.
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Figure 4.1 Welders Training in WenFeng Village Zunzo Township

Investigation results also showed so far the tngm@ourses were going smoothly with
nearly 97% trainees being satisfactory. The revaéwhe project documents indicated
that all of the courses had been closely monitaredi supported by both the ILO and
HRSSB of Mianzhu continuously. Throughout the innpémtation, adjustments were
made accordingly to take account of the actual lerent information as well as

increasing demand for certain training activitiesmaximize trainees’ benefits.
4.2 Training cost

According to the project budget, till now, 4,541nbéciaries received trainings that
cost in total of 3,368,590 Yuan. In general, therage training cost per capita was
741.82 Yuan. The vast majority of the trainees ixexkthe vocational training (VT)

and community-based training (CBT). The expensakel/T and CBT occupied 81%
of the total training cost. As can be seen froml@dhl, the community based training
cost the most (1,457,400 Yuan), and cost per capés 840.63 Yuan. While the
enterprise-base training (ET) cost the least (1A®Yuan) in total, the cost of training

per capita was higher (1,000 Yuan). Details of ¢bet of each type of training see

Table 4.1.
Table 4.1 Individuals Received Training to-date andhe cost
. Individuals Received Training Cost Cost per capita
Training type
to-date (Yuan) (Yuan)

Vocational Training 1511 127019 840.63
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Community Based Training 2389 145740 610.05

Enterprise Training 119 119000 1000
Start and Improve Your 522 522000 1000
Total 4541 336859 741.82

Data sources: International Labor Organization MinOffice

Moreover, both the trainees and the fund for tregnivere distributed among different
training schools. The statistics from ILO indicatdénzhu Oriental Vocational School
ranked the first in terms of the number of traineesl the amount of fund. It had
trained 2,124 trainees and cost up to 1,432,390 \in@ training cost per capita in this
school was 674.38 Yuan. In contrast, the Deyangtiglric Science and Technology
School had only trained 89 beneficiaries and thst eeas 56,000 Yuan, with the

training cost per capita of 629.21 Yuan.

Table 4.2 Cost of the training schools

Training School Trainees (\((:u(:r:) Cost per capita (Yuan)
Deyang Electronic Science and Technology School 89 56000 629.21
Mianzhu Great Wall Vocational School 936 768300 .830
Mianzhu Huimin Vocational School 938 739500 788.38

Mianzhu Oriental Vocational School 2124 1432390 .884
Southwest Installation Senior Vocational School 308 255600 829.87

Yuquan Sewing Training School 146 116800 800

Total 4541 3368590 741.82

Data sources: International Labor Organization MinOffice

4.3 Microfinance

The microfinance component of this project was glesii and confirmed to be
partnership with Postal Savings Bank of China (PBSBQrrently, detailed information
of the lending had been provided to the traineepaas of their training programs.
Further popularizing of microfinance was also ingass. Microcredit would be carried
out among all the townships involved, Tumen was firet experimental township.
Tumen’s experience showed that though many faraiereiot completely understand
the concept of microcredit, their demand for efinancial resources remained high.
However, so far no loans have been approved. JiahdaSuangji were selected to be
the next two pilot towns to introduce microfinartzefore the rest towns were all fully

involved. Staff from PSBC also took part in theoimhation sessions to better explain
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the procedures and necessary requirements foriagplgr the loans at a favorable

interest rate.

Even without a wide range of promotion for the rafearance component, 86.8% of the
surveyed households were aware of the possibifityaking a loan for starting a

business. But, only 6.6% of the surveyed farmedssudbmitted application forms. The
scale of the loan demanded was on average 22,688 per household, and 56.2%
pre-applicants could accept the interest rate ofp&oyear. Among them, 47.9% of
them have already had some concrete ideas as hstartdheir own business or begin

some livestock raising activities.
4.4 Capability building

As refer to the “Organizational Structure” providedFRC provided the funds,
technical support to the local Red Cross bodies Hifd were responsible for
conducting training assessments, developing theingaplan, providing the necessary
support to HRSSB and MRC, while monitoring the rtnag courses. This required

clear communication and close coordination betwadigparties.

Monthly project meeting was adopted as the comnatioic mechanism for the
collaborations between all informants. Meetingseneeld at the end of each month to
discuss the implementation progress and problemsrieed, to smooth the process and
encourage effective cooperation between all parsiese this kind of partnership was
new to the main participators. It ensured the pregrwas closely monitored, which
improved the effectiveness and efficiency of thecpss Meeting minutes were taken

and recorded as “Monthly Project Report” for futueéerences.

With the guidance from IFRC and ILO, HRSSB gradpdililt its organizational,

management and monitoring skills through the Ilvatid recovery project. Workshops
were given by ILO to various parties on how to aactdtraining for the disabled
farmers as well as on how to follow the project iempentation guideline. Although the
profit those training institutions could make frahe training courses were very slim

or just broke even, the high-quality training foettrainers that ILO provided would

10



benefit the training schools enormously in the feitu
45 Challenges

The implementation process was delayed previouslye do unforeseeable
circumstances, i.e. the Qing Ping landslides, wibtitked the roads and certain
training course were forced to be suspended. Thwrethe timeframe was adjusted
and deadline was extended to the end of June #das YAccording to the statistics
given, up to ¥ March, there were still over 1,000 farmers inchgdimore than 2/3 of

registered disabled people were yet to receive tinginings, Mianzhu HRSSB and
other parties are under pressures to ensure thidlide is going to be met and no

further delay will occur.

5. Analysis and Findings

5.1 Descriptive Analysis of the livelihoods of trained households
5.1.1 Basic characteristics of the beneficiaries

Statistics of the rural household survey shows thatmean age of the beneficiary
household heads was 41.5 years old, and the meaaratezh years was 6.7. At the
same time, there were 3.5 persons in each famigvenage. In contrast, the mean age
of the neighbor household heads that had not belented as the beneficiary was 50.3
years old, and mean education years 6, while eamisdnold had 3.4 persons.
Therefore, the beneficiaries were younger, moreaidal, and in a larger family than
the non-beneficiaries. The project’s rule stateat there could be only one beneficiary
from each household, but there were a few exceptiStatistics indicates there were

10 households with 2 beneficiaries and 1 houseldid 3 trainees.

At the same time, farmers’ income sources no longdred solely on the
agro-production. It was useful to analyze the viocaand major income sources of the
displaced farmers. As showed by Figure 5.1, 16.8%nérs earned monthly paid wage,
10.7% worked outside the Mianzhu City, 26.4% stagetiome and took care of the

housework, 22.3% were engaged in agricultural prbdo, and 13.2% trainees
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managed their own business, while 10.7% got incfvore other sources.

