“Drowning in Debt”

[image: image1.jpg]


[image: image15.jpg]MAP OF STOUNG DISTRICT

JAnok Knloagh

Pralay

ng Chen Cheling

S
Sambuor ChEDTG, e ameay Stoung
Kampol gc:hen\;

e / 0

A Cha
(""" Msar Krang / CharvnatLu

[ NeangNay

\ / ( §
/ |

7 v £ S

<

// Samprouch // g

Peam Bang

/ Chamnar Kraom

g
/

Legend
e Stoung Target Villages

|:| Stoung Commune Boundary

\:I Stoung District Boundary





SURVEY REPORT & FINDINGS
[image: image6.png]



Prepared for CARE Cambodia 
by independent consultants:
Darryl Bullen and So Corita
January 2012
Table of Contents

iTable of Contents

List of Tables
ii
List of Figures
ii
Acronyms and abbreviations
iii
Acknowledgments
iv
Executive Summary
1
1.
Introduction
3
1.1
Background
3
1.2
Purpose of flood/debt study
4
1.3
Survey location & selection methodology
4
1.4
Household survey questionnaire
6
1.5
Data entry
6
1.6
MFI update
6
1.7
Response to the flood emergency
8
2.
Analysis & Findings
9
2.1
The survey in general
9
2.2
Household assets and income
9
2.3
Agriculture and livestock
11
2.4
Debt prior to flood
12
2.5
Debt following flood
20
2.6
Multiple loan comparison
22
2.7
Miscellaneous survey questions
23
2.8
Case studies
25
3.
Recommendations
26
4.
Conclusion
26
Annexes
27
Annex 1. Organisations / persons consulted
28
Annex 2. NCDM data on flood loss and damage 28-Oct-11
29
Annex 3. Most flood affected districts
30
Annex 4. Sample size calculation
31
Annex 5. Villages selected for cluster survey
32
Annex 6. Maps of survey villages
35
Annex 7. Household survey questionnaire (English)
38
Annex 8. MFI laws and regulations
43
Annex 9. Reports and literature reviewed
44


List of Tables
7Table 1 Cambodian MFI data 4th quarter 2011

Table 2 Sources of HH income
10
Table 3 Effect of flood on monthly income
11
Table 4 Main income earner
11
Table 5 Ownership of agricultural land
11
Table 6 Livestock numbers & loss
12
Table 7 Number of loans
12
Table 8 Source of loan funds – 1st loan
13
Table 9 Source of loan funds – 2nd loan
13
Table 10 Source of funds – 3rd loan
13
Table 11 Loan purpose – 1st loan
14
Table 12 Loan purpose – 2nd loan
14
Table 13 Loan purpose – 3rd loan
14
Table 14 Collateral required – 1st loan
15
Table 15 Collateral required – 2nd loan
15
Table 16 Collateral required – 3rd loan
15
Table 17 Ability to repay – 1st loan
16
Table 18 Ability to repay – 2nd loan
16
Table 19 Ability to repay – 3rd loan
16
Table 20 Decision to take out – 1st loan
17
Table 21 Decision to take out – 2nd loan
17
Table 22 Decision to take out – 3rd loan
17
Table 23 Decide how loan used - 1st loan
18
Table 24 Decision how loan used – 2nd loan
18
Table 25 Decision how loan used – 3rd loan
18
Table 26 Responsibility to repay – 1st loan
18
Table 27 Responsibility to repay – 2nd loan
19
Table 28 Responsibility to repay – 3rd loan
19
Table 29 Number loans post-flood
20
Table 30 Loan source – 1st loan post-flood
20
Table 31 Loan source – 2nd post-flood loan
20
Table 32 Loan purpose – 1st post-flood loan
21
Table 33 Loan purpose – 2nd post-flood loan
21
Table 34 Collateral – 1st post-flood loan
21
Table 35 Collateral – 2nd post-flood loan
22
Table 36 Pre & post flood loan comparison
22
Table 37 External assistance to flood victims
24


List of Figures
10Figure 1 Annual income – as % of all HH

Figure 2 Period rice shortage pre-flood
23
Figure 3 Period rice shortage post-flood
23



Acronyms and abbreviations

	A2F
	Access to Finance

	ACIMA
	Australia-Cambodia Integrated Mine Action (project)

	CC
	Commune Council

	CLM
	Credit-led micro-finance

	CMA
	Cambodian Microfinance Association

	CRC
	Cambodian Red Cross

	DCDM
	District Committee for Disaster Management

	ECHO
	European Commission Humanitarian Aid Office

	FAO
	Food and Agriculture Organization (of UN)

	ha
	hectare

	HH
	household

	ICDP
	integrated community development program

	IRDM
	Integrated Rural Development and Disaster Mitigation (project)

	IRDP
	Integrated Rural Development Project

	KAP
	Knowledge Attitude Practice

	KDL
	Kandal province

	KHR
	Khmer Riel (Cambodian currency)

	KPT
	Kampong Thom province

	MAFF
	Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries

	NBC
	National Bank of Cambodia

	NCDM
	National Committee for Disaster Management

	NGO
	Non-government organisation

	OA
	Oxfam America

	OCHA
	(United Nations) Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs

	PCDM
	Provincial Committee for Disaster Management

	PVG
	Prey Veng province

	RGC
	Royal Government of Cambodia

	SG
	Savings group

	SLM
	Savings-led microfinance

	SSN
	Social safety net

	UNICEF
	United Nations Children's Fund

	VC
	Village committee

	VDC
	Village Development Committee

	VF
	Vision Fund

	VSLA
	Village savings and loans association

	WFP
	World Food Program

	WV
	World Vision


Acknowledgments

Results of this survey were only possible through the cooperation of surveyed householders – we cannot thank them enough, particularly given the difficult living circumstances, the effect of the flood and the fact that we were not there to offer any type of assistance. Many households seemed keen to tell their story.

CARE Cambodia M&E team, Mom Vortana and Sreng Bora, worked tirelessly to make sure the household survey was completed on time and to a high standard. This included assistance with finalising translation of the Khmer version of the household survey questionnaire, the recruitment, contracting and training of the data collection team and fieldwork logistics.

The data collection team needs a huge ‘thank you’ for their tireless commitment to an accurate survey conducted in the shortest time possible. Sreng Bora was invaluable in supervision of data collection in the field.

Mom Vortana recruited the part-time data entry team and arranged and supervised data entry. Vortana, who is skilled in SPSS, provided extensive support on data analysis.

CARE Cambodia Gender Technical Advisor, Ms Khun Sohpea, was ever helpful with advice and support on all aspects of the survey. She also assisted with logistic arrangements.

The A2F consortium group (Oxfam America, PACT, CRS and CARE) continue to work cooperatively on savings-led microfinance and provided timely feedback on survey tools and methodology.

Darryl Bullen & So Corita
Executive Summary

The 2011 floods affected 18 of Cambodia’s 24 provinces, caused many human deaths, killed livestock and damaged houses, infrastructure and thousands of hectares of rice field. Many households are potentially at risk from defaulting on loans taken out prior to the flood. This consultancy closely examined the impact of the floods on individual household financial circumstances.

A total 390 households were surveyed in three provinces – Prey Veng, Kandal and Kampong Thom. Results from the study didn’t reveal anything radically new, but what the analysis does do is reveal the depth and breadth of household debt in rural Cambodia.

Whilst an unexpectedly high 97% of households owned the dwelling they lived in, annual net incomes (after farming/business costs) were very low. 71% of surveyed households reported an annual income below US$900, which translates to US$0.44 per person per day – the Cambodian poverty level. 56% of all households estimate their annual income at US$500 or less – or less than US$0.24 per person per day.

“71% of surveyed households live on or below 
the poverty line”
Sale of agricultural produce was the main source of income in 80% of cases, followed by wage labour. Sale of livestock was next most significant. This underlines the fragility of household incomes during a flood crisis in which crops are damaged or destroyed and livestock is lost. The 2011 Cambodian flood event reduced incomes by an average of 60% for 84% of surveyed households.
Prior to the 2011 flood 63% of households had an outstanding debt. Translated nationally, this means almost two-thirds of the rural population are carrying a debt. Whilst the majority had one loan outstanding, 11% of households had two loans. MFI group and individual loans is the principal source of finance.
“MFI’s contribute to 44% of overall indebtedness 
(of 1st loan borrowers)”
Purchase of agricultural inputs was the principal response on the purpose for taking out 1st, 2nd and 3rd pre-flood loans. This means that return on investment from agriculture needs to be high enough to repay the loan and provide income for household necessities.

Use of loan funds for health, education and food for consumption was high at 22% of households. As expenditure without related income, this is a significant risk factor. Some 29% of 3rd loan borrowers used funds to pay back a previous loan. Borrowing to cover loan repayments will almost certainly place those households in an inescapable debt cycle.
“At the 3rd loan level there is the emergence 
of  ‘revolving’ or cyclical debt”

Interest rates are high, ranging on average from 4.2% to 5.4% monthly. MFI interest rates are on average lower – from 2.5% to 2.9% monthly – however this translates to an annual interest rate of over 39%. Given the heavy dependence on loan funds for agriculture, the rate of return on agricultural investment is a critical to avoiding a permanent debt trap.

The 2011 flood had an impact on ability to repay loans; 60% of households reported they would have some level of difficulty repaying their 1st loan, with 9% seeing no hope for repaying; this increases to 14% will likely to default on the 2nd loan and 70% on 3rd loans.

As a result of the 2011 48% of households interviewed have taken out new loans. This indicates the high level of impact the flood had on affected rural communities. MFI’s were the predominant source of funds, accounting for 36% of all loans. Private moneylenders accounted for 26% of 1st post-flood loans and 38% of 2nd post-flood loans.
Principal use of post-flood new loans was again agricultural inputs. Food for consumption accounted for over 20% of 1st post-flood loans. An increasing number of borrowers used the 2nd post-flood loan to pay back other loans – in other words, more cyclical debt.

