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Executive Summary 

This report presents findings from an evaluation of the DFAT-funded Resilient Livelihoods for the 

Poor (RLP) pilot program in Lao PDR. The evaluation was conducted by the Laos Australia 

Development Learning Facility (LADLF). It provides key lessons for future investments in the social 

protection sector in Lao PDR and elsewhere, and contributes to the literature on asset and social 

transfers in response to poverty reduction in Lao PDR. 

The RLP pilot represents an investment of approximately AUD 8 million from January 2014 to July 

2017. Its purpose is to improve sustainable livelihoods of poorest households through the provision 

of productive assets, short-term cash transfers, and technical support addressing care of assets, 

enterprise development, financial literacy, disability and gender. The RLP pilot targeted 1,200 

households in four districts of Lao PDR, namely Xepon, Soukhouma, Mounlapamok and Lao Ngam. 

The actual implementation of the RLP pilot reached 1,190 households in the beginning of the pilot, 

which then decreased to 1,154 households at the end of the pilot in June 2017. 

According to SPSL’s results framework (2015), the combination of productive asset transfers, cash 

transfers, and training and coaching contributed to the following three RLP outcomes:  

 Increased income of poor women and men  

 Increased number of income generating activities undertaken by target households  

 Increased value of productive assets of poor households 

Overall, the RLP pilot demonstrated strong potential to reduce extreme poverty in Lao PDR in the 

long run. It succeeded in initiating a transformative process for poor households with little or no 

productive assets to develop commercially oriented livestock and non-livestock enterprises, and in 

integrating rural people into a formal financial system.  

Key achievements of the pilot include: 

• The RLP activities and household targeting were relevant to extreme poverty 

reduction. The targeting approach reached about 74% of poorest households in the 

target districts identified in the design document. Beneficiary households reported the 

importance of RLP activities in the following order: 74% of households placed most value 

on livestock enterprises, 18% felt the monthly stipend was most important, and 6% of 

households valued most the mentoring and coaching from the implementing 

organisation. 
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• The combination of productive asset transfer, cash transfer, and skills transfer has 

proved to be useful in improving livelihoods of rural people. 40% of all households 

increased cash income by 20% from baseline levels. Households increased income 

sources by an average of 1.16, but only 15% of all households increased their income 

sources by at least three sources compared with the baseline. 69% of all households 

increased the value of their total assets by 30% from baseline levels. 

• Many beneficiary households are likely to continue their enterprises after the pilot.  At 

the end of the pilot, 56% of households made profits from their enterprises, and more 

than half of RLP stakeholders foresaw the continuity of households’ enterprises. 

• Other positive development results emerged in target districts at the end of the pilot. 

These include: improvements in school enrolment and attendance of school-age 

children; an increase in access to village bank and commercial banks; improvements in 

women’s decision making and confidence in household management; and better 

understanding among central and local government authorities about social protection 

and extreme poverty reduction.  

Shortcomings related to the RLP design and implementations include: 

• The targeting approach outlined in the design document omitted to define extreme 

poverty and missed the poorest districts in Lao PDR.1 The assessment of target districts 

against household consumption measures shows that Lao Ngam and Xepon districts are 

classified as ‘Poor Districts’, while Soukhouma and Mounlapamok districts are classified 

as ‘Non-poor Districts’. 

• Overambitious targets for generating household income from productive assets were 

set beyond the capacity of traditional small livestock producers. The targets set out in 

SPSL’s result framework were under-achieved at the end of the pilot: the target on 

increased asset values was almost achieved while the results related to the increased 

cash income and increased income sources were substantially lower than the initial 

targets. This can be partly explained by the short timeframe and potentially conflicting 

nature of the outcomes over the short-term. There are signs that a longer period of 

implementation could lead to more satisfactory results. 

  

                                                           

1 The RLP districts were selected by DFAT and Government of Lao PDR. 
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• Investment in the RLP pilot had negative profitability at the project level and higher 

cost per beneficiary household than other similar graduation pilots in other countries. 

Delays in project implementation and large share of human resource costs significantly 

contributed to high RLP costs. While this partly reflects the pilot nature of the 

investment, reduction of these operational costs (i.e. human resource) and/or scaling up 

of activities would provide efficiency gains. For example, lowering the pilot cost to the 

level of direct transfer costs of RLP could generate a positive profitability of 5.2%. 

The following key lessons can be drawn from the experience of the RLP pilot to improve 

performance of future social protection initiatives targeting rural poor in Lao PDR or similar context: 

• The adoption of RLP’s productive assets demonstrates a strong demand for initial 

capital and basic skills for asset care and financial literacy among poorest households. 

Demand of households for capital and skills exist in rural areas, where local markets for 

livestock and non-livestock are underdeveloped and government veterinary services are 

non-functioning. 

• Profits earned from the productive assets are not sufficient to lift people out of the 

extreme poverty in the short run. The average monthly profit per person for RLP 

beneficiaries is well below the extreme poverty line (defined as a monthly household 

consumption threshold per capita): it represents 26% of the poverty line for 

beneficiaries of non-livestock enterprise, 22% for beneficiaries of pig enterprise, 5% for 

those of goat enterprise, and 4% for those of poultry enterprise. 

• The transition from little or no productive assets to commercially oriented production 

of poorest households is a lengthy process that is seldom achieved within or less than 

two years or by any single project. Sustained external engagement - such as donor 

support - is important. 

