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In rural countries, land is not only the main vehicle for generating a livelihood, but often a way to accumulate wealth and to transfer value across generations. Secure and easily transferable land property rights have long been recognized as an important element to generate higher levels of investment and access to credit, facilitate the allocation of production factors to maximize efficiency, and allow economic diversification and growth (Deininger and Feder, 2001). In fact, the way in which land property rights are allocated can have a far-reaching impact on other social outcomes (Nugent and Robinson, 2002; Banerjee and Iyer, 2005; Conning and Robinson, 2007). Yet most land in Sub-Saharan Africa has no formal documentation of who owns it or has rights to use it. 

In Burkina Faso, 95% of poor people reside in rural areas. With a gross domestic product (GDP) per capita of only USD 651 (World Bank, 2012), Burkina Faso is one of the poorest countries in the world. The country ranks 183rd out of 186 countries in the United Nations’ 2012 Human Development Index (HDI). As a result of demographic pressures and increasing competition for the limited land resources, there are concerns that land right and land use conflicts might be intensifying. Some conflicts originate from the tension between customary land tenure systems and statutory laws, as well as from the increasing demand for land and natural resources relative to supply. New challenges have emerged from population movements and are expressed differently depending on the geographic location. To address concerns that a lack of sound land property rights may hinder economic growth and social stability in Burkina Faso and keep families in poverty, the Government of Burkina Faso (GoBF) is implementing a Rural Land Governance (RLG) project using funds obtained from the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC). This project is intended to increase investment in land and agricultural productivity through improved land tenure security and management.

MCC has contracted IMPAQ International to conduct a rigorous evaluation of the RLG project, which was managed by the Millennium Challenge Account-Burkina Faso (MCA-BF). The implementation of the RLG project is entrusted to a combination of Burkina Faso governmental entities (Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Justice, and Ministry of Housing and Urban Development), local stakeholders (customary authorities, Village Development Councils) and international consultants hired by MCA-BF. This report describes IMPAQ’s evaluation design for the RLG Project based on deliberations with MCC, MCA-BF, The IRIS Center (a previous independent contractor hired by MCC to design the RLG impact evaluation) and other stakeholders in the last three years.  

1.1 [bookmark: _Toc423276313]Overview of the Compact and the Rural Land Governance Project

MCC was created by the U.S. Congress in January 2004. It aims to change the conversation about how to deliver smart U.S. foreign assistance by focusing on good policies, country ownership and tangible results. MCC is advancing American values and interests by reducing global poverty through economic growth. The MCC model fulfills this mission by focusing on policy reforms, and economic growth opportunities that deliver tangible results and shared learning on what is and is not working. This approach makes development assistance more effective, improves the lives of the world’s poor and creates the markets of the future, with which companies can do business and trade.

In July 2005, Burkina Faso became the first country to sign a threshold program with MCC. One year later, the MCC named Burkina Faso as eligible for a full compact. In July 2008, MCC entered into a $480.9 million Compact Agreement with the Government of Burkina Faso (GoBF), focusing on agriculture, roads, land tenure and girls’ education. The Compact entered into force (EIF) in July 2009, making Burkina Faso the second country to transition from a MCC threshold program to compact implementation, the 17th MCC compact signed. To reduce poverty through economic growth in Burkina Faso, the accountability entity, MCA-BF, is using the MCC Compact to fund the following four projects: 
· Agriculture Development Project (ADP)
· Rural Land Governance (RLG) Project 
· Roads Rehabilitation Project 
· Burkinabé Response to Improve Girls' Chances to Succeed (BRIGHT II) Schools Project 

The geographic location of Compact activities is depicted in Exhibit 1. The Roads Rehabilitation project funded the rehabilitation of significant segments of three national roads in the north and west of the country, as well as 14 rural roads in Comoé province. The ADP key intervention areas were located in the northern province of Sourou and the southern province of Comoé. The BRIGHT II project covered several provinces in the east of the country. The impact evaluations of BRIGHT, Roads, and ADP projects are described in separate evaluation design reports by Mathematica and IMPAQ respectively.[footnoteRef:2] [2: See Benus, J, Schoua-Glusberg, A, Kim, G, and Borelli, S, (2012): Evaluation Design Report: Impact of the Roads Project in Burkina Faso and IMPAQ International, (2014): Evaluation Design Report: Impact of the Agricultural Development Project in Burkina Faso.] 

The RLG project was implemented in two phases: Phase I was implemented in 17 communes, and Phase II in 30 additional communes. Phase I was intended to be a pilot phase of the RLG project to determine the feasibility of proceeding into a larger Phase II implementation. The location of Phase I and II communes is indicated in dark and light green colors in Exhibit 1.
[bookmark: _Toc312228799]
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[image: ]There were three mutually reinforcing activities funded under the RLG project in Burkina Faso:[bookmark: _Toc403509755][bookmark: _Toc423276439]Exhibit 1. MCA-Burkina Faso Compact Project Areas

1. Legal and procedural change and communication. This activity supported the efforts to develop and implement improved rural land legislation and to develop, revise and implement other legal and procedural frameworks.  
(1.1) finalization of the Rural Land Law (Loi No. 034/2009 Portant Régime Foncier Rural) implementing regulations and revisions of the Agrarian and Land Reorganization legislation (Réorganisation Agraire et Foncière, RAF), together with support for other legal reforms, including technical advisory services related to the rural land tenure law;
(1.2) participatory stakeholder processes and validation; and 
(1.3) finalization of communications and outreach tools to ensure national awareness and applicability of the Government’s policy and legal reforms, including the implementation of a stakeholder communications strategy and the development of manuals for the local-level application of new legal provisions and tools. 

2. Institutional development and capacity building. This activity, in conjunction with the Legal and Procedural Change and Communication activity, aimed to improve institutional capacity to deliver land services in 47 project communes. Activities for Phase II 30 communes began after a phasing decision in 2013. 
(2.1)	improved land registration and mapping services, including institutional modernization analyses, training and capacity building, the purchase of equipment, imaging products, and surveying technology; 
(2.2)	decentralization of land tenure services, including establishment and training for new commune-level rural land administration offices (Services Fonciers Ruraux, SFRs), village-level land commissions (Commissions Foncières Villageoises, CFVs) that support SFR operations, and the construction of basic equipment for up to 47 municipal buildings to provide offices for the decentralized municipal land services while serving as offices for other key local government functions; and 
(2.3)	capacity building to mediate in land conflicts, including (i) capacity building within the judicial system by training judges, lawyers and associated personnel; (ii) drafting of new law school curriculum modules focusing on land law and land conflict; (iii) establishment of village level conflict resolution commissions (Commission de Conciliation Foncière Villageoises, CCFVs) that mediate land conflict and support SFRs; (iv) training of municipal officials, local village councils and local land services personnel on land conflict mediation; and (v) support for mobile land conflict tribunals. 

3. Site-specific land tenure interventions. This activity supported a variety of site-specific land rights formalization sub-activities.   
(3.1)	participatory land use management planning in 17 Phase I communes and 30 Phase II communes[footnoteRef:3], including training, mapping, operational costs, and the necessary assistance by regional and provincial institutions; [3:  This activity employs a cluster approach to project design. It is based on 15 clusters, each of which contains up to three to four municipalities. ] 

(3.2)	provision of documentation that is legally equivalent to rural land possession certificates (Attestation de Possession Foncière Rurale, APFRs) to households in Ganzourgou Province in 2010;
(3.3)	preparation of land titles and land leases for recipients of farmland in the new Di Irrigation Perimeter (the Perimeter was developed under the Agriculture Development Project) in 2014;
(3.4)	preparation of leases for users of land in existing irrigation perimeters near the Di Perimeter in 2014; and
(3.5)	preparation of APFRs for non-irrigated land in the RLG’s 47 implementation communes from 2013-2014.

As described above, the RLG project was implemented in a phased approach consisting of a pilot phase (Phase I) and an extension phase (Phase II). Phase I provided the following activities in years 1 and 2: legal reform at national level and institutional strengthening in 17 communes. These activities were followed by APFR issuance and other formalization activities in 2013. Phase II provided similar activities in 30 additional communes. It is important to note that in Phase II, there were limited national level legislative activities since the main legislation changes were completed at the national level as part of Phase I.  

The decision to implement some of the activities of the RLG project in two phases was a response to the complexity of the project. Some sub-activities were designed to be first carried out in 17 communes in a pilot phase; successful completion (based on satisfaction of four criteria) of this phase would determine whether certain sub-activities could be scaled up to 30 additional communes in a second phase. This approach was a way to mitigate completion risks and it provided a decision point for eliminating sub-activities which did not show sufficient progress. It also allowed MCC to collect data to inform an economic rate of return (ERR) analysis and to ensure necessary high-level reforms were completed before full rollout.

Accordingly, the Compact stipulates that the “decision to initiate phase two investments is subject to satisfaction of: (A) the achievement of an economic rate of return target; (B) achievement of legal and policy change targets, including (1) passage of the rural land law, (2) passage of the implementing regulations for the rural land law, (3) passage of relevant revisions as may be necessary or appropriate to the RAF legislation and (4) revision of the regulations or bylaws for managed agricultural zones (Cahier de Charges Général); (C) satisfactory progress on applicable performance indicators specified in the M&E Plan; and (D) sufficient progress toward milestones set in the Implementation Plan.”

