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INTERIM REPORT II 

1. Description

1.1. Name of beneficiary of grant contract:  United Nations Development Programme
1.2. Name and title of the Contact person:  Mr. Antonio Vigilante, Director, UNDP Office in Brussels 
1.3. Name of partners in the Action:  World Bank. 
1.4. Title of the Action:  The Roma pilot project: tools and methods for evaluation and data collection
1.5. Contract number: CCI:2010CE160AT089
1.6. Start date and end date of the reporting period: January 1, 2010 – August 31, 2011
1.7. Target country(ies) or region(s): Slovakia, Hungary, FYRO Macedonia, Romania, and other countries of the Central and South-Eastern Europe with Roma population 
1.8. Final beneficiaries &/or target groups
 (if different) (including numbers of women and men):  The organizations implementing the projects awarded under strands – Early Childhood Education and Care (Roma Education Fund – REF) and Microfinance/Self-employment (Polgar Foundation – Kiut program). 
1.9. List of annexes
Annex 1: Revised time schedule (changes marked yellow)

Annex 2: Regional survey sampling procedure report

Annex 3: Quantitative indicators for the measuring progress in the area of Roma Inclusion. Possible approaches to the issue of ethnic sensitive data collection

Annex 4: Data to identification of area-based disadvantages and Roma exclusion in Hungary – source for the territorial tagging of administrative data
Annex 5: Decade of Roma Inclusion Experts’ Group on Data and Measurements
Annex 6: Preliminary list of indicators to be calculated from the regional survey

 
Attached files:
Component C - Master English questionnaires.zip
2. Assessment of implementation of Action activities

Acronyms
AGS
- 
A Good Start (Pilot project being implemented by the Roma Education Fund)
ECEC
-
Early Childhood Education and Care
FRA 
– 
Fundamental Rights Agency

Kiut
- 
Pilot project on microcredit being implemented by Polgar Foundations

OSI 
– 
Open Society Institute

PSU 
– 
Primary Sampling Unit

REF 
-
Roma Education Fund

SGI
-
Slovak Governance Institute

UNDP
-
United Nations Development Programme

WB
-
World Bank

2.1.1 Activities and results
Component A: Project Monitoring 
Objectives: 

· (A2) Build monitoring and evaluation capacity of the REF and in-country partner organizations and the Polgar Foundation implemented Kiut program, with the aim of improving project planning and project management of the EC Roma pilots.
· (A3) Establishing and testing a local level data collection system for monitoring change at community level as a source of information on the status of the communities (going beyond the level of the household) and yielding data for outcome and impact evaluation of Roma targeted programs and policies

Activities and their results: 

For achieving Objective (A2), the team has provided financial support to Polgar to hire a monitoring and evaluation officer. This post was created in the Kiut program and appropriate candidate hired. We have regularly exchanged information on progress in the Kiut program M&E officer’s work – focusing on operationalization of the M&E system of the project, assuring proper implementation of the two questionnaires to be filled in by the program applicants, assuring proper training for the Kiut field agents, etc. 

We have provided both on-site and remote follow-support also to the A Good Start (AGS) project for the collection of household information through the beneficiary interviews (further referred to as “household survey”) and providing feedback on the analysis of the household survey to Slovak Governance Institute (SGI) – organization in the AGS consortium responsible for monitoring and evaluation. 

In spring 2011 we actively participated in the AGS project interim monitoring visits to project localities in Slovakia and Macedonia. UNDP participant of the visits carried out a back-check on the household survey. He visited and interviewed number of randomly selected beneficiaries’ households to check the quality of the filled in questionnaires (questionnaires were filled in by the AGS local partners in early 2011). He also conducted interviews with the representatives of the AGS local partner organizations who carried out the survey to find out about the process of implementation of the household survey, the challenges they had to overcome and possible changes for the second round of the household survey planned for Spring 2012 (end of the AGS project). In June 2011 we participated in the trans-national workshop of the AGS mainly to discuss and agree on the further process of data collection in the project and collection of the experiences from the first round of the household survey. The findings from the monitoring visits (both on the implementation of the household survey and on the overall implementation of AGS project) were provided to AGS team. Inputs on the household survey were used for drafting the policy paper on monitoring and evaluation prepared by SGI for the AGS project. All the above mentioned activities in the Kiut program and AGS project should lead to development of the training module on collection of data for project monitoring and possibly outcome evaluation. 

For achieving Objective (A3) we planned to use the AGS local partner organizations to test a local level data collection system for monitoring change at community level in localities where AGS project is implemented. We discussed this topic with them during their trainings for the implementation of the household survey. The discussions with the AGS management revealed that it is not feasible at the time, since this could distract the attention of local partners from the substantive work on the AGS project. The engagement of the AGS local partners in collecting the data on beneficiaries’ households (baseline survey) was accompanied with administrative difficulties (the contracts between REF and local partners did not specify sufficiently the scope of the data collection. New contracts had to be made with them on implementation of baseline survey. At the moment of the baseline survey implementation it seemed the data collection was prevailing over the substantive activities under the AGS project. Due to delays in start of the baseline survey and of AGS project as such the staff of local partners were facing extreme burden, which as later pointed out by the AGS management could have affected their overall performance in the substantive activities of AGS project.  In search for alternative way of implementation of this activity, UNDP has investigated on possible cooperation with the Open Society Institute (OSI) Budapest (its Roma Initiative Program). The OSI’s input would include the network of civil society organizations/activists in individual countries that would be willing to participate in this exercise. We intend to link the testing of the local level data collection system with the marginalized Roma regional survey – testing it for localities covered by the survey. This would allow for the local level contextualization of the household level data as well as provide extremely useful insights into the future local level data collection system. The funding for these activities would come directly from OSI, which would release part of the funds from the EC assigned for the objective (A3). UNDP will use these funds to cover the costs of the extended coordination with the FRA survey as well as for testing another method of assessing how the structural funds address the issue of Roma exclusion in the selected EU member state (Slovakia).
Changes vis-à-vis original plan (see the updated Gantt chart in the Annex 1):
· Deliverables A2(a) and A2(b) for both Roma Education Fund (REF) and Polgar were already reported in the Interim report I (Final report for Phase 1).

· Activity A2(d) – M&E workshop planned for summer 2011 will be organized in November 2011, back to back to the AGS transnational workshop. This was a direct request from the AGS project with the aim not to overwhelm the project staff with various meetings taking them away from their work in the field. The workshop will serve as a platform for exchange of experiences and sharing lessons from the 1st year of implementation. It will also discuss the modality of the second round of the household survey implementation scheduled for April/May 2012. Organization of this workshop influences deliverable A2(c) – M&E training manual, which will be reported in the Interim report III

· Activity A3 – the testing of the local level data collection together with the OSI is now planned for the end of 2011/beginning of 2012. Due to this change in the implementation the deliverable A3 will be delayed until spring 2012 (to be reported in Interim report IV) 
 Component B: Project and Beneficiary Outcome Evaluations
Objectives: 

· (B1) Assess how the REF and its local partners and Polgar can improve their AGS and Kiut, respectively, project design and implementations through project assessments by beneficiaries and other stakeholders.

· (B2) Assess project impacts on beneficiary outcomes through stakeholder and beneficiary feedback, by directly monitoring changes in beneficiary outcomes over time, and by comparing beneficiary outcomes to non-beneficiary outcomes from matched samples interviewed through the regional Roma survey (component C).
Activities and their results: 

For achieving Objectives (B1) and (B2) the team has analyzed the regional survey results in the area of ECEC and Microcredit. Draft papers on these two topics were prepared, drawing on the information generated by the regional survey and synthesizing lessons that can be learned from ECEC and microcredit experiences in the EU and beyond (draft papers delivered separately).    
Changes vis-à-vis original plan (see the updated Gantt chart in the Annex 1):

· Activities B1(2) for both REF and Polgar – stakeholder feedback. The implementation of the beneficiaries’ feedback surveys in both Polgar and REF projects was postponed to spring 2012 (February/March). These shifts resulted from the advice of our project partners REF and Kiut (i) so as not to overwhelm the project beneficiaries with too much data collection in too short a time and (ii) to synergize with the two projects and their intended feedback analyses. AGS project planned to organize qualitative research on the feedback in the first quarter of 2012. Combining the efforts of the AGS team and UNDP/WB team will prevent from accessing the same people several times. Simultaneously, such a combination will provide also opportunity for direct capacity building of the AGS implementing partners stemming from direct work with the UNDP/WB team.
· Activity B1(3)REF. The administration of the instrument used in the regional survey in the localities where the AGS project is implemented was postponed until the time the second round of the AGS household survey was planned (May 2012). Originally, it was planned to be carried out simultaneously with the regional survey and the polling agency contracted to carry out regional survey has included this into their work plan. In preparatory works for the implementation the AGS project team expressed their concerns
 of the overwhelming the local partners with the data collection activities while potentially neglecting the other work on the AGS project. At the same time the AGS project team was concerned of the reaction of the beneficiaries’ households, which would face the surveying three times in the one-year period (the AGS baseline survey was completed only in February/March 2011; the regional survey instrument was planned to be implemented in June/July 2011; end-of-the-project AGS survey is planned for April/May 2012). As discussed with the AGS project team second round of the AGS survey will be extended to cover all needed parts of the regional survey instrument and will be implemented jointly by the professional polling agency and the AGS project local partners in April/May 2012. Further details of this process should be discussed and agreed during the workshop planned for November 2011.
· Update of deliverables in Component (B):

(a)  Two regional reports on ECEC and on Microcredit, which (a) draw on the information generated by the regional survey, and (b) synthesize lessons that can be learned from ECEC and microcredit experiences in the EU and beyond. Drafts submitted with this report and discussed in the steering committee meeting.  Expected final delivery: Fall 2011
(b)   Two project reports on the ECEC AGS project by REF and on the microcredit project by Kiut, which (a) synthesize the stakeholder feedback on the project design and implementation, and (b) compare the household level project beneficiary data from the two projects (i) across time (beginning of project cycle and toward end of project cycle) and (ii) compare with the regional household survey data.  Expected delivery: Summer 2012
(c)  One Kiut microcredit scoring report. This requires merging of loan repayment data with household background characteristics collected in the project beneficiary survey, and requires a sufficient sample size. Given the Kiut project restructuring in Spring 2011, fewer loans than expected have been provided thus far. Feasibility of the credit scoring report will need to be determined by Spring 2012. If feasible, expected delivery of report: Summer 2012
Component C: Assessing scalability of AGS and Kiut through regional Roma population data collection
Activities and their results  
During the reporting period the team reached final agreement on the sampling model in individual countries covered by the regional survey. The polling agency for implementation of the regional survey was procured. This agency prepared the sampling plan for the survey, reviewed the final version of the questionnaire (coming from UNDP/WB team including the local language versions), conducted a field test in each country and adjusted the final version of questionnaire. Consequently it carried out trainings for local polling agencies participating in the survey implementation in every country. The survey was administered by these local polling agencies under the overall coordination and quality control of the procured polling agency. The datasets for individual countries were delivered to UNDP at the end of July 2011. 