“Multiple loans - pre and post flood – showed as being an emerging concern”

In cases of households with one pre-flood loan 32% had taken out one post-flood loan and 3% a 2nd post-flood loan. 31% of those with two pre-flood loans had also taken out one post-flood loan. 18% of cases had three pre-flood loans and one post-flood loan.

The 2011 flood had a marked affect on expected shortage periods of staple rice for consumption. Households expecting shortages of 4-8 months increased from 13% pre-flood to 31% post-flood.

In summary, large numbers of rural communities are living a hand-to-mouth, where they rely on borrowing money to support farming and basic necessities. Furthermore, a growing number of rural poor in Cambodia are at risk of get into a cycle of debt. Disasters such as floods place them at high risk.   

Four international NGOs - CARE, Oxfam America, Pact and CRS - believe that access to finance through savings can increase household resilience during times of natural disaster. This consortium believes the way forward is to start the task now of supporting as many communities as possible to establish their own ‘social safety net’ through community savings groups “Access to Finance”.
1. Introduction
1.1 Background
A large section of the Cambodian population has limited or no access to formal financial services; these are generally the poorest and most vulnerable people. Drawing from experience with savings-led microfinance (SLM) projects, four international non-governmental organizations (NGOs) - CARE, Oxfam America, Pact and CRS - believe that access to finance through savings can increase household resilience during times of natural disaster. These four NGOs have been working cooperatively on SLM through a Cambodia-based consortium. This cooperative approach has been termed Access to Finance (A2F).

The current and potential role of SLM in Cambodia, and where this approach sits vis-à-vis other players and stakeholders in the financial sector, has been documented in an open discussion paper
. Savings-led microfinance (SLM) is fundamentally different from the more widely known credit-led microfinance (CLM) services, promoted by microfinance institutes (MFI)
. SLM is based on community-based savings groups. SLM helps communities create accessible, transparent, flexible, and self-managed groups and associations that use member savings to provide short-term loans. Under SLM, group members are in total control of savings and loan policy; following agreed best practice, there is no external injection of working capital or revolving funds.

NGOs in the A2F consortium implement SLM through local NGO implementing partners. These implementing partners train field agents or volunteers to form small, self-selected groups of 10-30 people and provide training on how to run a savings group. Group members take turns borrowing from the loan fund at mutually agreed upon loan terms, purposes and monthly interest rates. Members may also decide to allow funds to be used as emergency assistance to members and can be given as a grant or interest free loan. Group members often help set up other groups with no involvement from the original agent.
The 2011 flooding event affected 18 of Cambodia’s 24 provinces, and has caused many deaths and damaged thousand hectares of paddy field, shelters, local infrastructure, and livestock.  Many households are now at potentially at risk from defaulting on loans taken out with banks, commercial microfinance institutions (MFI’s) and private moneylenders.  Media reports suggest that the number of nonperforming loans at microfinance institutions has increased by around 25 per cent due to the impacts of the flood. The effect of the floods on individual household financial circumstances is not known, and was the subject of this consultancy carried out for CARE Cambodia.
An important objective of A2F is to promote greater resilience for poor rural households through increased use of SLM. In times of crisis – such as during a flood – the existence of well established community savings groups will effectively provide a self-funded ‘social safety net’ (SSN). Whilst there is a national policy framework for SSN
, there is insufficient allocation of government budget to implement the program.
Organisations and persons visited or contacted by the consultants is at Annex 1. Organisations / persons consulted.

1.2 Purpose of flood/debt study
The primary purpose of the consultancy was to conduct a household survey in order to explore and understand the opportunities and challenges to poor households as a result of the 2011 flood event. In particular, the study was to focus on levels of indebtedness, both immediately prior to and as a result of the flood. Forms of debt include MFI loans, bank loans, private moneylender loans, and SLM need to be understood in more detail. Under the ‘terms of reference’ for the consultancy, the survey and report should examine:

· Loans people are taking out and what their sources of debt are (bank, MFI, informal from friends, savings groups, etc.),
· Link between size and type of loan and livelihoods and income generation (i.e. are loans being used for productive purposes or consumption),
· Consequences of the (2011) flood on loans and challenges/opportunities to re-pay debt as contracted with loan service providers,
· Evidence of refinancing of loans using other sources of credit,
· Any gender dimensions of credit provided to poor households, in terms of borrowing, use and repayment.
This report addresses all of these issues.

1.3 Survey location & selection methodology
Province selection

Selection of target provinces was based on the (statistically) most flood-affected provinces in terms of loss and damage. Data was obtained from NCDM reports (see Annex 2. NCDM data on flood loss and damage 28-Oct-11). Whilst there is some concern about the accuracy of this data (particularly variances from PCDM/CRC data), the overall conclusion on those provinces most affected is reliable.

The three provinces most affected by the 2011 flood (based on total number of affected households) are Kandal, Kampong Thom and Prey Veng. Initially A2F consortium partners included Kampot in the survey province list. However, based on an agreement that the study focus (impact on household debt) should be on flood-affected households, Kandal replaced Kampot province.

District selection

Selection of target districts was based on the (statistically) most flood-affected district in each of the target provinces, in terms of loss and damage. Kandal assessment of flood-affected districts was based on a rapid assessment carried out by ACTED
 in late October 2011. Kampong Thom province assessment was based on data (24-Oct-11) obtained from CRC
 in Kampong Thom. Prey Veng assessment was based on data from Prey Veng PCDM reports (Oct-11), posted on the OCHA drop-box. Target districts selected are at Annex 3. Most flood affected districts, in summary:

Kandal province 

- Lvea Aem district
Kampong Thom province
- Stoung district
Prey Veng


- Preah Sdach district
Sample size

Survey sample size was determined using a cluster survey calculator available on-line. There are a total of 63,166 households
 in the selected target districts. With a “margin of error”
 of 5% and a “confidence level” of 95% the survey sample size is 390 households. With a 30-cluster survey (standard number of clusters), each cluster will therefore have 13 households as at Annex 4. Sample size calculation.
Village selection

Villages to be surveyed in each of the target districts were selected by the ‘probability proportional to size’ (PPS) sampling technique. An advantage of PPS is that, when properly used, each household in the sample has an equal chance of being selected. The sample is self-weighting and recognized as more accurate than simple random or systematic sampling. PPS sampling means that communities with larger populations should have a proportionately greater chance of containing a selected cluster than smaller communities. The PPS procedure for village selection was:

a. Prepare a list of all villages in the selected district; this list was drawn directly from the official RGC list of villages; the order of villages was not altered; the list includes the most recent (2008 census) number of households in each village.

b. Cumulative number of households, that is, the sum of the households of that village plus the cumulative populations of all the villages above it in the table, was calculated.

c. The number of clusters to be surveyed then divides the cumulated total of households in the district. This number is the “sampling interval” (for that district); e.g. cumulated total of HH in Prey Veng 25,228 ÷ 10 (clusters) = sampling interval 2,523

d. A random number between 1 and the sampling internal number was selected using a random number generator (available online).

e. The first cluster was located by finding the village whose cumulative number of households exceeds this random number.
f. 
Adding the sampling interval to the random number, and choosing the village where the cumulative number of HH just exceeds this number, selects the second cluster.

g. The location of each subsequent cluster is located by adding the sampling interval to the number that located the previous cluster. This process is stopped when all clusters are identified.

Following meetings with district and commune authorities, there were a number of selected villages that had not been affected by the 2011 flood. For each commune where this occurred an alternative flood affected village was selected based on a comparative number of households similar to the village originally selected. Villages with sampling intervals and selected clusters are at Annex 5. Villages selected for cluster survey. Maps of surveyed villages are at Annex 6. Maps of survey villages.

Selection of HH

The number of survey households per cluster (village) was 13 (again, see Annex 4. Sample size calculation). To avoid a biased sample (e.g. simply choosing a HH in the centre of the village), the following technique was used:

· 
Team leader/supervisor to meet with village chief, obtain information on village layout and ascertain the approximate logical centre of the village (it may be the market, or road intersection or…), and go to the centre of the village,

· 
Direction was then chosen in a random way by spinning a bottle on the ground and selecting the direction the bottleneck faces,

· 
Walk in the chosen direction until the last house in the village in that direction. This is the first HH for survey. If there is no one home at this house, go to the next closest house,

· 
Select the next house that is closest to the front entrance of the HH just interviewed, and so on, until 13 HH have been interviewed,

· 
If 13 HH were not available by the time of arriving back at the centre point, continue to interview in the opposite direction until 13 HH have been successfully interviewed.
1.4 Household survey questionnaire

Following feedback from the A2F consortium on the survey concept outline, the international consultant prepared the initial version of the household survey tool. The draft questionnaire was translated into Khmer with assistance from the CARE Cambodia M&E team. The agreed draft was used in training of data collectors (on 12 Dec) and field pre-test (on 13 Dec). The Khmer version was revised at a field test de-brief meeting on 14 Dec. Final (English language) version of the household survey questionnaire is at Annex 7. Household survey questionnaire (English).

All care was taken with the accuracy, reliability and efficiency of questions. Question 2.2 however got ‘lost in translation’; this question was intended to provide for disaggregation of female-headed households where the woman alone is responsible for all decisions and actions. The Khmer version of the questionnaire did not communicate this point as intended and therefore has not been analysed or reported.

Recommendation  AUTONUM  \* Arabic 
Future household surveys should include improved understanding of how to achieve credible gender disaggregation results.
Some data collectors slightly misconstrued some questions, however these misunderstandings were rectified and were not major issues likely to affect the results.

