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Public Expenditure Review

Government and Donor Expenditure on Social Protection

Draft of Interim Report

Introduction

This is the first interim report of an ongoing study of public expenditure on social protection in Rwanda. It is based on less than two weeks work in Kigali, and the figures and judgements are subject to revision in the final report in the light of further data and discussion. The final report will be completed following a second mission in October 2006.

The study was commissioned by MINALOC and MINECOFIN and is being financed by UNDP. The main objective is to inform judgements on the future direction of public policy with regard to social protection by providing better information on current spending, together with some preliminary analysis of the coverage and effectiveness of that expenditure. This interim report has been rushed out in order to inform finalisation of the 2007 budget and to inform the drafting of the social protection chapter of the new Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy.

Definition of Social Protection

The social protection policy
 defines social protection as:

‘a set of public and private initiatives enabling to provide transfers of income or consumption to the poor to protect in particular the vulnerable and the marginalised against welfare risks and improve their social status and rights as a whole with the objective of promoting the welfare of the population.’

In interpreting this definition we have mainly focused on the first part, defining social protection as direct transfers to poor and vulnerable individuals or households.  However, the policy goes on to discuss a wider range of interventions related to social protection objectives, and the terms of reference for the current study (reproduced at Annex 1) also encourage a slightly wider definition. In order to enable a transparent judgement to be made by Government of Rwanda, the spreadsheets that accompany this report clearly highlight which budget lines have been included in our definition, and which have not. Box 1 summarises the main judgements that have been made at this interim stage of the analysis. It is straightforward to adjust the analysis if Government feels that some categories of expenditure should be included or excluded from the analysis.

A more fundamental difficulty is that information on some expenditures is not available or is difficult to identify clearly from the budget classification. Some categories of expenditure may have social protection components within them, but the exact share is unclear. The development budget is a particular problem area. Some projects are either not reported on the DAD reporting system
 or lack up to date disbursement information. Project descriptions are often uninformative. More work will be undertaken in October, but it has not been possible at this stage to interview donors in order to clarify development spending. This will be a priority for October, in the meantime the development budget figures need to carry a big health warning, and they are certain to change, possibly significantly.

Box 1: Summary of Main Judgements used in Defining Social Protection for this report

	
	Expenditures Classified as Social protection
	Expenditures not  Classified as Public Expenditure on Social protection

	Recurrent Budget
	GOR social contributions to employee pensions, social and health insurance.
Public expenditure subsidies to mutuelles, and public expenditures on health referrals and emergencies.
Disaster planning, management, and relief. Support to refugees and returnees. Nutrition support.

District support to women’s self development. 

Support to youth projects. HIV/AIDS expenditures in education facilities. 

Budget expenditure on genocide survivors 
Central and district expenditures classified as benefiting vulnerable groups including OVCs and destitute (unclear what proportion represents transfers). Special needs education.

Spending classified as ‘child protection.’ Note: most of this is not transfers, should it be excluded?

	Other health and education expenditures directly met from the Government budget.

General expenditures aimed at promoting gender equality and the rights of women.

Community based health and other programmes

Functional literacy programmes for youth and adults

Student scholarship & finance agency for higher education
Micro credit (unless included in other programmes)
Province level spending not included (there may be significant management and supervision functions, but not identifiable from the data examined)

Direct contributions to FARG collected from adults and firms (RWF531mn in 2005)

	Development Budget
	Poverty reduction and promotion of women project (mostly labour intensive public works through HIMO); protection and care of families against HIV/AIDS; protection de la prevoyance sociale; refugee commission; mutuelles component of GFATM system strengthening project.

	Common Development Fund, other than HIMO
Support to UBUDEHE (a portion of  the $3mn or so budgeted by GOR and EU in 2004 clearly should be included, will be added in October)

	Donor projects
	Food aid.

Donor social and economic support to AIDS affected households and individuals, where identified

UNHCR operations

Support to HIMO

Support for de-mobilisation

	Projects not found in a preliminary search of DAD database

Health expenditures, including the cost of ARV treatment

NGO projects (will be studied in October)

Budget support is reflected in the GOR figures



Commenting on the judgements made, we have generally given the benefit of the doubt to expenditures where it is unclear whether the programme involves the provision of direct transfers to households or individuals, including projects aimed at youth and women for example where the nature of the support could not be identified. Micro credit programmes are generally excluded on the grounds that their prime aim is investment rather than social protection, and they are intended to recover their costs: they are not ‘transfers.’ There may be some micro-credit activities included within the projects for specific vulnerable groups. We have included the cost of planning and management related to social protection programmes, although some of the management costs are not directly identified and are likely to have been missed. We have not included expenditures by the student scholarship and finance agency on the grounds that those benefiting from higher education are predominantly neither poor nor vulnerable (support from FARG for higher education is however included, on the assumption that recipients are vulnerable). We have not in general included programmes of behavior change or community based support. Expenditure on HIV/AIDS within educational institutions has been included. This is perhaps a questionable judgement. These programmes clearly aim at social protection, but it is perhaps inconsistent to include them while excluding wider support to community health. Depending on comments, the issue will be re-examined in the next draft. The sums involved are not in any case material for the analysis.  

