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I. Introduction

1.1 The objective of this document is to describe the monitoring and evaluation plans for the Implementation of the National Identification System for Economic Growth (JA-L1073). The IDB and the Government of Jamaica are in agreement that the activities specified herein are an integral part of the loan contract. All parties involved agree to adhere to the responsibilities assigned to them as specified in this document.
1.2 The general objective of the project is to reduce the transactional costs associated with identity verification for citizens to access and providers to deliver services both in the private and public sectors in Jamaica. This objective will be attained through the achievement of the following specific objectives: (i) the establishment of a reliable and universal National Identification System (NIDS); and (ii) the reduction of the additional transactional costs that birth registration implies for women.
1.3 The project is composed of three components corresponding to the aforementioned specific objectives (see section B of the POD for details): (i) implementation of the legal and institutional framework for the NIDS; (ii) implementation of a unique National Identification Number and National Identification Management System; and (iii) streamlined identity verification for the public and private sector. 
1.4 This M&E plan defines the indicators, impacts, and results to be tracked throughout the duration of the project, as well as the data collection tools, methods, and responsibilities required to complete this tracking. This plan also defines the reporting documents required by the Bank for monitoring purposes, as well as key questions to be evaluated, the evaluation methodology, and evaluation reports required.
1.5 As specified in the Loan Proposal, the Executing Agency (EA) for the operation will be the Office of the Prime Minister (OPM), with the PEU being made up of hired consultants. The PEU will be responsible for overall administration of the program, including planning, budgeting, implementation, and monitoring. Monitoring and evaluation responsibilities will be carried out jointly and severally by the PEU, the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) project team and external consultants as necessary. 
II. Monitoring
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Monitoring by Program Executing Unit and by the Bank
2.1 Monitoring of the projects by the PEU will rely on the following key documents to track program management, output implementation, and to report progress towards expected outcomes: 

a. The Results Matrix (RM): Included as Annex II of the POD, the Results Matrix will be used to guide the planning, monitoring, and evaluation of Program.  This document reflects the following: i) indicators for the program’s results with respective baselines and goals to achieve; ii) outputs for each component; and iii) an impact of the Program’s long-term outcome.  The Results Matrix will be referred to when the AOP undergoes modifications and will act as an instrumental tool for the design, monitoring and evaluation of each of the Program’s components and subcomponents.
b. Annual Operating Plan (AOP): This instrument consolidates all the components’ activities that will be developed during the Program implementation as well as the project’s projected financial resources, and executing timetable. The first AOP will cover the Program’s first 18 months, which initiates upon the signing of the Loan Contract. The subsequent AOP will cover the period following the revision of the first AOP to the 5th of December of the corresponding year. For the following years of Program implementation, the PEU shall present the AOP to the Bank no later than the 5th of December of the year prior to its coverage. This document includes: i) the estimated budget, ii) the expected indicators for the results matrix, iii) the planned activities and iv) the schedule of implementation. 
c. Procurement Plan (PP): This instrument reflects a list of agreements for works, goods, training, and both non-consulting and consulting services that will be carried out each year during Program implementation. The Project team and the PEU have worked together to elaborate on the following: (i) the methods of procurement; (ii) estimated amounts; and (iii) the timeframe estimated for each element of the PP. Terms of Reference will be elaborated for each consulting service (consultants and firms). The procurement of works, goods and services will be conducted in accordance with the Bank's Policies and Procedures for the Procurement of Goods and Works (GN-2349-9) and for the Selection and Contracting of Consultants (GN-2350-9). Procurement of goods, works and consulting services will be reviewed using ex-ante methodology. The Bank will periodically assess the need for this review procedure through procurement inspection visits and performance reviews. The Procurement Specialist of the PEU will be responsible for updating the PP on an annual basis, coinciding with the planned annual evaluation in conjunction with the AOP, or when substantial changes are proposed. Any proposed revision of the PP should be presented to the Bank for its approval. The procedures applied by the Bank for the revision of the procurement are also illustrated in the fiduciary agreements and requirements.
d. Project Execution Plan (PEP): This instrument lists all the activities to be contracted during the entire operation. The PEP specifies the financial amount and time required for each activity of the Program. In order to assure an adequate operational planning, the PEU, with the support from the Bank and using the Bank formats, will prepare a PEP for multi-year execution, which will demonstrate how the program will achieve the objective and goals mentioned in the Results Matrix.  Also, an AOP for the first 18 months of execution, in which activities to be carried out in each component to achieve the objectives and goals established for that period will be detailed.
e. M&E Plan: Indicators listed in Table 1 in this M&E Plan (reflecting the Results Matrix) will be tracked via the Results Matrix. 
f. Risk Matrix: This document lists and ranks the risks identified for the implementation of the Program, and defines mitigation measures for each of them and their respective indicators for monitoring.
g. Progress Monitoring Report (PMR): This instrument will be completed every six months to follow-up on outputs and outcomes achieved during the Program’s implementation, with an emphasis on outcomes. The PMR strives to identify delays and deviations early on during project implementation, and changes needed during execution, using a quantitative approach to track the achievement of a project’s outputs and outcomes relative to its estimated time and cost parameters. The PMR will integrate the following information as defined in the Results Matrix, the M&E Plan, and the Program’s AOP during the preparation phase of the project: i) annual targets for output indicators; ii) total costs for each expected output; and iii) total sum of planned costs for all outputs.  PMRs will be published by June 30 and Dec 30 of each year.  
h. Audited Financial Statements (AFS): The borrower, through the PEU, will present audited financial status of the programme to the Bank within a period of 120 days that follow the last day of the financial calendar of the EA during the duration of the disbursements of the grant resources. The said audited statements should be duly examined and signed off by an independent auditing firm acceptable to the Bank. The last of these reports shall be submitted during the 120 days following the date stipulated as the last day of disbursement of the financing by the Bank. During the period for disbursements, the beneficiary, through the EA, will submit non-audited financial reports about the activities financed during the preceding six month period for the components of the programme, within a 60 day period that follows the last day of the corresponding period. 
i. Semi-annual Project Progress Reports (PPR): The PEU will submit two semi-annual progress reports throughout Program execution, within 30 days following the end of each semester.  The progress reports will contain at least the following elements: (i) narrative description of activities executed under each component, including a description of the procurement processes carried out and issues affecting implementation during the reported period; (ii) update on attainment of Results Matrix indicators; (iii) statement of costs incurred by component activities as well as Results Matrix indicator; and (iv) identification of risks/events that may potentially affect the future implementation of the program, as well as proposed mitigation measures, and v) updated community profiles and beneficiary charts for each community (see Annex II for Community Profile template and Annex III for Beneficiary Chart template). PPRs will be published by June 30 and Dec 30 of each year.
j. Extended Progress Monitoring Report (XPMR): At Project completion, tracked history of all data collected will be compiled into an XPMR
 to present a complete picture of project performance. This report will be prepared by the Bank within 90 days after the last disbursement. The XPMR reports on three areas: (i) Time and cost of outputs achieved (from last PMR); (ii) Results achieved, evaluation methods used, recalculation of economic rate of return and/or cost-effectiveness realized, risks, (DEM performance areas are recalculated ex post); (iii) Bank’s performance during the life of the project. Rating for MDB performance will be gathered through the client feedback system.
k. Project Completion Report (PCR): The PCR describes the influence of the main factors that lead to the success of an operation. It evaluates the ex-post relevance of project objectives, the degree to which the project achieved its development objectives and delivered products as set forth in the project documents, the efficiency with which the results were obtained, and the risks to the sustainability of the results achieved and expected. Inputs for this report include the process, mid-term, and final program evaluations.
2.2 Monitoring of the project by the Bank will be conducted via Administration Missions or Inspection Visits, to occur at least annually, to review project progress, identify any potential problems, and propose any recommendations for improvement. In addition, the Bank will rely on the following instruments:  (i) the Results Matrix (RM); (ii) Annual Operating Plan (AOP); Procurement Plan (PP); (iii) Project Execution Plan (PEP); (iv) M&E Plan; (v) Risk Matrix; (vi)  the PMR, which includes the estimate of timelines and expenditures and compliance with physical outcomes and goals, as a mechanism to assess the performance of the program; (vii) Audited Financial Statements (AFS); Semi-Annual Project Progress Reports (PPR); (viii) Extended Progress Monitoring Report (XPMR); (ix) Project Completion Report (PCR).
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Roles and Responsibilities