In August 2012, it was determined that all four criteria had been met, including an estimated ERR above MCC’s hurdle rate, allowing Phase II of the RLG project to proceed. The economic analysis was based on a quasi-experimental design using difference-in-differences method comparing the 17 Phase I treatment communes with 17 comparison communes. A comparison of baseline survey data collected in 2010 with follow-up survey data collected in early 2012 indicated that, while perceptions of land tenure security had not significantly changed, the actual incidence of conflict in the 17 treatment communes had declined relative to comparison communes. The impact of the project was estimated to reduce conflict by 0.334 percentage points (significant at the 5% level). Given pre-project conflict rates, this corresponded to a 12.1% reduction in conflict incidence.

In this report, we present the design of a rigorous impact evaluation for the RLG project. The evaluation aims to inform MCC, other donor organizations, and researchers whether the RLG project was effective in improving land tenure security, reducing land conflicts and improving efficiency of land conflicts resolution, encouraging land productive investments, and promoting economic growth and poverty reduction in Burkina Faso. To evaluate the impacts of the RLG project, IMPAQ proposes to use quasi-experimental design with a difference-in-differences (DID) with (matched) comparison group method. The impact evaluation will be based on baseline and follow-up data collected from treatment and comparison households and individuals before and after Phase I and Phase II of the RLG project.[footnoteRef:4] The impact analysis will also be supplemented by qualitative process studies of a small set of communes to examine project implementation and the performance of new institutions. 
 [4:  It is important to note that while the impact evaluation of the RLG project will focus on the sub-activities around the 47 communes, it will not look specifically at the sub-activities implemented in Di and Ganzourgou. The impact evaluation of the Di sub-activity is part of the ADP evaluation and will be discussed in a separate report.] 

1.2 [bookmark: _Toc423276314]Literature Review

Programs such as the RLG project that aim to strengthen the property rights system through formalization of customary land rights are usually designed to result in clearly defined rights that are enforceable, transferable, and of appropriate scope and duration. An improved system should lower land transaction costs, lower the risk of expropriation or conflict, and increase tenure security. As explained in the RLG logic model in the next section, in the medium or long term, the system should contribute to more efficient land uses via improved productivity, increased investment, and the development of land markets. More productive land should result in higher values and higher incomes for land owners. Over time, as land and financial markets develop formal land rights can also be used as collateral for loans.

There are a number of mechanisms developed in the economics literature through which we would expect insecure property rights to reduce land related investment and agricultural productivity (Besley, 1995). The most direct is the fact that there is some probability that the farmer will not be able to reap the full return of any land related investment when they are facing insecure land tenure. A farmer considering an investment balances its cost against the expected future benefits; otherwise worthwhile investments will therefore not be made if those expected benefits fall. This mechanism has received a great deal of attention both in the academic and policy arena concerned with land in Africa, and there is mixed empirical evidence regarding its importance in various regions. Less direct connections between secure property rights and increased investment and farm productivity run through credit markets (secure land could be used as collateral); gains from trade (farmers able to freely sell or rent out their land are more likely to make investments); or complementary factors of production (tenure security permits farmers to economize on guard labor). However, there is no evidence that any of these indirect mechanisms has any quantitatively important impact on productivity or investment. 

In spite of the theoretical arguments why robust land rights should promote investment, Brasselle, Gaspart, and Platteau (2002) noted that “no clear-cut conclusion emerges” from empirical investigations using African data that have attempted to validate this link, “whether their authors deal with areas dominated by systematic titling procedures, optional titling, or informal enforcement of land rights.” The significance of this debate has attracted a great deal of attention among economists and policy analysts (Binswanger and Rosenzweig 1986; Besley, 1995; Quisumbing, Aidoo, Payongayong, and Otsuka, 2001, Brasselle, Gaspart, and Platteau, 2002; Place and Otsuka, 2002; Jacoby, Li, and Rozelle, 2002; Banerjee and Ghatak, 2004; Goldstein and Udry, 2008; Deininger and Ali, 2008). 

Meanwhile, existing evidence on the effects of land property rights interventions is mixed and to a considerable degree dependent on the initial land rights conditions and related land tenure security provided by the prevalent existing land governance system. In light of this, it is important for us to take into account the relationship between statutory and customary land tenure in Burkina Faso when we design the impact evaluation (Elbow, 2013). This relationship has long been an uneasy one. On the one hand, incomplete application of land laws has in most rural areas left ample opportunity for customary practices to remain dominant (Ouédraogo, 2002). On the other hand, statutory non-recognition of land rights derived from tradition and local history has led to “de facto legal insecurity” (Mathieu, Delville, Ouédraogo, Zongo, Paré, with Baud, Bologo, Koné and Triollet, 2003). 

In a recent comprehensive review of the literature on land property rights interventions, Lawry, Samii, Hall, Leopold, Hornby, and Mtero (2014) pointed to a number of key policy messages that could inform the design of our evaluation in Burkina Faso:
· Tenure security is important;
· Any tenure reform may have negative social effects, especially on the poor households, women, and other vulnerable groups;
· Productivity gains may take time to become apparent, the effects vary substantially across cases, and they likely depend on other supportive conditions, such as the performance of credit, input supply, and product markets;
· Policy makers should consider and assess a variety of models, appropriate to regional and national contexts, when framing tenure interventions.
· Gains to formalization in Africa may be more limited because tenure insecurity, which formalization seeks to remedy, is often not present to the degree that designers of reform programs assume.

1.3 [bookmark: _Toc423276315]Logic Model and Research Questions

[bookmark: _Ref333911590]Exhibit 2 presents the latest logic model for the RLG Project based on the original logic model developed by MCA and MCC during Compact development and revised slightly during implementation.  . This logic model will guide IMPAQ’s approach to the evaluation of the RLG activities. The boxes on the top of Exhibit 2 show the three main RLG activities. The boxes at the bottom shows the ultimate objectives of these activities—increased agricultural productivity, increased productive investments, improved knowledge base on land allocation and productivity. The activities of the RLG Project are designed to achieve these objectives by impacting directly land tenure security and management, conflict resolution, households’ perception of land security, and the efficiency of land institutions.
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As direct results of the three main activities, the RLG project aims to produce a wide array of outputs (See corresponding box in Exhibit 2), including the adoption of a Rural Land Law (Loi No. 034/2009) and its primary application decrees, amendments of the RAF, establishment of decentralized local land services (SFRs) and Village Land Conflict Conciliation Committees (CCFVs), improvements in land registration and mapping capacity (Continuous Operating Reference Station, CORS), and the formalization of land certificates at the local level (APFRs). These outputs can have important short-run impacts on individuals and households through direct savings and an increased ability to realize full returns from investments, as shown in Short-Run Impacts in Exhibit 2. Specifically, direct savings can be realized because of improved access to land institutions at the village level. They can also be realized because of the reduced cost of land conflicts either through less time and financial resources devoted to resolve the conflicts or through a reduced number of conflicts. The increased ability to realize full returns from land investments can be achieved because of higher land tenure security, less property damage and an increase in formal transactions.

Direct savings and a greater ability to realize full returns from land investments is expected to increase household income for project beneficiaries and generate sustainable long-run impacts for rural Burkinabé households in three ways, as depicted at the bottom of Exhibit 2. First, direct savings is expected to increase investments in farm and land inputs such as machinery, irrigation, drainage and soil conservation methods. The increase in farm and land inputs would then lead to higher farm outputs and productivity in existing uses. Second, the RLG project is expected to increase farm productive investment of households and firms by shifting land use patterns to higher-value crops and non-agricultural activities, and by expanding areas under cultivation. Third, direct savings, generated through lower land transaction cost and lower costs of conflicts, will improve access to land, land allocation procedures and land utilization. The RLG project can ultimately lead to an improved knowledge base about efficient land allocation, productive investments and land utilization.

Guided by the RLG project logic model and the RLG project implementation document and timeline,[footnoteRef:5] the RLG evaluation will address the following set of research questions: [5:  IMPAQ is still waiting to receive detailed implementation and timeline information from MCC, especially those related to APFR issuances at commune level.] 


1. Impacts of project activities in the 47 Phase I and II communes: 
· What is the impact of the RLG activities on (1) perceptions of land tenure security; (2) frequency and types of land conflicts; (3) resolutions of land conflicts; and (4) producers’ investment decisions (e.g., by increasing investment levels, encouraging farmers to make more fixed investments, etc.) that increase incomes?
· Whether improvements in land tenure and land conflict situations are correlated with land productive investment and agricultural productivity?
· How did the RLG project overall affect women and whether RLG impacts on women are different from its impacts on mean?
2. Review of legal and policy changes: 
· How was the Rural Land Law (Loi No. 034/2009) and its primary application decrees, as well as the amendments and revisions to the RAF implemented?
3. Institutional development, operations, and performance: 
· Using implementation documentation provided by MCC/MCA-BF in the 47 project communes, coupled with deep semi-structured local stakeholders’ interviews and focus groups, we will assess in detail the operations and performance of the new institutions that have been strengthened by the RLG project, including SFRs and CCFVs.
· Whether there is an increase in formal land transactions following the establishment of decentralized local land services such as SFRs and CCFVs?
· Are the local land services organizations going to operate sustainably post-Compact?
· What are the trends in demand for and issuance of APFRs in the 47 project communes?