Own job with monthly
paid
11% 17% m Migrant workers

22% m Doing business
26%

1% m Housework women
0

Agri-production

Other work

Figure5.1 Component of the Surveyed Trainee’s Joblication

After the earthquake, most of the relocated andbiésl farmers lacked needed skill
for their livelihood recovery, so the skill traigndelivered by IFRC and ILO was
timely and necessary. Statistics demonstrates Imlyouseholds accounting for 12.4%
said that they had ever received the skill trainikgcept for the skills related to
agriculture, 87.6% of the surveyed trainees did lmeote any special skills for their
livelihood after earthquake. Meanwhile, all of th20 surveyed beneficiaries have
willingness to receive the skill/lbusiness trainidgnong them, only 15 out of the

sampling households were junior or senior certiteszhnicians before training.
5.1.2 Femaletraineesin training

Female trainees’ needs for training skills weréyfabnsidered by the IFRC and ILO in
the stage of project design. Statistics demonstitaiere was no discrimination against
female farmers during either the beneficiary sébacor the training course process.
As can be seen in the Figure 5.2, of the wholeeytad trainees, females accounted for
69.4%. The female farmers were confident for tlo@ipability to master the skills.
Statistics shows 86.9% of the 84 female traineeaght it was not difficult to master

the training skills.
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B female trainee
@ male trainees

69.4%

Figure5.2 Percentage of female and male trainees

5.1.3 Project implementation description

The investigation demonstrates that the selectibthe beneficiaries had strictly
followed the two criteria. As far as the publicaejpd promotion of the program were
concerned, 73.6% sampling households respondedhbgtbecame informed about
the project by the village leaders, followed by tireject officers and staff (18.2%).
More than 90% trainees received the relevant regadmaterials and skill training
textbooks. For all the surveyed trainees, 28 fasmeceived the training of Starting
and Improving Your Business (SIYB), while 9 farmdysgan to initiate their own
business after training through a variety of apphea like agricultural entertainment,
retail stores etc. Nearly all of the trainees (98).2agreed that the trainers were
qualified for providing demonstration and pass ¢ tknowledge. The average
duration for each course was 29.0 days, and 80f2¥edrainees thought the duration
appropriate, 4.1% trainees thought the course gaticipated was too long while
15.7% thought it was too short to gain enough wstdading. Details can be seen in

the Figure 5.3.
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Figure5.3 Satisfaction with the training duration

The official departments provided a variety of eayphent information for the trainees,
93.4% of the surveyed trainees confirmed this polhie average distance between
training place and trainees’ living location wa84Lkm, or this took up to 12 minutes
on average to reach; for the convenience of disap&ople, the training institutions
organized minibus as the transportation vehiclgsidtk them up from home. Lunches

were offered in some cases such as cooking coargkt some disabled people.

The statistics indicates that 90.1% farmers whishied the training believed that they
could benefit even more if advanced training calib be offered. In order to further
assist the trainees, post training follow-ups andnseling were also offered, with
90.9% trainees confirmed. In response to the temneequests, most of the training
places (85.1%) were arranged in the village, wihile training time (95.9%) was

mainly fixed in the daytime.
5.1.4 Effectiveness and satisfaction
(1) Skill learning and direct effect

Investigation results indicate that some 86.8%aihees were able to pass the exam of
occupational skills and got their qualification tderates after training, and 66.9% got
a job or started their businesses in the following months. Over 95% thought that
the Livelihood Recovery Project was helpful in teraf providing them with better

opportunities for future employment.
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Figure 5.4 Certificates Awarded by Labor Departmentof Sichuan

(2) Income growth of the surveyed households d&feémng trained

Statistics shows that the gross income per capitaeohouseholds with at least one
member trained was 7,868.92 Yuan in 2010. In corspay the gross income per
capita of the untrained households was only 4,%Yi#an. The gap of gross income
per capita between beneficiaries and non-benefsian 2010 was significant. (See

Figure 5.5)
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3000
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1000 |

trainees untrained farmers

Figure5.5 Average Gross Income between Groups in 20

Statistics also demonstrates that the beneficiamessme from wages, agriculture and
business grew fast after training. However, themjnorates of income from different
sources varied. The per capita income from aguoeland business was going up
faster than the income from wages per capita. Asbeaseen in Table 5.1, in 2009, the
per capita wage income of the surveyed trainees4\&86.12 Yuan. With a growth

rate of 15.9%, it reached 5,083.29 Yuan in 201@tiSics also indicates per capita
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income from agriculture and business activitieseased by 53.5%, from 1,805.15
Yuan in 2009 to 2,770.45 Yuan in 2010. Details be tincome change were

summarized in Figure 5.6.

Table 5.1 Trainees’ households’ income per capita ithe year 2009 and 2010

Wage income per capita Income from agriculture and business per capita
(Yuan) (Yuan)
2009 4386.12 1805.15
2010 5083.29 2770.45
Change
15.9% 53.5%
Rate

Data sources: Rural Households Survey

02009
W 2010

Salary income per captia Per capita income from
agriculture and business

Figure 5.6 Incomes Change in the year 2009-2010

(3) Satisfaction of the beneficiaries with theniag

Overall, 96.7% of the surveyed households felsfatl with the training they received.
As far as the procedure of the program implememtatvas concerned, only 1 trainee
expressed his disappointment with the procedurd%®f trainees praised highly the
concrete training details, while 24 trainees (19.8%ught the training could met their
needs to find a job. And the rest 13 farmers sha&l tdemanded more or further
training. Moreover, almost all the respondents 493. were satisfied with training
environment and related services. Only 2 surveyaddes holding their point of view
that the class size exerted an influence on trgimifiect significantly, 63.6% of the
trainees indicated that the class size had no imgaathermore, no respondent
showed their dissatisfaction of the training expeand about 90% of the questioned
farmers were quite satisfactory with the timing &xhtion of the training. In regard to

trainees’ satisfaction of the microfinance senafr the training, a great majority of
16



respondents (73.6%) were content with the termtghefsmall credit. Similarly, the

lending interest rate of the loan was accepted bgtraurveyed rural households. 75
trainees questioned (62%) indicated their acceptanwbile only 22 trainees (18.2%)
thought the lending rate was unreasonable. Andybalf of the respondents (48.8%)

were satisfied with the loan amount.
(4) Attitudes of non-beneficiaries to the program

The survey results indicates 58.3% of the surveysdcdhined neighbors had ever heard
of the training program, and about half (50%) otrth knew their neighbors
participated in the training program. 41.7% of therpressed their unhappiness for
not being selected as the beneficiaries. MeanwB@e]% would like to participate in
the skill training program if they were given suopportunities, 83.3% of them

believed the training would have been helpful famit livelihood recovery.
5.1.5 Correlation test between income and training