2.3 Data collection and monitoring instruments: The Planning and Monitoring Specialist (PMS) of the PEU will prepare a monitoring plan that will specify the data sources, indicators, statistics and methodology to be used for the supervision of each of the project’s activities. 

2.4 The PMS with ensure that the data collection mechanisms in place are sufficient to efficiently conduct project supervision. 
2.5 Monitoring of project execution will be conducted on two levels: (i) execution of the planned activities; and (ii) achievement of the established product- and result-level indicators set forth in the Results Matrix. 

2.6 The ProjectCoordinator of the project will present the semesterly reports to the Bank, which will serve as the basis for the preparation of the PMR. The PMS will be responsible for gathering the information necessary for the report and preparing a draft of the semesterly report for approval by the General Coordinator. The format for the report will be agreed with the Bank. 
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Monitoring work plan and budget

2.7 The inclusion of the monitoring activities in the PEP will ensure that their execution will be part of the progress reports and updates to the PEP that the Coordinator must submit to the Bank. The Bank will verify the execution of said activities during supervision missions. Table 1 shows the work plan and budget for monitoring activities. The activities presented will be the responsibility of the PEU, with the technical support of external consultants as necessary. 

2.8 Bank supervision of project execution will be the responsibility of the Innovation in Citizen Services (ICS) division, together with the Financial Management and Procurement (FMP) division and the Jamaica country office (CJA). At least one supervision mission per year will be conducted, in which the following will be discussed: (i) progress on activities set forth in the AOP; (ii) progress on indicators set forth in the Results Matrix; and (iii) the AOP for the following 12 months. 
2.9 The timelines for monitoring activities, as well as the budget assigned to each, is established in the PEP and the Financial Plan (FP). 
Table 1: Monitoring work plan and budget

	Monitoring activities


	Year 1
	Year  2
	Year  3
	Year  4
	Responsible
	Cost (US$)
	Financing source

	
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	
	
	

	RM, Risk Matrix, Semesterly Reports 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	PMS with support from EA 
	NA
	NA

	PEP, DP y AOP
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	PMS with support from EA
	NA
	NA

	Technical and fiduciary supervisión missions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IDB project team
	NA
	IDB supervision budget

	Planning and Monitoring Specialist 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	EA hires PMS
	240.000
	JA-L1072

	Audits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Consultancy supervised by Coordinator
	280.000
	JA-L1072

	Total Monitoring Cost
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	520.000
	JA-L1072
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2.10 The main indicators by which monitoring will be carried out are detailed in the Results Matrix. All outcomes and indicators are in line with the principles of SMART
 outcomes. 
Table 2: Expected Impacts and Outcomes
	Indicators
	Unit of measure
	Baseline 
	Baseline Year
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	End of Project
	Means of verification
	Observations

	Impact #1: Reduce the transactional costs associated with identity verification for public and private service providers

	Average cost for a bank to open a bank account 
	US$ 
	4.4
	2017
	
	
	
	
	
	0.88
	Back office procedures for identity verification survey 
	This indicator is calculated with the sum of monetary and time costs (active time) associated with identity verification to open a bank account

	Impact #2: Reduce the transactional costs associated with identity verification for citizens to access public and private services