Expenditure on Social Protection in Rwanda

Based on these definitions, and including both Government and donor expenditure, Table 1 summarises the total data we have collected on social protection spending in Rwanda. 
Total expenditure on our definition, including donor expenditure, has increased from RWF 31bn in 2004 to RWF33bn in 2005, and is anticipated to reach RWF36bn ($64mn) in 2006. It represents about 2.7% of GDP. 
Social protection spending that is included in the Government budget has taken about 4.5% of total Government spending in 2004 and 2005, but is budgeted to increase sharply to about 5.8% in 2006. The SP share of recurrent spending fell from 7.3% in 2004 to 6.6% in 2005, but is budgeted to increase to 8.5% in 2006. The recurrent budget execution rate was 96% in 2004 and 94% in 2005. In real terms, adjusted for inflation, recurrent spending increased by 9% in 2005, and is budgeted to increase by over 13% in 2006 compared to the 2005 budget.
Table 1 Total Social Protection Expenditure, RWFr Bns

	
	2004 Budget
	2004 Actual
	2005 Budget
	2005 Actual
	2006 Budget

	Recurrent Budget
	12.4
	11.9
	15.1
	14.2
	17.8

	Identified Development Expenditure
	12.5
	18.9
	11.5
	18.5
	18.6

	Total Expenditure (Preliminary estimate)
	24.9
	30.8
	26.7
	32.8
	36.5

	Analysis
	
	
	
	
	

	SP on budget as % total GOR spending & net lending
	4.6
	4.5
	4.9
	4.5
	5.8

	SP recurrent as % GOR recurrent
	7.5
	7.3
	7.0
	6.6
	8.5

	SP total as % of GDP
	2.4
	2.9
	2.2
	2.7
	2.7

	Real recurrent spending 2006 prices
	14.1
	13.6
	15.8
	14.8
	17.8

	Total spend p.c. RWF
	2,652
	3,277
	2,776
	3,417
	3,684

	Total spend p.c. US $
	4.6
	5.7
	5.0
	6.1
	6.5


Table 2 shows recurrent expenditure by spending department, excluding Government contributions to social security of public sector staff. Actual spending increased by 17% in 2005 (9% in real terms), and is budgeted to increase by a further 20% in 2006(13% real). Spending by the districts has stagnated since 2004, but is budgeted to show a sharp increase in 2006, though expenditure by districts would remain below the share achieved in 2004. MINALOC remains by far the most important spending ministry in social protection, accounting for nearly 80% of the recurrent budget for social protection.

Table 2 Recurrent Spending on Social Protection, by Ministries and Local Government. 
RwF Mns, excluding GOR social contributions for public employees

	
	2004 Budget
	2004 Actual
	2005 Budget
	2005 Actual
	2006 Budget

	District Total
	1236
	1150
	1164
	1,053
	1,475

	Primature (including MIGEPROF)
	95
	64
	204
	173
	160

	MINEDUC
	199
	73
	230
	132
	458

	MINISANTE
	275
	170
	381
	446
	535

	MINALOC
	6,825
	6,779
	7,886
	7,847
	9,202

	Total
	8,631
	8,236
	9,865
	9,651
	11,829

	% Shares
	
	
	
	
	

	District Total
	14.3
	14.0
	11.8
	10.9
	12.5

	Primature (including MIGEPROF)
	1.1
	0.8
	2.1
	1.8
	1.4

	MINEDUC
	2.3
	0.9
	2.3
	1.4
	3.9

	MINISANTE
	3.2
	2.1
	3.9
	4.6
	4.5

	MINALOC
	79.1
	82.3
	79.9
	81.3
	77.8

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Table 3 shows percentage shares of recurrent spending by use of funds. Expenditure on genocide victims via FARG continues to dominate total social protection spending, accounting for over half of the total recurrent spending. Payments of social security and health benefits on behalf of public sector employees account for a further quarter of recurrent spending. Health insurance in various forms accounts for over 20%, but this is dominated by payments on behalf of staff employed by Government. Public support to the mutuelles, on which the majority of the population now depend, together with referral costs account for less than 3% of recurrent social protection spending, although this is supplemented by donor support (GFATM is paying roughly $5mn towards the mutuelles in 2006). Various forms of support to vulnerable groups account for roughly 10% of the total, mostly through districts, and with orphans and vulnerable children accounting for the majority.