The sample for the survey was designed using three-stage identification of respondents. This procedure was necessary in order to address both the issue of multiple identities as well as avoiding controversial “naming and counting of Roma”. For that purpose relying solely on self-identification would not produce a representative sample. On the other hand “forcing people into identity” – applying external identification only – is not acceptable either. Given these considerations a compromise between the two – self-identification and external identification – were used within “implicit endorsement of external identification”. 

One of the assumptions of the survey (important for the sampling and representativeness of the survey) was that censuses understated the absolute number of Roma population but provided reasonably adequate picture of its structure and territorial distribution mainly for those who identify themselves as Roma. The second assumption was that major disparities in socio-economic status of the populations were most obvious (and could be explored best) at the level of municipality (or other relevant territorial units). Since at this level vulnerability factors exist that affect both Roma and the majority populations, vulnerability profile of the two groups (Roma and majority) in the same territorial unit would make possible the identification of those vulnerability factors that particularly affect Roma. 
At the first stage of the sample design the universe was defined (as mentioned above, using “average and above” share of Roma in each settlement”). For this stage the most recent and recognized data sources on overall Roma population in a given country were used. Mostly, these sources were the last Censuses. In Slovakia the Atlas of Roma communities from 2004 and in the Czech Republic mapping of socially excluded Roma settlements from 2010 were used for the first stage of sampling. At the second stage, taking into consideration Roma organizations’ estimates (suggesting for example that in municipality “X” Roma dominate but for various reasons tend to report as “Y” or “Z”), the distribution of the settlements and the size of population, the sampling clusters were determined. With sampling clusters determined, at the third step respondents were identified using “random route” selection.

All steps of the survey preparation and implementation were closely coordinated with the Fundamental Rights Agency’s (FRA) commissioned survey. The sampling frames for both surveys used the same data sources (in the countries of overlap – BLG, CZE, HUN, ROM and SVK) and the same criteria – municipalities with the equal of higher share of Roma in total population as in the overall population of a given country. Then the regional survey implemented by UNDP continued the following way. From the sampling frame the random sample of municipalities was selected with the minimum size of primary sampling unit at 30 HHs (to assure possibility to randomly select HHs for 7 interviews per PSU). Based on the sampling frame and the sampling procedure the survey coverage varied between 83% and 90%. The details of the sampling procedure are provided in the Annex 2. 

Each household was visited by a pair of enumerators (male and female to assure the interviewees feel comfortable to answer potentially gender sensitive questions). The enumerators were instructed to strictly keep the rules of the household selection. In case of non-response (due to not being at home) the interviewers had to re-visit a given household 4 more times until they could replace it. The enumerators achieved the non-response rates between 60%(Slovakia) and 89% (Macedonia). 

Defining Roma settlements and non-Roma living in close proximity

Roma settlement is defined as part of the settlement in which Roma population lives in majority (Roma population represent more than 50% of the population of that part of the settlement). 

Non-Roma populations living in close proximity to Roma is defined as non-Roma population which lives in the range of 300m from our Roma settlement. In cases when there is no non-Roma population in close proximity or in case of high diversity in socio-economic status between Roma and non-Roma population (for example in case that the Roma settlement is surround only with big new buildings - the difference in socio-economic status between Roma and non-Roma is huge and visible) interviews with non-Roma should not be done in this sampling point, but the double number of non-Roma interviews will be done in the next sampling point.

Non-Roma sample is not be fully distinguished from the Roma sample – If interviewer comes to a person in Roma settlement who is NOT Roma by self-declaration and interviewers’ observation, he/she IS INCLUDED in the sample of non-Roma. After performing all 7 interviews from Roma sample, interviewers go among non-Roma in close proximity of Roma settlement and then perform rest of the interviews from non-Roma sample 

The implementation of the survey lasted from May 16 until June 30, 2011. It was implemented by local partners of IPSOS Strategic Marketing Belgrade (www.ipsos.com) and its local partners in individual countries (in addition to countries covered by this project – BLG, CZE, HUN, ROM, SVK and MAC, the survey was implemented also in ALB, BIH, CRO, MLD, MNE and SRB, financed by the UNDP funds) . Overall, the survey covered 13,481 households with 54,660 members in 12 countries. 

Distribution of the regional survey sample per country 

	Country
	Households
	Household members

	
	Roma
	non-Roma
	total
	Roma
	non-Roma
	total

	Bulgaria
	763
	366
	1,129
	3,058
	3,058
	6,116

	Czech Republic
	756
	350
	1,106
	3,353
	1,049
	4,402

	Hungary
	753
	354
	1,107
	3,204
	931
	4,135

	Romania
	757
	350
	1,107
	3,514
	1,021
	4,535

	Slovakia
	756
	350
	1,106
	3,511
	1,197
	4,708

	Macedonia
	788
	358
	1,146
	3,696
	1,374
	5,070

	Albania
	787
	355
	1,142
	3,533
	1,384
	4,917

	Bosnia and Herzegovina
	779
	365
	1,144
	3,551
	1,130
	4,681

	Croatia
	757
	350
	1,107
	3,869
	1,106
	4,975

	Montenegro
	766
	356
	1,122
	3,237
	1,046
	4,283

	Serbia
	786
	369
	1,155
	3,645
	1,216
	4,861

	Moldova
	759
	351
	1,110
	3,163
	934
	4,097

	TOTAL
	9,207
	4,274
	13,481
	41,334
	15,446
	56,780


Source: datasets from the regional survey 2011 
As mentioned before, the survey was coordinated with the FRA survey. The contracted agencies have coordinated their fieldwork to the extent that the two surveys do not reach the same households while using the same sampling frame and source of data for sampling frame. In the countries of overlap, for the questions that were part of the “common core” (selected questions from the FRA questionnaire applied in the UNDP/WB survey and vice-versa), the sample size consists of the interviews collected by the UNDP/WB survey and by the FRA survey. The coordination continues also after finishing the fieldwork – coordination of the data analysis and presentation. 

(C2) Looking at possible ways of how ethnically disaggregated data for M&E of Roma targeted policy interventions it is necessary to consider that any quantification of a universe as diverse as Roma will inevitably be an approximation. Different approaches are supposed to provide more reliable estimates of the population in question (and thus of the magnitude of the challenge of inclusion). Any effort needs to be made to make those estimates more reliable than the ‘guesstimates’  currently floating around – but the former would still remain an estimate. Moving from less reliable to more reliable estimate is however feasible task worth taking. With this caveat the following options for generating ethnically disaggregated data have been identified (for further details see Annex 3):

(1) Disaggregating hard statistics using different ethnic markers ((a) personal identification numbers (b) territorial tags from qualitative surveys/researches (Annex 4 presents such researches in Hungary) 

(2) Extending the samples of regular sample surveys with Roma boosters 

(3) Custom “on the spot” surveys among recipients of social services

(4) Community-based collection of data conducted by data collectors from the communities monitored

All of the approaches above are mutually reinforcing and complement each other and should be seen as integral pillars of comprehensive system of ethnically-sensitive data collection and monitoring. All five can work in the case of Bulgaria and are consistent with Bulgarian legislation and data collection standards. In some cases though additional legislation needs to be developed and passed to ensure full respect to privacy and individual data integrity.
Changes vis-à-vis original plan (see the updated Gantt chart in the Annex 1):

· the need for coordination of the UNDP/WB and FRA surveys brought about the delay in presentation of the results from the survey. This delay stems from:

a) time schedule for the researches: both agencies have different production timeline. While UNDP/WB has the datasets since the beginning of August and has been able to work with them, FRA is getting the datasets only in the second half of September 2011

b) the need to merge the two datasets in the variables from the common core and joint agreement on the further presentation of the profiles by the two organizations  

Component D: Advocacy and dissemination
Objective: 

· (D1): Dissemination of the results of the specific projects (with a focus on targeted countries and CSO working in those countries)
· (D2): Dissemination of broader implications for data and monitoring of Roma-targeted projects and ethnic statistics in general (covering all Decade of Roma Inclusion countries and international organizations involved in Roma inclusion) 

Activities: 

(D1) Dissemination of the results of the specific projects:
A working meeting of the Experts group on data and measurements devoted to consultations on the regional Roma survey and preparations of countries for the Census (and addressing the issue of the Roma underrepresentation in the results) was organized in Spring 2011. The meeting hosted representatives of statistical offices from countries in CEE with Roma minority and representatives of the governmental bodies responsible for the Decade of Roma Inclusion (see the agenda in Annex 5). The event served for exchange of experience with properly capturing the Roma population by the Census. At the same time the proposed methodology for the regional survey was debated with the experts from the statistical offices.

The EC Roma Pilot was presented at various forums:

(a) Decade of Roma Inclusion International steering committee meeting under the Czech presidency and related events organized under the Czech presidency

(b) High Level Event on Roma inclusion in Slovakia (conferences in Bratislava and Kosice)

(D2) Dissemination of broader implications for data and monitoring:
The team members participated at and presented the issues related to M&E and Roma inclusion targeted policies at:

(a) FRA Symposium "Using indicators to measure fundamental rights in the EU: challenges and solutions"
(b) World Bank organized workshop for the Bulgarian government “"Successfully Scaling Up Work on Roma Inclusion: Challenges. Good Practices and Lessons Learned"
(c) DG Justice organized round table to discuss the cooperation between international organizations and the Commission in the implementation of the EU Framework for national Roma integration strategies
The works on preparing the profiles of Roma covered by the regional survey in individual countries have started. A set of indicators to be included in these profiles was prepared consisting of the indicators which allow for comparison with the survey from 2004 and the indicators developed from the questionnaire for the regional survey in 2011 (see the preliminary list of indicators in the Annex 6).
Changes vis-à-vis original plan (see the updated Gantt chart in the Annex 1):

· Deliverable D2(2) – development and publishing of the data from the regional survey has been delayed due to the need to coordinate the UNDP/WB survey with the FRA survey and differences in the timeline of the two surveys. New timeline for production of the profiles for individual countries envisages these to be ready by November 2011 with the publication and online application to be reported in the next interim report (Interim report II). 
2.1.2 Difficulties encountered and measures taken to overcome problems
The main difficulties faced in the implementation of Phase 2 could be grouped as follows:

a) Difficulties with contracting the World Bank for Phase 2. The Plan of activities used for the preparation of agreement between DG Regio and UNDP for Phase 2 presents different structure of the budget than the budget prepared for Phase 1. For the World Bank the more detailed structure broken down by deliverables/activities is not possible to be produced. 

Measures taken to overcome: After discussions during the Project steering committee the Contract between DG Regio and UNDP was amended to reflect budget structured by major input categories and simultaneously the contract between UNDP and the World Bank for Phase 2 was completed.


b) Ad hoc coordination of the regional survey with the Fundamental Rights Agency survey – as a prevention of the overlap and use of the EC funds for parallel activities. 