Here, Pearson Correlation Test was adopted to amalyhether the income was
affected by training or not. Within the survey, ledwusehold was an independent
sample, and selected randomly. At same time, thenaigtion was needed to be given
as farmers’ income was not influenced by the emwitent and policy, and the only
difference was whether farmers received trainingat in that case, the income was
only affected by training. Based on the databake, ihcreased income of each
household from 2009 to 2010 could be calculatedodgh processing of statistic
software, specifically, the Pearson coefficientd251, and it was significant at 1%
level. From above, it can be found that whethemé&as received the training or not

significantly affected their income.
52  Findings
5.2.1 \Validity of design

The massive earthquake and landslide caused a itpagdrfarmers who lived in
mountains or foothills areas to lose their farmlazad therefore they were forced to
change their traditional way of production and seew income generating activities.
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Income from planting and livestock breeding wa® asriously affected due to the
collapse of sheds for fungus and animal pens, #dshdor missing of animals. The
special planting industry and livestock breedinduistry that had grown in size before
the earthquake became paralyzed for a long timewyMeople also became disabled
during the disaster, the governments and intemaliorganizations expressed great
concern over the survival of the disabled. Theseplgealso need to change their
livelihoods activities due to their disabilitiest fhe same time their family members
had the additional responsibility to provide themhwntensive care and paying extra

medical costs.

This project was established on the basis of lnogld recovery after disaster, which
aimed to provide those relocated farmers who losir farmlands with the necessary
skills to either re-gain employment or to launcleithown businesses. In order to
achieve this, a need assessment had been carriedt @arly stage. The training

programs were then set up on the ground of the asselssment result to provide the
targeted beneficiaries with the right skills. A sja¢ emphasis on women and disabled
trainees was made clear since the beginning ofptiwiect, which was consistent with

the ILO’s mainstream of objectives. Yet another ami@nt objective was to build the

capacity of the RCSC in providing similar assistatw people affected by disasters in
the future, to take advantage of the already astadd procedures and guidelines of

ILO.

IFRC with DRC/MRC, ILO, and HRSSB Mianzhu formeghartnership to ensure the
project working team had adequate technical, firdndocal knowledge and the
farmers in urgent need of the training were covefERC, ILO and RCSC were in
charge of the overall strategic management and toramy of this project to ensure the
project was implemented in a fair, justified andngparent manner. The HRSSB
Mianzhu has abundant experiences in providing reotsdining in community. This
collaborative mechanism enabled the project to takentage of each party’s strength

and experience, therefore maximizes the chanceaogss.
5.2.2 Relevance and Strategy
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The selection of the training programs was based ared assessment conducted by
the UESTC at early stage of this project. And aualgsis results indeed indicate that
all the programs provided were relevant to farmeegds. However, it was clear that
in some areas, the particular training program ésnwanted most was not organized.
There were various factors contributed to thishsas inadequate enrollees etc. It is
worth to mention the trainings for specific postdich were ideal approaches to help
trainees to gain employment, i.e. training programhéch were specifically designed
according to the demand of particular company/faeso For example, 120 posts were
offered by Mianzhu Security Company, young maleniers who were not able to get
jobs outside for various reasons had great interagrainings for specific posts. After
the trainings, trainees were sent to work for défée companies immediately, not only

earning monthly wage but also being provided weheassary social insurances.

It is necessary to note that while the overwhelmimngjority of beneficiaries were
satisfied with the overall planning of the trainipgbgrams, a small percentage of the

untrained farmers complained that they should lésprovided some skill trainings.

Because each party played different role in thggeat, their involvements were also
not at the same levels. Undoubtedly, IFRC, ILO &RISSB Mianzhu as the major
implementing body were heavily involved in the glathanagement, following up,
monitoring and provide the technical, institutior@ald organizational support to the
training course through different ways. MeanwhiRCSC was considered as the
supervising and controlling body in the project.cAding to the documentation
reviewed, this was an issue during the implemeonadit least for the first half of this

project, and concerns had been raised for moreeaicivolvements of the DRC/MRC.
5.2.3 Project progress and effectiveness

In general, this project implementation was sudoésand smooth. Howeverthe
progress was about a few months later than scheédile to the unforeseeable
circumstances. For example, the 8.13 Qing Pingslahes delayed the training

program by approximately 4 month.
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The training delivered great assistance to farnmerseed of livelihood recovery. Most
of the trainees were satisfied with the trainingytheceived. The subsequent support to
trained farmers should also be regarded as a blghtif the services offered, as it

would work towards the sustainability of this pije

Still during the survey, although some traineedcaigéd that they have had a great
experience with their training program, especidily those who obtained some
specific skills; it is not good enough for themstalely rely on those skills for living.
For example, one of the disabled trainees expressedoncerns during our interview,
she thanked this distinct opportunity to learn @B knotting skills. However, she
also said that because she had only learnt the Ibgse of Chinese knotting, her
products were not good enough to be collected bwibrkshop and sold out for profit
making. Even though her skill might increase in fineire, she still worried that she

would not be able to make them in bulk so thatcshéd make much money.

There were three training approaches used in thogeqi: Training-center based,

Community-based and Enterprise-based training. Awihmunity-based trainings

(CBT) met the special requirements of disabled [geapost, because CBT could be
conducted anywhere by a local resource personspeeialist. It was not necessary to
have education background or literacy to attendc@opared to training center based
approach, it might be lacking the proper facilitidsee the standard class rooms,
blackboard and equipments etc, it provided the roasvenience for trainees. Training
locations could be set up in the local counties reh®ose to all trainees to attend
classes, while it also helped to reduce the tramsf@n and associated costs.
Enterprise-based trainings so far included minarrse only, which was a National

Labour Skill Training Certificates course. It prded trainees with the special skills
required in order to work in the mining industrjnéfe were minimal requirement to
attend the training course, and all trainings waoeducted on the mining site. Once
trainees passed their exam and received theirfopadilon certificates, they would be

offered a job to work for the mining company.
For people who were willing to start their own shimlsiness or self-employment in a
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small business, Starting and Improving Your Bussn€SIYB) course were also
provided by the project, which provided traineethvihe systematic skills that would
be required in order to run their own business. $HB training actually has double
positive effects. It not only promoted the train¢estart a business, but also created
job opportunities for other fellow villagers. Thesere 11.6% of the trainees who were

doing business offered at least a job.