In particular, for research question 2, we will provide descriptive analysis of RLG implementation documentation related to the adoption of the rural land laws and application decrees in the 47 communes. Additionally, the implementation analysis of legal and policy changes related to land tenure will also explore the differences between comparison communes that have set up their SFRs and CCFVs with treatment and comparison communes that did not set up their own local land services organizations. For research question 3, we plan to use commune and administrative records to conduct descriptive analysis of what resources have been put in place by each SFR and CCVF and the timeline (staffing, number of APFRs delivered, and other elements related to the operations and performance of these institutions). 

In this report, we discuss the evaluation methodology, sampling requirements and statistical power, and the analysis plan in Chapter II. The data sources are discussed in Chapter III. In Chapter IV, we describe a timeline for various tasks related to the evaluation. In Chapter V, we discuss potential challenges, proposed responses and next steps.



[bookmark: _Toc312228800][bookmark: _Toc423276316]CHAPTER II.  EVALUATION DESIGN
[bookmark: _Toc290364265]
The Evaluation’s/IMPAQ’s goal is to estimate the impacts of the RLG project activities. Achieving this goal is challenging because observed outcomes in the treatment communes may be influenced by factors other than the RLG project. IMPAQ’s approach is designed to isolate the effects of RLG Project activities from other potentially confounding factors. To that end, we will employ the most rigorous evaluation methods possible without compromising MCA-BF goals and implementation plans. 

MCC and MCA-BF funded the RLG project activities based on careful studies of their likely benefits and costs, necessitating extra care in selecting groups to represent the counterfactual. To maximize the projected benefits of the activities, RLG activities are being implemented in areas with relatively high concentrations of land tenure disputes. Consequently, households located in the treatment communes are likely to be different in observable and unobservable ways from those located in other areas. This means that a simple comparison of outcomes between households that receive the interventions and those that do not receive the interventions could easily yield biased impact estimates due to confounding of the effects of the intervention with initial differences between the groups. A rigorous evaluation with well-designed groups to represent the counterfactual will minimize the likelihood of obtaining impact estimates biased by the initial differences between those who receive the intervention and those who do not.

The gold standard to address the missing counterfactual evaluation problem is through random assignment, also called experimental design or randomized control trial (RCT). Random assignment helps ensure that the treatment status is independent of the characteristics of the units being assigned. With random assignment, households in the treatment and control groups are similar, on average, along both observables and unobservable characteristics. As a result, any differences in outcomes between the two groups that are too large to be attributable to chance may be attributed to the effects of the intervention.

Random assignment, however, is not always feasible. In the context of the RLG Project, IMPAQ proposes a quasi-experimental evaluation to assess the impacts of the RLG Project. Program impacts will be estimated by comparing treatment group outcomes with outcomes from a comparison group. To enhance the accuracy of quasi-experimental evaluation results, comparison groups were chosen to be as similar as possible to the treatment group on all characteristics that might affect the outcomes and program participation. Thus, the main challenge of quasi-experimental impact evaluations is to identify comparison groups that represent a reasonable counterfactual to the treatment group. In evaluating RLG activities, we will strive to create comparison groups that represent the counterfactual that most closely approximates the benefits of random assignment, thus avoiding potential selection bias in the impact estimates. The design also strives to minimize the burden imposed on MCA-BF and other stakeholders implementing the land tenure activities.


2.1 [bookmark: _Toc423276317]Impact Evaluation Design

This section first describes the selection procedure for Phase I and Phase II treatment and comparison communes, and then moves on to the discussion of the proposed quasi-experimental research design and econometric model to estimate the RLG impacts.

2.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc423276318]Selection of Treatment and Comparison Areas
If communes were randomly assigned to the treatment and comparison group, the initial conditions (observable and unobservable) of the households would be identical in the two groups, on average. The differences in key outcomes measured after the interventions, such as the number of land conflicts and the perception of land tenure security, could therefore be attributed to the various RLG activities without the concerns over selection bias. However, MCA-BF selected the treatment communes non-randomly. In particular the 47 treatment communes (17 in Phase I and 30 in Phase II) were chosen using the following selection criteria[footnoteRef:6]:   [6:  See memo “MCA proposal for final selection of CRs oct 2007_vOct16.doc” and “LISTE DE 47 COMMUNES 300608.doc” received from MCA-BF in July and August 2014. The initial list actually included 77 communes. See Appendix A for a detailed list of the 47 communes and selection criteria.] 

· Communes were grouped into 15 groups in a way that a concentration of several rural communes could facilitate the coordination of MCA-BF programs;
· Commune includes developed agricultural areas (zones aménagées(ZAs)) of MCA-BF program;[footnoteRef:7] [7:   In particular, the following new and existing ZAs  have been considered: 
Irrigation perimeter in Di (2000ha); 
Irrigation perimeter in Dangoumana  (2000ha); 
Irrigation perimeter  along the Comoé  river (1,500 ha) ; 
Livestock markets in Léo et Niangoloko;
Pastoral zones in Sondré Est; Pastoral Zones in Nouaho; 
Hydro-agricultural infrastructure in Sourou, Kou valley, Banzon, Bam lake and Savili.] 

· Commune has important land tenure issues;
· Commune is near areas subject to intervention from other partners and/or Compact road investments.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  For example, 3 communes from Ganzourgou province were chosen because of experience of working with other development agencies in that area. In particular, the Rural Land Planning (PFR) pioneered tools for formalization of customary land rights in Ganzourgou that served as models for some of the innovations of subsequent rural land policy and legislation.] 


After identifying treatment communes, the next step was to identify an appropriate comparison commune for each treatment commune. Based on our communications with MCA-BF and MCC, we understand that the 17 comparison communes for Phase I were selected by MCA-BF in coordination with MCC and IRIS according to the following criteria:
· Similarity of population;
· Being in the same province;
· Importance of land conflicts and similarity in land administration system;
· Geographical proximity (the nearest comparison commune was chosen).


The list of treatment and comparison communes for Phase I is presented in Exhibit 3: 
[bookmark: _Toc423276441]Exhibit 3. List of RLG Project Phase I Evaluation Communes
	Treatment
	
	Comparison
	

	Commune
	Province
	Commune
	Province

	Bama
	Houet
	Beregadougou
	Comoé

	Banfora
	Comoé
	Bieha
	Sissili

	Boudry
	Ganzourgou
	Bomborokuy
	Kossi

	Di
	Sorou
	Bouroum- Bouroum
	Poni

	Djibo
	Soum
	Dande
	Houet

	Guiba
	Zoundweogo
	Gaongo
	Bazega

	Kampti
	Poni
	Gourcy
	Zondoma

	Kongoussi
	Bam
	Kompienga
	Kompienga

	Leo
	Sissili
	Meguet
	Ganzourgou

	Loumbila
	Oubritenga
	Nobere
	Zounweogo

	Mogtedo
	Ganzourgou
	Pabre
	Kadiogo

	Ouahigouya
	Yatenga
	Ramongo
	Boulkimiénde

	Ouargaye
	Koulpelogo
	Sabce
	Bam

	Pama
	Kompienga
	Tongomayel
	Soum

	Sabou 
	Boulkimiénde
	Ye
	Nayala

	Sono
	Kossi
	Yonde
	Koulpelogo

	Zam
	Ganzourgou
	Zoungou
	Ganzourgou


Note: The comparison communes are listed in alphabetical order and do not represent the matched comparison communes. We do not have documentation showing which comparison commune was associated to each treatment commune. 
Source: BERD, (2010), “Rapport Final Version Definitive”.
In Phase II of the RLG project, IMPAQ recommended the evaluation select 29 comparison communes through a purposive sampling. For each treatment commune, IMPAQ worked with MCA-BF to select comparison communes as similar as possible to the treatment commune, according to the following criteria:
· It is located in the same province as the treatment commune (assuming that location in the same province means sharing similar administrative structures);
· It contains a zone aménagée (ZA) and is relatively similar to the treatment commune;
· It has a similar presence (absence) of gold mines, as in the treatment commune; 
· It is geographically close to the treatment commune;
· No other land tenure and property rights interventions are being implemented in the commune;
· It has a similar population size as the treatment commune (based on 2006 Census data);
· It has a similar socio-rural area (based on documentation received from MCA-BF).[footnoteRef:9] [9:  According to Cartographie des Zones Socio-Rurales, AgWater Solutions report (2010), Burkina Faso can be divided into 16 zones that are homogenous in terms of climate conditions, natural resources and other socio-economic characteristics (e.g. access to markets and main economic activities).] 

.   The results of this selection process are shown in Exhibit 4.