	Average cost for citizens to open a bank account
	US$
	92.86


	2017
	
	
	
	
	
	19.32
	Transactional Costs survey done in public and private sector entities
	This indicator is calculated with the sum of monetary and time costs (active time) associated with collecting all the documents required to prove identity to open a bank account

	Average cost for citizens to register a passport application
	US$
	115.09
	2017
	
	
	
	
	
	38.64


	Transactional Costs survey done in public and private sector entities
	This indicator is calculated with the sum of monetary and time costs (active time) associated with collecting all the documents required to prove identity to register a passport application


Expected Outcomes

	Indicators
	Unit of

measure
	Baseline

Value
	Baseline

Year
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	End of Project
	Means of verification
	Observations2

	Outcome # 1: Increase in the number of women who register their children through bedside registration

	Women who register their children through bedside registration
	% of women
	19.6

	2016
	
	
	
	
	
	 95%

	NIRA Statistics
	This is the percentage of women who registered their children through bedside registration of the total registries per year. 

	Outcome # 2: Enrollment of the National Identification System (NIDS)

	NIDS coverage
	% of total population with a National Identification Number
	0
	2017
	
	
	
	
	
	75%
	NIRA Statistics
	

	OUTCOME # 3: Improvement in the reliability of identification

	 Confirmation of identity through the NIDS


	% of confirmed identity verifications
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	95%
	NIRA Report 
	This number refers to the successful identity verifications using the NIDS 

	OUTCOME #4: Improvement in identity verification services through the NIDS

	Identity Verification requests to the NIDS per year
	# of identity verification requests to the NIDS
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	19,200

	NIRA Report
	Usage of the NIDS for identity verification by public and private service providers


Table 3: Outputs
	Outputs
	Unit of measure
	Baseline

Value
	Baseline

Year
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Year 6
	End of project
	Means of verification
	Observations2

	
	Component # 1: Implementation of the legal and institutional framework for the NIDS

	1.1 NIRA fully staffed and operating 
	# of institutions
	0
	2017
	(4,599,000)
	(3,142,000)
	1

(2,046,000)
	(1,965,000)
	(1,888,000)
	(1,283,000)
	1

(9,337,000)
	Report of OPM on the implementation of NIRA
	This includes the completion of the  implementation of the civil registration and identification branches of the NIRA. 



	1.1.1 Civil Records   Digitized available in database
	# of civil records in database
	569,653
	2017
	1,500,000

(2,000,000)
	1,500,000

(580,000)
	
	
	
	
	3,000,000
(2,580,000)
	Civil records available in the database 
	This includes birth/marriage/divorce/ death records

	1.1.2 Mobile workstations for birth registration functioning 
	# of mobile workstations
	0
	2017
	(81,000)
	160
(129,000)
	
	
	
	
	160
(210,000)
	Report on the number of registrations for each workstation 
	

	1.1.3 IT System for civil registration implemented
	# of systems
	0
	2017
	
	(460,000)
	1
(81,000)
	
	
	
	1
(541,000)
	Report by RGD on the implementation of the system. 
	This system includes: Servers, storage devices, UPS, scanners, printers, tape library, firewall, laptops, PCs, network switch and new software for the consolidated birth, death, and marriage database.

	1.1.4 Communications Plan for the NIDS implemented 
	# of communications plans
	0
	2017
	(406,000)
	(370,000)
	(370,000)
	(370,000)
	(370,000)
	1

(370,000)
	1
(2,254,000)
	Report on the implementation of all the activities on the initial plan for the communications strategy 
	

	
	Component # 2: Implementation of a unique National Identification Number and National Identification Management System

	2.1 Identity Management System Operating
	# of identity management systems
	0
	2017
	(14,810,000)
	1
(8,886,000)
	(5,924,000)
	
	
	
	1
(29,618,000)
	Enrollment performed through the system
	

	2.1.1 Enrollment sites opened 
	# of enrollment sites
	0
	2017
	(1,092,000)
	18

(911,000)
	20

(722,000)
	5

(707,000)
	(707,000)
	(416,000)
	43
(4,585,000)
	Report with number of enrollments done per site
	Enrollment sites ready for enrollment purposes

	2.1.2 Card production Site implemented
	# of card production sites
	0
	2017
	(560,000)
	1
(216,000)
	(91,000)
	
	
	
	1
(867,000)
	Production of the first personalized card
	

	2.1.3 Data center for the NIDS operating
	# of data centers 
	0
	2017
	(5,902,000)
	1
(2,483,000)
	(711,000)
	(699,000)
	(699,000)
	(391,000)
	1
(10,824,000)
	Report from OPM accepting the data center
	

	
	Component # 3: Streamlined identity verification for public and private sector

	3.1 Trainings for employees of Financial Regulatory entities in identity verification completed
	# of trainings
	0
	2017
	
	(230,000)
	3
(230,000)


	
	
	
	3
(460,000)
	Training reports completed
	The trained entities would be FSC, BOJ and FID. This will be “training for trainers”

	3.2 Databases adapted to integrate the NIN
	# of databases 
	0
	2017
	(200,000)
	(520,000)
	(520,000)
	6

(840,000)
	
	
	6
(2,080,000)
	Report delivered to OPM
	and duplicated entries removed (MNS, TAJ, NHT, MLSS, HEART-NTA, MOE)

	3.3 Trainings for employees of MDAs in identity verification completed
	# of trainings
	0
	2017
	(380,000)
	(380,000)
	(380,000)
	6
(380,000)
	
	
	6
(1,520,000)
	Training reports completed
	The trained entities would be MNS, TAJ, NHT, MLSS, HEART-NTA, MOE