Statistics demonstrated a very high demand fomtieocredit, as once farmers are
equipped with the right skills, the next step wotlién be how to use those skills to
generate income. To launch a farmhouse restaunargnional breeding activities
demanded a fairly large amount of capital, butdiengs of the relocated farmers had
already been used up for the reasons of houseldetgui Therefore, microcredit

component would be an ideal complement to theitrgiprograms.

Through the involvement of this project, with thgpport of IFRC and ILO, DYRC
and MRC and HRSSB Mianzhu had a distinct opporyuaitouild their organizational
and management capacity to deal with post-disasstoration and to improve poverty
alleviation. On the other hand, this experience alas new to IFRC and ILO; they
would also increase their capacity in terms of glasig and implementing training

programs for affected people of similar naturabdtsr.
5.2.4 Efficiency of resource use

Six vocational training institutions were selectembed on previous performances by
the HRSSB Mianzhu and approved by the IFRC and il@ccordance with certain
criteria to provide those training courses. Teaghmaterials, locations, equipments,
facilities and contents of the courses were closedyitored by ILO, technical support

were also provided to ensure the quality of thaseses.

Flexibility approaches were also adopted during ghmcess as it could be seen that
adjustments were made accordingly to cater forerhfit enrolment situations, extra
classes were added when there was increased deimasdme particular courses,

while some low demand courses were remowedrder to achieve better resources
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allocations.

However, there was a delay in implementing the oficance component. Although
the vast majority of the surveyed farmers were awadrthis possibility, the detailed
procedures and requirements were unclear. No apiplics had so far been approved.
This prevented certain trainees from launchingrtbein businesses, therefore delayed
their income generating plans. But the amount ef iiicrocredit to be offered was

deemed to be reasonable, the 4% p.a. interestoated also be accepted by farmers.

There was concern about the fairness of the beasfiselection process, because a
small portion of neighbors of the beneficiaries ptamed that they did not have

access to the training programs.
5.2.5 Effectiveness of management

IFRC in partnership with ILO led this project, witither participators, like MRC,
HRSSB Mianzhu and DYRC etc contributed to the ss€@nd smooth running of this

project.

Based on the documentation provided and sampledetsi feedback, several
promotional activities were conducted during thelementation stages, newsletters,
information brochure were produced and distribute@romote the training programs
to better inform the potential beneficiaries. Wptkns, meeting minutes, action plans
were kept up to date, and a mid-term internal eastadn was also carried out, aiming to
keep a close eye on the work progress, as welb aumnmarize lessons learnt and

adjustments required in order to achieve bettécieffcy.
5.2.6 Impact and sustainability

This project would have a positive impact on thesller and longer term development
and on the poverty alleviation of Mianzhu and sanihffected areas. As this should
serve as a pioneer project which could be replitatel modified in similar situations

should the need arise.

However, whether long term sustainability couldaohieved was still in question, as
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the majority of training had been finished with macrofinance support. The promise
that the Mianzhu Labor Bureau and training instito$s would provide trainees with
necessary technical supports and relevant labotkaeheformation which might help

farmers succeed in their business or in seekingba Given that a small portion of
trainees hoped to receive advanced training, @iagstainability could be achieved if
the local government would provide this portiontdinees with advanced training

courses.

6. Conclusions and Recommendations

6.1 Conclusions

Under the leadership of the IFRC and the techrscglport of ILO, the IFRC/ILO

Livelihoods Recovery Project in Sichuan had begpiémented since March 2010 and
is still in operation. By assessing the whole prtigeimplementation and the impact of
the training on beneficial farmers compared witk tontrol group, the evaluation
concludes that the project achieved the goal abvexing trainee’s livelihoods; both
the vocational skill training and the training @&iding and improving your business
are efficient approaches to assisting the earthejadffiected farmers in restoring their

production and livelihoods.

® The design of training courses well satisfied teeds of farmers for employment
or starting a business. The schools were sophistican organizing and
conducting training, and their training staff isatjfied. The vast majority of the
beneficiaries got skill qualification certificatesfter the first examination. In
contrast to the limited need for the agriculturiated skills, the need of relocated
farmers for off-farm skills was huge. Over 75% afrhers had received off-farm

skill training.

® The project has so far produced an instant effacthe livelihoods of relocated
and disabled farmers. Statistics indicates the sgiosome per capita of the
households with one trainee was 7,868.92 Yuan i 2that in the control group

being 4,941.46 Yuan. The training had a significpositive effect on income
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generation. The focus group interview also confuintigat almost all the trainees
could get a decent work or start a business. Basethe report of the training
providers and administrators, 15% of the traineeseveontracted as security staff,
welders or drivers. The farmers who received agoahpction trainings could
enlarge their planting areas and get an advandédTie disabled farmers could

master a special skill like Chinese knitting, negaypanting embroidery etc.

® The RHS statistics indicates that the beneficiaresome from business grew
faster than other jobs after training (more thafhOat the same time, more and
more farmers planned or began to start their ovamnegs. In contrast, the updated
statistics shows so far only 522 (11.5%) receiveel §IYB training, and the

expenses were 15.5% of the total cost.

® Generally speaking, the beneficiaries were quitksfsad with skill training
courses. Statistics demonstrates 96.7% traineeg watisfied with the skill
training. The percentage of the satisfaction witie tprocedure, training
environment and related services, class size, itiaintime and location
arrangement were 99%, 93.4%, 98.3%, 90% respegtidelwever, it is needed to
improve the concrete training contents, becaus@¥3@f trainees are unsatisfied

with the concrete training contents.

To sum up, the skill training program were sucagsimplemented and produced a
positive effect on trainee’s income growth. Thegrean was widely welcomed by the
beneficiaries and the non-beneficiaries sinceuislgand long-term effect on farmers’
livelihood recovery. Anyway, the skill training aspost earthquake assistance method
was an innovative approach; there were still slooniogs within the implementation
of the program. As a Chinese old saying goes,ue gifish is no better than to teach to
fish. For relocated farmers and disabled peoplepdster a skill is much better than a

large amount of money.

6.2 Recommendations
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. To provide training programs so that farmers ate &bobtain the necessary skills
for employment is only the first step, it is alsoportant for IFRC and RCSC to
follow up after training and continually providepgort and monitor their progress

to ensure they can use those skills to generateniadn the longer terms.

. IFRC is required to accelerate the microfinance mpoment in the next couple of
months, as only when the loans are granted coeldréinees have adequate capital

to expand the scale of agriculture or start thegibess.

. Although it was understood that each party playemint roles and therefore has
different responsibilities, a more transparentiimfation share channel is needed in
future projects, in order for all stakeholders tvé better access to information
and therefore make necessary adjustments throughtheu process, to avoid

unnecessary confusion and simplify some adminietrgirocess.