[bookmark: _Toc423276442]Exhibit 4. List of RLG Project Phase II Evaluation Communes
	Treatment
	Matched Comparison

	N
	Commune
	Province
	N
	Commune
	Province

	1
	Gassan
	Nayala
	1
	Kougni
	Nayala

	2
	Moussoudougou
	Comoé
	2
	Samogohiri
	Kénédougou

	3
	NiangoloKo
	Comoé
	3
	Soubakaniedougou
	Comoé

	4
	Sideradougou
	Comoé
	4
	Mangodara
	Comoé

	5
	Douna
	Leraba
	5
	Dakoro
	Leraba

	6
	Koubri
	Kadiogo
	6
	Pabre
	Kadiogo

	7
	Saaba
	Kadiogo
	7
	Komsilga
	Kadiogo

	8
	Bittou
	Boulogou
	8
	Zabre
	Boulogou

	9
	Lalgaye
	Koupelogo
	9
	Komin-yanga
	Koupelogo

	10
	Zimtenga
	Bam
	10
	Nasséré
	Bam

	11
	Kokologho
	Boulkimiende
	11
	Nanoro
	Boulkimiende

	12
	Poa
	Boulkimiende
	12
	Kindi
	Boulkimiende

	13
	Tenado
	Sangie
	13
	Pouni
	Sanguie

	14
	Cassou
	Ziro
	14
	Bakata
	Ziro

	15
	Bere 
	Zoundwego
	15
	Gomboussougou
	Zoundwego

	16
	Binde
	Zoundwego
	16
	Gogo
	Zoundwego

	17
	Tansarga
	Tapoa
	17
	Tampaga
	Tapoa

	18
	Padema
	Houet
	18
	Satiri
	Houet

	19
	Samorouguan
	Kenedougou
	19
	Sindo
	Kenedougou

	20
	Lanfiera
	Sorou
	20
	Yaba
	Nayala 

	21
	Kassoum
	Sorou
	
	
	

	22
	Sapouy
	Ziro
	21
	Guiaro 
	Nahouri

	23
	Banzon
	Kenedougou
	22
	Kourouma 
	Kenedougou

	24
	Tangaye
	Yatenga
	23
	Thiou
	 Yatenga

	25
	Pobe Mengao
	Soum 
	24
	Baraboulé
	 Soum

	26
	Bourasso
	Kossi
	25
	Dokui
	Kossi

	27
	Didyr
	Sanguié
	26
	Godyr
	Sanguié

	28
	Toussiana
	Houet
	27
	Péni 
	Houet

	29
	Djigouè
	Poni
	28
	Gbomblora
	Poni

	30
	Rollo 
	Bam 
	29
	Tikare
	Bam 


Source: Memo, (2012), Réponse_MCA_Memo_BF_RLG_comp_commune_13-12-12.doc.

2.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc423276319]Evaluation Research Design
Based on the selection of the Phase I and Phase II treatment and comparison communes, we propose to employ a rigorous quasi-experimental research design through a difference-in-differences (DID) with (matched) comparison group analytic method to evaluate the impacts of the Phase I and Phase II of the RLG project. 

The DID model compares the before and after changes in outcomes between households in intervention communes (treatment group) and households in (matched) comparison communes (comparison group). It is important to note that DID methodology does not require baseline (pre-intervention) conditions to be the same in treatment and comparison groups. In order to econometrically identify the causal effects of RLG activities on a wide array of outcomes listed in the research questions, the identifying assumption of the DID model requires that the comparison group must accurately represent the change in outcomes that would have been experienced by the treatment group in absence of the intervention (counterfactuals). In other words, the trends (changes) in outcomes between the treatment and comparison groups should be similar in absence of the treatment. Exhibit 5 illustrates the DID model.

[bookmark: _Toc423276443]Exhibit 5. Quasi-experimental Evaluation Design with DID Method 

[image: ] 

As indicated in Exhibit 5, if baseline data from Phase 1 showed that there are more conflicts before the intervention at baseline in treatment communes than in comparison communes. The number of conflicts decreases over time in both treatment and comparison communes, but it decreases more in treatment communes after the RLG project has been implemented. The dashed line in Exhibit 5 represents the trend the treatment communes would have experienced in conflicts in absence of the intervention. In such a design, the difference in outcomes before and after the intervention for the comparison group (D-C) is subtracted from the change in outcome for the treatment group (B-A); or equivalently, the difference in outcomes between treatment and comparison groups at baseline is subtracted from the difference in outcomes between treatment and comparison groups at follow-up, i.e. DID Program Impact = (B-A) - (D-C) = (A-C) - (B-D). 

As described above, the DID set-up allows for different baseline characteristics. For example, an initial discrepancy in land conflict between treatment and comparison communes would not pose a concern per se, as long as this difference in initial conditions remains the same in absence of the RLG intervention. The impact analysis will control for any observable differences in initial condition between the treatment and comparison areas through covariates in the multivariate regression model. Nevertheless, a potential concern is that, if pre-program observable characteristics of the treatment and comparison households are very different, they might experience dissimilar changes in their outcomes independent of the intervention (i.e. a violation of the common trend identifying assumption). To minimize this risk, the matching procedure that generates the group of comparison communes helps to ensure that the comparison communes are as similar as possible to the treatment communes. While for Phase I IMPAQ has limited information on how the comparison communes were chosen, the selection process of the Phase II described above sought to identify communes that could be as comparable as possible to the treatment communes.

Despite careful matching of comparison communes, since the selection has been based on commune level information and relatively broad criteria based on the documents available, it is still possible that households in the treatment and matched comparison areas differ along several dimensions, in particular along characteristics for which there was no precise information at the time of the matching process. This issue can be assessed by comparing all baseline household characteristics across treatment and comparison communes. Although the DID framework allows for controlling initial differences in characteristics through covariates in the multivariate regression model, if households look substantially different at baseline, we will still face the potential risk of violation of the identifying assumption, this is a threat for the causal interpretation of the impact analysis results. 

The identifying assumption of the common trend cannot be directly tested without experimental data[footnoteRef:10]. However, we can perform additional statistical analysis to assess the robustness of the impact estimates. For example, with additional information about the implementation dates of SFRs and CCFVs in each commune we could conduct falsification tests. Suppose communes implemented the program at different times and data collection happens in between. This might be the case for the follow-up data collection for Phase I. This implies that at the time the follow-up data collection some treatment communes have in fact not been treated yet. We could use these communes as “pseudo” treatment to perform DID analysis. Given that these communes are not actually treated, we should find no effect on any outcome. Another way to test the plausibility of results is to look at outcomes or sub-groups that are unlikely (or less likely) to be affected.  [10:  If multiple waves of pre-program data are available, we can suggestively assess the identifying assumption by examining the outcome trends for treatment and comparison communes before the intervention starts. Unfortunately, only one wave of baseline data is available for the RLG project evaluation.] 


It is important to emphasize that, as described in more detail in the next section, for Phase I, data have already been collected for the 17 treatment and comparison communes at baseline (2010) and then two years after the intervention (follow-up survey, early 2012). . Since the Phase I follow-up survey took place only 2 years after the baseline, when many activities had not yet been implemented, the DID analysis based on the baseline and follow-up survey will only capture initial Activity 1 and 2 effects. For longer-term effects, an end line survey will be needed.  Activity 3, APFR effects will only be captured with an end line survey in 2017 as implementation of APFR did not start until 2013. For Phase II of the RLG project, the interpretation of estimates will be the combined effects for Activities 1, 2 and 3.
In addition, IMPAQ learned from MCA-BF that some comparison communes following the new legislation and policies established in Activity 1 set up their own local land service organizations such as SFRs and CCFVs. Therefore, IMPAQ will also be able to compare those comparison communes that tried to establish their own SFRs and CCFVs with treatment and comparison communes that didn’t set up their own SFRs and CCFVs. This analysis would show the benefit streams from Activity 1 without the added funds and institutional strengthening activities from Activity 2.  However, the analysis will be mostly descriptive in nature as it is unlikely that the sample of comparison communes that set up their own SFRs and CCFVs is large enough to generate statistical power for separate impact analysis.

IMPAQ will supplement the DID impact evaluation design with qualitative implementation study to provide comprehensive answers to research questions 2 and 3.  While the impact analysis would address whether the project achieved the expected impacts, a complementary qualitative implementation study would provide insights as to why some of the impacts were or were not achieved.  The qualitative study would also allow us to test some of the assumptions in the logic model as well.  

To investigate qualitative research questions 2 and 3, we would need to incorporate multiple qualitative data collection methods.  These methods should include: 

· Document reviews
· In-depth interviews
· Group interviews

Document review includes an analysis of RLG project documents that will provide information on the project design and the progress in implementing the intervention. In-depth interviews will collect views and attitudes of beneficiaries on the program and its progress.  The interviews will be organized as semi-structured interviews by trained interviewers asking standardized open-ended questions.  Group interviews will be conducted with groups of beneficiary households, beneficiary communities, and key staff at SFRs and CCFVs, to understand beneficiaries’ and stakeholders’ attitudes, needs, expectations, and perception.  The group discussions will be organized as focus group interviews and community interviews.  Focus group interviews will be carried out with small groups of people with similar background and experience to elicit their ideas, insights, and experiences in a social context where they can stimulate each other and consider their own views along with the views of others.  We will conduct these interviews several times with different groups to identify trends in the perceptions and opinions expressed.  The community interviews will be conducted as public meetings in which the whole community will be consulted on a set of factually-based fairly close-ended questions.

2.2 [bookmark: _Toc423276320]Sampling Requirements 

2.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc423276321]Phase I
The Phase I survey methodology was developed in 2010 by IDEA Consult International in collaboration with Bureau d’Etude et de la Recherche pour le Developpment (BERD), the survey firm selected by MCA-BF to be in charge of the data collection. The survey methodology was described in detail in BERD’s report: “Enquete sur le foncier auprès de 17 communes pilotes et de 17 communes de comparison” (BERD, May 2010). Below, we review the main components of the methodology as described in the report.