Measures taken to overcome: a series of meetings with the Fundamental Rights Agency and close coordination during the field implementation of the survey. The two organizations have participated in the training of trainers for the local polling agencies implemented the survey of the other organization. The polling agencies contracted by both organizations to carry out the surveys were brought together under the guidance of UNDP and FRA. After initial clarifications of the methods used in the sampling and later in the fieldwork the polling agencies coordinated their activities in the field. They were exchanging the information on exact location of the PSUs (maps) and starting points for the random walk to assure the enumerators implementing the two surveys do not approach the same households. The coordination of UNDP/WB  and FRA surveys continues after completion of the fieldwork as described earlier.

3. Partners and other Co-operation
3.1. How do you assess the relationship between the formal partners of this Action (i.e. those partners which have signed a partnership statement)? Please provide specific information for each partner organisation.

The main partners in implementation of this Action are UNDP and the World Bank. At the substantive level the cooperation has gone very well – both teams have complemented each other – UNDP with its experiences in working on data collection and monitoring and evaluation of Roma project/programs and policies in the region and direct, on the group project aiming at improvement of situation of Roma in the region. The cooperation of the two organizations strengthens the advocacy efforts for the sound M&E systems for the public policies aiming at Roma inclusion in the EU, but also in the countries beyond the EU with Roma population.

4. Next interim report - revised
Interim report III covering activities in the period of September 2011 – December 2011, submitted by January 31, 2012 and reporting on the following deliverables:

a. A training module on collection of data for project monitoring and possibly outcome evaluation for the local partners. 

b. A dataset on socio-economic situation of Roma in Central and South-Eastern Europe representative for the municipalities with high proportion of Roma population – profiles by country
c. Two regional reports on ECEC and on Microcredit (drafts were discussed on September 14, 2011), which: 

i. draw on the information generated by the regional survey, and 
ii. synthesize lessons that can be learned from ECEC and microcredit experiences in the EU and beyond. 
iii. Drafts were discussed on September 14, 2011. 
Name of the contact person for the Action:  Mr. Antonio Vigilante

Signature: 

Location:  Brussels, Belgium 

Date report due: 07/09/2011

Date report sent: 12/09/2011 (revision 2/10/2011)

Annex 1: Revised time schedule (changes marked yellow)  

	
	Activities
	2011 (months)
	2012 (months)

	
	
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08
	09
	10
	11
	12
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08
	09
	10
	11
	12

	
	Component A
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(A2) REF M&E Capacity Building
	(c) On demand (remote) support to local partners and REF M&E person
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(d) Support a M&E workshop with local partners to exchange experiences, and sharing lessons learned
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(A2) Polgar M&E Capacity Building
	(a) Hire and train a Kiut M&E field agent 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(c) On demand (remote) support to Kiut M&E supervisor
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(A3) Local level data collection for monitoring the change at community level
	(1) Preparatory activities for setting up a local community data collection framework
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(2) Substantive work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(3) Testing and 1st round of data collection
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(4) Critical review and lessons learnt from the pilot phase. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(5) 2nd round of data collection
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(6) 3rd round of data collection and drafting lessons and replicable experience
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Component B
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(B1) REF Design and Implementation Evaluation
	(1) Collecting and synthesizing background materials on the designs and experiences with other ECEC projects
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(2) Collecting stakeholder feedback on AGS local project designs and implementations
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(3) Evaluating the extent to which REF’s AGS project designs meet the challenges to overcoming ECEC access by non-beneficiary families from the Roma populations as a whole in Central and Eastern Europe
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(B2) REF Beneficiary Outcome Evaluation
	(2) Assessing how REF AGS’s project has changed access to ECEC services for program beneficiaries, including parenting styles 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(B1) Polgar Design and Implementation Evaluation
	(1) Collecting and synthesizing background materials on the designs and experiences with other microfinance projects 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(2) Collecting stakeholder feedback on Kiut project design and implementation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(3) Evaluating relevance of Polgar’s Kiut microfinance project for regional Roma using regional survey
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(4) Developing a microfinance client scoring method 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(B2) Polgar Beneficiary Outcome Evaluation
	(2) Assessing how the Kiut project has improved employment and livelihood outcomes for program beneficiaries 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Component C
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(C1) Roma Regional Survey
	(1) Brainstorming on the definition of the universe of the study and defining the suitable sampling model
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(2) Customization of the questionnaire 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(3) Updating the sampling model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(4) Administering the general Roma survey  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(C2) New methods of ethnically disaggregated data production
	(3) Piloting selected approaches
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	(D1) Dissemination of the results of the pilot projects
	(2) Conducting an expert workshop
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(3)  Regional conference to present the findings of the project activities at the end of the project
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(D2) Dissemination of broader implication for M&E of Roma-targeted interventions
	(1)  Set of working meetings with stakeholders to break the barriers preventing from collection of ethnic data
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(2)    Development and publishing of the data from the general Roma HHs survey
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(3)    Analysis of the regional Roma survey results and when possible comparison with the data from 2004 – socio-economic status of Roma households
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Annex 2: Regional survey sampling procedure report (provided by IPSOS, the contracted polling agency) 

1. Outline of the sampling methodology

	Location
	Romania, Slovakia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia, Albania, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Republic of Moldova 

	Method of data collection
	Face-to-face interviews at the respondent’s household

	
	Roma sample
	Non-Roma sample

	Sample universe
	The households in Roma settlements or areas of compact Roma population; representatives of Roma population who identify themselves as Roma
	The households of non-Roma populations living in close proximity to Roma

	Sample frame
	List of settlements from Census with average and above share of Roma updated with information from other relevant sources; no. of inhabitants in each settlement: general population and of Roma ethnicity
	List of settlements from Census with average and above share of Roma updated with information from other relevant sources

	Type of sample
	Two/three stage random representative sample
	Booster sample in area of close proximity to Roma: Two/three stage random sample

	1st stage: PSU
	Clusters within settlements inhabited by the Roma population (approx. size 30 households), selected by equal probability
	Clusters in close proximity of settlements inhabited by the Roma population included in the Roma sample

	2nd stage: SSU
	Households chosen with equal probabilities, and selected by the method of random start and equal random walk
	Households chosen with equal probabilities, and selected by the method of random start and equal random walk

	3rd stage: TSU
	(only for module C) Household member 16+, and selected by “first birthday” technique
	(only for module C) Household member 16+, and selected by “first birthday” technique

	Stratification, purpose and method
	Strata: type of settlements and region  

	
	Purpose: Optimization of the sample plan, and reducing the sampling error

Method: The strata are defined by criteria of  optimal geographical and cultural uniformity

	Sample size
	750 Roma households
	350 non-Roma households

	Sampling error
	Margin error  n=750      +/- 3.74% 
	n=350     +/- 5.49%


2. Sampling

The survey covered 12 countries in which the first wave of this research took place. These countries are in alphabetical order: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, FYR Macedonia, Hungary, Republic of Moldova, Montenegro, Romania, Serbia, and Slovakia.
There are two sampling universes for this survey. The sampling universe for Roma sample was the households in Roma settlements or areas of compact Roma population who identify themselves as Roma. The sampling universe for the Non-Roma sample was the households of non-Roma populations living in close proximity to Roma. 

Primarily, as the sampling frame, the List of settlements from Census data was used. In those countries where the Census data are very old and some more accurate information about the Roma population exists, this more accurate information was used. The sources of information used in each country are the following:
Albania: Estimates of Amaro Drom, Roma NGO in Albania. Data provided by UNDP Albania.

Bosnia and Herzegovina: Results of process of registration of Roma and Roma households, 2009-2010, Ministry of Human Rights and Refugees.

Bulgaria: 2001 Census data, National Statistical Institute 

Croatia: 2001 Census data by settlements, with imputes of NGO "Roma for Roma Croatia"

Hungary: Hungary: 2001 Census data, Hungarian Central Statistical Office

Macedonia: Macedonia:  2002 Census data, State Statistical Office

Moldova: 2004 Census data, National Bureau of Statistics

Montenegro:  2008 Census of RAE population, Statistical Office of Montenegro 

Romania:  2002 Census data, National Institute of Statistics

Serbia:  2002 Census data, Statistical Office of republic of Serbia 

Czech Republic: Information from 2010, European Social Fund in Czech Republic

Slovakia: Slovakia: Information for 2004, Slovakian Government Bureau For Roma Communities

Coverage of Roma population by the survey (based on the sampling frames) and explanation of the sampling frames are given in the table bellow.

	Country
	Total number of Roma (source for the sampling frame)
	Total number of Roma population covered with survey (based on the sampling frame)
	Explanation of the sampling frame
	Percentage of Roma population covered by the survey 

	Albania
	40478
	40478
	List of marginalized Roma settlements was used, so all the listed settlements were included in the sampling frame)
	100%

	Bosnia and Herzegovina
	16771
	16771
	Results of process of registration of Roma and Roma households were used. Data were on the level of municipality
	100%

	Bulgaria
	370880
	327460
	National average + minimum 20 HH criteria was used 
	88%

	Croatia
	9463
	8829
	National average criteria was used 
	93%

	Hungary
	193484
	151732
	National average criteria was used 
	78%

	Macedonia
	53879
	47403
	National average + minimum 20 HH criteria was used 
	88%

	Moldova
	12271
	12271
	Since finding marginalized Roma was difficult, all settlements inhabited by Roma were included in sampling frame
	100%

	Montenegro
	6893
	6893
	Since finding marginalized Roma was difficult, all settlements inhabited by Roma were included in sampling frame
	100%

	Romania
	535140
	478790
	National average + minimum 20 HH criteria was used 
	89%

	Serbia
	108193
	95046
	National average criteria was used 
	88%

	Czech Republic
	68622
	62023
	National average + minimum 20 HH criteria was used 
	90%

	Slovakia
	289088
	240749
	National average + minimum 20 HH criteria was used 
	83%


In some cases (particularly in big cities and capitals) high number of Roma population still constitutes low share in the total. These settlements were also included in sampling frame (in the cases of using national average criteria – selecting only settlements with average and above share of Roma, too).

Both for Roma and non-Roma sample, the type of sample was three stage random representative sampling. The stages were the following:

Primary sampling units (PSU) were clusters within Roma settlements. Roma settlements are defined as areas of compact Roma population. Cluster is defined as group of approximately 30 Roma households within one area of compact Roma population which are continuously connected. It implies that Roma settlements with higher number of Roma population consist of more clusters.
Selection procedure for PSU (clusters) was Sampling with Equal Probabilities. It implies that in Roma settlements with higher number of Roma population more then one cluster could have be chosen in the sample.

For each cluster selected in Roma sample, cluster in close proximity inhabited by the non-Roma population were selected for Non-Roma sample.
Secondary sampling units (SSU) were households. Selection procedure for SSU was random route technique starting from the given addresses based on dwelling register (simulating Simple Random Sampling without Replacement – SRSWoR – sampling scheme). 
Tertiary sampling units (TSU) were household’s member aged 16 years or above. This stage was applied only for the third part of the questionnaire (Module C - Perception data on behavioral aspects and individual attitudes). Selection procedure for TSU was “first birthday” technique. 