. It is advisable to conduct a comprehensive assegsaigarmers’ training need
and take into account the economic potential inréhevant townships prior to the
course design. However, it still needs to come bi@ckhe beneficiaries’ real
demand, otherwise more efforts are required fordFRd ILO to guide farmers for
the longer term visions and the better opportusitvdich they might not see in the

near future.

. It is necessary for the relevant partner orgaropati like DRC and MRC to take a
closer look in terms of the timeframe of the tragncomponent, as the extension to
the end of June to finalize all the trainings isvrio doubt, given a large number of
farmers especially the disabled are yet to beadhiA backup plan should be putin

place as soon as possible to deal with this issue.

. IFRC or RCSC should seek the possibility of exptmadscale of SIYB training, at
same time the budget for the SIYB training showdrxreased. This would have
double positive impact on the sustainability oktproject in general, as it not only
helps business owners to generate income, butpatsades job opportunities for

their fellow villagers.
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Appendix 1
Terms of Reference

Final Evaluation
Red Cross/ILO Livelihoods Recovery Project in Sichan

(30 March 2011)

Purpose of evaluation

This final evaluation is to review progress madeadhieving results and delivering outcomes of the
project. The immediate objectives should be looaetb measure progress made towards achieving
impact after a year of implementation.

Of primary importance is for the evaluation to eksenthe project design, implementation strategy
and adjustments, institutional arrangements anthg@eship, and project set ups within the context of
the recovery and exiting to sustainable reconstmciThe evaluation should yield a contextualized
analysis of the response and adjustments deployedhé project, the effectiveness of their
adjustments, and factors affecting the effectivenalsthe implementation and its adjustments. It
should also spell out concrete recommendationseeded adjustments for improving implementation
in future replication of the project in other place

The evaluation will also assess/evaluate strengtits weaknesses in project implementation and
provide recommendations to the Red Cross and tk Epecifically, the final evaluation will
contribute to:

- Determine if the project has made progress in agigdts stated objectives;

- Take stock of what has worked well and what kinfdsbstacles the project has to overcome
in terms of process and procedures of project ianimmplementation, monitoring and
evaluation in achieving the project objectives withlti-stakeholders.

- Evaluate effectiveness, efficiency and relevandenpbct accrued to target groups,
implementation status, project management and fpeaioce monitoring;

- Provide recommendations for the rest of the prgyeciod.

- Review the inter-agency cooperation between ILOI&RLC on Livelihoods Recovery
Project, with respects to the kind of cooperatiamdel being developed and the potential of
replicating such model elsewhere in the aftermétiatural disasters.

This final evaluation will be external, and the afie nature, timing and scope will be determined
through a transparent and consultative processoanthe basis of consultations with key project
stakeholders.

Methodology

- Review of the following documents:
Project document
Periodical report

Work plans
Other project papers

O O OO
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- Also, collect information through conducting surseindividual interview to key informants,
field visits and stakeholders’ group discussions

Evaluation team

Evaluation Manager: Mr. Federico Negro, Capacityildog and knowledge development,
ILO/CRISIS

External Expertise: Prof. JJANG Yuansheng, Sich@igricultural University

Time for evaluation

Field visit in Mianzhu: 1-6 April 2011
Finalization of the evaluation report: 20 April 201

Scope of evaluation

The evaluation team will review the project actestconducted in the following areas:

- Skills and entrepreneurship training courses cotedbioy partner training institutions of the
project in Mianzhu;

- Capacity building activities conducted by the IL&® Red Cross and other partners in
Mianzhu;

- Activities conducted to help the beneficiaries wloeived skills and entrepreneurship
training to access to other support services, awvpecial attention to be made on the
microfinance facility established by the Red Criosklianzhu.

Key evaluation questions

The Evaluation Team will address issues of botheptoimplementation and project impact and
address the following key aspects of the evaluation

Does the project address a relevant need and deoektleficit? Was a needs analysis carried out
at the beginning of project reflecting the varioeeds of different stakeholders? Are these needs
still relevant? Have new, more relevant needs eeaktigat the project should address?

Have the stakeholders taken ownership of the profmaept and approach since the design
phase?

The validity of project objectives, strategy andwmaptions;

Results achieved so far in terms of increasing eympént opportunities and increasing access to
information, financial resources and other resaufoetarget groups according to the workplan;
Increased vocational, entrepreneurial and mandgills among the target groups;

Relevance of capacity building within partner ofigations to design and implement skills and
entreprenurship training programs for target groups

Barriers to successful implementation;

Impact /benefits accrued to the target groups;

Effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of fregram;

Lessons learned and good practices

The specific areas to be addressed in the evatuadibinclude:

» Validity of design
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What was the baseline of the project at the begqof the project? How was it established?
Was a gender analysis carried out?

Were the planned project objectives and outcomdsvaet and realistic to the
post-earthquake situation on the ground? Did thegdnto be adapted to specific (local,
sectoral etc.) changing needs or conditions?

Was the intervention logic coherent and realisiié€re any adjustments made during the
project implementation? (refer to the project lagfie)

o Do outputs causally link to the intended outconiesnediate objectives) that link to
broader impact (development objective)? How pldasdre the underlying causal
hypothesis?

0 What are the main strategic components of the gidjeow do they contribute and
logically link to the planned objectives? How wed they link to each other?

0o Who are the partners of the project? How stratagicpartners in terms of mandate,
influence, capacities and commitment?

0 What are the main means of action? Are they apjaiapand effective to achieve the
planned objectives?

0 On which risks and assumptions does the projedt logild? How crucial are they
for the success of the project? How realistic thétt they do or not take place? How
far can the project control them?

How appropriate and useful are the indicators desdrin the project document in assessing
the project's progress? Are the targeted indiczthres realistic and could they be tracked? If
necessary, how should they be modified to be meedui? Are indicators gender-sensitive?
Are the means of verification for the indicatorpegpriate?

Relevance and Strategy

To what extent has the project enhanced the cgpzfdils beneficiaries in developing skills
and creating employment opportunities?

How were the programs for the targeted benefigaddentified? To what extent were the
stakeholders involved in the design and implememaif skills and entrepreneurship
training?

Do the stakeholders and beneficiaries assume ohipassproject objectives and
achievements?

Evaluate the relative advantages and or disadvasiafgthe involvement of other social
partners in implementation of the project.

Did the project adequately account for the différeeeds of women and men?

Project progress and effectiveness

Assess the extent to which the project made predreachieving its objectives.  Were there
any delays in or obstacles to project progressijfasa] do these diminish its overall
effectiveness?

Was there increased employment (quantity and gliédit the target groups? What evidence,
if any, exists to support the findings?