III. Evaluation Plan
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Introduction
3.1 The RM and this Monitoring and Evaluation Plan will be used to conduct the evaluation of the program. The project will include an intermediate and final evaluation that cover technical, administrative and financial aspects. Additionally, the project will include an impact evaluation.  The intermediate evaluation will be conducted when the first of the two following events have occurred: either 40% of the disbursements have been made, or two and half years of project execution have passed. That evaluation will review the progress of the activities planned for the period under analysis, any potential deviations from the execution plans and their causes, and will propose corrective measures as necessary. Additionally, the intermediate evaluation will identify the products generated up to that point, the materialization of risks identified in the Risk Matrix and the application of corresponding mitigation measures. The final evaluation will be conducted when at least 90% of the disbursements have been made. Its objective will be to verify the progress against the results and product targets established in the RM. The impact evaluation will test different NIDS rollout strategies and measure the impact of the new ID on a range of development outcomes, such as access to public services and financial inclusion.
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3.2 The intermediate evaluation will assess the progress towards the established product and results indicators, as well as the achievement of the plans set forth in the AOP, and will also formulate recommendations on corrective actions and identify good practices. Specifically, the activities will include the following:
a. Review the disbursements and procurements considering the plans set forth in the PEP and AOP. It will highlight any shortcoming or delay and the cause thereof and propose corrective actions as necessary, including recommendations to achieve savings of time or money.’
b. Conduct a detailed review of the progress towards indicators established in the results matrix, including a review of supporting documentary or physical evidence. It will highlight any shortcoming or delay and the cause thereof and propose corrective actions as necessary. Additionally, it will identify any adjustment made in the RM during project implementation (of the indicator per se, or baseline or goal values) and the justification for the adjustment. Finally, it will assess the adequacy of the indicators and targets established to measure progress against the stated project objectives, and if the targets were overly optimistic or pessimistic. This exercise will depend in large extent on the information available in the PMR. 
c. Identify any unforeseen results (not included in the project objective or RM) produced to date and present evidence of the role of the project in generating such results. 
d. Conduct a detailed review of the Risk Matrix and discuss the extent to which the identified risks have materialized, the mitigation actions implemented, the effectiveness thereof and the severity of the risk in the future. Additionally, informed by a review of relevant documentation and interviews with key informants, any important risks to the project not identified in the original Matrix will be presented, together with an assessment of their severity and probability of occurrence, as well as suggested mitigation actions. 
e. Review the management of the project and its impact on the success of the project to date, including: (i) the mandates, relationships, resources and capacities of the PEU and its coordination with other entities; (ii) fiduciary management (financial management and procurement); (iii) any outside influence on the project, from a public or private entity; (iv) legal or normative aspects, national or of the Bank; and (v) any other influential factor. 
f. Draft a section with conclusions and recommendations based on all the evidence gathered in the aforementioned exercises. 
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3.3 The final evaluation will include an updated version of the activities listed for the intermediate evaluation as well as the following activities, consistent with Bank guidelines: 
a. Analysis of vertical logic: The final evaluation analyzes the validity of the foreseen links between the products, the expected results and desired impacts (results chain). The evaluation will assess to what extent the results chain developed as expected. 
b. Analysis of attribution of results: In relation to the previous point regarding the analysis of the vertical logical, the evaluation will also assess to what extent the changes observed in the results or the impacts are due to the products generated by the project. Such proof may be presented in the form of a rigorous impact evaluation applied in the context of the project, reporting on the results of impact evaluations of similar interventions applied in other settings (internal validity), and information justifying the applicability of such evidence to the project context (external validity). 
c. Analysis of relevance: “Relevance” in this context refers to the connection between the objectives of the project and the needs of the beneficiary, the priorities and strategic development objectives of the country, the country strategy between the Bank and the country and the Bank’s institutional objectives. Relevance is evaluated through an analysis of the circumstances present during project design, and must answer following question: Have the conditions that determined relevance present during design changed since project approval? 
d. Analysis of sustainability: Taking into consideration (a) the results achieved by the project, and (b) the relevance of the project, the sustainability analysis focuses on the examination of factors that could affect the continuity of the results achieved and the future achievement of foreseen results or impacts. The sustainability analysis must take into consideration by the probability of the identified threats to continuity beyond project close as well as their potential impact in light of the risk mitigation mechanisms put in place during project design or execution. 
e. Analysis of contribution to Bank strategic objectives (institutional, sectoral and country) and national strategic objectives (as enshrined in the national development plan or other official document). 
f. Analysis of the quality of the project M&E plan, its implementation and the use of the information it generated, answering the following questions: (a) Were the indicators adequate to capture the main interventions and impacts of the project? (b) Did the means of verification foreseen in the results matrix allow for the compilation of the information necessary to update the results matrix? (c) With what frequency was the results matrix updated? (d) What were the uses given to the information generated by the M&E plan?  Was the plan used to inform or improve project implementation? 
g. Use of country systems. This section will review the extent to which project execution contributed to the strengthening of country systems, both fiduciary (financial management and procurement) and non-fiduciary (strategic planning, monitoring and evaluation, statistics and environmental impact assessments), as relevant to the project. 
h. Conclusions and recommendations stemming from the evidence gathered in the course of the evaluation. The recommendations will be directed both to the country to  strengthen the sustainability of the project as well as to the Bank to improve its performance in other projects in the country or other similar projects in other countries. 
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3.4 The impact evaluation methodology will be randomized promotion, a variation on the instrumental variables approach. 
3.5 The objective of the evaluation is twofold: (i) test the effectiveness of different promotion mechanisms (such as phone calls, fliers and/or in-person visits) that promote the enrollment of Jamaicans in the NIDS; and (ii) measure the impact of having the new ID on individual-level development outcomes, such as ease of doing business with government, access to public services and financial inclusion, as well as intangible outcomes such as satisfaction with government and a sense of belonging in Jamaican society. 
3.6 The motivation for this evaluation is also twofold: (i) to identify cost-effective means to promote the rapid enrollment of Jamaicans in the NIDS, implement the optimal enrollment promotion strategy based on the evaluation results and thus meet the ambitious coverage targets; and (ii) generate evidence regarding the development impact of the new ID both for Jamaica and for other countries in the region potentially interested in a similar reform. 
3.7 The enrollment promotion mechanisms introduced by the evaluation will be employed at either the individual or household level (i.e. phone calls, text messages and/or in-person visits) and thus can co-exist with any broad-based communications strategy that the Government of Jamaica employs to promote the NIDS, financed under Component Iof the project. 
3.8 The underlying theory of change for the evaluation is the following: In the early stages of project implementation, public knowledge of the NIDS will be limited. Thus, enrollment will not immediately reach 100% and there is potential for additional outreach to result in additional enrollment. Part of the motivation of the project is that the current array of IDs has a number of negative effects on Jamaicans, including complex and time-consuming management of multiple IDs, potentially limiting access to public services (by imposing excessively high transaction costs) and banking services (also due to high transaction costs, related particularly to identity verification). Thus, by equipping Jamaicans with the new ID – which will eventually replace the other identity documents for identity verification purposes in both the public and private sectors – barriers to entry will be reduced, and access will increase.  A potential concern, as yet unexplored in the context of the project, is the impact of the new national ID on Jamaicans’ sense of belonging. 
3.9 The theoretical motivation for the intervention is bolstered by a significant literature on how to encourage voting in countries where voting is not mandatory (such as the United States), known as “get-out-the-vote” literature. This literature is relevant to the present experiment as both contexts employ communication strategies to get citizens to physically get out of their homes and engage with the public sector. This literature has made several findings that are important to take into consideration: (i) robotic calls, impersonal emails and impersonal physical mailings are generally ineffective (Green and Karlan, 2006; Ramírez, 2005; Shaw et al., 2012; Nickerson, 2006b; Stollwerk, 2006); (ii) personalized phone calls and in-person visits are effective (Gerber and Green, 2000; (Imai, 2005; Arceneaux, 2007; Nickerson, 2006a; and Arceneaux and Nickerson, 2006); and (iii) the method of delivery has a greater impact on outcomes than the content of the message (Scartascini and Ortega, 2015). Building off these findings, the proposed experiment will keep the messages constant and probe different modes of personalized communication. 
3.10 The key outcome indicator for the evaluation in the project results matrix is the coverage rate of the NIDS, presented in Figure 1 below. Other indicators will be constructed around questions included in the endline survey, which is outlined in Annex 1. Such indicators will measure aspects including complexity of doing business with government, access to public services, financial inclusion and sense of belonging in society. The survey will be conducted after a fixed period following the implementation of the promotion mechanisms.  
Figure 1: Evaluation Results Indicator