The sample size was computed using the proportion of households experiencing at least one land conflict (for each commune) as a key parameter with a given degree of statistical confidence. Details about the assumptions and computation are included in the aforementioned BERD’s report. Based on these calculations, BERD established that a minimum sample of 3,552 households was required to achieve precise estimates for the quantitative survey (Exhibit 6), and 8 households were sampled in each village (for a total of approximately 450 villages)[footnoteRef:11] in the 34 communes. Exhibit 6 presents calculated sample size under different parameter assumptions. [footnoteRef:12] [11:  The parcel questionnaires were administered to 5 households per village, which is a random sample from the 8 households that completed the household questionnaires. Previous studies of the General Directorate for the Advancement of Rural Economy (DGPER) have shown that in the field of agricultural statistical surveys, the administration of the questionnaires in 5 households was sufficient to obtain reliable results while avoiding the cluster effect. ]  [12:  The assumption about the proportion of household that experience conflict at baseline (10%) was based on results of existing survey (see BERD report for details).] 


[bookmark: _Toc423276444]Exhibit 6. Sample Size Computations for Phase I of the RLG Project
	t (95% confidence level)
	1.96
	1.96
	1.96
	1.96
	1.96
	1.96
	1.96
	1.96

	Margin of Error
	0,05
	0,06
	0,07
	0,08
	0,085
	0,09
	0,06
	0,1

	Proportion of households affected by land conflict at baseline
	0.11
	0.11
	0.11
	0.11
	0.11
	0.11
	0.11
	0.47

	Sample size in each commune
	383
	266
	195
	150
	132
	118
	104
	96

	Total sample size
	13,014
	9,038
	6,640
	5,084
	4,503
	4,017
	3,552
	3,254


Source: BERD, (2010), “Rapport Final Version Definitive”.

The Phase I survey employed a two stage cluster sampling methodology. The villages (clusters) were the primary sampling units (PSU) while the households were the secondary sampling units. An administrative list of villages that were provided by the Quatrième Recensement Général de la Population et de l'Habitat (RGPH2006) served as the sampling frame to select villages in the first stage. After villages had been selected, an enumeration of households was done in selected villages and then households were randomly selected in each village. 

2.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc423276322]Phase II
Based on the finalized study areas for Phase II (30 treatment and 29 comparison communes in 20 provinces and 12 regions), IMPAQ performed statistical power analysis to determine the necessary sample size – the total number of villages within each commune and the total number of households within each village – to be sampled. We used two-stage sampling. The first-stage is at the village level and the second-stage is at the household level. Our power calculations indicated that a total of 4,000 households would be a sufficient sample to detect a 12 percentage point change in agricultural income (See Exhibit 7).

[bookmark: _Toc423276445]Exhibit 7. Sample Size Computations for Phase II of the RLG Project
	Sample Size Requirements for Different Minimum Detectable Effects (MDEs)

	Standard Deviation
	57,143
	57,143
	57,143

	MDE
	4000
	5000
	6000

	MDE/mean
	10.09%
	12.62%
	15.14%

	Multiple for 80% power and 5% significance level
	2.49
	2.49
	2.49

	r=n2/n1
	1
	1
	1

	
	0.7
	0.7
	0.7

	Design Effect
	2
	2
	2

	n1
	3,037
	1,944
	1,350

	n2
	3,037
	1,944
	1,350


 
To minimize cluster effects within villages, IMPAQ, similar to Phase 1, decided to sample 8 households per village. This required approximately 250 villages in treatment communes and 250 villages in comparison communes. We used the most recent census of the population in Burkina Faso (2006) to obtain the list of villages in each commune and the total number of households in each village. From the compiled list of villages, we drew a group of villages to be sampled. Within each commune, we sampled villages with probability proportional to the size of the village (i.e., population of the village). From a total of 623 villages in treatment areas, 178 were selected for sampling. In the comparison areas, 179 out of 672 villages were selected. The total number of villages in the sample is 357 in 59 communes.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Since we used probability proportional to size sampling techniques with replacement, some villages were selected more than once into the sample (48 out of the 178 treated villages were sampled more than once). Each time a village was drawn into the sample, we selected 8 households. Thus, for example, Yorgo village in Bere commune was drawn twice. Therefore, we sampled and interviewed 16 households in Yorgo. 
] 


[bookmark: _Toc423276323][bookmark: _Toc290364268]2.3	Analysis Plan

[bookmark: _Toc423276324][bookmark: _Toc321828773][bookmark: _Toc321828974][bookmark: _Toc321839102][bookmark: _Toc321839160][bookmark: _Toc333509961][bookmark: _Toc333510010][bookmark: _Toc333510066][bookmark: _Toc333510168][bookmark: _Toc333510216][bookmark: _Toc333510263][bookmark: _Toc333510320][bookmark: _Toc333828647][bookmark: _Toc333843266][bookmark: _Toc333843307][bookmark: _Toc333843426][bookmark: _Toc333843517][bookmark: _Toc333909811][bookmark: _Toc333913556][bookmark: _Toc333994485][bookmark: _Toc333994524][bookmark: _Toc333998527][bookmark: _Toc334114690][bookmark: _Toc334114789][bookmark: _Toc334192785][bookmark: _Toc334193845][bookmark: _Toc334194059][bookmark: _Toc334194376][bookmark: _Toc334194410][bookmark: _Toc334194712][bookmark: _Toc384736658][bookmark: _Toc384736684][bookmark: _Toc385002359][bookmark: _Toc385002382][bookmark: _Toc385002468][bookmark: _Toc387062962][bookmark: _Toc388275569][bookmark: _Toc390884172][bookmark: _Toc390986790][bookmark: _Toc390987470][bookmark: _Toc391026272][bookmark: _Toc391282053][bookmark: _Toc391283982][bookmark: _Toc391388867]2.3.1	Core Analysis
Combining baseline and follow-up data collected for the treatment and (matched) comparison group, the DID model can be estimated by using the following regression approach (the multivariate regression equivalent of Exhibit 3):

.			(1)

The left-hand side of the equation is the outcome variable of interest. The key outcomes variables included in the RLG project evaluation contain, for example:
· How the land was acquired;
· Whether the land is held with some formal document;
· Whether the individual has made investments in the field (e.g. constructed buildings, planted permanent crops, irrigation infrastructures or electricity, investments in various agricultural inputs);
· Whether the individual borrowed money for land improvements;
· Whether the individual fears to lose his/her land for various reasons. For example, because of government expropriation, other villagers or lack of documents;
· Total number of conflicts on land in the last 2 years;
· Conflict resolution (informal versus use of other authorities);
· Time and monetary cost to solve the conflict;
· Whether the conflict has influenced in any way the activities on the land (e.g. land was left fallow, planted fewer crops);
· Types of crops planted on the field, agricultural production and amount of revenues obtained, by crop;
· Other types of agricultural revenues (e.g. livestock) and revenues obtained from fields used for commercial activities;
· General perception of land security (for example whether the individual fears the arrival of new populations to exploit land for agricultural purposes);
· Perception of inequality in access to land for women.

The variables on the right-hand side include:
· A dummy variable  that is equal to 1 if the observation is in the treatment group and zero if otherwise. The estimate of  captures the group effect. In other words,  controls for any differences in the outcome variable that are associated with being in the treatment group. 
· A dummy variable  that is equal to 1 in the follow-up year and zero in the baseline year. The estimate of  captures the time effect. In other words,  controls for any changes in the outcome variable that occur over time and are common for treatment and comparison group members.
· An interaction term  that is equal to 1 if the observation is in the treatment group and in the follow-up year, and zero otherwise (i.e., for comparison group members in both the baseline and follow-up years, and for the treatment group in the baseline year). The estimate of  captures the impact of the project on the outcome variable—this is the parameter of interest.
· A vector  of other relevant explanatory variables that may be related to the outcome of interest and will help control for baseline household characteristics. At a minimum, for household models,  will include the education, gender and age of the household head. Including these explanatory variables will reduce the amount of unexplained variation in the outcome variable, thereby increasing the accuracy of our parameter estimates.
· Finally, some treatment communes have be chosen because they are close to new irrigation developments and may thus other intervention taking place, for example in Di. To control for this overlap, we will include a dummy for communes that are experiencing these additional interventions.

For each regression model, we will estimate the parameters , , , and the elements of the vector . All things being equal, the positive parameter estimates will indicate that the corresponding right-hand side variable is associated with an increase in the outcome measure. Likewise, negative parameter estimates will indicate a negative association. We will use t-tests (F-tests for joint hypotheses) to detect the statistical significance of the parameter estimates. 

[bookmark: _Toc423276325]2.3.2	Subgroup Analysis
In addition to the main impact analyses described above, we will examine whether the impacts of the RLG project differed by subgroup, with subgroups defined by individual characteristics such as gender and other vulnerable groups. To do so, we will modify the basic regression model above to include terms that capture potential subgroup effects. More specifically, for the subgroup analyses of the DID model, our regression models will be of the form:   
  


As before, the left-hand side variable is the outcome of interest. Many of the right-hand side variables are the same as in the basic regression model. Explanatory variables added for the subgroup models include:
· A dummy variable  that is equal to 1 if the observation is in the subgroup and zero if it is otherwise. The estimate of  accounts for differences in outcomes associated with being in the subgroup of interest.
· An interaction term  that is equal to 1 if the observation is in the treatment group and the subgroup of interest, and zero if otherwise. The estimate of  captures the incremental treatment group effect for observations in the subgroup.
· An interaction term  that is equal to 1 if the observation is in the follow-up period and the subgroup of interest, and zero if otherwise. The estimate of  captures the incremental time effect for observations in the subgroup.
· An interaction term  that is equal to 1 if the observation is in the treatment group, in the follow-up period and in the subgroup of interest. The estimate of  captures the potential differential effect of the project for the subgroup—this is the parameter of interest.