1.5 Data entry
A contracted team of four Cambodia nationals carried out data entry over a period of five days 23-27 December 2011. Whilst the data entry was completed within the planned time period, there were a large number of errors that required fixing prior to data-analysis. This problem most likely occurred due to insufficient crosschecks.

Recommendation  AUTONUM  \* Arabic 
Data entry for future surveys requires closer cross checking and supervision at the time the work is being done.
1.6 MFI update
As a result of emerging evidence of heavy reliance on MFI’s as the principal source of loan funds, the consultancy more closely examined the MFI regulatory framework in Cambodia.

A list of laws and regulations governing the conduct of MFI’s is at Annex 8. MFI laws and regulations. (Note: Links remain in this annex; documents referenced in the links can be obtained in softcopy from CARE). These laws and regulations reflect the rapid expansion of MFI’s in Cambodia – the initial law governing MFI’s was passed in January 2000, just 12 years ago. Whilst there were some additional regulated requirements in 2002, major changes did not occur until 2006/07.

In December 2007 the government introduced regulations on licensing deposit-taking MFI’s. To date just six MFI’s have obtained a license to take deposits, with restrictions (VF for example is permitted to take deposits only at their head office branch in Phnom Penh). Many MFI’s are keen to obtain such a license, for obvious reasons.

With monthly interest rates charged by Cambodian MFI’s at an average 2.5-2.8% (in excess of 30% annually), loans cannot be considered as cheap
. Yet this is a strong MFI selling point. There is now growing concern among some senior government advisors that the rate of return on agricultural investment is barely sufficient to cover interest repayments. High repayment and low default rates does not logically mean borrowers are doing well or aren’t struggling to survive! There are no government regulations or central bank processes to set interest rates; there is no ceiling rate.

Consumer protection, particularly shielding consumers from MFI’s who are reportedly engaged in loan stacking, is a crucial factor. Legislation to establish a Credit Bureau was passed in May 2011. However, it appears as though this legislation is designed to inform lenders not borrowers. The model emerging is a credit reference agency, providing a service to banks and MFI’s to check on the credit-worthiness of a prospective borrower.

Self-regulation by MFI’s is informally espoused. The December 2011 annual workshop of the Cambodian Microfinance Association (CMA) was titled “To Promote the Client Protection Principles for Microfinance in Cambodia”. However, on close scrutiny of proceedings 
 there are no clear conclusions or resolutions for collective action on client protection. The need for client protection is indeed highlighted by the results of the flood/debt study, pointing towards multiple loans occurring in all surveyed districts.

MFI’s are a major player in the credit market. The most recent CMA report
 on 30 MFI members shows continued strong growth (in Table 1 below). Total loans now exceed US$644 million, an increase of 12% from the previous quarter. Average loan size increased by 9%. Deposits grew by almost 30%. This data provides some explanation for the high exposure to MFI loans seen in the flood/debt survey results.

Table 1 Cambodian MFI data 4th quarter 2011

	 
	Q3/2011
	Q4/2011
	% Increase

	Loans $ million
	572.7
	644.6
	12.55%

	Clients
	1,113,024
	1,151,340
	3.44%

	Ave Loan
	$514.50 
	$559.90 
	8.82%

	Deposits $ million
	88.5
	114.6
	29.49%

	Clients
	256,735
	280,538
	9.27%

	Staff
	9,360
	9,669
	3.30%


MFI response to the 2011 flood emergency was at two levels:

· (Some) MFI’s donated to a central fund set up by the CMA raising approximately US$10,000. This was distributed as care packages to selected communities in K. Thom province. The MFI community openly endorsed the selective handout of care packages by the National Bank of Cambodia (NBC), done through ceremonies featuring high-level officials.

· Some larger MFI’s provided special emergency loans for 2011 flood victims (who were existing clients). These loans were generally at a slightly lower interest rate (according to the MFI’s) with shorter repayment periods.

In Nov-11 the regional network ‘Banking With The Poor’ (BWTP) organised a ‘Microfinance and Disaster Management Workshop’ in the Manila Philippines. There were 37 participants including from one Cambodian MFI. Participants agreed at the workshop to prepare disaster management plans after returning home. At the time of reporting BWTP advise that not a single participant has prepared a plan. Moreover, the CMA website and that of the MFI which attended the workshop, do not mention this workshop or the need to have a planned response prior to any future disaster.

Because interest rates are uncontrolled, consumer protection is not happening and MFI loans appear to be growing exponentially, it behoves those who can to advocate for the poor, to establish a mechanism for monitoring the sector.

Recommendation  AUTONUM  \* Arabic 
The A2F consortium collaborate with CARD, NGO Forum, CCC and CMA to establish a ‘Finance for the Poor’ working group, with a clear brief to monitor developments including meeting locally with borrowers.
1.7 Response to the flood emergency
As a result of efforts by the consultants to obtain data and information on the impact of the 2011 Cambodian flood, four issues became apparent:

· Data and information being collected by the National Centre for Disaster Management (NCDM) was patchy and inconsistent from province to province. Data and information was often at variance with that received from the Provincial Committee(s) for Disaster Management (PCDM) and Cambodian Red Cross (CRC). The computer-based ‘drop box’ established by OCHA
 also did not provide consistent and reliable data for the three selected provinces.

· ‘Disaster preparedness and response’ by the government appeared limited to the distribution of care packages, primarily through the aegis of the CRC. People from many surveyed villages complained of what they saw as an unfair and uneven distribution of care packages. The usual distribution ceremonies with dignitaries in attendance seemed to be the order of the day, rather than delivery of assistance as urgently as possible by the most efficient means.

· There was no evidence either in terms of policy or action on the ground that the government was able or had the intention to organise a systematic response to flood impact, particularly in the case of lost crops and the urgent need to re-crop. The only evidence of response on this level was by NGOs.

· Whilst large sections of rural Cambodia were seriously flooded during September-October 2011, what is inevitably following is a period of ‘drought’, where farmers have no access to stored water to irrigate dry-season crops.

Disaster preparedness and mitigation capacity building has been taking place in Cambodia for a number of years. This includes support from European Commission Humanitarian Office (ECHO) and the Bangkok-based regional training facility Asian Disaster Preparedness Centre (ADPC) for at least 10 years. Despite best efforts it would appear little has changed in the last five years. Evaluation in 2006 of a successful NGO-implemented DIPECHO-funded project highlighted the slow progress in fixing institutional weaknesses in government disaster mitigation and preparedness
 planning.

2. Analysis & Findings

2.1 The survey in general
A total of 390 households (HH) were surveyed over a period of six days in from 15-20 December 2011. HH were surveyed in ‘clusters’ of 13 HH per cluster, to a total of 30 clusters in 30 different villages, selected in line with the methodology described in section 1.3. The survey was conducted across three districts in three provinces surveyed – Preah Sdach in Prey Veng (PVG), Lvea Aem in Kandal (KDL) and Stoung in Kampong Thom (KTH). A total of 10 villages (one cluster per village) were surveyed in each district. Average HH interview time was 25 minutes (as anticipated by the survey design consultants). The survey was conducted some 2 months after the worst of the flood event in October 2011. Floodwaters had totally receded at time of survey.

Average age of the respondent person (interviewee) was 43 years. Some 76% of interviewees were women, inversely proportional to the nominated 73% of households headed by men. The most likely explanation for this disparity is that men where away from the household attending to other matters.

The total population from 390 HH surveyed was 2,203 persons; 1,087 are female (or 49.3% of total
) and 1,116 are male. The variance from national population gender ratios in the 2008 census data from these provinces is noted, though reasons for this aren’t immediately obvious. There were on average 5.6 persons per HH.

Some 11% of the surveyed population is under 5yo, which reflects UNICEF 2009 data
. The population aged over 60yo or who were disabled, and could not work, was 5% of the total surveyed population.

Of the households surveyed just 2% were not flooded at all; 68% of respondent houses were partially inundated and 7% totally inundated. Of the 25 HH totally inundated, 24 had to move out of the dwelling.

In response to a survey-opening question (designed to filter out households that had not been affected by flood nor had any outstanding debt), a high number - 61% of HH - had outstanding debts (loans) exceeding $200; 15% of HH had outstanding debts from $100-200. 11% of respondent households said they had no debt. Loan details are reported in a subsequent section of this report.
2.2 Household assets and income
A surprisingly high 97% of respondent HH owned the dwelling they lived in. The median value of the HH dwelling was US$3,090 (highest estimate $120,000 and lowest $200). It should be noted however, that there were several non-responses to this question and the amount recorded was a self-estimate by the respondent.

General assets owned by the HH (343 households responded to this question)

· 16% had 3-4 wheel vehicle, average value $1,423; 
 31% destroyed/partly damaged by flood

· 50% had motorbike, average value $629; 18% destroyed/partly damaged by flood

· 73% had bicycle, average value $43; 27% destroyed/partly damaged by flood

· 64% had television, average value $160; 21% destroyed/partly damaged by flood

Survey results show that the household dwelling is the single most important investment. Damage and loss of assets can be assumed as a significant setback, particularly in relation to vehicles and motorbikes.

Annual net income (after production/business expenses) was a median value of US$450 per household. The most important finding however is that 56% of all HH estimate annual income at US$500 or less (see Figure 1); 71% of surveyed households reported an annual income below US$900. With an average 5.6 persons per HH (see section 2.1), disposable annual HH income of US$900 translates to US$0.44 per day per person – the Cambodian poverty level
. In other words, 71% of surveyed HH live on or below the poverty line.