	Indicator
	Unit of Measurement
	Baseline
	Target
	Frequency
	Source
	Evaluation methodology

	
	
	Value
	Year
	Value
	Year
	
	
	

	Coverage of NIDS: population with a National Identification Number
	% 
	0
	2017
	75
	2022
	Annual
	NIDS
	Randomized promotion (instrumental variables)


3.11 The evaluation methodology proposed is randomized promotion, a version of the instrumental variables approach. This methodology is commonly adopted when the intervention to be evaluated (in this case, obtaining a new ID) cannot be randomly assigned due to logistical or ethical issues (i.e. it would not be feasible to randomly give some Jamaicans the new ID while denying it to others). To overcome this hurdle, an alternative strategy is employed to generate statistically comparable treatment and control groups: a randomly-selected portion of the potential beneficiary population is given an additional encouragement, or promotion, to take advantage of the intervention. This simultaneously generates a group randomly selected not to receive the additional promotion. However, all participants in the study, regardless of their receipt of the promotion, are allowed to access the benefit. This generates four groups: 
Figure 2: Randomized promotion groups
	G1: Receives promotion, signs up (“compliers”)
	G2: Receives promotion, doesn’t sign up (“never takers”)

	G3: Doesn’t receive promotion, signs up anyway (“always takers”)
	G4: Doesn’t receive promotion, doesn’t sign up (“compliers”)


3.12 Notice that Figure 2 presents four groups. Groups 1 and 4, known as the “compliers”, includes those people who are susceptible to the promotion – they sign up for the new ID if they are encouraged, but do not sign up for the ID if they are not encouraged. Group 2, known as the “never takers”, includes those people who, despite being encouraged, do not sign up. Group 3, known as the “always takers”, includes those who, despite not being encouraged, sign up. In the course of the evaluation, the researchers know who is assigned to receive the promotion (because the researchers themselves do the random assignment together with the authorities), and who signs up (from administrative records). 
3.13 The primary comparison is conducted between Groups 1 and 3 – those that are susceptible to the promotion (the “compliers”). Groups 2 and 4 are discarded from the comparison as they revealed that they are systematically different from the others in that the promotion has no effect on them. Including such a systematic difference in the comparison could bias the results, as a key assumption in causal inference is that the groups being compared are, on aggregate, indistinguishable on all observable and unobservable characteristics. 
3.14 The different promotion options function as “instruments” in the context of an instrumental variables evaluation. To generate valid interpretations, the instruments must meet two criteria: (i) relevance (the correlation between the instrument and the uptake of the benefit must not be equal to zero), and (ii) exogeneity (the instrument must have no impact on the results except than through the uptake of the benefit). The relevance condition can be theoretically informed suggest by prior research
, but can only verified empirically following the implementation of the promotion strategies. The exogeneity condition is worth exploring in this context: in order for the encouragement not to have a direct impact on any development results (access to public services or formal banking, for example), it must not mention such benefits in the communications with citizens, as this could prompt citizens to pursue such services independent of the new ID, thus violating the requirement of exogeneity. The communications contained within the encouragement mechanisms must have another focus, for example on how to obtain the ID and certain characteristics of the ID (such as being unique and secure) and its benefits (e.g. simplifying the management of government-issued IDs and associated administrative processes). Furthermore, all the promotions must contain the same content in order to avoid mixing effects due to differences in content with differences due to delivery mechanism. 
3.15 The sample population within which the random assignment to the promotion group (including a control group that does not receive encouragement) will be selected from households in  Constituency of St. Andrew Eastern, which includes the cities of Mona and Papine, approximately eight miles east of Kingston. The total population of this Constituency is 26,041. It has been selected by the Government as an ideal location to conduct this research because of its diverse socio-economic makeup and mix of urban and rural areas.  The adults (over age 18) will be the sample frame. Assuming the population age distribution in this Constituency is the same as the overall population age distribution in Jamaica in 2014
, the population aged 16 or over makes up 74% of the total, or 19,270. 
3.16 The sample size for the experiment will be determined via power calculations, presented below. The sample size will likely be different for each treatment arm, contingent on the power calculations. The general relationship between treatment and sample size is the smaller the expected treatment effect, the larger the sample size needed to detect such an effect. Once the sample frame and size are determined, random selection into the different treatment and control groups will be carried out.  
3.17 It is essential to verify the success of the randomization, which is determined by the extent to which all groups are statistically indistinguishable. This can be accomplished by: (i) conducting a series of T-tests between groups on observable characteristics, none of which should yield statistically significant results; and (ii) a regression of the outcome variable (for example, baseline level access to a specific social program) on treatment status, including covariates of observable characteristics. The overall statistical significance of the model, measured by the F statistic, should be null. 
3.18 The statistical analysis will be conducted via a two-stage ordinary least squares regression. The first stage consists of a measurement of the effectiveness of the instrument (the encouragement mechanisms). In essence, this refers to the covariance between the encouragement and the enrollments in the NIDS. In regression format, this is expressed as follows:
 