Had the quantity and quality of the outputs produbeen satisfactory? Did the benefits
accrue equally to men and women (target: 30% of eroim the project document)?
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* How effective are three approach used in the prdjeraining center based,
Community-based and Enterprise based) in providkilis and employment for the target
beneficiaries? Please elaborate

* How do you assess the project’s implementationoperdnce, in particular the quality and
use of the materials developed by the project (besttices manuals, brochures, leaftlets,
etc.)?

* How effective is the project in terms of increasangess to information and financial
resources for the target groups for their livelid@md income activities?

» How effective is the project in providing increasextational, entrepreneurial and managerial
skills among the target groups?

» How effective was the project in improving the indgtonal capacity among partner
organizations in designing and implementing skilisl entrepreneurship training programs
for the target groups

» Are the target groups provided access to vocati@mitepreneurial and managerial skills?

» How effective is the introduction of microfinancedsits link to the skills and
entrepreneurship training to help the beneficiaidsecome self-employed and creating
more jobs to others? (or prospects to contributhitopurpose, considering the late
development of microfinance facility as comparethitraining programmes)

» To what extent has institutional capacity beenaased for the stakeholders as well as for
partner organizations in designing and implemengkitis training programs?

« How have stakeholders been involved in project empntation? How effective has the
project been in establishing national ownership?tis project management and the
implementation participatory and is this participatcontributing towards achievement of the
project objectives? Has the project been appradyiaésponsive to political, legal, economic,
institutional etc. changes in the project environtfie

* How effective was the collaboration of ILO and Rerbss in the post-disaster situation in
supporting affected people to regain means of icamd contributing to the recovery of
local economy?

* What other factors affected project progress afetfeness?

Efficiency of resource use

» Have resources been allocated strategically? &gavide examples.
» Have resources been used efficiently? Pleasede@iamples.

* Was the strategy to support local/community-bastigdines cost-effective and
results-effective?

+ To what extent have the tools development or atlaptand skills and entrepreneurship
training activities been cost-efficient?

» Have the project funds been delivered timely aripuis delivered timely?
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Effectiveness of management

* Have management capacities been adequate?

» Does the project receive adequate technical anéhétrative support from the ILO, partners
and donor? How efficient and effective was the psscof communication from the field
office, regional office, headquarters and the d@nor

» Has the project systematically monitored its ressult

* Has the choice of partners been strategic in tefrttee implementing the strategy?

» Has the cooperation with the partners been effigien

Impact and sustainability

» How has the project contributed to the broaderlanger term development impact of
poverty alleviation and decent work?

» Does the project have a sustainability/replicapjiian?

* Which project components or results appear likelpe sustained after the project and how?

» How effective has the project been in promotinglasvnership of the project approach and
promoting long-term sustainability?

* What are the realistic and long-term effects ofgifggect on decent work and poverty levels
of the people?

Special Concerns

» Provide appropriate recommendations to more clds#ythe Project’s interventions with
ILO’s mainstreamed work in China in such areasma®&py and gender.

* How is the Project anchored to the institution&lgein China and how this has contributed
to the implementation of the Project? Identify tesslearned and recommendations.

» Implications of the project experiences for ILO-Raxbss partnership development in
post-disaster situations

Deliverables

Draft Report that outlines general findings by J&iA2011.

A Final Report will be submitted to the IFRC anc th.O electronically within three days after
receiving final comments from the IFRC and the ILO.

Report

Based on the findings by the evaluators, the rappos will draft the report in the following format
(page lengths by section illustrative only), andrimemore than 20 pages in length, excluding the
annex:

Title page (1)

Table of Contents (1)

Executive Summary (2)

Acronyms (1)

Background and Project Description (1-2)
Purpose of Evaluation (1)

Evaluation Methodology (1)

Nog,rwbdpE
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Project Status (1-2)

Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations (n@1tian 10 pages)

This section’s content should be organized arodma TOR questions, and include the
findings, conclusions and recommendations for edithe subject areas to be evaluated.

33



Appendix 2

List of project documentation reviewed:

[

. Action plan

2. Mid-term evaluation

3. Progress Report

4. Training statistics

5. Implementation guideline

6. Work Plan

7. Newsletter

8. Training Needs Assessment

9. Review on economic trade
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Appendix 3

Chinese and English version of Questionnaires

IFRC/ILO A3k & 10 B ¥Ph 32 Il & P &R

(April, 2011)
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Questionnaire for Trainees in IFRC/ILO Livelihoods Recovery Project
(April, 2011)
Dear Madam or Sir :

Hello. We are the staffs from the College of Economics and Management of Sichuan Agricultural
University. We are commissioned by the IFRC and ILO to understand the present life condition and
production situation of the trainees in the livelihoods recovery project organized and carried out by the above
organizations. The survey is aiming to evaluate the livelihoods recovery project. Please answer all the
questions honestly. Your answers will be strictly confidential and only be used in research evaluation. We
thank you for your support and cooperation.

Instructions

4. Ask trainee the below questions, and answers fdlé@ out by the investigators.

5. When fill in the numeric items, note the distinctibetween <zero value> and <unclear>: If it is tzdgr
value”, please make sure to fill in O; if it is “clear”, please leave it blank.

6. Fill in the content on the line. If the answer loasions, fill in the code of the options.

Home Address Mianzhu County Township Village Group

Sectionl. Family basic information of trainees

1. Name of Respondent Gender (1 Male2 Female) Age: )
formal education years: Years. (If the radpat is a female) Do you think female trainees
benefited less than male trainees from the training ? (1) Yes (2) No

2. How many people are there in your family? (Including all the family members having
income and expenses togethéncluding the members living together, working twdying outside,

joining the army, etc.) Among them, pedplek part in the training. If more than one
person, the name of the other trainee is Gender (1 Male 2 Female)
Age: , formal education years: Years.
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3. Components of the annual income of your family:

A. Wage income: Yuan in 2009 Yuan in 2010

B. Household business income: Yuan in 2009 Yuan in 2010

C. Property income: Yuan in 2009 Yuan in 2010

D. Transfer income; Yuan in 2009 Yuan in 2010

4. Total expenditure in 2009: Yuaotal expenditure in 2010: Yuan;
5. What's your current job ?

(1) At work and receive wages (2) Migrant worker(3)Housewife  (4)Farming( sell
self-manufactured agricultural products or for peed and family consumption (5) Be in full-time

business (6)Othersplease detail
6. Before the implementation of this livelihoodsoeery project, had you ever taken part in any

similar training ?