For the subgroup models, we will estimate not only the parameters , , , and the elements of the vector , but also the parameters , , , , and . In these models, the expected outcome for individuals in the subgroup is equal to the expected outcome for non-subgroup individuals plus: 1) a subgroup effect (), 2) an incremental treatment group effect (), 3) an incremental time effect (), and 4) the incremental effect of the projects (). Thus, our estimate of  will indicate whether the impact of the project is different for the subgroup of interest. If  is positive, then the program has a greater impact on the outcome for the subgroup, all else being equal. Likewise, if  is negative, then the program has a smaller effect on the outcome for the subgroup. We will use t-tests (F-tests for joint hypotheses) to evaluate whether our estimate of  is statistically significant. If so, then we can be confident that the impact of the program is indeed different for the subgroup of interest.


[bookmark: _Toc423276326]CHAPTER III.  DATA SOURCES

[bookmark: _Toc423276327]3.1	Phase I Survey Instruments 

For RLG Phase I, data has been collected using survey instruments designed by BERD. The survey instruments were composed of four separate modules (Household, individual, parcel and village/commune) aimed at collecting information about the background characteristics of households, the perception of land security and the incidence of conflicts, agricultural production and revenues. These modules were structured into four different questionnaires (household, individual, parcel and agricultural revenues, described in more detail below). The RLG Phase I survey was supplemented by village and commune-level administrative focus groups. This data collection gathered information about the incidence of land conflicts at the village/commune level from village chiefs, municipal council members and Village Development Councils (CVDs). Data were collected also on land conflicts reported to other administrative authorities like court (TGI) and Prefecture. Baseline data for RLG Phase I was collected in 2010 on 3,552 households in treatment and comparison areas. The follow-up data on the same households had been collected in early 2012. IMPAQ has analyzed the data in the RLG Interim Evaluation Report (2014). Based on logic model and expected effects, IMPAQ recommends an endline survey in 2017.

Household Questionnaire
The household survey uses a questionnaire consisting of four modules, each focused on a different area of interest (See Exhibit 8).

[bookmark: _Toc423276446]Exhibit 8. Household Survey Modules
	1. Identification of the household

	2. Characteristics of HH members

	3. Migration and household living condition

	4. Characteristics of household members



Individuals age 18 and above identified in the household module were then administered the Individual questionnaires.

Individual Questionnaire
The individual questionnaire was focused on questions aimed at capturing individual perceptions of land security, and information on land held in the past that was abandoned because of land conflicts.


[bookmark: _Toc423276447]Exhibit 9. Individual Survey Modules
	1. Perception of Land Security

	2. Confidence in mechanism of conflict resolution and land abandoned because of conflicts

	3. Assets, fields, and non-agricultural revenues



Importantly, the individual questionnaire also inquired whether the individual had at his/her disposal some land to personally exploit it. Only the individuals with land were administered the parcel and Agricultural revenues questionnaires.

Parcel and Agricultural Revenues Questionnaire
The parcel questionnaire asked specific information about land conflicts on the parcel and agricultural production amounts for each crop planted on the parcel in the previous two agricultural seasons.

[bookmark: _Toc423276448]Exhibit 10. Parcel Survey Modules
	1. Characteristics of the parcel

	2. Land conflicts on the parcel

	3. Agricultural Production



The agricultural revenues questionnaire then inquired about the amount of revenues obtained from each crop in the previous two agricultural seasons.

Village and Commune Questionnaires
The purpose of the village survey is to collect information on population, infrastructure, and conflicts reported at the village level.

[bookmark: _Toc423276449]Exhibit 11. Village Survey Modules
	1. Population and Employment

	2. Infrastructure

	3. Administration of the village and land conflicts

	4. Village infrastructure



The commune questionnaire collected information about the number and type of conflicts reported to the commune in the previous 3 years.

Data Issues
A difficulty during data collection arose in the gathering of agricultural production data. That is, collecting these data required respondents to recall detailed information on agricultural production over several seasons. As a result of the difficulties in recollecting accurate agricultural production information over several seasons, the quality of data on agricultural production and revenues associated with this production may be problematic due to recall bias. In addition, agriculture income data are available only in cases where farmers sold a share of their output. This implies that it is not feasible to impute the value of non-marketed farm production hence it is not feasible to estimate total household income from agriculture. Consequently, household farm income will not be used in the impact evaluation.

Due to Phase I follow-up data collected less than two years after the baseline survey (in 2012) and delayed implementation of Activity 3 and Activity 2, the data will only capture short-term effects of Activity 2 and no benefits of Activity 3, which didn’t start until after the interim survey. The relatively short span between the baseline and follow-up surveys may pose a problem for capturing full program impacts beyond short-term effects from the institutional strengthening efforts of Activity 2. It is hence highly unlikely that the impact analysis will detect any effects on longer-term effects and those outcomes expected from Activity 3’s APFR distribution such as agricultural production and revenue given the fact that APFR delivery hadn’t yet started and the short gap between the baseline and follow-up surveys.  IMPAQ recommends a follow-up survey for both Phase I and Phase II households in 2017 to capture longer-term effects from Activity 1 and 2 and medium-term effects of Activity 3.
[bookmark: _Toc387415563]
[bookmark: _Toc423276328][bookmark: _Toc388017485][bookmark: _Toc390431662]3.2	Phase II Survey Instruments

For RLG Phase II, IMPAQ designed the survey instruments in collaboration with MCA-BF, MCC and BERD to better address the needs of the RLG evaluation (for example to capture information on key outcomes/outputs such as investments in land and land related gender specific issues). The RLG Phase II survey consisted of the following components:
· Household survey  
· Field manager survey  
· Village survey 
· Commune survey 

The household survey provides information on housing, possession of durable goods, land transfers and major household events. This survey also provides an enumeration of all household members who manage fields of land necessary for the next survey (field manager survey). All survey data was collected in both the intervention and comparison areas.  

Household Survey
The household survey uses a questionnaire consisting of seven modules, each focused on a different area of interest (See Exhibit 12). 


[bookmark: _Toc423276450]Exhibit 12. Household Survey Modules

	1. Identification of the household

	2. Housing characteristics

	3. Land transfers

	4. Characteristics of household members 

	5. Durable goods

	6. Characteristics of field managers 

	7. Household events during last 24 months



Importantly, the household survey was used to enumerate all household members who managed fields to be further surveyed in the field manager survey. Thus, the administration of this survey serves two purposes: 
1) to collect detailed information about each plot of land that households use; and 
2) to collect detailed information about the household members who make the decisions about the land (field managers).

[bookmark: _Toc387415567]Field Manager Survey
For all households in the sample, BERD interviewers established two enumerations: (1) an enumeration of all fields and (2) an enumeration of all field managers. The following boxes provide the definitions used.
[bookmark: _Toc388017490][bookmark: _Toc387415568]
Field Definition:
A field is defined as a piece of land exploited by one person or a group of members of a family. A field can be enclosed by natural borders and can contain one or more parcels. The natural boundary of a field can be a road, a river, or a field belonging to someone else.

Field Manager Definition:
A field manager is a member of the household who takes most of the decisions concerning crops/trees to plant, use of agricultural inputs, the planning of activities related to crop/livestock/pasture, the commercialization of agricultural production and products derived from livestock, and decisions concerning investments in the field. For fields that are used for commercial or residential purposes, this also includes decisions related to commercial and household activities. The field manager can be the one who have user rights on it. For fields that are rented out to members outside the household, even if the tenant decides how to use the land, the field manager is the household member who uses the field or the member who decides about the appointment of a tenant. Therefore, the field manager is typically the person best placed to provide information on this particular field.

For fields used as primary residence of the household, the field manager can be the head of household or another member of the household who is regarded as being responsible for this field.

The field manager survey uses a questionnaire composed of thirteen modules, each focused on a different area of interest (See Exhibit 13). 

[bookmark: _Toc423276451]Exhibit 13. Field Manager Survey Modules
	1. Identification of fields 

	2. Ownership and acquisition of fields

	3. Land rights of use

	4. Field investments and use of inputs 

	5. Revenues from fields used for commercial purposes

	6. Perceptions of and actual land conflicts on the field

	7. Agricultural production

	8. Commercialization of agricultural production

	9. Livestock

	10. Employment

	11. Transfers, rents and other revenues during last 12 months

	12. General perceptions of land security

	13. Gender inequality: perceptions of land access



Village Survey
The purpose of the village survey is to collect information on population, infrastructure, conflicts, land use and ownership arrangements, as well as on prices of agricultural and livestock products and perceptions of tenure security at the village level.

This survey covers the same villages as those selected for the household survey (178 treatment and 179 control villages). The village questionnaire is addressed to a small group (3–5 people) of knowledgeable residents in each village. Since the goal of this survey is to collect information from the authorities responsible for resolving land conflicts at the village level, the interviewers made an effort to include representatives of the following authorities and include respondents who had lived in the village for several years:
1) Village Development Council (CVD) 
2) Village Land Conflict Conciliation Committee (CCFV)
3) Village Counselors 

In addition, the village survey is designed to separately collect information from men and women. The groups gathered in a meeting room and were asked to reach a consensus before answering each question. Groups of men and women had to be interviewed separately and two responses were collected for each question. 