Table 3 Recurrent Social Protection Expenditure by Purpose, % Shares

	
	2004 Budget
	2004 Actual
	2005 Budget
	2005 Actual
	2006 Budget

	Social Security excluding Health


	15.5
	15.8
	15.3
	14.1
	15.1

	Health Insurance & Management of Medical Risk


	17.7
	20.3
	22.0
	21.3
	23.7

	Disaster management & Relief


	0.5
	0.4
	0.4
	0.6
	0.7

	Support to Women


	0.0
	0.0
	0.6
	0.4
	0.0

	Youth Projects

	4.3
	4.1
	1.4
	1.5
	0.9

	Genocide Survivors


	54.0
	56.0
	51.3
	54.4
	50.5

	Vulnerable Groups unspecified


	0.9
	0.7
	3.0
	2.7
	2.7

	Orphans & OVCs


	0.4
	0.1
	4.1
	3.7
	5.4

	Social and Family Support


	0.0
	0.0
	1.0
	0.7
	0.0

	Poverty & Food Security


	5.0
	1.8
	0.1
	0.0
	0.1

	Disability


	1.4
	0.5
	1.0
	0.5
	0.9

	Social Protection Not elsewhere classified


	0.3
	0.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	TOTAL RECURRENT
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


At this stage, the available data on development spending is too incomplete to be worth undertaking detailed analysis. Table 4 shows the estimated allocation of total social protection spending including the development budget, plus information on donor development projects not captured in the budget. The data on donor spending is mainly from the DAD, supplemented in some cases with data collected during the study. It is not comprehensive: smaller projects have not been captured, not all projects are yet up to date on the DAD, and the social protection content of projects with several components is difficult to distinguish without more discussion and analysis than we have been able to undertake at this interim stage. Some of the information required significant interpretation, and (for example) for HIMO we relied on reporting from project management rather than budget and donor data that seemed conflicting and hard to interpret
. The development budget is the area of spending on which further analysis is most needed in the next stage of the PER. Donor data on ‘commitments’ as captured on the DAD does not indicate the expected disbursement profile of those commitments, and is not therefore directly comparable with budget data, one reason why we have not provided analysis of total budgeted expenditure in 2006. Due to lack of time, we have not yet obtained and analysed data on actual disbursements against the Government development budget, other than data available in the 2004 budget execution report. The 2005 disbursement data for the development budget relates mainly to donor reporting, supplemented by available information for HIMO (which is in any case the largest GOR funded element of the social protection development budget).

One feature that emerges strongly even from this incomplete and imperfect information is the dominance of food security issues in the total social protection spend. Poverty and food security spending, including labour intensive public works targeted to the poor and vulnerable by the HIMO project, accounts for a third of the total, dominated by donor food aid. Including disaster management and relief, poverty and food security issues account for nearly 40% of social protection spending in 2005, and accounted for more than half of total social protection spending in drought-affected 2004. Genocide survivors represent 24% of actual spending in 2005. Although the share of total spending by FARG is lower than budgeted in 2005, this is simply due to the scaling up of demobilization spending, which took a 14% share in total spending in 2005 as the World Bank project commenced significant disbursement.

Although the share of the total fell, the execution rate of FARG showed a dramatic improvement in 2005, with spending slightly exceeding budgeted levels, a big improvement on the 82% implementation rate achieved in 2004. 
Table 4 Allocation of Total Public Social Protection Spending: GOR Recurrent, GOR Development, and Donor projects not in the budget
(Percentage shares)
	
	2004 Budget
	2004 Actual
	2005 Budget
	2005 Actual

	Public Expenditure on Social Security excluding Health


	7.7
	6.1
	8.7
	6.1

	Public Expenditure on Health Insurance & Management of Medical Risk


	8.8
	7.9
	12.5
	9.3

	Public Expenditure on Disaster management & Relief (excluding food aid)

	10.7
	8.6
	9.7
	6.0

	Public Expenditure Support to Women


	0.0
	0.0
	0.3
	0.2

	Public Expenditure, Youth Projects


	2.1
	1.6
	0.8
	0.7

	Public Expenditure Genocide Survivors


	32.9
	21.9
	29.2
	24.0

	Public Expenditure, Vulnerable Groups unspecified


	0.5
	0.3
	1.7
	1.2

	Public Expenditure, Orphans & OVCs


	0.2
	0.0
	2.3
	1.6

	Social and Family Support


	1.4
	7.9
	1.0
	4.5

	Poverty & Food Security, including food aid

	29.8
	43.4
	30.5
	33.1

	Demobilisation


	5.0
	1.2
	2.8
	13.1

	Disability


	0.7
	0.2
	0.6
	0.2

	Social Protection Not elsewhere classified


	0.2
	0.9
	0.0
	0.0

	TOTAL (DEVELOPMENT, DONOR, AND RECURRENT
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Memorandum: Total Flows for SP, RWF Mns
	
	
	
	

	Government Recurrent RWF Bns
	12.4
	11.9
	15.2
	14.3

	Government Development RWF Bns
	0.4
	0.5
	1.4
	0.7

	Donor Projects RWF Bns
	12.2
	18.3
	10.1
	17.7

	TOTAL RWF Bns
	24.9
	30.8
	26.7
	32.8


Current Spending Patterns in Relation to National Objectives

Objectives of Social protection

The national social protection policy establishes five objectives: protection of vulnerable groups and the destitute; management of social risk; co-ordination of social protection interventions; promotion of savings and social security; and promotion of equity and social justice. These are consistent with the two aspects of social protection policy that are identified in the vulnerability assessment, namely social assistance to those who need it, combined with support to help people manage the risks to which they are exposed and avoid falling into a poverty trap from which it is difficult to escape. It is also consistent with the general approach of the inventory of social protection measures undertaken in 2005, which advocated a ‘safety net’ approach to ensure that resources are targeted on those in most need. 