Equation 1: Two-stage ordinary least squares – first stage
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where dependent variable (D) denotes enrollment in the NIDS (values of 0 and 1) and treatment variable (Z) denotes promotion status (0 or 1), and the vector of variables X represents covariates that may also influence program take-up. 

3.19 The following step in the analysis is to calculate the effect of NIDS enrollment. This entails using the predicted enrollment status values, [image: image3.png]


, from Equation 1. 
Equation 2: Two-stage ordinary least squares – second stage
Yi = β0 + β1[image: image5.png]


 + β 2X1i + … + β K+1XKi + εi
It is possible to calculate heterogeneous effects of the treatment (different levels of impact of enrollment in the NIDS for different population subsets) through the inclusion of interaction terms combining the treatment status (D) and the characteristic (X) of interest (Di * Xi).

3.20 Related to the discussion around Figure 2 above, it is important to mention the applicability of the statistical inference that is made for this model. The inference is local to the compliers, meaning that the researchers can only draw conclusions about Groups 1 and 4 above (those for whom their enrollment depends on receiving the encouragement). 
3.21 It is necessary to conduct power calculations to determine the sample size necessary to statistically detect the impact that is foreseen for the intervention. Given that the Government of Jamaica has not conducted similar encouragement designs in other contexts, it is necessary to refer to cases from other countries to estimate the desired impact. A study by Scartascini and Ortega (2015) tests a variety of delivery mechanisms similar to those foreseen in the present experiment to encourage tax compliance, including physical letter, email and an inspector visit. The effect size of each mechanism - the probability of making a tax payment in comparison to the control group – was as follows: physical letter – 4%; personalized email – 15%; in-person visit – 13%. These effects can be used as reference points to determine the sample size necessary for this study. The table below assumes the following parameters: (i) power (1 minus beta): 80%; (ii) significance (1 minus alpha) – 90%; (iii) the necessary sample size is calculated separately for each treatment arm (each encouragement option), but the final size for the control group will only be the largest control group necessary for statistical inference on the treatment arm with the smallest projected impact; (iv) given uncertainty about the base enrollment rate in the absence of promotion, the most conservative estimate of 50% is adopted; (v) the sample size listed below assumes a one-arm simple randomized control trial in which 50% of the sample is in the treatment group and 50% is in the control group. 
3.22 Though power calculations for instrumental variables designs are typically conducted with regards to the second stage regression, this proposal presents power calculations only for the first stage. This is due to three reasons: (i) the immediate purpose of the evaluation pertains to the first stage – the comparison of different promotion mechanisms to increase enrollment. The results of this stage will be used to tailor enrollment promotion strategies for later stages of the NIDS rollout; (ii) there is a wide range of potential outcomes associated with the acquisition of the new ID, no ex ante consensus regarding which are most susceptible to influence by the NIDS and no readily available set of administrative data with which to construct baselines; and (iii) project budget restrictions limit the sample size that could be covered by an in-person survey. 
3.23 Thus, the total sample size necessary for the study will be calculated via the following protocol: (i) determine the desired minimum detectable effect for each treatment (based on evidence in the literature); (ii) find the associated total sample size using Table 1 below and divide that number by 2 to find the number for the treatment group only; (iii) repeat step (ii) for all treatment arms; (iv) identify the treatment arm with the largest necessary sample size and assign the control group that same sample size; (v) sum the sample sizes for all treatment groups and the control group. 
Table 1. Sample Size and Minimum Detectable Effect

	Sample size (T&C)
	Minimum detectable effect

	200
	17.6%

	400
	12.4%

	600
	10.2%

	800
	8.8%

	1,000
	7.9%

	1,200
	7.2%

	1,400
	6.6%

	1,600
	6.2%

	1,800
	5.9%

	2,000
	5.6%


3.24 As can be observed in Figure XX below, there are decreasing marginal returns in minimum detectable effect to increasing the sample size. The practical implication of this observation is that it may only be sensible to study encouragement mechanisms with a potentially strong impact (for example, excluding the physical letter option), given that the proposed means of data collection is a new survey, which has cost implications. 
Figure 3. Decreasing Marginal Returns to Sample Size