Sample size: 750 Roma and 350 non-Roma households

The number of Roma households interviewed in each primary sampling unite was 7. The number of non-Roma households interviewed in each PSU was 3 or 4 (in order to have 350 non-Roma respondents, 4 questionnaires were allocated to the every fourth PSU; in all other PSUs 3 Non-Roma interviews were conducted). In the case that there were no Non-Roma in close proximity of cluster selected in Roma sample, interviews planned for that Non-Roma cluster were reallocated to the Non-Roma cluster in close proximity of the nearby selected Roma cluster. The Roma sample could contain also mixed households. The Non-Roma sample could contain also Roma households, those living outside of the area primarily settled by Roma, mixed with the non-Roma households. 

Annex 3: Quantitative indicators for the measuring progress in the area of Roma Inclusion. 
Possible approaches to the issue of ethnic sensitive data collection

Draft report on the initial findings and ideas, September 2011
Background 

Since the beginning of the Decade of Roma Inclusion, significant progress has been made at least in one area – governments, international organizations and civil society activists endorse the idea that sound and reliable monitoring is a necessary precondition for making progress in Roma inclusion. There is almost unanimous consensus that reliable data and relevant indicators are needed both to identify priority areas of intervention and allocate resources as well as to monitor the real change on the ground (if any). But that’s about all in regards consensus. A major problem – agreeing on some basic demographics of Roma population – is still unmet challenge.

The challenge is not just of research nature. Appearing in the denominator of any indicator, demographic characteristics like population numbers have direct policy and political implications. At the same time, the EC Communication on an EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies
 issued in April 2011 calls on all Member States to “ensure that national, regional and local integration policies focus on Roma in a clear and specific way, and address the needs of Roma with explicit measures to prevent and compensate for the disadvantages they face.”  For that matter the EC proposes that national Roma inclusion strategies are designed with targeted actions and sufficient funding to deliver them.  Both ‘targeting’ and ‘sufficient’ entails determining who are the populations that need to be targeted, where are they exactly, what is their number and socioeconomic characteristics, so that their measures envisaged to address the challenges (and resources allocated for the purpose) can safely claim to be sufficient.

This is why the pilot project has explicit component on brainstorming possible ideas and suggesting feasible approaches to the ‘quantification’ issue. 

Data and indicators – the case of Roma

General principle

The research done in the context of the project (and in the wake of the Regional Survey) confirmed earlier findings and the initial hypothesis that it is neither possible nor reasonable to invent and implement “Roma indicators”. The very logic of the Decade of Roma Inclusion and other inclusion-targeted initiatives is to integrate Roma in mainstream society. This is also the envisaged outcome of the EU-wide efforts in general and the requested national Strategies in particular. This suggests that for monitoring the progress in regards Roma inclusion (and the implementation of the National strategies once they are elaborated/adopted), standard sets of socio-economic and human development indicators should be applied. This would provide room for comparability with the results of other data collection and monitoring exercises conducted on regular basis by NSI, sectoral agencies and line ministries. 

In this regard the challenge is not so much in developing new indicators but 

(1) in identifying the universe under study (answering the question “who is Roma”) and 

(2) feeding the standard indicators with ethnically disaggregated data. 

Given the experience so far, including of EU member states, “counting Roma” is not an option. Even assuming it is technically feasible, such an exercise would have produced numerous negative consequences. Even if politically feasible (which it is not), the task would be impossible to solve methodologically due to the vague definition of “a Roma”. This is why a ’second best’  approach is suggested based on the idea of attaching ethnic markers to standard socioeconomic data. It means that for monitoring the Decade and its priorities standard indicators are suggested but disaggregated by ethnicity using different types of ethnic markers.

Types of indicators

The experience from reviewing various policy documents in the countries participating in the Decade of Roma Inclusion suggests that strict distinction between “input”, “output”, and “outcome”/“impact” (outcomes and impacts can be difficult to distinguish) indicators should be followed. This distinction is not that clear for many practitioners (including people involved in the EU Roma pilot projects implementation).  Even worse, it is not being consistently being made by decision-makers at various levels of government and international institutions with a stake in Roma inclusion. 

The experience from the pilot implementation and the related discussions with various stake-holders suggest that clear distinction should be made (and deliberately promoted) between ‘National strategies’(that the Member States are requested to prepare or revise by the end of 2011) and the Decade of Roma Inclusion National Action Plans (that all countries members of the Decade have and implement). The National strategies indicators should be falling into the scope of long-term outcomes/impact and those of the NAP should be more operational and short-term. In any case deliberate efforts need to be taken to avoid confusion between different indicators and reporting frameworks (which is already a fact to certain extent).

In regards to National Action Plans, it seems appropriate to use two levels of ‘outcome’ indicators – one for the level of “goals” of the National action plans (the achieved goal within the given priority) and a ‘lower level outcome’ for individual “tasks” (or “targets” as they are defined in many NAPs). The level of “actions” require output indicators although in many cases the distinction between outcomes and outputs would be vague due to the way the specific “action” is formulated. Input indicators have operational nature and should be defined by the respective agencies drafting the particular operational plans and activities that are supposed to contribute to achieving the outcome.

It seems appropriate to develop a brief guideline on the construction and possible use of different indicators for the purposes of the National Strategies monitoring and evaluation. Introducing (or suggesting) certain common approaches, definitions and methodologies for collecting the data necessary for the respective indicators will help avoid unnecessary confusion and will simplify the evaluation process later on. 

Data sources

For adequate monitoring a combination of data sources is required. It includes (1) “hard statistics” – statistical monitoring data and data from administrative registries, (2) survey data (both regular surveys conducted by National Statistical Institutes (NSI) and surveys conducted by NGOs) and (3) data from community-based monitoring. All three sources provide specific inputs and are supplementary to each other. Hence the major sources of data that can be used for the purposes of progress monitoring are:

· Census data

· Sample surveys (conducted on regular basis by statistical offices like Household Budget Survey, Labor Force Survey as well as custom surveys like the one conducted for the purposes of the pilot)

· Administrative registries

· Line ministries registries (in particular, Ministry of education, Ministry of health)

· Specialized agencies registries (Health insurance institute, National social insurance institute)

· Anonymous surveys conducted on the spot by service providers (labour offices, hospitals)

· Community-based data collection

All these sources provide different type of information which will be used both for ethnic markers and data disaggregation by ethnicity. Different types of indicators described above also require data from different sources. For example 

· “impact” can be monitored only in the long run and data from population census is appropriate for that purpose;

· “outcome” has shorter time-frame and data from HBS, LFS and other similar instruments are appropriate. 

· “output” and “input” indicators belong to the operational planning of the process and should be monitored on the basis of data from individual institutions reporting systems. Defining the lines of reporting needs deliberate efforts and methodological support for the respective agencies may be necessary. This goes beyond the scope of the pilot however.

In most cases the data sources have the information necessary to feed in relevant indicators. It means that the challenges in most cases are of administrative and not of methodological nature. In some cases however data is not collected on regular basis and specific recommendations are made in this regard in a separate annex.

In some cases data from several sources can be provided for the same indicator. For example, unemployment rate can be calculated and monitored on the basis of census data, on LFS data and on Labor offices registries. In such cases it is suggested that all three are used because they provide information on different aspects of the complex reality. Metadata is also crucial for preventing inaccuracies, misinterpretation or misuse of data. 

Possible ways of how ethnically disaggregated data can be generated 

Important caveat is necessary here: any quantification of a universe as diverse as Roma will inevitably be an approximation. Different approaches are supposed to provide more reliable estimates of the population in question (and thus of the magnitude of the challenge of inclusion). Any effort needs to be made to make those estimates more reliable than the ‘guesstimates’  currently floating around – but the former would still remain an estimate. Moving from less reliable to more reliable estimate is however feasible task worth taking. 

With this caveat the following options for generating ethnically disaggregated data have been identified:

(1) Disaggregating hard statistics using different ethnic markers (personal identification numbers and territorial tags from qualitative surveys) 

(2) Extending the samples of regular sample surveys with Roma boosters 

(3) Custom “on the spot” surveys among recipients of social services

(4) Community-based collection of data conducted by data collectors from the communities monitored

All of the approaches above are mutually reinforcing and complement each other and should be seen as integral pillars of comprehensive system of ethnically-sensitive data collection and monitoring. All five can work in the case of Bulgaria and are consistent with Bulgarian legislation and data collection standards. In some cases though additional legislation needs to be developed and passed to ensure full respect to privacy and individual data integrity. 

Disaggregating hard statistics using different ethnic markers 

The first approach of the two in this group uses Personal Identification Number (PIN) as ethnic marker. It is based on the fact that census records ethnic affiliation (mother tongue) and individual respondents’ unique personal identification number. Administrative and other registries do not maintain data on ethnicity – and so does the PIN (one can determine the sex but not the ethnicity from a PIN). Ethnicity however is registered during census and so (generally) is the PIN. Most of administrative registries use PIN as well. So using PIN as common link between ethnic attributes from census  and different data sets, various administrative registries can de disaggregated by ethnicity and ethnic-sensitive indicators can be computed. The diagram below gives an idea of the method:
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This should be done on aggregate level (not revealing individual ethnic identity.) Matching the census identity with PIN registration in administrative data bases makes possible identification of the representatives from the respective ethnic group out of the total universe of the respective data base. Below are the results of pilot testing of this approach using data from Bulgaria:
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This approach is applicable for extracting national-level ethnically disaggregated data on administrative (incl. population) statistics, registered unemployment, health treatment (both hospitalization and personal doctors visits), social insurance coverage (incl. labor contracts). Indicators like registered unemployment rates, morbidity rates, mortality rates social assistance coverage, formal/informal employment rates can be computed with high level of accuracy.
 For that purpose however explicit procedures for data anonymization and relevant administrative structure should be in place. Establishing such a structure is one of the proposals of the pilot. This approach could be particularly helpful for generating data and computing indicators in areas that are difficult to address through sample surveys (like health indicators, which are notoriously weak in NAPs and are being monitored primarily through input-level indicators). Examples of outcome-level health indicators that can be obtained using PIN approach include:

· Prenatal, neonatal and postnatal mortality

· Number of not hospitalized births out of the total number of births

· Child mortality by mothers’ age

· Roma morbidity (most common illnesses) 

· Percentage of Roma with health insurance

· Percentage of Roma covered by screening surveys 

· Number of Roma who passed a regular medical check-up 

· Number of Roma registered in the system of social service’s primary health care

Territorial markers tagging 

This approach is based on the fact that most of the vulnerable Roma – those who are the explicit target group of the Decade and EU-level inclusion policies – live excluded also territorially, in separate (often segregated) communities. Thus territorial mapping of those communities is possible.
 Once a detailed map of Roma-dominated communities is available, ethnic tags based on individual’s address can be applied with the assumption that an individual living in an area identified as “predominantly Roma” is Roma. These tags can be used in line ministries registries (particularly Ministry of Education), personal doctors data bases etc. Other indicators calculated based on this approach include:

· Types of dwellings

· Size of the dwelling; m2 per household member

· Average number of members per household

· Average number of households per dwelling

· Child mortality under 1

· Frequency of mother mortality by age and by main death causes

· Frequency of hereditary diseases

· Frequency of sexually transmitted diseases

· Percentage of the children under school age covered by health services

· Percentage of family/mothers who renounce to have basic health cares for their children

· Progress/regress in school desegregation

It should be made clear that these indicators are “indicators for a population living in certain area with certain parameters” and they are not directly “indicators for this or that ethnic group”. In cases when the group is highly concentrated (like Roma populations living in segregated settlements), there is a match. But generalizations for ‘entire Roma population’ are neither possible nor correct. On the other hand, this approach provides opportunities for observing the status (and measuring the progress/regress) in territorial areas with high concentration of Roma, which is the policy priority of Roma inclusion efforts.