Figure 1 Annual income – as % of all HH
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Sources of HH income are in Table 2. Selling agricultural produce in 80% of cases means this is the most significant source of income, followed by wage labour (46%), which when combined with labour migration (16%) represents 72% source of income across all HH. Sale of livestock (27%) will have been affected by livestock losses due to the flood. Remittances were an income source in 13% of cases, somewhat lower than anticipated.
Table 2 Sources of HH income

	N = 390
	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	N
	Percent
	

	Source of income
	Wage labour
	180
	20.2%
	46.2%

	
	Sale of agriculture production
	310
	34.8%
	79.5%

	
	Fishing
	92
	10.3%
	23.6%

	
	Livestock
	106
	11.9%
	27.2%

	
	Business
	72
	8.1%
	18.5%

	
	Labour migration
	62
	7.0%
	15.9%

	
	Remittances
	52
	5.8%
	13.3%

	
	Other source of income
	18
	2.0%
	4.6%

	Total
	892
	100.0%
	 


The 2011 Cambodian flood event resulted in reduced income by an average of 60% for 84% of surveyed households (see Table 3 below). The loss of income was an estimate by each respondent.

Table 3 Effect of flood on monthly income
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Increased income
	4
	1.0
	1.0

	
	No change
	60
	15.4
	15.4

	
	Reduced income
	326
	83.6
	83.6

	
	Total
	390
	100.0
	100.0


The majority of HH income earned (Table 4 below) shows men at 56% as the earner, though this does not fit the profile of known gender division of labour and in particular the role of women in rural production. This question should be revised for future surveys to highlight gender diversity with income generation.

Table 4 Main income earner

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male
	220
	56.4
	56.4

	
	Female
	75
	19.2
	19.2

	
	Both
	94
	24.1
	24.1

	
	N/A
	1
	0.3
	0.3

	
	Total
	390
	100.0
	100.0


Recommendation  AUTONUM  \* Arabic 
Future surveys need to revise questions on income earned to ensure that gender diversity is adequately covered.
2.3 Agriculture and livestock
As can be seen in Table 5, a large majority of HH - 81% of cases - own agricultural land, to an average area of 1.4ha. ‘Renting in’ farm land – the practice of renting land from another party – is also common. In 10% of cases households did not own any agricultural land. This in effect means a significant proportion of rural communities are ‘landless’.
Table 5 Ownership of agricultural land

	N=385
	 
	Responses
	Percent of Cases
	Average land area - hectare

	M=5
	 
	N
	Percent
	
	

	Agriculture land
	Don't own agriculture land
	40
	8.9%
	10.4%
	

	
	Own agriculture land
	311
	69.3%
	80.8%
	1.40

	
	Own & rent out agriculture land
	23
	5.1%
	6.0%
	1.34

	
	Own & do nothing with agriculture land
	7
	1.6%
	1.8%
	1.04

	
	"Rent in" agriculture land
	68
	15.1%
	17.7%
	0.95

	Total
	449
	100.0%
	116.6%
	 


The flood affected agricultural crops and production. 77% of the 339 HH which responded to this question, had experienced 80% crop damage. Access to agricultural land was disrupted to an area averaging 0.15ha for an average of 2 weeks. Given the heavy reliance on agricultural production, it is clear from survey results that the flood will result in a setback of rice and cash crop production, both for consumption and sale.

Livestock ownership was recorded in 349 (90%) of the 390 households surveyed. Stock losses due to the flood where significant, with poultry the highest at 70%. Pig losses were 23%, and fish stock losses 42%. Whilst the number of cattle dying during the flood was 5%, nevertheless this represents a major financial loss to the owners. As livestock selling is an important part of HH income, we can see that these losses are a financial setback.

Table 6 Livestock numbers & loss

	Type
	Total head
	Lost as result of flood

	Cattle
	645
	33

	Pigs
	398
	90

	Poultry
	7,469
	5,164 

	Fish
	7,120
	3,000

	Other
	47
	29*


*goat, dog, horse

2.4 Debt prior to flood
Detailed questions on household debt prior to the 2011 flood showed that 63% of HH surveyed had an outstanding debt (see Table 7). This in effect means that almost two-thirds of the rural population are carrying a debt. Whilst the majority of HH had one loan outstanding, 11% of HH had two loans and 4% 3 loans.
Table 7 Number of loans

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	One loan
	187
	47.9
	47.9

	
	Two loans
	42
	10.8
	10.8

	
	Three loans
	16
	4.1
	4.1

	
	More than three
	2
	0.5
	0.5

	
	None
	143
	36.7
	36.7

	
	Total
	390
	100.0
	100.0


The main source of funds for 1st loan is MFI individual loans at 28% (see Table 7). When combined with MFI group loans (a village group taking out a joint loan), MFI’s contribute to 44% of overall indebtedness at this level.

Although this HH survey was quantitative and not qualitative and opinions were not sought, a reasonable interpretation on the saturation level of MFI loans is, that at a minimum the MFI sector should, jointly, be closely monitoring the impact of lending. Issues to be monitored include; are loans effective in improving incomes and food security and are clients protected from predatory lending?

Recommendation  AUTONUM  \* Arabic 
More detailed information is need on the overall impact of MFI loans, including income generating benefits and negative results for borrowers (such as permanent indebtedness or loss of land/assets).
Loan source

With savings groups as loan source at 6.5%, being the same as banks, it is a reasonable interpretation that savings groups already have a foothold in the surveyed districts. Moneylenders as a 19% source of funds for the 1st loan is lower than anticipated.

Table 8 Source of loan funds – 1st loan

	 1st Loan
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Bank
	16
	4.1
	6.5

	
	MFI (Individual)
	69
	17.7
	27.9

	
	Money lender
	47
	12.1
	19.0

	
	Relative
	35
	9.0
	14.2

	
	Friend
	3
	.8
	1.2

	
	NGO
	4
	1.0
	1.6

	
	Saving Group
	16
	4.1
	6.5

	
	MFI (Group)
	39
	10.0
	15.8

	
	Other
	18
	4.6
	7.3

	
	Total
	247
	63.3
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	143
	36.7
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


For the 2nd loan there was an increased reliance on private moneylenders. MFI individual and group loans retained the largest share of the loan market at 42.4%. Savings groups are no longer a source of funds for 2nd or 3rd loans.
Table 9 Source of loan funds – 2nd loan

	 2nd Loan
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Bank
	2
	.5
	3.0

	
	MFI (Individual)
	16
	4.1
	24.2

	
	Money lender
	16
	4.1
	24.2

	
	Relative
	13
	3.3
	19.7

	
	Friend
	1
	.3
	1.5

	
	NGO
	1
	.3
	1.5

	
	MFI (Group)
	12
	3.1
	18.2

	
	Other
	5
	1.3
	7.6

	
	Total
	66
	16.9
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	324
	83.1
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Reliance on moneylenders increased for the 3rd loan, though it needs to be noted that there were just 18 responses at this level. MFI individual and group loans remain the highest, accounting for 44.5% of all 3rd loans.
Table 10 Source of funds – 3rd loan

	3rd Loan 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Bank
	2
	.5
	11.1

	
	MFI (Individual)
	3
	.8
	16.7

	
	Money lender
	6
	1.5
	33.3

	
	Relative
	2
	.5
	11.1

	
	MFI (Group)
	5
	1.3
	27.8

	
	Total
	18
	4.6
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	372
	95.4
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Purpose for taking out loans

Purchase of agricultural inputs was the principal response on the purpose for taking out the 1st (44%) and 2nd (36%) loans. Health/education and food costs were 22%.
Table 11 Loan purpose – 1st loan

	1st Loan 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Pay back previous loan
	8
	2.1
	3.2

	
	Business
	46
	11.8
	18.6

	
	Health/education costs
	32
	8.2
	13.0

	
	Agricultural inputs
	108
	27.7
	43.7

	
	Food for consumption
	22
	5.6
	8.9

	
	House construct/repair
	18
	4.6
	7.3

	
	Other
	13
	3.3
	5.3

	
	Total
	247
	63.3
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	143
	36.7
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


The purpose for borrowing the 2nd loan saw a significant shift to small business (28%), though agricultural inputs remained the highest (36%). Health/education and food for consumption remained at 22%, assessed as a significant risk factor as this is expenditure without related income (though education is a long-term ‘investment’).
Table 12 Loan purpose – 2nd loan

	 2nd Loan
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Pay back previous loan
	2
	.5
	3.1

	
	Business
	18
	4.6
	28.1

	
	Health/education costs
	8
	2.1
	12.5

	
	Agricultural inputs
	23
	5.9
	35.9

	
	Food for consumption
	5
	1.3
	7.8

	
	House construct/repair
	6
	1.5
	9.4

	
	Other
	2
	.5
	3.1

	
	Total
	64
	16.4
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	326
	83.6
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Some 29% of 3rd loan borrowers needed the funds to pay back a previous loan (see Table 13); it is at this 3rd loan level we see the emergence of ‘revolving’ or cyclical debt.

For households already exposed to outstanding 1st and 2nd loans, further borrowing to cover loan repayments will almost certainly place those households in an inescapable debt cycle.

Table 13 Loan purpose – 3rd loan

	 3rd Loan
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Pay back previous loan
	5
	1.3
	29.4

	
	Business
	1
	.3
	5.9

	
	Health/education costs
	2
	.5
	11.8

	
	Buy agricultural goods
	5
	1.3
	29.4

	
	Food for consumption
	1
	.3
	5.9

	
	House construct/repair
	2
	.5
	11.8

	
	Other
	1
	.3
	5.9

	
	Total
	17
	4.4
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	373
	95.6
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


With agricultural inputs being a significant factor for all levels for borrowing, return on investment is a critical factor. More detailed information is needed on this issue.