[image: image6]
3.25 Maintaining the parameters above, and assuming that the encouragements selected have an expected effect of 13%, the necessary sample size for each treatment arm would be 182. Assuming three treatment arms and one control group all of the same size, the total sample necessary for the study would be 182*4 = 728. A more conservative estimate of impact, say of 8%, would yield a sample size of 480*4 = 1,920. Given that data collection will likely be the primary expenditure for this study, Table XX below presents the relationship between sample size, per-survey cost and total survey cost, assuming an endline survey only. 
Table 2: Survey Cost Estimates (endline only)
[image: image7.emf]700 1000 1300 1600 1900 2200

15 $       10,500 $    15,000 $    19,500 $    24,000 $      28,500 $      33,000 $     

20 $       14,000 $    20,000 $    26,000 $    32,000 $      38,000 $      44,000 $     

25 $       17,500 $    25,000 $    32,500 $    40,000 $      47,500 $      55,000 $     

30 $       21,000 $    30,000 $    39,000 $    48,000 $      57,000 $      66,000 $     

35 $       24,500 $    35,000 $    45,500 $    56,000 $      66,500 $      77,000 $     
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Implementation
3.26 The key steps for the execution of the study are as follows:
a. Contracting of Evaluation Principal Investigator (PI) by PEU to guide research. The PI should be an expert in impact evaluation with experience in randomized control trials. The PI will provide technical guidance on the definition of the sample, treatment group assignment, survey design, Terms of Reference for hiring a survey firm and supervision of the survey firm, promotion design, statistical analysis of results and drafting of a final evaluation report. 
b. Confirmation of the study universe (sample frame): Given that time will pass between the finalization of the evaluation proposal and the execution of the study, it is advisable to reconfirm with the authorities that the sample frame proposed herein is still acceptable. Once this confirmation is made, the GoJ can deliver the sample frame (a database of individuals, their contact information and any data on any other relevant characteristics such as participation in social benefit programs or otherwise) to the researchers.
c. Finalization of the survey and identification of second-stage indicators: Based on the guidelines provided in Annex 1, the researchers will draft a survey which must be piloted either via cognitive testing (see Collins 2003) or field pilots. Following these exercises, the survey will be finalized and transferred to a data capture tool. Additionally, the survey questions will be used to construct second-stage outcome indicators. The indicators will be associated with the different potential impact areas outlined in Annex 1. The PI will work with the GoJ to gather the administrative data available to contextualize and/or directly inform the baseline values of the outcome indicators to be measured via the survey. 
d. Encouragement mechanisms pilot and sample size adjustment: To refine the encouragement mechanisms described herein, it is advisable to conduct a pilot. The pilot could consist of a small-scale field trial, focus groups, or a combination thereof. The objective would be, for each mechanism, to identify the characteristics most important to citizens for their decision on whether to enroll in the NIDS (e.g. ordering of messages, personalization, formatting, delivery time, etc.). Importantly, this pilot would serve to refine the expectations regarding the impact of the different promotion mechanisms and the sample size necessary to detect an effect. Given that the groups included in the second-stage regression are only the “compliers” identified following the promotion, it is important to maximize the encouragement treatment effect. Maximizing the encouragement treatment effect will increase the number of “compliers” and thus leave the largest possible sample size in which the second-stage comparison will be conducted.
 
e. Random selection: Based on the agreements regarding treatment arms, sample frame and sample size, the researchers conduct random assignment into the different treatment and control groups. They subsequently verify that the randomization was successful via the statistical tests described above. 
f. Soft launch of NIDS: The study is designed to be conducted as soon as the NIDS becomes technically available but prior to massive roll-out. This will likely result in the treatment effects being larger, making it easier to statistically detect impact. 
g. Application of encouragement mechanisms: The encouragement mechanisms, proposed herein and refined as described in step (iv) above, are applied to their corresponding groups, as determined through the random selection exercise described in step (ii) above. 
h. Analysis of encouragement mechanism effectiveness: Immediately following the application of the encouragement mechanisms, the NIDS will be able to being gauging the effectiveness of each by comparing enrollment rates. 
i. Application of endline survey: The endline survey will be applied following a period in which the development outcomes (e.g. enrollment in social programs, opening a bank account) may have plausibly changed following enrollment in the NIDS. Tentatively this period is established at 6 months. 
j. Analysis of overall results: Based on data collected in the enrollment process (to be provided by the NIDS) and the endline survey, statistical analysis will be conducted to (i) gauge the effectiveness of the encouragement mechanisms in promoting enrollment; and (ii) measure the development impact of having the new ID. 
3.27 Evaluation products. This research will generate four products: (i) a survey instrument to measure aspects such as ease of doing business with government, access to public services, financial inclusion and intangibles such as satisfaction and sense of belonging; (ii) an endline report summarizing the results of the endline survey; and (iii) a final evaluation report with the results of the statistical analysis on both the effectiveness of the encouragement mechanism to promote NIDS enrollment and the impact of the new ID on development outcomes. 
3.28 Ethical considerations. The main ethical concern in this study involves the assignment to different groups, some of which will receive different promotions for enrollment and one of which will receive no additional encouragement. This may be perceived as the state exercising differential treatment of its citizens. However, following Neugebauer et al (1991), such assignment to different groups is justified if the researchers have uncertainty about the effectiveness of the treatments. If there were already clear evidence that one approach was superior to another, the research endeavor would not be necessary or ethical. Additionally, the randomized promotion approach guarantees that there is no legal or administrative barrier that is differential across treatment groups; all participants have equal access to the new ID. 
3.29 Timeline and budget. To complement the budget estimations related to the survey presented above, the exercise below provides estimates on the cost of the encouragement mechanisms. The table assumes that the unit costs of the encouragement mechanisms are as follows: (i) phone call - $2; (ii) text message - $0.25; (iii) in-person visit - $10. The table assumes, furthermore, equal distribution of the sample among treatment arms and the control group. 
Table 3. Sample Size and Encouragement Cost