Two principles follow from each of these analyses:-

i. Try to put in place the minimum safety net required to enable all Rwandans to be able to sustain at least a minimum acceptable standard of welfare, with Government support for those who, due to circumstances beyond their control, are unable to achieve this by their own efforts;

ii. Provide timely access to support to help vulnerable households manage the risks to which they are exposed without having to take measures that reduce their long-term self sufficiency and increase their risk of becoming destitute. 

The need is for good information to identify and prioritise needs, and intervene in time, enabling households to maintain their assets of physical, financial and human capital, and avoid sinking into long-term dependence. Given the limited resources available, support for those who are unable to support themselves needs to be focused on the genuinely destitute.

Analysis of Existing Social Protection Programmes 
Good Progress Towards a Safety Net For Some Population Groups

Government has made impressive progress in putting in place a fairly comprehensive safety net for some population groups, and for addressing some specific problems:-

i. Public and formal sector workers have access to pensions, and health and accident insurance, through compulsory membership of Caisse Sociale and through health insurance schemes such as RAMA and MMI. However, although relatively wealthy self-employed people are also able to become members, coverage only extends to 4-5% of the population.

ii. Needy genocide survivors are well catered for by FARG, which provides comprehensive help with education, health, housing, basic needs, and finding a source of livelihood. Numbers benefiting are again quite modest, with 244,000 receiving support with health costs in 2005, 50,000 helped with education costs, and far smaller numbers assisted with their basic needs, with income generation, or with housing support. Based on these figures, FARG is reaching less than 3% of the population.

iii. Refugees and returnees receive support financed by WFP and UNHCR. Numbers are now quite small, roughly 46,000 refugees while 9000 returnees were assisted in 2005. Although there may be a ‘blip’ depending on current negotiations with Tanzania, the big influx of returnees has been completed. Returnees and internally displaced populations are said to be no longer a major problem.

iv. Households affected by HIV/AIDS (estimated to number about 40,000
) also appear to be well catered for, with HIV/AIDS receiving a disproportionate share of total development aid to Rwanda, although coordination between the many groups supporting PLWHAs and households affected by the disease could be improved, and sustainability and continuity of support is an issue
.

v. De-mobilisation of former military personnel is being addressed with support from development partners, including a major programme of support from the Word Bank.

Comprehensive Approaches to Health and Education

Government has also developed comprehensive approaches to addressing some critical areas of social risk:-

i. For those not covered by health insurance, Government has made membership of mutuelles de sante compulsory, and has put in place measures to meet the fees of the indigent. Mutuelles de sante charge RWF 1000 per person, and provide free of charge access to health services at health centre level, together with costs for transporting emergency referrals to a district hospital if required. For those who are referred from a primary health centre, Government is contributing an additional RWF 1000 per mutuelle member to meet the costs of referral to higher levels of the health pyramid. With households typically comprising six or so members, the costs of mutuelle membership represent a significant share of the cash resources available to the household, and fears have been expressed about the affordability of compulsory membership. A number of studies have reported that payments as low as RWF 500 per head may be beyond the financial reach of many rural households
. It is remarkable that Rwanda has nevertheless achieved membership of 56% of the population, despite only 10% of the population being declared as destitute and having their fees paid, partly with support from the Global Fund. This level of coverage is so much higher than has been achieved by schemes in other low income countries that it has inevitably provoked questions about the prospects for sustaining it. Nevertheless, the rapid expansion of mutuelles is a  significant achievement, and significantly reduces the risk that vulnerable people who are members will either not seek treatment or will be cast into poverty by the costs of doing so.

ii. The education sector support programme has achieved major success in extending fee-free primary education, with budget provision in place to extend this to the first three years of the secondary cycle from 2006. There is also district-based support to enable the fees to be paid for needy pupils wishing to continue their education, although we have so far not been able to establish where these costs appear in the budget. The amounts involved must be quite small. There are 142,000 children involved in junior secondary (for whom fees have now been abolished) and 76,000 enrolled in senior secondary, paying fees of RWF11,000 for day students and RWF21,000 for boarders. A cost of $500,000 per year would enable Government to pay the fees of virtually all senior secondary pupils not supported by FARG, but (given the disproportionate number of secondary school pupils from better off households), actual spending is likely to be considerably less than this. Fees are of course only one of the costs of education, and poor and vulnerable households require support with travel, uniform, and other out of pocket expenses if the enrolment gap between better off and poor families is to be closed. Although enrolment gaps persist, Rwanda has also done remarkably well in enrolling children with most types of disability, although the low enrolment rate of deaf children (44%) stands out as a problem to be addressed
.

Poverty and Food Insecurity
Rural cash incomes are low, and over 40% of the population are said to be ‘food poor’ (expenditure not sufficient to meet minimum calorific requirements)
. 
Government has put in place some worthwhile schemes aimed at trying to provide a safety net for the poor and vulnerable.