Recommendation  AUTONUM  \* Arabic 
The A2F consortium should obtain reliable information on “return on investment” rates to farmers in Cambodia.
Loan amounts & period

· 1st loan amount originally borrowed is an average $635, with $483 still owing
     - with an average loan period of 11.5 months and period remaining 5 months

· 2nd loan amount originally borrowed averages $407, with $320 still owing
     - with an average loan period of 13 months and period remaining 7 months 
· 3rd loan amount originally borrowed averages $325, with $233 still owing
    - with an average loan of 15 months and period remaining 8 months

Whilst the average loan size is reducing from the 1st to the 3rd loan, the period of the loan is increasing. This indicates the greater time need by 3rd loan holders to repay.
Collateral

Collateral required for 1st loan highlights that some lenders require more than one form. There is an increase in ‘none required’ for the 2nd loan and a heavy reliance on guarantor for the 3rd loan. Under the Cambodian system this potentially exposes the guarantor (usually neighbour or family member) to risk, if the borrower defaults.
Table 14 Collateral required – 1st loan

	1st Loan
	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	N
	Percent
	

	Collateral
	None required
	86
	28.3%
	35.5%

	
	Mortgage over house
	49
	16.1%
	20.2%

	
	Mortgage over land 
	64
	21.1%
	26.4%

	
	Guarantor
	84
	27.6%
	34.7%

	
	Assets as collateral
	10
	3.3%
	4.1%

	
	Other
	11
	3.6%
	4.5%

	Total
	304
	100.0%
	125.6%


Table 15 Collateral required – 2nd loan

	2nd Loan
	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	N
	Percent
	

	Collateral
	None required
	28
	37.8%
	44.4%

	
	Mortgage over house
	8
	10.8%
	12.7%

	
	Mortgage over land 
	18
	24.3%
	28.6%

	
	Guarantor
	19
	25.7%
	30.2%

	
	Assets as collateral
	1
	1.4%
	1.6%

	Total
	74
	100.0%
	117.5%


Table 16 Collateral required – 3rd loan

	3rd Loan
	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	N
	Percent
	

	Collateral
	None required
	6
	28.6%
	33.3%

	
	Mortgage over house
	3
	14.3%
	16.7%

	
	Mortgage over land 
	1
	4.8%
	5.6%

	
	Guarantor
	10
	47.6%
	55.6%

	
	Assets as collateral
	1
	4.8%
	5.6%

	Total
	21
	100.0%
	116.7%


Interest rates

· 1st loan interest rate averaged 4.2% per month, highest rate 26.7% and lowest 1%.
MFI interest rates averaged 2.8% monthly (33.6% annual non-compounded)

· 2nd loan interest rate averaged 5.4% per month
MFI interest rates averaged 2.9% monthly (34.8% annual)

· 3rd loan interest rate averaged 4.2% per month
MFI interest rates averaged 2.5% (30% annual)

Responder opinion on interest rates was not sought. However, annualized MFI interest rates of almost 35% are very high and would place most households on poverty line incomes in a permanent debt cycle if loan repayments cancel out return on investment (for agriculture in particular).
Ability to repay

The 2011 flood event had an impact on ability to repay debt; 60% of households reported they would have some level of difficulty repaying the 1st loan and some 9% of cannot see their way to repay. For those with a 2nd loan 14% will likely default. The number of 3rd loans experiencing difficulty increases to 70%.

Table 17 Ability to repay – 1st loan

	1st Loan
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	No problem
	98
	25.1
	39.8

	
	Make payment, but late
	51
	13.1
	20.7

	
	Make payment, but need borrow
	53
	13.6
	21.5

	
	Make payment by selling assets
	16
	4.1
	6.5

	
	Cannot repay foreseeable future
	23
	5.9
	9.3

	
	Other
	5
	1.3
	2.0

	
	Total
	246
	63.1
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	144
	36.9
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 18 Ability to repay – 2nd loan

	2nd Loan
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	No problem
	21
	5.4
	32.8

	
	Make payment, but late
	19
	4.9
	29.7

	
	Make payment, but need borrow
	10
	2.6
	15.6

	
	Make payment by selling assets
	3
	.8
	4.7

	
	Cannot repay foreseeable future
	9
	2.3
	14.1

	
	Other
	2
	.5
	3.1

	
	Total
	64
	16.4
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	326
	83.6
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 19 Ability to repay – 3rd loan

	3rd Loan
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	No problem
	5
	1.3
	29.4

	
	Make payment, but late
	6
	1.5
	35.3

	
	Make payment, but need borrow
	4
	1.0
	23.5

	
	Cannot repay foreseeable future
	2
	.5
	11.8

	
	Total
	17
	4.4
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	373
	95.6
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Borrowing decision-making & responsibility
There were three survey questions designed to identify the decision makers in the household with regard to taking out, using and repaying loans.

The decision to take out the loan (Table 20 to Table 22 below) shows increased joint husband/wife responsibility from 1st to 3rd loan; a positive indicator.

Table 20 Decision to take out – 1st loan

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male HH head
	48
	12.3
	19.4

	
	Female HH head
	42
	10.8
	17.0

	
	Husband & wife
	102
	26.2
	41.3

	
	Female spouse
	25
	6.4
	10.1

	
	Male spouse
	6
	1.5
	2.4

	
	Son
	5
	1.3
	2.0

	
	Daughter
	13
	3.3
	5.3

	
	Other HH member
	5
	1.3
	2.0

	
	Someone outside HH
	1
	.3
	0.4

	
	Total
	247
	63.3
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	143
	36.7
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 21 Decision to take out – 2nd loan

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male HH head
	15
	3.8
	23.4

	
	Female HH head
	5
	1.3
	7.8

	
	Husband & wife
	33
	8.5
	51.6

	
	Female spouse
	9
	2.3
	14.1

	
	Daughter
	1
	.3
	1.6

	
	Other…
	1
	.3
	1.6

	
	Total
	64
	16.4
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	326
	83.6
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 22 Decision to take out – 3rd loan

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male HH head
	4
	1.0
	23.5

	
	Female HH head
	2
	.5
	11.8

	
	Husband & wife
	9
	2.3
	52.9

	
	Female spouse
	2
	.5
	11.8

	
	Total
	17
	4.4
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	373
	95.6
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Similarly the decision on how the loan is used (Table 23 to Table 25) is predominantly a joint husband/wife decision. Female HH head and female spouse appear to have the next most significant decision making role. For the 3rd loan the number of respondents is low; the observation on joint decision stands out.

Table 23 Decide how loan used - 1st loan

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male HH head
	41
	10.5
	16.6

	
	Female HH head
	43
	11.0
	17.4

	
	Husband & wife
	113
	29.0
	45.7

	
	Female spouse
	22
	5.6
	8.9

	
	Male spouse
	3
	.8
	1.2

	
	Son
	7
	1.8
	2.8

	
	Daughter
	13
	3.3
	5.3

	
	Other HH member
	5
	1.3
	2.0

	
	Total
	247
	63.3
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	143
	36.7
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 24 Decision how loan used – 2nd loan

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male HH head
	12
	3.1
	18.8

	
	Female HH head
	5
	1.3
	7.8

	
	Husband & wife
	37
	9.5
	57.8

	
	Female spouse
	9
	2.3
	14.1

	
	Daughter
	1
	.3
	1.6

	
	Total
	64
	16.4
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	326
	83.6
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 25 Decision how loan used – 3rd loan

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male HH head
	4
	1.0
	23.5

	
	Female HH head
	2
	.5
	11.8

	
	Husband & wife
	8
	2.1
	47.1

	
	Female spouse
	1
	.3
	5.9

	
	Male spouse
	1
	.3
	5.9

	
	Daughter
	1
	.3
	5.9

	
	Total
	17
	4.4
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	373
	95.6
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Responsibility to repay loans (Table 26 to Table 28) is again mainly jointly shared by husband/wife. However, male HH head is also reported as being important, more so than for the previous two questions. 

Table 26 Responsibility to repay – 1st loan

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male HH head
	63
	16.2
	25.5

	
	Female HH head
	37
	9.5
	15.0

	
	Husband & wife
	91
	23.3
	36.8

	
	Female spouse
	13
	3.3
	5.3

	
	Male spouse
	7
	1.8
	2.8

	
	Son
	12
	3.1
	4.9

	
	Daughter
	14
	3.6
	5.7

	
	Other HH member
	5
	1.3
	2.0

	
	Someone outside HH
	2
	.5
	.8

	
	Other…
	3
	.8
	1.2

	
	Total
	247
	63.3
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	143
	36.7
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 27 Responsibility to repay – 2nd loan

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male HH head
	19
	4.9
	30.2

	
	Female HH head
	5
	1.3
	7.9

	
	Husband & wife
	31
	7.9
	49.2

	
	Female spouse
	4
	1.0
	6.3

	
	Male spouse
	2
	.5
	3.2

	
	Daughter
	2
	.5
	3.2

	
	Total
	63
	16.2
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	327
	83.8
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 28 Responsibility to repay – 3rd loan

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Male HH head
	5
	1.3
	29.4

	
	Female HH head
	2
	.5
	11.8

	
	Husband & wife
	9
	2.3
	52.9

	
	Daughter
	1
	.3
	5.9

	
	Total
	17
	4.4
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	373
	95.6
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


2.5 Debt following flood
As summarised in Table 29, 48% of households interviewed have taken out new loans as a result of the 2011 flood event. This indicates the high level of impact the flood had on affected rural communities.
Table 29 Number loans post-flood

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	One loan
	166
	42.6
	42.6

	
	Two Loans
	19
	4.9
	4.9

	
	More than 2 loans
	1
	0.3
	0.3

	
	None
	204
	52.3
	52.3

	
	Total
	390
	100.0
	100.0


The source of 1st post-flood loan was predominantly MFI, with combined individual and group loans, accounting for 36% of all loans (see Table 30). Private moneylenders accounted for 26% of 1st post-flood loans. For the 2nd post-flood loan moneylenders accounted for 37.5% of loans (Table 31), indicating the increasing level of urgency of HH need. MFI 2nd post-flood loans were through groups.
Table 30 Loan source – 1st loan post-flood

	1st Loan
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Bank
	10
	2.6
	5.4

	
	MFI (Individual)
	34
	8.7
	18.3

	
	Money lender
	48
	12.3
	25.8

	
	Relative
	33
	8.5
	17.7

	
	Friend
	3
	.8
	1.6

	
	NGO
	2
	.5
	1.1

	
	Saving Group
	9
	2.3
	4.8

	
	MFI (Group)
	33
	8.5
	17.7

	
	Other
	14
	3.6
	7.5

	
	Total
	186
	47.7
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	204
	52.3
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 31 Loan source – 2nd post-flood loan

	2nd Loan
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Money lender
	9
	2.3
	37.5

	
	Relative
	4
	1.0
	16.7

	
	NGO
	1
	.3
	4.2

	
	Saving Group
	2
	.5
	8.3

	
	MFI (Group)
	5
	1.3
	20.8

	
	Other
	3
	.8
	12.5

	
	Total
	24
	6.2
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	366
	93.8
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


The principal purpose for post-flood new loans was 44% on agricultural inputs; this remained the primary purpose at 42% for the 2nd loan. Food for consumption (expenditure with no return) accounted for over 20% of 1st post-flood loans. An increasing number of borrowers (21%) used the 2nd post-flood loan to pay back other loans – in other words, more cyclical debt.