(D)Yes (2)No

7. After the earthquake, did you want to receivié skining ?

(D)Yes (2)No

8. Before the training did you have any special professional skills (If no, please go

directly to question 11 ?
(L)Yes (2)No

9. Before the training had you gained any professional technical cert#i ?
(L)Yes (2)No
10. Before the trainingwhat's your skill level shown in your professioraltificate(s) ?

(2)Junior technician (2) Senior technologist ®ermediate technician (4) Junior professional
title (5) Senior technician (6) Intermediate msdional title (7)Technologist (8) Senior
professional title  (9) Othersplease detail
11. Through which channel did you get the basicrim&tion about the project ?
(1) Village cadres (2) Brochures (3) Neighbors (4) Project officers

Section2. Basic situation of the training

1. You got the qualification of this training forhat reason? (1) Relocated  (2) Disabled
during the earthquake Do your neighbors have anmyptaints about being unable to take part in the
training while you had the opportunity to attend it 1) Yes (2) No

2. If you became disabled during earthquake, wteat thie type of your disabilities (As

for relocated, fill in 0)?
(1) Visual disability (2) Aural disability (3) lguage disability (4) Physical disability (5)
Mental retardation (6) Mental disability
3. If you were unable to attend the training fagadtility or age, what's the relationship betwees th
actual trainee and you (If you are thedm please fill in 0 ?

(1) Spouse (2) Parent (3) Child (4) Sibling (5) Others
4. When did you receive the training , _the duration of the training was
5. Whether the instructions of training procedurerevprovided before the training ?
()Yes (2) No (3) can not remember exactly
6. Whether any reading materials with high readgbébout training contents were provided in the
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training ?
(1) Yes (2) No
7. What type of training did you get ?
() SIYB  (2) Community- based training (3) Triaig centre-based vocational training
(4) Enterprises-based Training (5) Training for disabled persons

8. Do you think that the language the teachers imseldsses were clear ?
(L)Well, very clear  (2) Neutral  (3) Uncleaditin't understand some of his/her words
9. Are there any operating demonstrations or prastin class 1) Yes (2) No
10. people shared a set of teachingimem@al tools?

11. What do you think with regards to the lengtlthef training ?

(1) A bit long, a lot of content were unnecess&2y.It was quite appropriate. (3) The length of the
training was too short
12. Did you start new livelihood activities withiwo months after training ? (1) Yes

(2> No (If no, turn to question 14
13. After receiving the training from IFRO/ILO, yowecovered your livelihood in which
way ?

(1) Through training, work outside (2) Obtained commercial loarthen re-establish and develop
the small business that already ha®B)Through training, obtain loan, then set up own hess (4)
Through training, start own agricultural production
14. Do you think that the training you participatedcan bring you more job opportunities in the

future ? (1) Yes (2)No
15. Whether the training you took belongs to natiaccupational skill trainings ? (1) Yes
(2) No;  If yes, you obtained corresponding certificatégsyour test.

(1) First (2) Second (3) Third (4) Never got a certificate
16. Did you get any certificates after attendingrdminity-based training ?(1) Yes (2
No
17. Did you receive employment information or maikéormation from the trainers? (D)
Yes (2) No

18. Do you know that you might get microcredityd@fu start your business after training?
(1) Yes (2)No

19. Did you start or recover your business afi@ning_~~ ? (1) Yes  (2) Nalf yes, go to
question 22

20. Did you get a job after training ME9 (2) No

21. Whether your income has increased, comparéeftre the training ? @) Yes (2)

No If yes, increased by .

22. According to your own needs, whether it is ©eeey to launch intensive training
courses ?((1)Yes (2)No

23. In the subsequent process of work and busindssther it is necessary to provide professional
consultation ?

(1) Yes (2)No

24. Were there any follow-up services providedda_y ? (1) Yes (2) Ndf yes, in what
way you would like them to last ?

25. Where did you have your training ? dWhtraining location do you prefer
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(1) Training centre in vocational school (2) fag in community of village (3) Other
place

26. What period of time did you take the trainiraurse ? What time period would you
prefer to participate in the training ?

(1) Through the day  (2) In the evening  (3) Omweekend (4) Other time

27. How far did you live from the training locatin . How long did it take to go there?
28. Whether the subsidies for traffic or meals watevided in the training ?@) Yes (2
No; If yes, Yuan/Time?

29. Have you applied for the microcredit (D)Yes (2) No

30. How much would you like to borrow ? Gan accept the lending interest rate at
4% ?

(1) Yes (2)No
31. Have you already had some concrete and feasitieepreneurial ideasventure projects
2
(1) Notyet  (2) Yes, please specify
32. Have you gained the skills needed for establishyour business through this training
2
(1) Notyet  (2) Yes, please specify
33. If you have had your own small business or rpnge, what's the type of your
business ?
(1) Retail trade (2) Wholesale business (3)difi@al handicraft (4) Service trade (5)
Agriculture or its relevant industries
34.After training the sales revenue of your business mpaed with that before the
training. Increased (Decreased) by Yuapgss?
(1) Increasing (2) substantially unchanged ) D@creasing
35. Does your business provide job opportunitiesth@r farmers with difficulty? . If yes,
the number of jobs available is about ?
(1) Yes (2) No
36. Whether the agricultural skill trainings wemneseason with the specific farming ?
(1) Yes (2)No

Section3. Farmers’ assessment of the project

1. In general, are you satisfied with the trainimgject organized by IFRO/ILO ?

(1) Unsatisfied  (2) Satisfied

2. Are you satisfied with the training procedure ? (1) Unsatisfied (2) Neutral (3)
Satisfied

3. Are you satisfied with the provided training tmts, and whether the contents can meet your own
demand ?

(1) Demand is far from being met  (2) Basicallyatnihe demands (3) Satisfied

4. The size of the training course is 30 people plss. Did this impact your training
effect ?

(1) Have impact the number of the trainees should be reduced N&itral, no impact 3)
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Reasonable, completely no impact

5. Are you satisfied with the training environmeatich as surrounding environment ? f

unsatisfied, please detail .

(1) Unsatisfied  (2) Neutral (3) Satisfied

6. Are you satisfied with the teaching hardwardlifees, such as projectors, desks and so on ?

If unsatisfied, please detail .