Ethically-disaggregated data based on territorial markers tagging can be particularly important for monitoring Decade progress in education. One of the objectives of the Decade in this priority area is schools desegregation. If number of children attending a school in Roma neighborhood (presumably segregated) is monitored, the only “indicator” for progress in desegregation will be “decrease of segregated schools enrollment rate”. However it won’t show where are those not attending a segregated school – attending a mainstream one or not attending school at all. Tagging individual students’ address with the ethnic mapping data will provide information on their ethnic affiliation regardless what type of school they are attending. The same approach is applicable to any data using individual’s address (like for example medical establishments, employment/unemployment etc.).  Other areas in which territorial tagging can be particularly useful include:

Territorial markers tagging is thus complementary to PIN-tagging. But it has some benefits that the latter does not have. To certain extent it can be more reliable because solves the problem with understating ethnic identity during censuses (both due to unwillingness of the respondents to disclose it or unwillingness of the current political elite to include questions on ethnic identity). It is also less susceptible to fluctuations due to changes in political environment (revealing ethnic identity is heavily influenced by the political climate, rise and influence of extremist parties for example). Intensified migration flows, which in the case of Roma community are affecting entire communities, may distort this argument however. Those benefits however come at a cost – it grasps the marginalized, visually excluded segment of the Roma population whilst the probability that integrated Roma will fall out of the scope of the data collection exercise is high.

In any case however using territorial markers tagging is important (and to certain extent – the only reliable) approach that can provide acceptably relevant estimate of the absolute number of the population in question (and not just shares as poverty rates and unemployment rates). The absolute number is crucial for needs assessment and hence for defining numeric targets.  If targets (and resources) are determined on the basis of census data, the real needs will be inevitably underestimated.  

Roma boosters in sample surveys

Apparently this is the easiest way to get ethnically disaggregated data. Increasing the samples in regular statistical data collection surveys (like HBS and LFS) would provide comprehensive information on income, expenditures consumption patterns, employment status and qualification of the labor force. Less data would be available on educational aspects of children and youth (not part of the LF). Still, this data would be important input for monitoring progress under Priority 3 (housing) and Priority 4 (employment). 

In reality however constructing the random sample boosters may be a problem, mostly because of the unclear number of Roma population and the “flexible” nature of the very definition of “Roma”. One possible compromise is accepting self-identification principle (during census) and constructing a random sample based on the population self-identified as Roma or having declared Roma as mother tongue (ideally both). In this case a Roma booster would bear the “genetic” features (and problems) of the PIN-based methods for statistical data disaggregation and shares both its benefits and detriments. A more appropriate option is constructing a sample using a combination of territorial distribution of the population as reflected in the census, external identification of areas inhabited by Roma population.  At the last selection stage however external identification should be complemented by some elements of self-identification (of ‘implicit confirmation of Roma identity’ as was the case in the representative survey conducted for the pilot project). However this approach is acceptable for random sample surveys and not for panel surveys, which appear as interesting opportunity to generate quantitative data on the status of Roma population in timely and cost-efficient manner (provided that reliable sampling frame is possible to be built). 

Custom surveys among social services recipients 

This approach entails anonymous questionnaires (usually brief, consisting of just few questions) filled in by recipients of social services on voluntary basis. For example, unemployed person registering at the labor office is invited to fill in a questionnaire in addition to the regular forms. The questionnaire may include field “ethnicity” and is dropped in a sealed box to make linking of the questionnaire with the standard application impossible. 

Such approach can be a good source of information both on the ethnic profile of the recipients of social services and of the way their providers work (for example, are there any ethnic-based prejudices). In the best case scenario (assuming there is no duplication of questionnaires) and their number is close to that of the recipients of social services) such survey could be representative just for the recipients, not for the whole ethnic group. This is something at least. 

Community-based monitoring

Community-level data is particularly important in regards Decade progress assessment – and this is the information that is usually underrepresented in standard statistical instruments. This is why the possible approaches for generating ethnic-sensitive data outlined above should be complemented by comprehensive system of quantitative and qualitative data collection at community level. Such a system should provide basic information on the communities in question based on standard questionnaires filled in on regular basis by designated member of the community after receiving training on basic data collection and reporting techniques. The system would provide:

· Quantitative information on the community status (number of households, their housing conditions, number of children attending school, their age and grade, number of drop-outs, number of new-born, number of vaccinated children etc.). 

· Quantitative information on occurrence of certain events relevant from Decade monitoring perspective (power cuts and their duration, accidents, conflicts with majority or other Roma groups, NGOs activities etc.).

The data collected within the system of community monitoring will provide data on the status of Roma communities, their internal dynamics and the life in Roma neighborhoods, particularly in the closed ghettoes. In this regard they will provide data that will be complementary to other sources. For complementarity purposes its structure of data (and the design of the instruments used) should be as close as possible to other instruments for similar data collection. Necessary precondition of training of the local data collectors on basic data collection techniques and standards and establishing a system of incentives for responsible and reliable work as well as control system. Given the necessary investments, establishing and putting into operation of such a system would require time (a year at least). 

There are major problems in this regard however. The Roma communities are “interested party” and data generated within such methodologies can be complementary to the data from other sources. Local monitors can be under pressure from local leaders, they may be lacking the necessary qualifications and just a single training may be insufficient to offset these deficits. But the lack of “common interest” spirit (“us versus them” phenomenon) may emerge as a major problem. 

Despite these potential (and probable) problems, efforts in community-based monitoring should be supported. Working in this direction is in fact a major contribution to overcoming the problems outlined above. 

Putting data in context – secondary source contextualization
Achieving tangible progress in the priority areas of Roma inclusion is a major objective of Roma inclusion efforts. Local specifics—available employment opportunities, environmental degradation, local conflicts, extent of participation—often determine opportunities in this regard. These parameters of the local context can be quantified and reflected in the process of (and policies targeting) Roma inclusion. 

The underlying assumption of this approach is that individual characteristics (grasped in indicators based on survey data) have various determinants.  Correlating the individual characteristics with those determinants may reveal important links. They do not necessarily entail causality but applying in-depth research and qualitative methods those causalities can be determined as well.

The methodology applied in UNDP’s recent regional Human Development Report on social inclusion in the transition and developing countries of Europe and Central Asia is suitable for in-depth analysis of the links between local (community) context and social inclusion of Roma.
 In the case of the latter, the data and indicators generated through the representative survey will be contextualized using variety of data sources, both administrative and follow-up observation on the status of the communities on a number of criteria. The individual level information derived from the survey will be expanded with detailed location-specific socio-economic data. For that purpose each primary sampling unit will be assessed according to number characteristics. Those include the general economic profile (major sectors of the economy); major employment characteristics (single enterprise or a variety of businesses, registered unemployment rates); status of local infrastructure, availability and quality of social infrastructure. GIS coordinates of the starting point of the random route at individual PSUs will be used to determine the exact location and distances from basic social facilities of Roma and non-Roma living in close proximities. A separate section of the secondary source contextualization of the survey data will reflect local level political participation (which party is in majority, the affiliation of the local Mayor etc.). Finally, a separate layer of the analysis will include data on aspects like project interventions affecting the locality (by sector, and type of intervention as well as by volume and source of funding). All these elements will complement the picture emerging from the survey making possible in-depth analysis with direct policy implications. (This work will be conducted in cooperation with OSI, which joined the project in its ‘local level data collection’ component)

Annex 4: Data to identification of area-based disadvantages and Roma exclusion in Hungary – source for the territorial tagging of administrative data

Introduction  – Growing territorial inequalities in Hungary
The consolidation of both democracy and the market economy is far from complete, given the current economic, social, political and spatial processes in Hungary.  The country did meet the requirements for accession to the EU: but this process was not fully adapted to the ‘rhythm’ and ‘speed’ of the Hungarian society. The whole pre-accession process went through the country like a high-speed train, which the “slower” people could not catch, this increasing the difference between rich and poor territories and people. 

In the first years of transition, the agricultural ‘kolhozy’
 in rural areas and the heavy industrial factories in the urban centres were closed down or privatized, causing extremely high unemployment rates in Hungary. Fairly soon after this first shock, many qualified workers found jobs in private companies in the closest urban centre or migrated to other regions.   But the unskilled hands, especially the villagers including Roma, living in the countryside could not find employment.

During pre-accession (from the mid-1990s to 2003), the national development policy and strategies concerning pre-accession funds and the whole development environment were focused on urban centres, on macro-economic development and its successes (Greskovits and Bohle
). The phrase “Heat the locomotive and it will drag on the others”, much used by policy makers, describes the focus of regional development effort. At the same time Hungary, like the other Visegrad countries, wished to avoid the sudden disenfranchisement of large groups within society. The government therefore chose to compensate the economic hardships with generous and targeted social protection, in the belief that, soon after EU accession, mainstream economic development would absorb the manpower potential in the whole country, including the peripheries.   

However, this economic and social policy had a doubly damaging impact upon poor and peripheral regions. On the one hand, it failed to create small-scale development initiatives or to bring a sustainable income. On the other hand, it built up the dependence of poor people on government aid, thus producing even deeper poverty in the following generations because of moral breakdown in communities and a psychological crisis among individuals and families, combined with increasing discrimination and segregation within the wider community. As Simai noted:   

“The winners were the young, well educated, well-connected and entrepreneurial especially those privileged enough to grasp the assets of the state owned firms. On the other hand, the losers were more numerous and diverse and comprised the old, the pensioners in general, the less educated, women, those with little or no skill, people living in remote regions or in small towns, and those belonging to certain ethnic groups.” 