Table 32 Loan purpose – 1st post-flood loan

	1st Loan 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Pay back loan
	7
	1.8
	3.8

	
	Business
	23
	5.9
	12.4

	
	Health/Education
	21
	5.4
	11.3

	
	Agriculture inputs
	82
	21.0
	44.1

	
	Food
	38
	9.7
	20.4

	
	House repair
	9
	2.3
	4.8

	
	Other
	6
	1.5
	3.2

	
	Total
	186
	47.7
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	204
	52.3
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Table 33 Loan purpose – 2nd post-flood loan

	2nd Loan 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Pay back loan
	5
	1.3
	20.8

	
	Business
	1
	.3
	4.2

	
	Health/Education
	2
	.5
	8.3

	
	Agriculture inputs
	10
	2.6
	41.7

	
	Food
	4
	1.0
	16.7

	
	House repair
	1
	.3
	4.2

	
	Other
	1
	.3
	4.2

	
	Total
	24
	6.2
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	366
	93.8
	 

	Total
	390
	100.0
	 


Average post-flood loan size is $396 for the 1st loan and $338 for the 2nd loan.
Loan duration is 9 months for the 1st post-flood loan and 6 months for the 2nd loan.

Collateral for post-flood loans comes from multiple sources, and as with pre-flood loans, guarantor (34%) is the most common form.

Table 34 Collateral – 1st post-flood loan

	1st Loan
	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	N
	Percent
	

	Collateral
	Don’t require
	76
	36.2%
	41.3%

	
	Mortgage over house
	18
	8.6%
	9.8%

	
	Mortgage over land
	42
	20.0%
	22.8%

	
	Guarantor
	62
	29.5%
	33.7%

	
	Other collateral
	12
	5.7%
	6.5%

	Total
	210
	100.0%
	114.1%


Table 35 Collateral – 2nd post-flood loan

	2nd Loan
	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	N
	Percent
	

	Collateral
	Don't require
	13
	54.2%
	54.2%

	
	Mortgage over house
	1
	4.2%
	4.2%

	
	Mortgage over land
	1
	4.2%
	4.2%

	
	Guarantor
	8
	33.3%
	33.3%

	
	Other collateral
	1
	4.2%
	4.2%

	Total
	24
	100.0%
	100.0%


Interest rate for post-flood loans was average 3.8% for 1st loan and 5.4% for 2nd loan.

2.6 Multiple loan comparison
In cases of HH with one pre-flood loan, 32% had taken out one post-flood loan and 3% of cases a 2nd post-flood loan. 31% of those with two pre-flood loans had also taken out one post-flood loan. 18% of cases had three pre-flood loans and one post-flood loan. Just one HH had three pre-flood loans and two post-flood loans.

Table 36 Pre & post flood loan comparison

	Pre-Flood Loan
	Post Flood Loan
	Frequency
	Valid Percent

	One loan
	One loan
	59
	31.6%

	
	Two Loan
	6
	3.2%

	
	None-Loan
	122
	65.2%

	
	Total
	187
	100%

	Two loan
	One loan
	13
	31.0%

	
	Two loan
	2
	4.8%

	
	None-loan
	27
	64.3%

	
	Total
	42
	100%

	Three loan
	One loan
	3
	18.8%

	
	Two loan
	1
	6.3%

	
	None-loan
	12
	75.0%

	
	Total
	16
	100%

	More than three loan
	One loan
	1
	50.0%

	
	None-loan
	1
	50.0%

	
	Total
	2
	100%

	None-Loan
	One loan
	89
	62.2%

	
	Two loan
	10
	7.0%

	
	More than 3 loan
	1
	0.7%

	
	None-Loan
	43
	30.1%

	
	Total
	143
	100%


2.7 Miscellaneous survey questions
Other forms of (non-cash) debt

Response to the survey question on ‘other forms of (non-cash) debt’ was inconclusive, with 84% of respondents reporting no other form of debt. This question needs to be reworked in subsequent surveys.

Recommendation  AUTONUM  \* Arabic 
Other forms of non-cash debt – materials or in-kind – need to be examined in more depth in any follow-up survey.
Period of food shortage

The 2011 flood event had a marked affect on expected shortage periods of staple rice for consumption. Change from pre-flood average shortage period per year and expected post-flood shortages are shown as graphs in Figure 2 and Figure 3. Pre-flood 51% of HH said they experience no period of shortage; this decreased to 29% of HH post-flood. The number of HH experiences shortages of 1-3 months remained the same at around 34%. However, the number HH expecting shortages of 4-8 months increased from 13% to 31% of HH.

Figure 2 Period rice shortage pre-flood
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Figure 3 Period rice shortage post-flood

[image: image4.png]“#HH

12 mth
11 mth
10 mth
9 mth
8 mth
7 mth
6 mth
5 mth
4 mth
3 mth
2 mth
1 mth
0 mth





External assistance to flood victims

Outside assistance during or after the flood (see Table 37) was primarily food (61%) and non-food items (48%). The survey team picked up on some householder dissatisfaction on what was perceived to be an unfair or uneven distribution of assistance. The main source (70%) of this assistance was Cambodian Red Cross.

Only three respondent households reported receiving seed for planting, though it can be assumed this would have been an urgent need, particularly in cases where rice crops were destroyed.

Table 37 External assistance to flood victims

	 
	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	N
	Percent
	

	External assistance
	No assistance
	138
	21.3%
	35.5%

	
	Food
	239
	36.9%
	61.4%

	
	Potable water
	14
	2.2%
	3.6%

	
	Seed (for planting)
	3
	0.5%
	0.8%

	
	Shelter materials
	14
	2.2%
	3.6%

	
	Cooking utensils
	33
	5.1%
	8.5%

	
	Cash grant
	9
	1.4%
	2.3%

	
	Non-food items
	186
	28.7%
	47.8%

	
	Other assistance
	11
	1.7%
	2.8%

	Total
	647
	100.0%
	166.3%


Positive benefit from flood

The majority of respondents (67%) saw no positive benefit from the flood. However, fishing provided an income opportunity for 28% of households.
2.8 Case studies
During the course of survey fieldwork, additional information was gathered through informal interviews and discussions. Below are two case studies, which highlight the positive and negative aspects of micro-finance.

Case study 1 – groups saving for change
Chhouk village, Pralay commune, Stoung district, Kampong Thom province: Mr K has different responsibilities managing Saving Groups (SG) in the village, as group head or secretary. 2 saving groups were supported by CEDAC, 1 group by Tonle Sap project (govt.), and 2 by CODEC. SG’s are mainly for agriculture, animal raising, rice association, compost/fertilizer and biogas production. Each group is between 12-40 HH with the duration from 3 months to 12 months cycle. Interest rate is 2-3% based on group members’ decision. Since Sep-07 some groups have closed and re-opened a few times, with new agreement. Savings has gradually increased as more and more villagers see the importance of saving together, where profit stays in the village and villagers can avoid taking an outside loan. Non-members in the village can also borrow, generating more interest for the SG and protect villagers from external borrowing.
Repayments can be extended for 1 month without interest if a member is facing hard times. Villagers cooperate very well; defaulting loans are prevented because information is shared and other group members support those with problems. Every month Mr K attends the Saving Association meeting in the village and community meeting at district level to share updated progress and information on savings and loans. To date there has been no bad loans in the village. There has been reduction in reliance on external loans as more members join SG’s. MFI’s also benefit from loan security by working closely with the village chief and Mr. K because he is working very closely with local authorities and NGOs on saving in the village.
Case study 2 – when is an “MFI” not an MFI
Ta Chou village, Lvea Aem district, Sarikakaev commune, Kandal Province, Village chief Mr. H. Different MFI’s have been working in the village since 1998: Acleda, Amret, Hatha Kaksekor, Prasac, Caritas, KMK, Niran, 7NG and DPI (not a registered MFI).
DPI start working in the village in 1998 with a group loan starting capital of 100,000KHR per group member with an interest rate of 3% and 12 months cycle, collecting the 1st complete loan cycle plus interest before the 2nd cycle was released. This process was established with the village committee (VC), with monthly repayment point at the village chief's house and the VC responsible for all transaction paper work and reports. DPI staff was always present on repayment day and collected money at the end of the day. This process worked effectively for some years. With new members total savings increased to 8 million KHR. However, in 2008 repayment difficulties occurred with some members and DPI withheld the next cycle.
DPI staff advised the village committee to seek another source of funds to complete the cycle, with DPI promising to pay out this loan when villagers had repaid the 1st cycle to DPI. The VC borrowed from a private moneylender, as it was quick and easy, with every VC member making a guarantor agreement with the private moneylender. This situation continued with the private moneylender until 2010. The village financial situation became worse to the point where the VC had borrowed 50 million KHR from the private money lender, with the expectation and promise from DPI still in place. 