The Ubudehe process involves communities in identifying two poor and indigent households per cellule. The identified households receive support of 150 Euros under EU support, a significant sum that could be sufficient to start a micro enterprise or invest in other ways that would have the potential to help lift the household out of poverty. The national cost of the transfers themselves is quite modest (around $2.2mn p.a.), but with 100-200 households per cellule, the assistance covers only about 1% of mainly rural households.

Districts are allocated funds for supporting social protection. In 2006, the districts are budgeting as follows:

Table 5 District level Social Protection Spending RWF

	D16848  SUPPORT TO HEALTH INSURANCE
	390,000,000

	D35408  SUPPORT TO ORPHANED CHILDREN
	84,735,492

	D35415  ASSISTANCE TO VULNERABLE GROUPS
	163,017,328

	D35416  ASSISTANCE TO ORPHANS
	821,910,209

	D35503  CARE OF DESTITUTE
	15,000,000

	TOTAL
	1,474,663,029


Excluding health insurance, which we have already discussed, the total amounts to less than $2mn, with less than $30,000 for the destitute across the entire country. If efficiently targeted to the poorest and most vulnerable 10% of the population, the support for orphans, vulnerable groups and the destitute would be just over $2 per head, without considering management costs and the likelihood of leakage to the non-poor. There are some differences between districts in the level of support received, although not in a very systematic way related to need, and the support for mutuelles is simply distributed as RWF 12 million for every district.  Allocation criteria could be further investigated in the second mission.
The other major Government-supported scheme is HIMO, which supports poor and vulnerable households through a programme of labour intensive public works. This is not the only labour intensive scheme in Rwanda (WFP support food for work programmes), but it is significant because Government initially had great ambitions for it. As initially conceived, HIMO was envisaged to operate on a national scale with a budget growing to RWF35bn per annum, or around $7 per head of the total population
. However, the expected level of external support has not materialized, and HIMO actual expenditure in 2005 was just RWF1bn, at which level the programme was able to operate on a relatively modest scale, creating some 30,000 temporary jobs, mainly for women.

Although some groups and some problems appear to be being addressed in a comprehensive fashion, the approach to the wider problem of poverty and vulnerability is piecemeal, ad hoc, and risks adding to problems of long term dependence by delivering support that is too little and too late to avert the loss of critical assets that precedes a descent into dependence.

There are limited amounts available for helping with chronic food insecurity. The major instrument used for improving food security has been donor food aid. WFP provides school feeding programmes to nearly 300,000 children. However, in a situation where half of under five year olds are said to be malnourished, WFP relief and nutritional support to some 13000  beneficiaries appears inadequate to the scale of the need. The response to poor harvests is to expand the supply of food aid, though it is always a challenge to secure adequate supplies where and when they are most needed. Government recognizes the problem and is drafting a new disaster prevention strategy, for discussion with donor partners.
Fragmentation of Donor Support
In addition to food aid, general budget support, and support provided to national Government programmes such as HIMO and Ubudehe, donors directly support a bewildering number of project activities. The inventory that was carried out in 2004 and reported in early 2005 identified about 80 donor projects and programmes (from over 900 that were reviewed) that had some aspects of a safety net approach
. The most telling statistic is the very small size of many of these. Over half of the listed activities had a total project cost of less than $0.5mn, only 3 of them had a project cost of more than $5mn. It is clearly impossible to build an effective and sustainable safety net on such an ad hoc and fragmented base. Whether a needy household receives any support becomes a lottery.

Conclusions and Future Proposals

The current approach to social protection has some good interventions, but the total is less than the sum of the parts, because the system remains fragmented. Government efforts to establish programmes on a sufficient scale and with the institutional strength to tackle vulnerability in a comprehensive way have sometimes failed to attract the required support, which has instead been dissipated in tiny projects with minimal impact, and in hand to mouth responses to emerging food security problems.

There are several proposals on the table for consolidating social protection into one or more programmes that aim to put in place a comprehensive approach to risk mitigation and to supporting those unable to achieve a minimum acceptable livelihood from their own efforts. The vulnerability assessment envisaged a two-part solution involving:-

i. Risk mitigation involving labour intensive work targeted on youth and focused on supporting agriculture through infrastructure investment. This would be designed to be quickly expandable in the event of drought increasing the population requiring support.

ii. Social assistance for the poorest and most vulnerable, identified by communities through a process such as Ubudehe, and provided with a range of nutrition, health and education subsidies.

More recently, discussion between MINALOC and development partners has focused on options based on expanded support via grants to districts
. This could be based on a single needs assessment that takes account of a range of indicators of deprivation in a comprehensive way, enabling the needs of different households and individuals to be compared and prioritised, rather than groups obtaining support based on just one indicator of vulnerability and earmarked to just one aspect of their needs, which in many of the poorest households are multiple.