1. Efforts for analysis of area-based poverty and exclusion and a “complex programming” in Hungary, at a glance

’Poverty manifests itself in the forms of income inequality and underdevelopment, especially in rural areas in Hungary’, as the sociologist, Zsuzsa Hegedus said in beginning of 2002.  At that time, many development practitioners, other academics and policy-makers have recognized the unexpected phenomenon of increasing area-based poverty in Hungary and the need to use a geographical approach and indicators at the level of NUTS 4, i.e. the micro-regions, where the inequalities seemed to be the most salient. 

2002-4: KSH (Central Statistic Office) – MTA (Hungarian Academy of Sciences) analysis and reports. Designation of micro-regions in 5 categories (Dynamic, Developing, Upward, Stationary and Declining.
 ) based on a special complex HDI. The indicators have been refined during the last 9 years, but these 5 categories exist in all further analysis.

2004: Cserehat Model Programme. Based on the above analysis 1 million people – 10% of the population - live in the poor micro-regions in Hungary. The Government recognized that developing such areas and reducing territorial disadvantages is complex and requires an integrated solution.  They set the task of developing a model programme in the poorest geographical area which is the “Cserehat” in cooperation with UNDP for tackling the problems at micro-regional level. 

2005: PROMEI (Project Office for Modernization and Euro-Atlantic Integration) report. Hungary’s accession to the EU in 2004 opened up new development opportunities, with the influx of funds made available through different programmes. But the funds practically did not “reach” the most disadvantaged areas in the first two years (2004-2005) as this report concluded in 2005
. 

2006: The LHH Complex Programme. The above facts and the UNDP Cserehat Programme’s first results inspired an intensive policy and expert discussion. On the end of the year the Hungarian Parliament made decision on design and implementation of a complex programme for “Development of the most disadvantaged micro-regions” (The acronym of the programme’s title in Hungarian: LHH). 

2006- 2008: Studies on territorial concentration of Roma in the poor areas. The complex HDI inspired the researchers to use the territorial approach to analysis of the situation of Roma. There is useful information in these publications, but most of them do not include additional data or data is not comprehensive enough to add to the national overview. 

2007-2008: MTA-RKK analysis and other related researches to identification of the target micro-regions of the LHH Programme (Where do the poorest 1 million people exactly live, where do the Roma people live); The National Development Agency designed the LHH Programme Document with contribution of UNDP. 

2008: LAG (Local Action Group in the EU LEADER Programme) data collection and analysis. As part of the LHH complex programming process a special local (NUTS5) data collection was requested from the local LAGs in frame of preparation of the local rural development strategies. This data contributed to the LHH Programme’s situation analysis.

2008- 2009: SZMM (Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs) analysis. The implementation of the LHH Programme has started with a participatory planning process on micro-regional level in the identified 33 micro-regions. To collect comprehensive data on situation of Roma on local level a “Study on local situation of equal opportunities” was prepared on all LHH micro-regions including NUTS5 level data collection and NUTS4 level analysis. 

2010 -2011: Identification of the Roma segregates. In relation to the local development activities, started in the LHH micro-regions in 2010, the “Micro-regional development coordinators” (local development managers paid from TA of the ROP-s) collected data on territorial segregates of Roma (including other segregated groups/families potentially) on NUTS5, neighbourhood level including the name of streets where the segregates have been recognized. The analysis, published in 2011 February, says that 300 000 people live in Roma segregates in Hungary. 

2.  Data sources and methodology 

2.1 The KSH-MTA analysis and reports (2002-2004)
In 2002-4, the KSH (Central Statistical Office) in cooperation with the MTA (Hungarian Academy of Sciences) identified 5 categories of micro-regions (NUTS4), classified by reference to a special complex Human Development Index (HDI), in order to make the territorial inequalities, and the reasons for them, more understandable on the micro-region level. 
Aim

To find indicators and methodology to identification of the territorial differences on NUTS4 level
Methodology

This HD Index is based on a set of special indicators (40 different), including the proportion of foreign-owned enterprises; number of SMEs; household income estimated from personal income tax files, unemployment rate, number of Roma, net migration, number of telephone subscriptions, number of cars, number of local grassroots etc. The 40 indicators were selected on the basis of related literatures and previous studies of the authors considering the limits of available data sources. The indicators can be aggregated on county (NUTS3) and region (NUTS2) level.
The researchers used the factor analysis (SAS / STAT FACTOR) method because they observed close stochastic correlation between the variables and they assumed that this relationship is consequence of the influence of "some" important factors.

Basic data source of the first study:  Census 2001

Results
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This research provided a much clearer picture of territorial disparities than any earlier analysis, and made it possible to clarify the area-based characteristics of poverty in Hungary. The map shows the results of this analysis, namely the designation of micro-regions in 5 categories:  Dynamic (dark red), Developing (red), Upward (yellow), Stationary (green) and Declining (blue)

Available information

· Faluvegi, Albert, MTA-KSH 2004. Regional pattern of socio-economic characteristics in the period of transition and the expected effects. http://mek.oszk.hu/01800/01875/01875.pdf
	Contact

Mr. Albert FALUVÉGI, Senior Councilor, (KSH) Central Statistic Office. Address: 1124 Budapest, Keleti Károly u. 18/b.; Tel.: + 36 1 345 6615 Fax: +36 1 345 6998 E-mail: albert.faluvegi@office.ksh.hu 


2.2 PROMEI (Governmental Project Office for Modernization and Euro-Atlantic Integration) report (2005)
Aim 
To see the relation between development level and absorption capacity on NUTS4 level

Methodology

The research used the above MTA analysis overlapping it with data on the absorbed EU funds (2004-2005) on NUTS4 level

Basic data source: EMIR (Government’s Integrated Management and Information System to implementation of the EU funds), 2004-5

Results

The map, below, shows the volume (by broad categories) of EU-related public funds absorbed in the 2004-5 period by each NUTS 4 micro-region. The stationary and declining micro-regions (from the earlier map) are shown by green dots (stationary regions) and blue dots (declining regions). It will be seen that two-thirds of these regions gained no benefit from EU funds during the given period.  

The analysis indicates that urban centres and dynamic micro-regions were able to make full use of the EU funds, while most of the poor territories could not participate in this competition for funds because they lacked the capacity to initiate projects. The result was increased disparity between the richest and poorest territories. 
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The PROMEI analysis was the first in Hungary to show that the phenomenon of the increasing territorial disparities seems to be related to the lack of a “small scale” social-economic development approach in policies and collective energy and ability to act at local level, particularly among the poor and vulnerable. 

In order to benefit from EU funds, the applicants have to play an active role, to possess the necessary development attitude and skills, to join development processes and to conceive projects. They need capacities that make them able to know the ‘language’ and ‘communicate’ with the funding processes. They must find partners, experts to compile project documents, and have the financial assets to comply with the procedures and management skills to implement projects after winning funds. They need organizational capacity and leadership skill to join and hold together such initiatives, i.e. forging a developmentally active area-based community. 

The lack of ability to participation in development is the reason why ensuring human rights should be basic, but not enough, and capacity development, building new skills and organization, is crucial in territories where disadvantaged people such as Roma live.

	Contact: 

Mr. Attila BECSKEHAZI, former Director of the PROMEI

E-mail: becskehazi@gmail.com; Phone: +36 20 519 15 63


2.3 Studies on territorial concentration of Roma in the poor areas (2004-2008)

Aim

To analyse how does the territorial concentration of the Roma coincide with severe segregation in the poor, peripheral micro-regions

Methodology: It is based on the MTA researches
Data sources: Census 2001 (on Roma) and other sources, see in Annex 3 
Results

The two studies, introduced here, include a national overview based on a territorial approach:

· Törzsök, E., Kállai, E., 2007. To be Roma in Hungary - Report, Evaluation of the 2002-2006 governmental period in consideration of the Roma population. This government report summarized the problem thus: “Due to the negative changes, the competitive individuals and families moved out from the depressed areas and their place was taken by the poor and Roma. Regarding to these statements parallel to each other, the rate of the Roma and the segregation is markedly growing in the concerned areas predictably with a measure of 20 percent within the next 20 years.”
· Csapó, Cs., T., 2008.Territorial and social characterization of the Hungarian Roma population. Key findings: More than 50 per cent of the Roma live within 15 per cent of the Hungarian territory
, mainly in remote rural areas in north and east Hungary, which since the early 1990s have recorded the lowest rates of permanent employment in the country. 

Map on the territorial situation of Roma and territorial disparities in Hungary
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Information

· Erika Törzsök, Erno Kállai, 2007. To be Roma in Hungary - Report, Evaluation of the 2002-2006 governmental period, in consideration of the Roma population. See on: http://www.ahet.ro/dossziek/nemzetpolitika---kisebbsegpolitika/ciganynak-lenni-magyarorszagon-1242-101.html
· Tibor Cserti Csapó, 2008. Territorial and social characterization of the Roma population in Hungary 
	Contact

Mr. Tibor CSERTI CSAPO, University of Pecs, Department of Roma Studies

· Address: Ifjusag utja 6, H-7624 Pecs, Hungary 

· E-mail: csecsa@btk.pte.hu 


2.4 MTA-RKK analysis to identification of the LHH Programme areas
Aim

To identify the most disadvantaged territories, villages and social groups with the largest possible overlapping. (Where do the poorest 1 million people live? Where do the most of Roma communities live?)
Methodology

The aspects of selection were determined by complex economic (number of functioning economic organisations, size of personal income tax, etc.), infrastructural (e.g.: amount of sewage built), as well as employment (unemployment rate, etc.) and social (schooling, aging, migration balance) indices. They made an overview on all available data and used an improved, refined version of the method and indicators used in previous researches of the MTA.

Data sources: See in related annexes

Results

33 micro-regions were selected as territories of the ‘LHH’ Programme in Hungary. Most of the LHH micro-regions are in Eastern Hungary and on the peripheries of the country where most of the Roma population live. See the brief of the LHH programme document later. 

Available data: 
· KSH: Central statistic office’s data on all micro-regions of Hungary

· NFU: NUTS5 level data 

· HVS: Data collected by local stakeholders of the LEADER Programme

Number of Roma in the 33 LHH and in all micro-regions

Number of Roma KSH MTA analyses, 33 LHH micro-regions, English

Map: NUTS4 micro-regions in Hungary (National Development Agency 2010)

Map: The LHH micro-regions in Hungary (LHH Programme, 2009)

Map: NUTS4 micro-regions, the territorial index 

	Contact

Mr. Peter VARGA, former key expert of the LHH Programme

E-mail: peter.varga@millefolium.hu


2.4.1  LAG (Local Action Group in the EU LEADER Programme) data collection and analysis (2008) 

Aim

Collecting data on NUTS5 (community) level: social situation in the 33 most disadvantaged micro-regions in Hungary

Methodology

Implementation of the EU LEADER Programme required participatory design of a local rural development strategy in each target territory of the programme. In Hungary an online planning process was implemented to take this local design and preparation of a national report easier. The LEADER group members collected data with help of online guidelines which included requirements and specific issues on social and economic situation of the local communities (NUTS5). 