The village survey used a questionnaire composed of thirteen modules, each focused on a different area of interest (See Exhibit 14). 

[bookmark: _Toc423276452]Exhibit 14. Village Survey Modules
	1. Identification of the village

	2. Characteristics of individual respondents

	3. Characteristics of village populations

	4. Village infrastructure

	5. Land use

	6. Land ownership arrangements

	7. Village resource management

	8. Perceptions of land security

	9. Perceptions of gender equality in land access

	10. Administration of land conflicts at the village level

	11. Village organizations

	12. Prices of agricultural products

	13. Prices of livestock products



Commune Survey
The purpose of this survey is to collect information on the characteristics of communes, land administration and land conflicts. This survey covers all RLG Phase II 59 rural communes in both the treatment and comparison communes. The information collected in the questionnaire seeks to complement the information from the household and village questionnaires. 

The questionnaire is designed to collect information from a group of representatives of the commune and/or commune staff. Informants are required to have worked in the commune for a number of years. The groups gathered in a meeting room and had to reach a consensus before answering each question. 

The commune survey uses a questionnaire composed of five modules, each focused on a different area of interest (See Exhibit 15). 


[bookmark: _Toc423276453]Exhibit 15. Commune Survey Modules
	1. Identification of the commune

	2. Characteristics of individual respondents

	3. Activities in the commune in the past 12 months

	4. Administration of land conflicts and services at the commune level

	5. Total surface area of village land in commune



The baseline data collection for RLG Phase II was conducted in September and October 2013 by 50 teams of enumerators hired by BERD. MCA-BF provided additional supervision. All enumerators, controllers and supervisors were trained by BERD prior to the implementation of the survey and received a data collection manual, and IMPAQ observed some of the training. The survey was also pilot-tested by enumerators and supervisors during the course of one day. IMPAQ received the baseline data collected by BERD in March 2014.

[bookmark: _Toc423276329][bookmark: _Toc389473715][bookmark: _Toc389494715]3.3	Monitoring and Evaluating Data Quality

IMPAQ works closely with MCA-BF and provided technical assistance for data quality reviews to ensure high quality data for the RLG evaluation. IMPAQ will carry out the following tasks to ensure the quality of the baseline and follow-up data for RLG Phase I and Phase II:
· Check consistency between data and questionnaires (e.g., whether all sections/variables in the questionnaires are present in the data);
· Check variable accuracy (e.g. ensure that variables are properly labeled, detect missing values, check for data consistency with skips among variables, etc.);
· Check internal consistency among various data sections (e.g. ensure that a section addressed to household members age 10 and above does not include those below age 10);
· Prepare memos listing all the data issues identified and share memos with MCA-BF/BERD, along with recommendations to correct issues;
· Recognize that Phase I and Phase II groups might not be comparable in certain dimension and mitigate it through revised analysis approach;
· Re-check the data after BERD reviews the datasets.


[bookmark: _Toc423276330]CHAPTER IV.  TIMELINE AND WORKPLAN

[bookmark: _Toc312228818][bookmark: _Toc312404752][bookmark: _Toc312405344]Successful implementation of the RLG evaluation requires the simultaneous implementation and management of several activities, as well as close coordination with MCA-BF survey contractors. For organizational and quality control purposes, IMPAQ organized the project into two major task areas, each with several sub-tasks. Some of the tasks have been completed or are currently in progress. In Exhibit 17, we provide an overview of the work plan for carrying out the evaluation, including activities performed under each task areas and tasks.

The proposed timeline for follow-up data collection activities takes into account the following elements:
1.	The literature suggests that productivity gains may take time to become apparent. We are following the literature to plan end line data collection about 1.5 year after most APFRs are issued. 
2. 	A critical factor to consider is the roll-out of the various implementation activities. In particular, our design depends on when the various activities are set-up and fully operational. For example, the first year after the program has been fully operational might still be a transition time (for example, people might take time to get to know about the new institutions such as SFRs, CCFVs, and understand how they can actually use their services before we can see any plausible impact on conflict resolution and other outcomes). 
3. 	The timeline has to be balanced out because that with a long time window many other things are likely to happen and confound the policy effect (i.e. the common trend identifying assumption for the DID method is more likely to hold over a shorter time period)

Final evaluation timeline may be affected by actual project implementation dates and subsequent follow-up post compact. Exhibit 16 presents the RLG project implementation key tasks and timelines provided by MCC. Although many tasks have been delayed during both Phase I and Phase II implementation, the bulk of the program has been implemented by 2014, and that the new institutions are fully operational, coupled with the findings from the literature review we recommend that the end line data collection could take place in 2017 This end line data collection will combine all households from Phase I and Phase II of the RLG project. The time between Phase II baseline data analysis and end line data collection provides us ample time to conduct implementation studies in the 47 communes through site visits, stakeholder interviews and focus groups.
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[bookmark: _Toc423276454]Exhibit 16. RLG Project Implementation Key Tasks and Timelines
	Task
	Completion Date

	RLG Phase I
	 

	  Activity 1:  Legal and procedural change and communication
	 

	    Sub-activity 1:  Legal and procedural change
	 

	-          Development of manuals for implementation of land tenure tools 
	 

	-          Revision of the law “On Agrarian and Law Reorganization” (RAF)
	July-12

	-          Study on costs of acquiring land rights in rural areas
	 

	-          Revision of by-laws for land use within agricultural areas (cahier de charges)
	May-11

	-          Adoption of decrees and regulations implementing the 2009 law “On Rural Land Tenure”
	[footnoteRef:14]July-10 [14: ] 


	    Sub-activity 2:  Communications and Outreach on the New
	 

	 
	 

	  Activity 2:  Institutional Development and Capacity Building
	 

	    Sub-activity 1:  Improving land mapping and registration
	 

	      Base activities
	 

	-          Development of inter-institutional and modernization plan (PIIMD)
	December-11

	-          Standardization of topographic standards
	 

	-          Development of a prototype land information system (SIF)
	July-14

	      Capacity building activities
	 

	-          Training and strengthening 13 regional DC offices
	 

	-          Training and strengthening 20 provincial DGI offices
	 

	-          Strengthening the national geodetic network
	 

	           + Installing 9 CORS stations and providing training
	January-12

	                       + Installing geodetic markers across the country
	April-12

	    Sub-activity 2:  Installing SFRs in 17 communes
	 

	-          Recruitment and training of SFR agents
	[footnoteRef:15]September-12 [15: ] 


	-          Acquisition of equipment for SFR offices
	 

	-          Construction of 17 municipal buildings
	June-14

	    Sub-activity 3:  Improving capacity to resolve and reduce land conflicts
	 

	-          Training of personnel in the judicial system
	December-10

	-          Training of commune authorities, village authorities and the rural population in alternate dispute resolution
	February-11

	 
	 

	  Activity 3:  Site-specific land tenure interventions
	 

	    Sub-activity 1:  Land-use planning at the commune level (GPUT)
	 

	      Preparatory activities
	 

	-          Acquisition of satellite imagery
	May-11

	-          Preparation of land occupation maps
	 

	      Implementation in the 17 Phase 1 communes
	 

	-          Preparation of land-use plans (chartes foncières)
	June-11

	    Sub-activity 2:  Clarifying and strengthening land rights in developed agricultural zones (zones amenagees)
	 

	-          Prepare inventory of rights in seven existing zones
	January-14

	-          New zone (Di Perimeter)
	 

	                       + Land rights inventory
	June-11

	                       + Preparation of draft land-use rules (cahier de charges spécifique)
	October-12

	-          Delivery of land-rights documents in Ganzourgou Province
	January-12

	 
	 

	RLG Phase 2
	 

	  Activity 1:  Legal and procedural change and communication
	 

	    Sub-activity 1:  Develop implementation manuals
	June-14

	    Sub-activity 2:  Implement public communications plan
	June-14

	 
	 

	  Activity 2:  Institutional development and capacity building
	 

	    Sub-activity 1:  Improving land mapping and registration
	 

	-          Implement the SIF
	 

	-          SIF training
	June-14

	-          Capacity building activities
	 

	                       + Train DC agents per the PIIMD
	 

	                       + Train DPI agents per the PIIMD
	 

	    Sub-activity 2:  Installing SFRs in 30 communes
	 

	-          Recruitment and training of SFR agents
	March-14

	-          Acquisition of equipment for SFR offices
	 

	-          Construction of 30 municipal buildings
	June-14

	    Sub-activity 3:  Improving capacity to resolve and reduce land conflict
	 

	-          Training of personnel in the judicial system
	July-14

	-          Training of commune authorities, village authorities and the rural population in alternate dispute resolution
	July-14

	 
	 

	Activity 3:  Site-specific land tenure interventions
	 

	    Sub-activity 1:  Land-use planning at the commune level (GPUT)
	 

	-          Carry out priority land-use planning activities in the 17 communes of Phase 1
	June-14

	-          Develop chartes foncières and carry out priority land-use planning activities in the 30 communes of Phase 2
	June-14

	    Sub-activity 2:  Clarifying and strengthening land rights in developed agricultural zones (zones amenagees)
	 

	-          Support delivery of land rights in seven existing zones
	July-14

	-          New zone (Di Perimeter)
	 

	                       + Establish and operate land allocation commission
	February-14

	                       + Prepare land-parcel maps
	May-14

	                       + Support delivery of land rights to beneficiaries
	Oct. 2014



[bookmark: _Toc423276455]Exhibit 17. Project Gantt Chart
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[bookmark: _Toc423276331]CHAPTER V.  CONCLUSION

In this evaluation design report we have: (1) described the logic model and main research questions that we will address for the RLG evaluation in Burkina Faso; (2) discussed the proposed quasi-experimental design and analytic method to be used to estimate the impacts of the project; (3) discussed the sampling design and statistical power calculations; (4) presented our preferred specific evaluation approach for the project and explained the econometric model we will use to estimate project impacts—both overall and for subgroups; and (5) described the survey data we use to conduct the analysis.