One issue under discussion concerns the conditions that should be attached to support. Government has a preference for support conditional on the household meeting certain conditions (for example, kids in school, attendance for growth monitoring). There has also been discussion of voucher schemes or in kind support in preference to cash. Two points are worth bearing in mind:-

i. Adding conditions to cash transfers raises the costs of management, while it reduces the freedom of households to make the best use of the funds they receive. The vast majority of the global evaluation evidence supports the view that very poor households make extremely careful use of unconditional cash transfers (especially if they are received by women!)
 Although it is understandable to wish to impose some conditions, there is a strong case for at least evaluating a pilot programme of unconditional transfers, to test the hypothesis that the poor and vulnerable can be trusted to make good use of the money.

ii. In kind support is both more costly to deliver, and can be less transparent and more prone to misappropriation than cash. The merits of cash transfers are that cash is easy to transfer and by definition is easy to value. Recipients can be told exactly what their entitlement is, and it is difficult to misappropriate those sums without detection. Cash transfers will also support local enterprise when spent within the locality in which the recipients live, with more benign results on local markets than can be the case with some types of commodity support. Once again, there would be merit in at least piloting an approach based on cash transfers.
Next Steps to Complete the PER

A further mission by the consultant is planned for October, in order to complete the PER. This second mission will focus on:-

i. Finalising the estimation of public expenditure costs, based on developing an agreed approach to how different spending categories should be treated. This will be facilitated if both this report and the accompanying spreadsheets are widely circulated, in order to give an opportunity for stakeholders to comment on the way in which expenditure has been categorized. There are also a number of problems in the data that have not been possible to finally resolve in the time available for this first mission. If clear criteria are agreed, an attempt could be made to institutionalize the future collection of data on social protection, possibly by adding a special social protection ‘marker’ to the budget codes used when classifying spending.
ii. There is a limit to how much more can be gleaned from the existing data. The next phase will focus more on in-depth analysis of specific programmes and their design and impact, which should help to inform the assessment of possible models and institutional channels for the proposed social assistance fund. 

iii. Analysis of what happens at district level at present, in order to help inform an assessment of the opportunities and challenges for a fund based on support to districts. There are good models available for supporting districts in ways that provide an incentive for improvement, without disadvantaging the poorest districts with least capacity.
iii. In depth discussion with donors on their existing activities related to social protection, together with exploration of the scope and constraints for re-allocating support in favour of the proposed new fund.

iv. Given the previous experience of the consultant, and depending on the progress made in progressing the proposed fund, the Mission could also be used to advise on the design of partnership principles and a Joint Funding Agreement in respect of the proposed new fund. 

Annex 1 Terms of Reference

Consultant Terms Of Reference For

Public Expenditure Review of Social Protection In Rwanda

Draft of June 28 2006

1.
Background and Context

1.  The challenges that poverty and vulnerability patterns in Rwanda present have already been studied extensively.
  Rwanda’s GDP per capita is about $230;  half of all children under 5 are malnourished;  for every 100 births, there are one maternal death and 10 infant deaths;  and another 10 percent of children die before reaching age five.  Agriculture accounts for 90 percent of employment, with agricultural employment overwhelmingly female.  The four main sources of household vulnerability relate to:  agricultural risks (small plots, depleted soil, land losses from rainfall runoff, and variable rainfall); health risks (especially HIV/AIDS, TB, malaria, and other tropical diseases); family composition factors (female-headed or child-headed households, often with orphaned or disabled members); and lack of employment or other age-appropriate activities, especially for young adults.  Recently, drought within the region exacerbated severe problems of hunger and poverty.  Senior levels of the national Government have requested donor support for social protection measures to mitigate their impact on households and to address the underlying causes in a way that also confers ongoing benefits. 

2.  Rwanda’s National Social Protection Policy of November 2005 defines social protection (SP) as “a set of public or private programs able to provide transfers of income or consumption to the poor, to protect, in particular, the vulnerable and the marginalized against welfare risks, and to improve their social status and rights as a whole with the objective of promoting the welfare of the population.”  The policy notes that preventing or minimizing risks is preferable to providing transfers after they occur.  It identifies agricultural, health, economic and socio-political risks as prominent.  It specifies a series of vulnerable groups on which policy has focused.  It defines phased general and specific objectives as well as strategies for pursuing them.  It characterises the strengths of the current system as political will, administrative decentralization, and supportive informal practices, while weaknesses include low coverage, modest risk prevention, limited integration and management capacity of SP programs, and informational weaknesses.

3.  The cross-sectoral nature of social protection implies that a broad range of government spending through many Ministries contributes to social protection objectives.  One way in which the Government intends to highlight the corresponding breadth of its spending for social protection purposes is by developing a new statement or annex that could be attached to the main Budget document or used as an independent reference document that could be updated annually.  This document should:  provide a description of each cross-sectoral program that contributes to the Government’s overall social protection objectives; identify programmatic spending by all Ministries and agencies that contribute to those objectives; include tables showing expenditures and outlays that contribute to social protection objectives; provide estimates (if feasible) of the number of associated beneficiaries, by Ministry, agency and program; and summarize other available information about the program and the impact of the expenditures relevant to social protection objectives. 