Data sources 

The community-collected data was entered into the online system on local level and summarized on national level by the LHH experts. (Please note, it was data collection on NUTS5 level, but not by professionals)

Results

It was a learning process on national and local level too: how is possible to collect data in frame of local development processes. Some local level (NUTS5) data have been aggregated on the national level. 

	Contact

Because of change of the governmental structure the collected data is not available online anymore


4.5 “Studies on local situation of equal opportunities” (2008- 2009), the SZMM (Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs) analysis
Aim

Collecting data on NUTS5 (community) level on local situation of Roma in the 33 most disadvantaged micro-regions in Hungary

Methodology

Implementation of the LHH Programme has started with a participatory planning process on micro-regional level in the identified 33 micro-regions. Aiming to get a clear picture about the situation of Roma on local level the SZMM (Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs) hired 33 experts to prepare  “Study on local situation of equal opportunities” on all LHH micro-regions including NUTS5 level data collection and NUTS4 level analysis. 
Data sources 

The responsible expert guided and supervised the local data collection in the given micro-region and she/he prepared a study summarizing data and conclusions. 

Results

A more or less professional SA and data from NUTS5 level is available on each LHH micro-region.

Available data: 
· Sample study on “local situation of equal opportunities” from Janoshalma micro-region (2008)
· Sample map: Segregates on NUTS5 level 

	Contact

Mr. Peter VARGA, former key expert of the LHH Programme; E-mail: peter.varga@millefolium.hu


2.6 Identification of the Roma segregates (2009 -2011)

Aim

Collecting data on NUTS5 (community and neighbourhood) level on territorial segregates in Hungary.

Methodology

The National Development Agency used the above studies on ‘local situation of equal opportunities’ to identify the potential Roma segregates and extended the research to the whole country. They prepared a relatively simple questionnaire and guideline. In frame of their local development activities the “Micro-regional development coordinators” (network of local development managers working on micro-regional level, paid from TA of the ROP-s) visited the villages and urban districts of “their” micro-region and filled the questionnaire on each segregated district.

Data sources 

The locally filled questionnaires and other available data (education, health, etc) in collation

Results

Controlled analysis on segregates; the version of the study published in media says that 300 000 people live in Roma segregates in Hungary. 

Available data

· Domokos, Veronika, 2010. Analysis of location and infrastructure of poor and Roma settlements and urban segregates by data (education, health, quality of settlement) collation 
	Ms. Veronika DOMOKOS, Researcher

E-mail: nfu@nfu.gov.hu or peter.varga@millefolium.hu


3. Short introduction of the LHH National Complex Programme (Elimination of area-based poverty in the 33 most disadvantaged micro-regions) in Hungary 

The national programme for ‘Elimination of area-based poverty in the 33 most disadvantaged micro-regions in Hungary” (Acronym from the title of the programme in Hungarian:  ‘LHH’) is a complex area-based programme targeting social, economic and environmental challenges area-based in the target micro-regions using the different EU funds on an integrated way. 

The LHH Programme Document’s findings. The LHH Programme Document explains that ‘extreme poverty is increasing at an accelerated rate in Hungary, it reproduces itself from one generation to another, and it is increasingly concentrated in certain areas. Poverty puts a lot of pressure on the social care system and hinders the growth of economic performance simultaneously. The process goes together with the exclusion of disadvantaged groups.’ 

The document concludes that the most disadvantaged micro-regions need a different, more complex treatment than the others in order to increase the local capacity to make a living and to prevent the development of the irreversible trend of exclusion, poverty and collapse. ‘In order to eliminate multiple disadvantages we are launching a sustainable area-based development programme in the most disadvantaged micro-regions of the country which are highly populated by Roma also, such that is based on local community needs, on local economy and employment, on local environmental and transportation conditions and on local public’ - as the Programme Document says.

Programme objective. The objective of the LHH Programme is to reduce the distance between the living conditions, the quality of life and life prospects of those living in developed areas with good opportunities and those living in the peripheral, highly depressed and disadvantaged areas; to increase the opportunities of the people in the most disadvantaged areas on the short, medium and long run, with special attention to the most vulnerable groups, to their inclusion and to increasing their mobility. 

 Expected results. From the ProDoc of the LHH: ‘As a result of the development projects to be implemented in frame of the LHH Programme, we expect the pressure on the social care services to be reduced and the performance of the local economy to grow. It is important that long term (15-20 years) sustainable developments be launched and processes supporting them and guaranteeing their continuation be started.

One of the expected outcomes of the programme as a whole is that the depression and underdevelopment of the designated micro-regions as compared to the national average be reduced.’
 

Beneficiaries. The direct beneficiaries of the programme are the local governments (it means NUTS 5 level in Hungary), the local government associations (on NUTS4 level), NGOs, churches, their institutions and consortia in the 33 target micro-regions (NUTS4).

Identification of the target areas. The identification of the target micro-regions aimed to cover the most disadvantaged territories, villages and social groups with the largest possible overlapping. See more above. 

Territories of the ‘LHH’ Programme in Hungary. The map shows that most of the LHH micro-regions are in Eastern Hungary and on the peripheries of the country where most of the Roma population live. 
Planned implementation period. 2009 – 2015 (7 years)

Programme contents. The functionality of the complex area-based development programme is, on the one hand, that it relies extensively on local conditions and efforts, and on the other hand that such conditions and efforts are continually fostered and promoted by external, central (EU and national) support starting from the foundations of the programme all the way to implementation and evaluation. The financing of the Programme is guaranteed by the allocated funds and separate programme elements in different Operational Programmes in the National Development Plan (2007-2013) utilized and implemented in the designated areas. 

The micro-regional action plans are built around the following major topics in the different micro-regions: 

· Establishing service and product lines that satisfy the internal demands of the regional market and beyond

· Fostering flexible forms of employment, enlarging employment 

· Serving the development of the local social organization  (on the field of education, health care, social services and the civil sector)

· Local community and public service development  

· Sustainable environmental and infrastructural development in relation to employment

· Making the area attractive to investors, building on local resources 

The Programme provides central support to the most depressed micro-regions in getting prepared to absorb funds; to create partnerships for elaborating and implement sustainable projects; to prepare well substantiated local action plans based on real information and relationships that fit into the larger regional processes; to establish and run the institutional background to implement them, to link the existing development networks, enlarging their capacities. All this is done in order to maximize the local capacities to absorb funds related to the National Development Plan Operational Programmes and to the National Rural Development Strategic Plan through indirect means (participatory planning, programming, mentoring), and also through direct forms of support (development funds, providing operational costs). 

Financing. The integrated financing of the LHH Programme required multi-stakeholder decisions and special financial plan and techniques on allocating funds from different Operational Programmes for complex local development in the target micro-regions. It was an extremely difficult task because of the sector oriented “logic” of the given development funds. The table below shows the decision by the LHH Steering Committee on the LHH fund allocation (in 2008).

	Operational Programmes of the National Development Plan (2007-2013)
	Related EU Funds
	The available amount separated to implementation of the LHH local projects (2009-2015) planned in the 2009-2010 Action Plan
	Selected PO objectives ensuring the financing of the complex local projects of the LHH Programme

	Regional Operative Programmes  (NUTS 2 level) 
	European Regional Development Fund
	$ 485 Million
	Economic Development

	
	
	
	Road Construction and Public Transport

	
	
	
	Development of the human infrastructure

	
	
	
	Local infrastructural development

	
	
	
	Environmental Development

	Social Integration Operational Programme
	European Social Fund (ESF)
	$ 110 Million
	Special education for inclusion

	
	
	
	Development of the working ability

	
	
	
	Preventive healthcare Development of the human resources in relation to the healthcare

	
	
	
	Social inclusion

	Social Infrastructure Operational Programme
	European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)
	$ 43 Million
	Infrastructure of the education

	
	
	
	Infrastructural development in relation to the development of the social and economic inclusion 

	Rural Development Programme
	European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
	$ 170 000
	LEADER Programme

	Allocated integrated fund for complex development of the 33 most disadvantaged micro-regions in Hungary
	$ 640 Million 
	$ 20 Million/micro-region in average 


Annex 5: Decade of Roma Inclusion Experts’ Group on Data and Measurements 
Working meeting, 6th April 2011, Bratislava, hotel Mercure
AGENDA
8.30 – 9.00
Registration
9.00 – 9.30
Opening and introductory remarks

Mr. Andrey Ivanov, Human Development Advisor, UNDP Bratislava Regional Centre 

09:30 – 11:00: Panel 1: Multi-country data collections for monitoring and evaluation of Roma targeted policies (Moderator: Daniel Skobla) 
09:30 – 10:00: Marginalized Roma regional survey 2011(Andrey Ivanov, UNDP Bratislava)

10:00 – 10:15: Roma survey on migration, experience with discrimination and access to public services (Sabine Springer, Fundamental Rights Agency)

10:15 – 11:00: Discussion 

11:00 – 11:30:
Coffee break
11:30 – 13:00: Panel 2: Evaluation of Roma targeted policies – possible approaches (Moderator: Jaroslav Kling)
11:30 – 11:50: Using Poverty Maps to Improve Targeting and to Design Better Social Inclusion Policies (Joost de Laat, the World Bank)
11:50 – 12:10: Using the Generations and Gender Surveys to investigate the condition of Roma minorities in Europe (Claudia Trentini, UNECE)

12:10 – 12:30: Decade of Roma Inclusion - Progress Report - what could be measured – example of the Czech Republic (Martin Martinek, Council for Roma Minority Affairs, Czech Republic) 
12:30 – 13:00: Discussion 

13:00 – 14:00: LUNCH (buffet)

14:00 – 16:30: Panel 3: Census – a basis for specialized surveys on Roma (Moderator: Andrey Ivanov) 

14:00 – 15:30: Short information on addressing the issue of the Census understating the number of Roma in the current round of Censuses – each representative from statistical office provides short (5-10 minutes) information structured around the following points:

· how does to questionnaire address the issue of ethnicity (one question, combination of questions, multiple identities, etc.)

· participation of Roma in the process (enumerators, Census boards, etc.)