In 2010 DPI withdrew from the village, after the collecting the last repayments made by villagers to the village chief and VC. DPI has never returned to the village, leaving the VC to struggle with repayment of the huge debt to the private moneylender. So who is DPI? They started in this village with a different name and changed the name a few times. How often has this happened elsewhere in Cambodia?
3. Recommendations

Recommendations listed below come from findings and analysis in the report. For an explanation behind each recommendation please refer to the relevant section of the report.

Recommendation 1.
Future household surveys should include improved understanding of how to achieve credible gender disaggregation results.
Recommendation 2.
Data entry for future surveys requires closer cross checking and supervision at the time the work is being done.
Recommendation 3.
The A2F consortium collaborate with CARD, NGO Forum, CCC and CMA to establish a ‘Finance for the Poor’ working group, with a clear brief to monitor developments including meeting locally with borrowers.
Recommendation 4.
Future surveys need to revise questions on income earned to ensure that gender diversity is adequately covered.
Recommendation 5.
More detailed information is need on the overall impact of MFI loans, including income generating benefits and negative results for borrowers (such as permanent indebtedness or loss of land/assets).
Recommendation 6.
The A2F consortium should obtain reliable information on “return on investment” rates to farmers in Cambodia.

Recommendation 7.
Other forms of non-cash debt – materials or in-kind – need to be examined in more depth in any follow-up survey.
4. Conclusion

The primary purpose of the consultancy - to conduct a household survey in order to explore and understand the opportunities and challenges to poor households as a result of the 2011 flood event – was met. Analysis and findings from this study now provide CARE and the A2F consortium partners with a greater understanding of:
· Household debt, the source of these loans and the increasing level of indebtedness in rural Cambodia,
· The links between borrowing patterns, using loans for livelihood and income generation or day to day living, 
· Consequences of the 2011 flood on borrowing and challenges/opportunities to re-pay debt,
· Emerging evidence on refinancing of previous loans using new loans, often strongly promoted by lenders (loan stacking or rogue lending).
The challenge for the A2F consortium is what to do with this information? Results from the flood/debt study confirm a high level of vulnerability for a large section of the Cambodian population resulting from debt-related agriculture compounded by disaster. A2F through savings can increase household resilience during times of natural disaster. Promoting SLM therefore remains and important and urgent goal.

However, we also need to know more about the debt cycle and what can and should be done to prevent poor and vulnerable people from “going under” – drowning in debt!

Annexes

Annex  AUTONUM  \* Arabic  Organisations / persons consulted
	Date
	Organisation/Persons visited

	
	Corita to provide


Annex  AUTONUM   NCDM data on flood loss and damage 28-Oct-11

	Damage Information from Flash Floods and Mekong River Flood 2011
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	No.
	Provinces
	District-Commune
	People
	Shelter

	
	
	
	Affected HHs
	Displaced HHs
	Persons
affected
	Affect Houses
	Damaged Houses

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Death
	Injured
	Missing
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Preah Vihear
	8
	10
	5,199
	665
	4
	NA
	 
	1,320
	6

	2
	Kampong Thom
	8
	71
	54,414
	2,448
	41
	3
	 
	7,629
	23

	3
	Battambang
	9
	35
	13,921
	1,194
	8
	3
	 
	13,921
	13

	4
	Banteay Meanchey
	7
	28
	13,008
	5,372
	11
	1
	 
	13,008
	1

	5
	Siem Riep
	12
	78
	23,198
	NA
	24
	1
	 
	17,787
	22

	6
	Otdar Meanchey
	5
	7
	716
	NA
	NA
	NA
	 
	NA
	NA

	7
	Kampong Cham
	14
	74
	33,436
	6,085
	47
	1
	 
	33,053
	119

	8
	Kratie
	5
	32
	15,601
	1,403
	19
	5
	 
	9,891
	75

	9
	Stung Treng
	5
	21
	3,005
	225
	NA
	 
	 
	465
	NA

	10
	Prey Veng
	8
	86
	40,615
	10,227
	52
	5
	 
	59,797
	423

	11
	Kandal
	11
	101
	72,047
	2,180
	4
	 
	 
	66,740
	NA

	12
	Kampong Chhnang
	6
	31
	11,534
	11,534
	18
	 
	 
	11,534
	NA

	13
	Pursat
	4
	12
	12,982
	1,591
	6
	 
	 
	4,000
	22

	14
	Takeo
	7
	32
	7,869
	726
	8
	 
	 
	7,869
	24

	15
	Phnom Penh
	3
	22
	17,150
	3,017
	2
	2
	 
	14,570
	2

	16
	Svay Rieng
	7
	39
	17,076
	4,160
	3
	2
	 
	6,140
	13

	17
	Kampot
	2
	6
	8,245
	767
	NA
	 
	 
	2,389
	NA

	18
	Pailin 
	1
	2
	258
	N/A
	 
	 
	 
	258
	36

	 
	TOTAL
	122
	687
	350,274
	51,594
	247
	23
	0
	270,371
	779


Annex  AUTONUM   Most flood affected districts
	
	HH affected
	% HH affected
	Total # villages
	#HH total

	Prey Veng province
	
	
	
	

	Preah Sdach
	11,714
	46.4%
	145
	25,228

	
	
	
	
	

	Kandal province
	
	
	
	

	Lvea Aem
	16,966
	111.3%*
	43
	15,245

	
	
	
	
	

	Kampong Thom province
	
	
	
	

	Stoung
	17,839
	78.6%
	137
	22,693

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	63,166


* Number of HH affected exceeded total number HH for the district, difficult to clarify data. However 100% impact is assumed.

Annex  AUTONUM   Sample size calculation
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Annex  AUTONUM   Villages selected for cluster survey

Prey Veng
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Annex  AUTONUM   Maps of survey villages
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Annex  AUTONUM   Household survey questionnaire (English)
POST-FLOOD – HOUSEHOLD DEBT SURVEY


Interview date …………………     Interview start time ………………      End time …….………..

Interviewer name ......................................... 
Supervisor name ...........................................

Province…………..  District ……………….. Commune……………Village ……………  Phum code ……………

   General Household Information
1. Name of respondent ……………………………… Age ……  Gender  M (   F (        Married Y (   N (
2. Respondent is….

( HH head
( Spouse
 ( Son/daughter        ( Other
2.2

HH head is single/divorced/widowed female
Y (   N ( <= Khmer translation problem
3. HH members Total …...   F ……                Gender of head HH  M (   F ( 

4. Number of children in HH < 5yo …..

 Number elderly >60 or disabled in HH cannot work …….
   Immediate response
5. Flood direct effect your HH

( NONE (if None, jump to Q7)

( General flooding in/around village area but not my HH

( Flooding but house not inundated

( Flooding & house partially inundated

( Flooding & house completely inundated

6. Flood necessitated moving

( NOT need to move 

( Moved for 1 week

( Moved for 1-2 weeks

( Moved for 2-4 weeks

( Moved for more than 4 weeks

7. Debt/borrowings outstanding

( NONE (if answer ‘none’ to both Q5 & 7, end of the interview)

( Less than $50

( From $50 to $100

( From $100 to $200

( More than $200

   Dwelling information

8. OWN this house ( approximate value house/land $.................
     NOT OWN ( this house
8.2 Is this house the house you were living in at the time of the flood?   Y (  N (
9. Type of roof  (only one choice)
	Grass, Thatch or Bamboo
	Metal, Zinc or Tin sheeting
	Fibro cement
	Tile

	Concrete, brick, stone
	
	Other ……………….


10. Type of wall  (only one choice)
	Grass, Thatch or Bamboo
	Metal, Zinc or Tin sheeting
	Fibro cement
	Plywood

	Wood or Logs
	Concrete, brick, stone
	Tent
	Others ………..


11. Type of floor  (only one choice)
	Grass, Thatch or Bamboo
	Plywood
	Wood or Logs
	Concrete, brick, stone
	Earth
	Other........


12. Condition of the house 
( Good  ( Fair  ( Poor  ( Very poor
13. Dwelling damage by flood


( NO damage


( Inundated but minimal or no damage


( Significantly damaged (un-liveable)
Estimated cost to repair   $................