4.  An initial checklist of expenditures that might be identified as relevant to social protection purposes could include Government expenditures or payments for the following, as well as social protection expenditures carried out by para-statal organs and non-governmental entities (church-based, NGOs, UN agencies, etc.) working in partnership with government or under government supervision:

· Programs or assistance for genocide survivors, widows, orphans, people with disabilities, people or organizations caring for orphans, or other vulnerable groups;

· Programs or assistance for people or organizations who provide care, housing, food, or other assistance for genocide survivors, widows, orphans, people with disabilities, or other vulnerable groups;

· Support to non-government organizations as a contribution to, or payment for, the costs of socially valued services that these organizations provide within Rwanda; 

· Contributions to pension program for civil service employees, military personnel, police, or government workers without civil service status;

· Other pension programs or retirement programs;

· Subsidies for health insurance of government employees (e.g.,RAMA), military personnel,  police or government workers without civil service status;

· Subsidies for premiums of people enrolled in mutuelle health insurance programs;

· Reductions in user charges for any categories of people needing health care (either in Rwanda or abroad) for which costs are not covered by insurance;

· Expenditures for provision of drugs, vaccines, or food to health centers or hospitals to permit their free or subsidized provision to patients;

· Scholarships, other fee reductions, uniforms, textbooks, or other required materials for students attending schools or other educational institutions in Rwanda or abroad;

· School lunch programs or any other nutrition or micronutrient supplementation programs for any groups of people (especially poor or vulnerable people); 

· Public employment or wage subsidy programs for people who are unemployed or unable to find work;

· Programs or centers for youth or children to improve their circumstances or activity options;

· Training programs or costs to assist people to increase their skills, productivity, and/or incomes;

· Micro-credit organizations or micro-credit programs for Rwandans who are poor or vulnerable;

· Micro-credit organizations or micro-credit programs for Rwandans who are seeking to finance investments in health insurance, training, small business development, improved agricultural productivity; household improvements, or other income-enhancing measures;

· Micro-credit organizations or micro-credit programs for community groups that have joint investment projects within their communities;

· Agricultural input subsidies (prices or vouchers);

· Housing subsidies;

· Energy subsidies;

· Food price subsidies;

· Crop insurance;

· Property insurance; or 

· Capital investments in public works that improve basic amenities in communities (water, sanitation, electricity, health care facilities, schools, roads, flood mitigation systems, terracing of agricultural land) 

5.  An Appendix to these terms of reference, drawn from a World Bank document entitled, Social Protection Toolkit, provides further perspective on the various kinds of programs that might be categorized as social protection programs and others that, although not categorized as social protection programs, also serve social protection objectives.  The Appendix forms an integral part of these terms of reference. 

2,
Objectives

6.  The PER’s overall objective is to help equip the Government of Rwanda to achieve its social protection objectives (namely, social risk management and support for the most vulnerable) by designing and effectively managing a set of strategic programs and activities that (i) are consistent with the decentralization policy’s division of responsibilities among levels of government and (ii) are coordinated appropriately across national ministries; 

7.  To this end, the PER will: 

(i) Identify the current scale, nature, and channels of national government expenditures that help to achieve social protection purposes;

(ii) Assemble available information about the impact of these expenditures and about their beneficiaries; and

(iii) Estimate the distribution, by major target groups, of national expenditures and outlays on social protection.

(iv) Systematically seek to make concrete recommendations on how the problems/ issues identified can be addressed in order to improve the effectiveness, coherence and impact of the national social protection system.
3.
Specific Tasks and Scope of Work

8.  Identify and document:

(i) Which national government ministries, agencies, and programs undertake expenditures or outlays
 that contribute wholly or partly to achieving social protection objectives?  For each such program generating expenditures or outlays relevant to social protection objectives, specify:

a. The Ministry or agency that has responsibility for the program;

b. The legislative basis or other authority for the program;

c. The first year of operation of the program; 
d. The overall objectives of the program;

e. Whether or not the program is  designed as a social protection program either to provide assistance solely or disproportionately to poor, vulnerable or disadvantaged individuals, families, households, or communities, or to meet other social protection objectives; 
f. The ways in which the program contributes to social protection objectives;

g. The forms in which assistance is provided;

h. How and by whom this assistance is delivered; and
i. The basis on which eligibility for the program is determined – for example, consumption, income, assets, family/household composition, individual characteristics (young or old age group, ex-combatants, gender, disability status, genocide impact, etc.); 
j. How the amount of assistance or other benefits authorized under the program varies with the characteristics on which eligibility is based; and
k. Available information on the distribution of assistance by province or district, urban versus rural, income level, household composition, etc. 
In line with the Government of Rwanda’s commitment to mainstreaming capacity building issues into national planning frameworks, the study shall systematically consider capacity constrains and analyse (a) whether the existing institutional structures are adequate for the purpose of delivering social protection, (b) whether they are adequate for ensuring a proper monitoring and planning of social protection activities, and (c) whether there is scope for consolidating and rationalising existing institutional structures to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the programmes. 