· public awareness raising activities related to Census

15:30 – 16:00: Coffee break
16:00 – 16:30: Participation of Roma representatives in the organization of Census – country experience Macedonia (Senad Mustafov, Roma Education Fund)
16.30 – 16:45
Next Steps and Organisational Issues

16.45 – 17.00:
Concluding Remarks

18.30
Dinner (Hotel Mercure)
Annex 6: Preliminary list of indicators to be calculated from the regional survey

	Indicator
	definition
	variables used**
	disaggregation

	OLD INDICATORS*

	Share of the population living on less than $2.15 (PPP), $4.3 (PPP) per day or under national poverty line
	share of people living in the households where per capita income/expenditures are below the defined poverty line in the total number of people in the interviewed households. Per capita in calculated using an OECD modified equivalence scale (1, 0.5, 0.3).                                          The PPP conversion factor is derived from the ICP 2005 estimates and extrapolated.  This information is from the World Bank Indicators and was used to construct MDGs for UNDP purposes.  For the Roma survey we will use the 2009 PPP conversion factor.             
	income = sum of q35                    expenditures = q416
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Poverty gap
	How poor are those below the poverty line? A lower the poverty gap means that more people are closer to the poverty line
	 
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Unemployment rate
	labor force = working age population (15 and above) excluding people who are retired, in school and/or involved with housekeeping)
	A9=5 => 0; A9=1 =>1; A9=1&D1=1 =>0; A9=1&D5<=5 =>0
	Roma/Non-Roma; male/female;     15-24, 25-54, >55

	Enrollment in primary education
	children who attend schools as a share of those who should attend based on their age;
	B4=1&7<=A3<=15
	Roma/Non-Roma; 1-year age categories

	Literacy rates
	share of "yes" answers to question "Can the HH member read and write?" in population 15years old and older
	B1=1&A3>=15
	Roma/Non-Roma; male/female;     15-24, 25-34, 35-44, >45

	Ratios of girls to boys by educational level
	Share of "yes" to question "Does the HH member still attend school or training?" broken down by sex and age for the three "school-age groups": primary (7-15), secondary (16-19) and tertiary (above 20)
	B4=1; A3
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Enrolment rate in primary, secondary and tertiary education
	Share of "yes" to question "Does the HH member still attend school or training?" broken down by sex and age for the three "school-age groups": primary (7-15), secondary (16-19) and tertiary (above 20)
	B4=1; A4
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Ratios of literate females to males by age groups
	literacy rates
	B1=1&A3>=15
	Roma/Non-Roma;  15-24, 25-34, 35-44, >45

	Rooms per HH member
	How many rooms does your HH have in the dwelling you occupy? Divided by number of HH members 
	Q26a
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Square meters per household member
	How many square meters is your current dwelling
	Q26b
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Shares of the population not having access to
	"Essential drugs"=share of households responding "yes" to the question "were there any periods in the past 12 months when your HH could not afford to purchase medicines prescribed to/needed by a member of your HH?"; "secure housing"=share of those living in "ruined houses" or "slums"; "improved sanitation"=share of HHs not having a toilet or bathroom inside the house; "improved water source"=share of population living in HHs not having piped water inside the dwelling or in the garden/yard
	remove DK/R and missing;                           Q13=1; M14=4; Q30b=2 or Q30e=2; Q29_1=1 or Q29_2=2
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Outstanding payments as a share of monthly HH expenditures
	 
	if Q39_1=1, mean of Q39_3/Q33
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Outstanding payments as a share of monthly HH income
	 
	if Q39_1=1, mean of Q39_3/sum(Q17a-Q17l)
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Access to modern communication
	"Telephone lines or cellular subscribers per 100 people"="yes" to question "Do you have in your HH a telephone or mobile phone in functioning order"? And recalculated for a sample of 100 people. Households having both telephone and mobile were counted only once. "Personal computers per 100 people"/"Internet access per 100 people" = "Yes" to question "Do you have in your HH computer/internet connection in functioning order"?
	 
	 Roma/Non-Roma

	NEW INDICATORS*

	Highest attained education
	Share of people out of total survey population by highest attained education
	B2
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Education in the special schools
	Share of people who have ever attained special school or special class out of total survey population
	B3
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Average number of years in education
	Average length of schooling
	B6
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Computer literacy
	Share of people able to use word processor of of the total survey population
	B7
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Regularity of school attendance
	How regular do you go to school out of those who still study
	B13
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Heterogeneity of class
	Dominant ethnicity of class mates
	B11
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Bullying rate
	Share of children still in education who have ever experiences bullying in school
	B14
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Educational expectations
	Expectations on education for boys and girls
	v7b; v7g
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Health assessment
	Share of people with good/bad health situation
	C1 = 1 or 2 = bad, C1 = 3 or 4 = good
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Access to health services 1
	Share of people living in the households having access to health services when needed
	Q2.1
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Access to health services 2
	Share of people who did not consult doctor when needed
	H1=2
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Barriers to health services
	Reasons for not consulting a doctor when needed
	H2
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Access to medical insurance
	Share of people who have medical insurance
	H4=1 or 2
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Incidence of specific medical checks
	Share of people who have passed a given medical test in the last 12 months
	H11_1/2/3/4=1 or 2 or 3
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Employment rate
	Share of employed people in working age population; 
	A2>=15 & E2=1 + E2=2 & E3=1
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Unemployment rate 2
	Share of unemployed people in the labor force; unemployed defined as per ILO definition; labor force defined as employed plus unemployed
	A2>=15 & (E2=2 + E2=2 & E3=2) & E10=1 or 2 & E10a=1
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Activity rate
	Share of labor force  in the working age population (15-64)
	A11~=5 or 10 or 12
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Informal employment incidence
	Share of employed people who do not have a written contract.
	E6=2
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Last employment experience
	Average length of unemployment
	year 2011-E12
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Self-employment rate
	Share of self-employed in the labor force
	Q3.14
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Neighborhood satisfaction
	 
	Q1.5 = 1+2 = satisfied; Q1.5 = 3+4 + dissatisfied
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Neighborhood change
	 
	Q1.6
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Regularity of waste collection
	 
	Q1.8
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Home production
	Share of HHs producing various products at home
	Q3.1
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Source of income
	mean, median, maximum, minimum
	Q3.5b
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Household indebtedness
	Average share of credits in the total HH income
	Q3.11/ Sum(Q3.5b)
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Financial security 1
	Share of households which have some savings
	Q3.7
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Financial security 2
	Average time a HH can live on the savings
	Q3.8
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Financial security 3
	Share of HHs which have problems to pay mortgage, rent or utilities
	Q4.6
	Roma/Non-Roma

	EU material deprivation index
	Share of people living in HHs which face at least 3 out of 8 deprivations; severe material deprivation = at least 4
	Q4.6=1; Q4.9_1=1; Q4.9_2=1; Q4.9_3=1; Q4.8_2=2; Q4.8_8=2; Q4.8_4=2; Q4.14=1
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Economic security
	Share of people living in HHs which assess economic situation as totally safe
	Q4.22=3
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Willingness to work
	Average minimum monthly wage for which a person is willing to work full time
	v10
	Roma/Non-Roma; employment status (based on E questions); Education (B2)

	Access to electricity
	Share of people living in HHs which have access to electricity in their dwelling
	4.11f=1
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Structure of HHs expenditures
	Add also 1/12 of expenditures in the last 12 months on durable goods and on education
	Q4.15; 1/12 of Q4.18 and Q4.19
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Outstanding payments
	Share of HHs and amounts as percentage of the HH's monthly income
	Q4.20_1; Q4.20_3/Sum(Q3.5b)
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Access to various facilities/services
	Share of people living in HHs in various ranges to a given facility/service
	M11
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Dependency ratio
	Ratio of people in the pre-productive and post-productive age and people in the productive age 
	(A2<15 + (A2>55 & A1=2) + (A2>60 & A1=1))/(15<=A2<=55 &A1=2)+(15<=A2<=60 &A1=1)
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Old age dependency ratio
	Ratio of people in the post-productive age and people in the productive age 
	((A2>55 & A1=2) + (A2>60 & A1=1))/(15<=A2<=55 &A1=2)+(15<=A2<=60 &A1=1)
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Migration reasons - households
	 
	Q1.3
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Migration intention
	Share of people who consider moving to other contry in the future
	G20=1
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Migration targets
	Share of people who consider moving to a given country in the future; top 3 directions; all surveyed countries (source)
	G21
	Roma/Non-Roma

	Migration timing
	Time intervals of the migration realization
	G22
	Roma/Non-Roma

	
	
	
	

	* both groups of indicators OLD and NEW will be used in the profiles of Roma population covered by the regional survey by individual countries 

** for OLD INDICATORS the variables in this table are taken from the 2004 survey; for NEW INDICATORS the variables are taken from 2011 survey


Age





No. of children














� 	“Target groups” are the groups/entities who will be directly positively affected by the project at the Project Purpose level, and “final beneficiaries” are those who will benefit from the project in the long term at the level of the society or sector at large.





� Both in the regular contact with the AGS project manager and with SGI as well as during discussions during the transnational workshop in June 2011.


� Communication from the European Commission to the European  Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, “An EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies up to 2020”, Brussels, 5 April 2011, COM(2011) 173 final.


� The fact that census data underestimates the number of Roma population is not a problem because the similar degree of underreporting will appear both in the nominator and the denominator. In addition indicators computed on the basis of PIN-tagging can be correlated with other data to improve their robustness. 


� Similar mapping of Roma communities was conducted in Slovakia and the exercise was successful. UNDP is currently working on the update of the Atlas that is supposed to be completed in early 2012.


� ‘Roma inclusion’ is an intellectual shortcut. When we use this term, we mean ‘including the excluded Roma’ and not ‘including those who are already included’. This is why focusing the data collection and monitoring efforts on the segregated (who happen to be those excluded) is acceptable from policy perspective, although may be insufficient from research point of view. 


� Beyond Transition: Toward Inclusive Societies, UNDP, 2011; available at �HYPERLINK "http://europeandcis.undp.org/home/show/BCBE0C20-F203-1EE9-B455A13AB9956F84"�http://europeandcis.undp.org/home/show/BCBE0C20-F203-1EE9-B455A13AB9956F84�. 


� by Marta Marczis for UNDP Bratislava Regional Centre


� A form of agricultural production cooperative of peasants who were forced by the communist government to unite for the purpose of joint production based on collective labour. 


� Bohle, D., Greskovits, B., 2007. Neoliberalism, Embedded Neoliberalism, and Neocorporatism: Towards Transnational Capitalism in Central-Eastern Europe. West European Politics. �HYPERLINK "http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a777591375"�http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a777591375�


� Simai, M., 2006. Poverty and Inequality in Eastern Europe and the CIS Transition Economies


 �HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/esa/desa/papers/2006/wp17_2006.pdf"�http://www.un.org/esa/desa/papers/2006/wp17_2006.pdf�


� Faluvegi Albert, MTA-KSH 2004. Regional pattern of socio-economic characteristics in the period of transition and the expected effects �HYPERLINK "http://mek.oszk.hu/01800/01875/01875.pdf"�http://mek.oszk.hu/01800/01875/01875.pdf�


Faluvegi, A., KSH 2005. Socio-economic situation of micro-regions (NUTS4) in Central Hungary (Budapest, Pest County) �HYPERLINK "http://www.aszodikisterseg.hu/file.php?file_id=183"�http://www.aszodikisterseg.hu/file.php?file_id=183�   


Faluvegi Albert, KSH 2008. Report on the highly subsidised micro-regions in Hungary


� Dr. Becskehazi, A., First conclusions of implementation of the First National Development Plan, Economic development – Absorption capacity 2004-2005, PROMEI, 2005


� Csapó, Cs., T., 2008.Territorial and social characterization of the Hungarian Roma population


� Citation from the LHH Programme Document
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