Despite a robust plan for conducting the impact evaluation, the realities of implementing the project may require some flexibility with regard to various aspects of the evaluation design. We are prepared to remain flexible throughout the project implementation and to make adjustments whenever appropriate.

[bookmark: _Toc423276332]5.1      Challenges and Suggestions

One potential challenge to our proposed evaluation design will be to monitor the progress of the RLG project and be prepared to respond to unexpected deviations from the implementation schedule. Because land projects take time to complete, unforeseen circumstances outside the control of the stakeholders involved in implementing the project can necessitate changes to the work schedule or other components of the implementation. If the actual implementation of the project varies drastically from what was originally planned, the deviation may threaten the impact evaluation. But this is not necessarily the case. Many times, evaluation plans can be modified to account for such changes through technical adjustments. During the course of the RLG project, IMAPQ will maintain close communication with MCC, MCA-BF, and post-Compact M&E team to maintain an up-to-date awareness of the progress of the projects. To the extent that the actual project implementation differs from the planned implementation, we will be able to quickly identify steps to ensure that we are still able to provide MCC and MCA-BF with reliable impact estimates.

The data issues we discussed in the previous sections, together with lessons learned from the literature review, will inform us the sampling design and instrument development for the RLG end line survey data collection. 

[bookmark: _Toc312228820][bookmark: _Toc312404754][bookmark: _Toc312405346][bookmark: _Toc312753976][bookmark: _Toc385002474][bookmark: _Toc423276333][bookmark: _Toc311813285]5.2      Next Steps 
[bookmark: _Toc312228821][bookmark: _Toc312404755][bookmark: _Toc312405347]
With the submission of RLG Interim Evaluation Report, we are currently planning the baseline data analysis and reporting for Phase II of the RLG project and the implementation process studies to be conducted in country through site visits, stakeholder interviews and focus groups. We firmly believe that the implementation study will greatly supplement the impact analysis and help to answer both questions—“What Works” and “Why Does It Work”. We have planned the in-country qualitative data collect on trip to be in between Phase II baseline data analysis and the end line survey design toward the end of 2015. To maximize the cost-effectiveness of the evaluation activities and better utilize in-country time, we will also conduct stakeholder review meetings and gather information on upcoming land tenure projects by other donors while the IMPAQ team travels to Burkina Faso. 

During the year of 2017, we are currently planning to select a local data collection partner, develop RLG end line survey instruments, conduct end line data collection for both Phase I and Phase II, and perform end line evaluation analysis and reporting. Should there be any need for our assistance, e.g. in follow-up data collection and survey instruments, we will be ready to work with our data collection partner to provide technical assistance or guidance. Moreover, we will aim to disseminate our findings through World Bank Land And Poverty Annual Conference.
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[bookmark: _Toc423276456]Exhibit 18. List of 47 Treatment Communes and Selection Criteria
	Region
	Province
	Commune
(List Of 47)
	Selection Criteria

	
	
	
	New and Old ZAs
	Proximity to ZAs
	Area with important land pressure
	Livestock market
	Roads

	BOUCLE DU MOUHOUN
	Sourou

	Di *
	Di
	Vallée Du Sourou
	ZP de Toeni
	
	

	
	
	Kassoum
	Di
	Vallée Du Sourou
	
	
	

	
	
	Lanfiera
	Di
	Vallée Du Sourou
	
	
	

	
	Nayala

	Gassan
	Di / Vannes De Lery
	Vallée Du Sourou
	Fc. Sourou Mouhoun
	
	Ddg Tougan Ouahigouya

	
	Kossi

	Sono*
	Dangoumana
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Bourasso
	Dangoumana
	
	
	
	Kdg Ddg Nouna Frt Mali

	CASCADES
	Comoe
	Sidéradougou
	
	
	Zp Sidéradougou
Conflit Agri Éleveur
	
	

	
	
	Banfora*
	Comoé
	
	
	
	Mangodara Banfora Sindou

	
	
	Mousodougou
	Comoé
	
	Barrage 
Source Comoé
	
	

	
	
	Niangoloko
	
	
	Repatries de CI
	Niangoloko
	

	
	Leraba
	Douna
	Douna
	
	
	
	Mangodara Banfora Sindou

	EST
	Tapoa
	Tansarga
	
	
	Parc National Du W
	
	Kantchari Diapaga Frt Benin

	
	Kompienga

	Pama*
	
	
	Réserve De Faune, Nouveaux Acteurs
Barrage De La Kompienga, 
Conflit Agri Éleveur



	
	

	CENTRE OUEST
	Boulkiemde

	Kokolgho
	Savili
	
	Rapatriés De Ci
Conflit Nimpouy
	
	

	
	
	Poa
	Savili
	
	Rapatriés De Ci
Conflit Nimpouy
	
	

	
	
	Sabou*
	Savili
	
	Rapatriés De Ci
Conflit Nimpouy
	
	Ouessa Léo Sabou Kdg

	
	Sanguie

	Didyr
	
	
	Mine De Perkoa
	
	Kdg Toma Tougan

	
	
	Ténado	
	
	
	Mine De Perkoa
	
	Kdg Toma Tougan

	
	Ziro
	Cassou
	
	
	Zp De Yallé 
Nouveaux Acteurs
Accueil Migrant
	
	

	
	
	Sapouy
	
	
	Zp De Yallé 
Nouveaux Acteurs
	
	

	
	Sissili
	Léo*
	
	
	Accueil Migrant
	Léo
	Ouessa Léo Sabou Kdg

	CENTRE NORD
	Bam
	Zimtenga
	Lac Bam
	
	
	
	Kongoussi Djibo Baraboulé Diguel Frt Mali

	
	
	Rollo
	Lac Bam
	
	
	
	Kongoussi Djibo Baraboulé Diguel Frt Mali

	
	
	Kongoussi*
	Lac Bam
	
	
	
	Kongoussi Djibo Baraboulé Diguel Frt Mali

	CENTRE SUD
	Zounweogo

	Guiba*
	
	Sondré Est
	Zone Avv
	
	

	
	
	Bindé
	Sondré Est
	
	Zone Avv
	
	

	
	
	Béré
	Sondré Est
	
	Zone Avv
	
	

	CENTRE EST
	Koulpelogo

	Ouargaye
	Nouhao
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Lalgaye
	Nouhao
	
	
	
	

	
	Boulgou

	Bittou
	Nouhao
	
	
	
	

	HAUTS BASSINS
	Houet
	Bama*
	Vallée Du Kou
	
	Accueil Migrant
Barrage Samendeni
	
	

	
	
	Padema
	Vallée Du Kou
	
	Accueil Migrant
Barrage Samendeni
	
	

	
	
	Toussiana
	Comoe
	
	Barrage
Pl. Canne À Sucre
	
	

	
	Kenedougou
	Banzon
	Banzon
	
	Accueil Migrant
Barrage Samendeni
	
	

	
	
	Samoroguan
	Banzon
	
	Accueil Migrant
Zp Samoroguan
	
	

	NORD
	Yatenga
	Tangaye
	
	
	
	
	Dédougou Ouahigouya

	
	
	Ouahigouya*
	
	
	
	
	Dédougou Ouahigouya

	PLATEAU CENTRAL
	Ganzourgou

	Zam
	Ganzourgou
	
	Zone Avv
	
	

	
	
	Mogtédo
	Ganzourgou
	
	Zone Avv
Zp Gadgin Et Mankarga V7
	
	

	
	
	Boudri
	Ganzourgou
	
	Zone Avv
	
	

	
	Oubritenga

	Loumbila
	
	
	Barrage De Loumbila
Nouveaux  Acteurs
	
	

	CENTRE
	Kadiogo
	Koubri
	
	
	Zone Périurbaine De Ouagadougou
	
	

	
	
	Saaba
	
	
	Zone Périurbaine De Ouagadougou
	
	

	SAHEL
	Soum
	Djibo*
	
	
	
	
	Kongoussi Djibo Baraboulé Diguel Frt Mali

	
	
	Pobé Mengao
	
	
	Zp De Gasselnay
	
	Kongoussi Djibo Baraboulé Diguel Frt Mali

	SUD OUEST
	Poni
	Kampti*
	
	
	Accueil Migrant
Rapatriés De Ci
	
	

	
	
	Djigoué
	
	
	Zp De Djigoué
Accueil Migrant
Rapatriés De Ci
	
	


Note: « * » indicates the commune was part of Phase I  
Source: Authors’ elaborations using “LIST de 47 COMMUNES 300608.doc” received from MCA-BF on August 2014.
Abbreviations:
ZAs: Zones Aménagées (Irrigation Infrastructure/Agricultural Development Area)
ZP: Pastoral Zone 
Fc: forest
CI: Côte d’Ivoire
AVV: Aménagement des Vallées des Volta
PL: Plantation
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