(ii) For each ministry, agency, and program with expenditures or outlays that contribute wholly or partly to achieving social protection objectives: 
a. The size of related budget appropriations, executed expenditures, and executed outlays for 2004 and  2005 (and the associated budget execution performance), and the corresponding appropriation data for 2006 [or the two most recent years for which executed budget data are available, plus appropriations data for the following year];  
b. Any quantitative or qualitative information about the number of people assisted in ways relevant to social protection objectives and the extent to which the expenditures or outlays helped meet the objective(s); 

(iii) Total national government (a) expenditures, (b) outlays, and (c) combined expenditures and outlays that promote social protection objectives; 

(iv) Total national government (a) expenditures, (b) outlays, and (c) combined expenditures and outlays that promote social protection objectives as proportions of the corresponding overall national aggregates for all purposes;

(v) The estimated distribution, by principal target groups, of combined expenditures and outlays that promote social protection objectives; and
(vi) Data sought on appropriations, expenditures, and outlays that were unavailable.

9.  Document sources and methods used sufficiently to allow future updates of the analysis to produce comparable information. 
4.
Methodology

1o.  The methodology is expected to involve:

· Consulting with all relevant sectoral Ministries and agencies about their policies, programs, and related expenditures;

· Working in close partnership with the national social protection expert based in the Ministry of Local Government.
· Consulting extensively with the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning (MINECOFIN) about relevant policies and programs and about appropriations, executed expenditures, and budget execution performance for relevant programs in all relevant Ministries and agencies;

· Searching for formal and informal studies of Rwandan national government programs relevant to social protection that could provide information on the impact of these programs in relation to social protection objectives, and on the number and type of people assisted in ways relevant to social protection objectives. 

5.
Outputs (Deliverables) and Timetable

11.  An interim report is to be provided to MINALOC five (5) weeks after the start of the assignment.  The interim report should identify national ministries and agencies that have programs with expenditures or outlays that contribute wholly or partly to achieving social protection objectives.  It should document, for each Ministry, Agency, and program concerned, the size of related budget appropriations, executed expenditures, and executed outlays for the most recent year for which that information is available for most ministries and agencies.  The interim report should also provide preliminary estimates of (a) total Rwandan national combined expenditures and outlays that contribute wholly or partly to achieving social protection objectives, and (b) the share that those total combined expenditures and outlays represent of Rwanda’s overall combined expenditures and outlays for all purposes.

12. Initial findings and preliminary recommendations for the forward looking strategy shall be submitted by the first week of September in order to allow the ministry to prepare an interim strategy to be included in the 2007 budget preparation.

13. A final report is to be presented to MINALOC ten (10) weeks after the start of the assignment that addresses all of the matters specified under the heading, “Specific Tasks and Scope of Work.”  The final report should also have, as an annex, a draft of the reference document for MINALOC and MINECOFIN referred to in Paragraph 3 of these terms of reference.  That document would be expected to:  provide a description of each cross-sectoral program that contributes to the Government’s overall social protection objectives; identify programmatic spending by all Ministries and agencies that contribute to those objectives; include tables showing expenditures and outlays that contribute to social protection objectives (in absolute terms and relative to total national expenditures and outlays); provide estimates (if feasible) of the number of associated beneficiaries, by Ministry, agency and program; and summarize other available information about each program and the impact of the expenditures relevant to social protection objectives. 
14. An executive summary presenting the main findings of the study, as well as a list of concrete recommendations on how the identified bottlenecks/ weaknesses could be addressed in the social protection strategy under development.
6.
Scale of Work and Timetable

13.  The task is expected to require 40 man days’ work by a skilled consultant or team of consultants, with the majority of this time being spent in Rwanda.

14.  Subject to the time required for recruitment processes, it would be desirable for the assignment to begin as soon as possible and preferably not later than the last week of July. 
7.
Qualifications and Competences

15.  Core competencies required for this assignment are :

· Advanced understanding of social protection objectives and program designs and skill in recognizing programs that have social protection consequences as secondary or primary aspects of the program (30%)

· Skills in budget and financial analysis and associated informational issues (20%)
· Organisational and project management skills (10%)
· Research skills (10%)
· Interpersonal skills (5%)

· Monitoring, impact assessment and evaluation skills (20%)
· French and English speaking and writing skills (5%)


8.
Reporting

16.  The consultant will work to the Ministry of Local Government, Good Governance, Community Development and Social Affairs [MINALOC], under the auspices of the UN Country Team.  The consultant will have access to both MINALOC staff and to staff of other ministries [especially Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning (MINECOFIN)} and agencies for information, and will have access to members of the UN Country Team (including the World Bank) for technical support.  Contracting and logistical support will be organised through UNDP.
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� Republic of Rwanda, HIMO in Images, March 2006.


� WFP,  Des filets de securite sociaux pour proteger les plus demunis et les plus vulnerables, Du concept de filet de securite a linvenaire d’interventions socials en faveur des plus vulnerables au Rwanda.  January 2005


� See for example, Government of Rwanda and Development partners, Social protection Sector Working Group, 2006 PRS Self Evaluation, Final Draft, August 2006; and ‘Advancing the Social protection Agenda’, discussed with Minister of State, MINALOC in January 2006.
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