[image: image8.emf]sample size phone call text  visit total

            700  $             1,400  $      175  $      7,000  $      8,575 

         1,000  $             2,000  $      250  $     10,000  $     12,250 

         1,300  $             2,600  $      325  $     13,000  $     15,925 

         1,600  $             3,200  $      400  $     16,000  $     19,600 

         1,900  $             3,800  $      475  $     19,000  $     23,275 

         2,200  $             4,400  $      550  $     22,000  $     26,950 


3.30 Table XX below assumes the most conservative estimate for sample size – 2,200 and a moderate estimate of cost per survey, $25. 
Table 4. Evaluation activities, timeline and budget

	Evaluation Activities
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Responsible
	Budget (US$)
	Financing 

	
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	
	
	

	1. Impact evaluation (IE): Application of encouragement mechanisms
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	NIDS in coordination with PI
	26,950
	JA-L1072

	2. IE endline survey
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Survey firm, supervised by PI
	55,000
	JA-L1072

	3. IE evaluation report (including PI fees for other tasks)
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	PI
	30,000
	JA-L1072

	4. Intermediate evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Consultancy supervised by PMS
	30,000
	JA-L1072

	5. Final evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Consultancy supervised by PMS
	50,000
	JA-L1072

	
	TOTAL COST
	141,950
	

	COST PER YEAR
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL COST – ALL M&E ACTIVITIES
	215,950
	104,000
	134,000
	0
	154,000
	607,950


3.31 Dissemination. The final evaluation report will be the property of the Government of Jamaica. However, consistent with normal loan procedures, all contracting and final products are subject to IDB no objection. Additionally, the IDB maintains the right to use the evaluation products or parts thereof as it deems necessary. Potential dissemination opportunities include: (i) among Ministries, Departments and Agencies as NIDS promotional material; (ii) national fora about the NIDS; (iii) international conferences on legal identity (such as those of CLARCIEV – Latin American and Caribbean Council for Civil Registration, Identity and Vital Statistics); and (iv) among other IDB member countries interested in the Jamaican experience. 
3.32 Team. Key actors in the execution of the impact evaluation include: (i) the Planning and Monitoring Specialist within the PEU, who will be responsible for ensuring timely execution of evaluation activities, including the hiring of the PI and survey firm, and integration of evaluation activities into the overall project execution plans; (ii) the IDB team leader, who will be the principal point of contact within the IDB and liaison with IDB evaluation specialists who may be requested to assist in the detailed technical design or implementation of evaluation activities; (iii) a Principal Investigator, to be contracted by the PEU; and (iv) an evaluation focal point within the NIDS, who will validate each aspect of the evaluation design and execution plan, provide necessary information about the NIDS or contacts with other MDAs as necessary. 
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Annex 1. Endline survey guidelines
Modules:

1. Socio-demographic information

· Age

· Gender

· Education
· Income

2. Access to ICTs
· Own cellular phone, smart phone
· Participate in social networks
· Level of attention placed on different channels of communication
3. Motivation for obtaining new ID
· If they received any of the promotions (though the researchers will know what promotions were sent, this question serves to check if they were received and understood)

· If they got the new ID

· If so, why

· If not, why not

4. Value placed on the new ID

· What the respondent presents when asked to show any form of ID (whether it is the NIDS or not)
· How long it takes them to find the new ID, and how long it takes them to find those of other household members
5. Doing business with government

· General perception of simplicity/complexity of conducting transactions with government
· Recent experience with any of several common recurring transactions – time spent, identity verification requirements, overall satisfaction with experience
· Satisfaction with government services
· Satisfaction with government in general
6. Financial inclusion

· If they have gone to a bank recently and what they did there
· Perception of ease of the transaction in the bank

7. Access to public services

· If they have signed up for any public services recently, including: health, education, voting, conditional cash transfers, pension, medical insurance, utilities
· If so, which

· If so, why did they sign up now and not before
· If they used the new ID to access these services

8. Sense of belonging
· Sense of belonging in city
· Sense of belonging in parish
· Sense of belonging in Jamaica
�   Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound.


�    RGD Statistics, 2016.  


� Based the percentage of births in Hospitals. RGD Statistics, 2016.


� Information based on the number of verification requests through the TRN. Information provided by TAJ. 


� 	Scartascini and Ortega (2015) conducted research in Colombia that tested similar delivery mechanisms to promote tax compliance, including an in-person visit, email and physical mail. All mechanisms were found to have positive effects. See: Ortega, Daniel, and Carlos Scartascini. "Don't Blame the Messenger: A Field Experiment on Delivery Methods for Increasing Tax Compliance." (2015). � HYPERLINK "https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/146437/1/IDB-WP-627.pdf" �https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/146437/1/IDB-WP-627.pdf� 


� 	Source: Statistical Institute of Jamaica, � HYPERLINK "http://statinja.gov.jm/Demo_SocialStats/PopulationStats.aspx" �http://statinja.gov.jm/Demo_SocialStats/PopulationStats.aspx�; accessed on March 29, 2017. 


� 	Source: Bernal and Peña, “Guía Práctica para la Evaluación de Impacto,” Bogota: Universidad de Los Andes; Ediciones Uniandes, 2011.  


� 	Intuitively, the sample size necessary for the second stage can be determined in the following way: if s represents the sample size necessary to detect the expected impact of the encouragement in the first and e represents the proportion of compliers as a percentage of the total participants in the first stage, then the total sample size necessary to detect the expected impacts in the second-stage results S is determined by the division of (s/e): S = (s/e). Therefore, as compliance (effectiveness of the promotion) approaches 1, the difference between S and s approaches 0 (the sample sizes necessary for the first and second stages gets closer to being the same). 
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