(1) Unsatisfied  (2) Neutral  (3) Satisfied

7. Are you satisfied with the related services med in the training, such as drinking water,

stationery and usage of dedicated disabled toilet _? If unsatisfied, please detalil

(1) Unsatisfied  (2) Neutral  (3) Satisfied

8. Are you satisfied with training experts and teas? Do you approve the training abilities of the
teachers?

(1) Unable to meet my needs (2) The level oftgecher is ordinary, but can basically meet the

needs (3) Completely approved

9. Are you satisfied with the training location ? (1) Unsatisfied (2) Neutral (3)
Satisfied

10. Are you satisfied with the training time arrangent ? (1) Unsatisfied  (2) Neutral
(3) Satisfied

11. Are you satisfied with the arrangement of micealit ? (1) Unsatisfied  (2) Neutral
(3) Satisfied

12. Are you satisfied with the amount of microctedi ? (1) Unsatisfied  (2) Neutral (3)
Satisfied

13. Are you satisfied with the lending interesterat ? (1) Unsatisfied  (2) Neutral (3)
Satisfied

Investigator Investigation date Month Day

IFRC/ILO A3k KR I H P hIEZ VIR P AER

(April, 2011)
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Questionnaire for Untrained Farmers in the IFRC/ILO Livelihoods

Recovery Project
(April, 2011)
Dear Madam or Sir :

Hello. We are the staffs from the College of Economics and Management of Sichuan Agricultural
University. We are commissioned by the IFRC and ILO to understand the present life condition and
production situation of the untrained neighbors in the livelihoods recovery project organized and carried out
by the above organizations. The survey is aiming to evaluate the livelihoods recovery project. Please answer
all the questions honestly. Your answers will be strictly confidential and only be used in research evaluation.
We thank you for your support and cooperation.

Instructions

1. Ask untrained neighbor below questions, and arsto be filled out by the investigators.

2. When fill in the numeric items, note the distion between <zero value> and <unclear>: If itderb value”,
please make sure to fill in O; if it is “uncleaplease leave it blank.

3. Fill in the content on the line. If the answasloptions, fill in the code of the options.

Home Address Mianzhu County Township Village Group

1. Name of Respondent Gender (1.Male 2.Femajedge: )
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Formal Education Years: Years.

How many people are there in your family? Inclgding all the family members having
income and expenses togethéncluding the members living together, working twdying outside,
joining the army;, etc.)

2. Annual income of your family: Yuan D02, Yuan in 2010
3. Total expenditure in 2009: Yuaotal expenditure in 2010: Yuan.
4. What's your current job ?

(1) At work and receive wages (2) Migrant worker(3)Housewife  (4)Farming( sell
self-manufactured agricultural products or for peed and family consumption (5) Be in full-time
business (6)Othersplease detail
5. Have you ever heard of this training project ?

(L)Yes (2)No

6. Do you know that your neighbor took part in s@ki training free of charge?

(L)Yes (2)No

7. Do you think the project staff selected trainsteistly following unified standards ?
(L)Yes (2)No

8. Do you have any complaints about being unablake part in the training while your neighbors

had the opportunity to attend ?

(L)Yes (2)No

9. If you had a chance, would you like to partitépi similar training ?
()Yes (2)No (3) Whatever

10. After the earthquake, do you want to receilated skill training ?
()Yes (2)No (3) Whatever

11. Do you think the training is helpful to trainedaars ?

(D)Yes (2)No
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Appendix 4

Chinese and English version of focus group intenoeitline
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Questions for Interview with the representatives tdhe major

participators of the IFRC/ILO Livelihood Recovery Project

(1) Selection of Beneficiary:

What were the initial principles of selecting treé@is at the beginning of this project?
How to establish these principles? In the procetgther women as a group had been
taken into consideration? Whether different trainéwmve different needs had been
thought about? Simultaneously, whether some elemehtfairness were taken into
account? Whether the principles guarantee womdgtissrfor equality?

Whether the training courses provided by the ptojecld meet the different needs of
different beneficiaries? Are there any training rseuthe farmers want but the project
did not supply and that were finally realized dgrinhe process of project
implementation? If there were, please list thenthi§ happened, whether adjustments
were made accordingly to the training content?

Do you think whether there were some farmers wraulshreceive trainings but were
not selected? What measurements were adopteduceethg farmers who were truly in
need participated in the training?

(2) Implementation Process:

What were the limitations of the initial design fdne project? Including: risk
expectation, training format, training contentsaagement, desired effect of the project
etc.

Were there any delays in or obstacles to projeogness, and if so, how were they
solved? What measurements were taken by projecteingmters, when problems
occurred which caused delays of the project’s me2eDid these diminish its overall
effectiveness? How to guarantee smooth implementati project?

What was the effect of the training project on @®ging employment and
entrepreneurial opportunities (in quantity and fuglincome growth of beneficiaries
and so on?

Which factors were considered when design the piireeof the microcredit component?
What were the expectations? At present, how isnipfementation situation of it?

(3) Training Content Selection:

What were the aspects involved in training content?

What criteria were used to select training contéftiether the different levels of the
trainees were taken into consideration?

How did the trainees get information about trainiegnployment, founding sources etc?

(4) Training Institutions and Trainer Selection:

Which institutions were selected to participatethie training project? What were the
natures of them? How were them chosen?
How are the reputation and the training instructdrhese training institutions?

(5) Training Materials:
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What were the training materials?

How were they bound? Which distribution methodsengsed?

Whether the contents of these training materialewéear and easy to understand with
practical guiding significance?

(6) Training-related Services:

What related services were provided during thaniingi? What roles did these services
play in improving the training quality for the tnaies?

(7) Follow-up Services after Training:

Which part of the project will continue after wing if any? Why?

How was the project anchored to the institutiorettigp in China and how this had
contributed to the implementation of the project¥yAuggestions on the establishment
of related institutional system in our country?

In which way the follow-up services were providedg( follow-up technical guidance,
time frame and so on)? What measurements were edltapensure the implementation
of them?

(8) Duties and Concrete Missions of Cooperation Uts:

What approach was adopted to gain consensus ontexednteraction, and agreement
among the participants of this project?

What do you think about your performance in projegblementation? What were the
advantages and disadvantages? Please make anvebjechment.

What were the main modes of operations? Were tppyoariate and effective for the
purpose of this project?

Could you please make a realistic assessment of pauners’ advantages and
disadvantages in project design and implementatiom the views of working ability,
working efficiency and so on?

To what extent were the stakeholders involved m design and implementation of
skills and entrepreneurship training? What rolektidey play respectively?

What's the significance of capacity building to ssttoproject implementation?

(9) Project Cooperation:

In the process of project implementation, did yaingtechnical and management
support from other partners? Please give some dgamp

How do you comment on the collaboration between la@d Red Cross in the
post-disaster project? What were the contributitmghe local economic recovery?
Could you please give any examples or provide stette to illustrate?

What were the challenges arisen from the cooperdt@ween the two parties? Please
indicate what aspects of this project need to h@oved?

Had IFRC and ILO ever formed partnership beforefel, what kind of collaboration?
Do you think whether there were any implications tbé project experiences for
ILO-Red Cross partnership development in post-thsastuations?
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