( Destroyed



Estimated cost to replace $................
   Household assets

14. Main HH assets & any loss as result of flood
( 3-4 wheel vehicle   Approx. value $.........
( Destroyed  ( Part damage  ( Stolen ( None 
( Motorbike
   Approx. value $.........
( Destroyed  ( Part damage  ( Stolen ( None 
( Bicycle

   Approx. value $.........
( Destroyed  ( Part damage  ( Stolen ( None 
( Ox cart

   Approx. value $.........
( Destroyed  ( Part damage  ( Stolen ( None
( Television
   Approx. value $.........
( Destroyed  ( Part damage  ( Stolen ( None
( Bedroom fittings
   Approx. value $.........
( Destroyed  ( Part damage  ( Stolen ( None
( Other HH furniture  Approx. value $.........
( Destroyed  ( Part damage  ( Stolen ( None 
( Valuable items
   Approx. value $.........
( Destroyed  ( Part damage  ( Stolen ( None 

   Agricultural land & livestock

15. Agricultural land   
( DON’T HAVE  (if ‘don’t have’ go to Q 19) 

( OWN use for agriculture ..........ha

( OWN rent out  ..........ha        ( OWN do nothing ……ha           ( RENT (IN)  ..........ha  



16. Main crops


( Rice


( Cash crops


( Rice & cash crops
17. Agricultural crops affected by flood


( NO damage


( Inundated but minimal damage to crop (can still harvest)


( Damaged  …………….. %
18. Access to agricultural land because of flood     ………… months

…………. Ha


19. Livestock at time of flood




Lost as result of flood


( NO LIVESTOCK




(


( Cattle/Oxen
(insert number)


( Cattle/Oxen (insert number)


( Pigs





( Pigs


( Poultry




( Poultry


( Fish





( Fish


( Other ………………



( Other ………………..
   HH income

20. Average HH net income from all sources (incl. remittances) per year
....................... KHR

Income source (can be multiple)

( Wage labour


( Sale of agriculture production

( Fishing

( Livestock


( Business



( Labour migration

( Remittances (within Cambodia & abroad)


( Other …………………………
21. Effect of flood on monthly income


( Increased income


( No change


( Reduced by …….. %
22. Who provides majority of the HH income


( Men


( Women 
( Women & men together


( Children

( Elderly
   HH debt

23. Debt PRIOR to flood (interviewee knows the loan is formal)
( 1 loan
( 2 loans
( 3 loans
( more than 3 loans
( None (if none, go to Q25)
LOAN 1
23.1a  Source of borrowed funds (mark only one)

( Bank
( MFI

( Private money lender
    ( Family member or relative)


( Friend
( NGO
( Savings group    ( group loan (MFI)      ( Other ………………
23.2a  Purpose for borrowing

( Pay back previous loan   ( Business development
( Health/education costs

( Buy agricultural materials & production ( Buy food for HH ( House construction/renovation

( Other ………………….

23.3a  Amount originally borrowed US$....................     Amount remaining to be paid US$.......................

23.4a  Loan duration 
- Original loan period  ……… months     Loan period remain ……… months

23.5a  Collateral required

( NONE

( Mortgage over house

( Mortgage over land

( Guarantor

( Assets as collateral

( Other …………

23.6a  Interest rate   ……% per month

23.7a  Type of repayment 

( Cash
( In-kind (goods) 
( Labour 
( Other……

23.8a  Frequency of payment

( Weekly
( Monthly
( Quarterly
( Other…………..

23.9a  Who in HH decided to take out the loan? 

( Male HH head   ( Female HH head  ( Husband & wife  ( Female Spouse ( Male Spouse    
( Son ( Daughter   ( other HH member
( someone outside HH 
( Other ………….

23.10a  Who in HH decided how the loan is used? 

( Male HH head   ( Female HH head  ( Husband & wife ( Female Spouse ( Male Spouse    
( Son ( Daughter  ( other HH member
( someone outside HH 
( Other ………….

23.11a  Responsibility to repay debt (in whose name) 

( Male HH head   ( Female HH head  ( Husband & wife  ( Female Spouse ( Male Spouse    
( Son ( Daughter   ( other HH member
( someone outside HH 
( Other ………….

24. Flood impact on ability to repay loan
24.1a  ( NO problem repaying loan



( Can make payment, but late

  ( Can make payment, but have to borrow to do
( Can make payment by selling asset

  ( Cannot repay in foreseeable future


( Other ………………
24.2a  Any change in policy / expectation from lender

( Lender advised moratorium available if needed
( Lender advised no moratorium

( No communication from lender


( N/A


24.3a  Negotiation on repayment arrangements

( Lender agreed to revised repayment schedule
( Lender refused to agree reschedule

( No communication from lender


( N/A
24.4a  Consequence for late payment or default

( Lender will take action to recover collateral

( Lender will take legal action

( No difficulty to repay loan



( has to pay fine

( Unsure






In Khmer data collector version this question is repeated a further 2 times to capture HH with more than one loan.

b. LOAN 2

c. LOAN 3
25. NEW loan/borrowing necessary as result of flood 
( 1 loan
( 2 loans
( more than 2 loans
( None (if none, go to Q26)
25.1a  Source of borrowed funds (mark only one)

( Bank

( MFI


( Private money lender

( Family member
( Friend

( NGO

( Savings group
( Other ……………….

25.2a  Purpose for borrowing

( Pay back original loan



( Business development

( Buy agricultural seed, implements


( Buy food for HH

( Emergency health care/Education


( House repairs/reconstruction

( Other ………………….

25.3a  Amount borrowed US$.................... 

25.4a  Loan duration 
   ………… months

25.5a  Collateral required

( NONE

( Mortgage over house

( Mortgage over land

( Guarantor

( Assets as collateral

( Other …………

25.6a  Interest rate   ……% per month

25.7a  Type of repayment 

( Cash
( In-kind (goods) 
( Labour 
( Other……

25.8a  Frequency of payment

( Weekly
( Monthly
( Quarterly
( Other…………..

25.9a  Who in HH decided to take out the loan? 

( Male HH head   ( Female HH head  ( Female Spouse ( Male Spouse    ( Son ( Daughter

( other HH member
( someone outside HH 
( Other ………….

25.10a   Who in HH decided how the loan is used? 

( Male HH head   ( Female HH head  ( Female Spouse ( Male Spouse    ( Son ( Daughter

( other HH member
( someone outside HH 
( Other ………….

25.11a  Responsibility to repay debt (in whose name) 

( Male HH head   ( Female HH head  ( Female Spouse ( Male Spouse    ( Son ( Daughter

( other HH member
( someone outside HH 
( Other ………….
In Khmer data collector version this question is repeated 1 more times to capture HH with more than one loan.

b. LOAN 2
26. Other forms of debt owed by household
( Animal bank   ( Rice bank   ( Nothing 

 ( Do Not Know
( Other ………………. 
   Food shortage & assistance

27. Period annual food (rice) shortage - Prior to flood  …… months
     After flood …… months

28. Outside assistance during or since flood

( NONE (go to Q30)
( Food

( Potable water
( Seed (planting)

( Shelter materials
( Cooking utensils
( Cash grant

( Non food items

( Other …………………..
29. Assistance was provided by?

( Government agency
( Commune

( NGO

( CRC

( Relative/friend
( Private sector
( Other …………….
   Flood opportunities

30. What (real) income opportunities did the flood provide?

( NONE 


( Planted additional crop

( Fishing

( Ground/water transport
( Sell surplus stored crop

( Sell livestock

( Other …………………

Estimated interview time: 25-30 minutes
© CARE Cambodia
Annex  AUTONUM   MFI laws and regulations

1. Prakas NBC/B700/06 licensing of MFI's - the basic MFI law passed in January 2000 

2. B7.01-115 ProrKor  - calculation of interest rates on MFI loans – Aug-01 ref: PDF file 02
3. B 7.02 - 45 ProrKor  - maintenance of MFI reserve requirements – Feb-02 (see ref. 02)

4. B 7-02-47 ProrKor  - MFI reporting requirements – Feb-02 (see ref. 02)

5. B 7.02 - 48 ProrKor - Applicable liquidity ratio for MFI's – Feb-02 (see ref. 02)

6. B 7.02- 49 ProrKor - Registration & licensing of MFI's – Feb-02 (see ref. 02)

7. B7.02-219 ProrKor - Chart of accounts adoption & implementation – Dec-02 (see ref. 02)

8. Circular B7.03-02 - Identifying money laundering (assume also applies to MFI's) 
– Oct-03 (see ref. 02)

9. B7.06-212 ProrKor - Reporting dates for MFI's – Sep-06 (ref: PDF file 03)

10. B7.06-209 ProrKor - Controlling Banking & Financial Institutions’ Large Exposure – Nov-06 
(see ref 03)
11. B7.06-209 ProrKor - Amendment to Prakas on Licensing MFI re: interest on registered capital – Sep-06  (ref: PDF file 04)
12. B7. 07 – 133 ProrKor - MFI solvency ratio – Aug-07 (ref: PDF file 05)

13. B7. 07 – 132 ProrKor - Calculation of MFI net worth – Aug-07 (see ref 05)

14. B7. 07 – 134 ProrKor - Monitoring of Banks’ and Financial Institutions’ Net Open Position in foreign currency - Aug-07 (see ref 05)
15. No B7-07-163 ProrKor - Licensing of MFI deposit taking institutions – Dec-07 (ref: PDF file 06) 
16. Prakas (? Number) - Establishing a Credit Bureau (appears to be setting up privately run credit reference service) - May 2011  (ref: PDF file 07)
Annex  AUTONUM   Reports and literature reviewed
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� ‘Savings-Led Microfinance, Expanding financial options for the poor in Cambodia’, CARE, CRS, OA, PACT – September 2011  


� Credit-led microfinance gained popularity through Prof. Muhammad Yunis and the Grameen Bank, established in the 1970’s


� Under the Council for Agricultural and Rural Development (CARD) of the Council of Ministers


� ACTED is an international NGO with a program in Cambodia. The report was posted on the information drop-box set up by OCHA


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.redcross.org.kh/english/index.asp" ��Cambodian Red Cross� has a formal role in national disaster relief, working with NCDM and PCDM


� From data in 2008 Cambodian national census report


� Lower margin of error and higher confidence level requires an exponentially larger sample size; 5% confidence interval or margin of error, is considered acceptable


� For example, housing loan interest rates in Australia are around 6.5% to 7% per annum


� CMA Annual Workshop Report, 2 Dec 2011, available online


� Update on CMA website 1st Feb 2012


� United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs


� Community Based Disaster Preparedness & Mitigation Project, evaluation report July 2006, implemented by Dan Church Aid, LWF and CWS, project funded by DIPECHO


� National census 2008 - women 51.4% of population


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.unicef.org/infobycountry/cambodia_statistics.html" ��http://www.unicef.org/infobycountry/cambodia_statistics.html� 


� Most likely bicycles were not in good condition prior to flood and/or questioner not clear on assets


� Sufficient income to purchase 2,100 Kcal /day / person = approximately US$0.44 in rural Cambodia (WFP 2006)
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