Based on the findings and lessons outlined, five recommendations are suggested to improve the 

performance of future and/or similar initiatives. These recommendations include:  

 The targeting approach of an investment should incorporate a clear definition of 

extreme poverty and incorporate measures of income or consumption poverty into the 

selection criteria. When there is more than one selection criterion, the first priority 

should be given to poverty measure if the investment aims to reduce extreme poverty.     

 The investment’s results framework should clearly articulate expected outcomes and 

targets with measureable indicators of change in the adoption of RLP production 

technology from the project treatment or intervention.2  

  

                                                           

2 Production technology includes technical skills for caring assets, asset choices and quality. 



 

vi 

 

 The effectiveness can be improved by increasing the proportion of direct transfer costs 

(i.e. asset procurement and stipend). Greater amount of initial capitals and 

consumption supports are needed to provide households with opportunity to devote 

more time and resources toward their enterprises and speed up the process of 

generating household income. Alternatively, the intensity of implementation support 

(i.e., coaching and mentoring) could be phased out over time, thereby reducing human 

resource costs during the second half of the project. 

 Delays in productive asset transfer can be reduced by developing a strategy for local 

livestock procurement and disease prevention from the start of the project. 

 The sustainability of household enterprises should be strengthened by the availability 

of animal vaccines and developing or skilling up relevant support mechanisms at the 

district level. As much as possible activities should be led by the districts authority, 

such as the Labour and Social Welfare Office or the Forestry and Agriculture Office. 
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1. Introduction 

 Background 

The Resilient Livelihoods for the Poor (RLP) pilot is a sub-component of the Social Protection and 

Sustainable Livelihoods (SPSL) funded by the Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

(DFAT). It is managed by Maxwell Stamp PLC (MSP), and implemented by Care International, Health 

Poverty Action and World Education. The key government partner is the Ministry of Labour and 

Social Welfare (MLSW), who signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with MSP and 

implementing agencies (IPs) in 2015 to implement SPSL and RLP activities in target districts.  

The RLP pilot represented an investment of approximately AUD 8 million over the period January 

2014 to July 2017. Its purpose was to improve sustainable livelihoods of poorest households through 

the provision of productive assets, short-term cash transfers, and technical support addressing care 

of assets, enterprise development, financial literacy, disability and gender. The RLP pilot targeted 

1,200 households in four districts of three provinces. These included Xepon in Savannakhet province, 

Soukhouma and Mounlapamok in Champasak province, and Lao Ngam in Saravane province. The 

selected households were equally divided into two cohorts. The first cohort consisted of 600 

households who had benefited from the RLP support since September 2015. The second cohort 

consisted of 600 households who had benefited from the RLP support since January 2016. The total 

cohorts reached 1,190 households in the beginning of the pilot, which, due to household attrition, 

then decreased to 1,154 households at the end of the pilot in June 2017. 

The RLP adapted the BRAC’s Ultra-Poor Graduation approach to increase income of the poorest 

households in rural Laos.3 The key components of such approach include cash transfers, productive 

assets, financial services, and close personal training (Annex 3 of LARLP design document, pp.18-19). 

The application of the BRAC approach is a new initiative in Laos, but has proved to be an important 

instrument to fight poverty in countries such as Haiti, Ghana, India and Bangladesh.  

According to SPSL’s results framework (2015), the combination of productive asset transfers, cash 

transfers, and training and coaching should contribute to the following three RLP outcomes:  

 Increased income of poor women and men  

 Increased number of income generating activities undertaken by target households  

 Increased value of productive assets of poor households 

                                                           

3 BRAC was originally developed to target the most vulnerable households under a development program ‘Targeting the 

Ultra Poor (TUP)’ in Bangladesh in 2002. 
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The end of the RLP pilot presents an opportunity to capture lessons and understand the short-term 

results of a poverty graduation approach in the Laos context. The Laos-Australia Development 

Learning Facility (LADLF) was commissioned by DFAT to provide an independent evaluation of the 

RLP pilot. The final evaluation provides microeconomic evidence of the RLP pilot performance and 

development impacts in the target districts. 

 Evaluation Purpose 

The purpose of this evaluation is to assess the RLP pilot performance and its impact on rural poverty 

and institutional development in the four target districts. The evaluation findings provide key lessons 

for future investments in the social protection sector in Laos. In addition, the RLP evaluation 

contributes to the literature on asset transfers for poverty reduction, while building a platform for 

drawing lessons learnt from international best practices. 

 Methodology and Limitations 

The contribution of the RLP pilot to sustainable livelihoods can be assessed against five criteria: (1) 

relevance of pilot design and implementation, (2) effectiveness of outcomes achievement, (3) 

efficiency of project operations, (4) sustainability of outcomes, and (5) impacts of the RLP pilot on 

poverty and institutions. As detailed in the evaluation framework presented in Annex 1, the first four 

criteria relate to project performance, while the last criterion relates to a the preliminary impact of 

the RLP. The evaluation criteria are answered through both quantitative and qualitative analysis of 

empirical evidence against indicators identified in Annex 2 (evaluation matrix). The evaluation uses a 

sample of 595 beneficiary households derived from the matched households in the baseline and 

endline surveys.  

The evaluation methodology was constrained by two main limitations.  

 Though the income and expenditure endline survey collected income data, the analysis 

of the achievement of Outcome 1 ‘increased cash income’ was hampered by a lack of 

income data from the baseline survey (managed by MSP and conducted in 2015). 

 The analysis of development impacts is constrained by the availability of a control group. 

The evaluation result therefore does not reflect the net impact of the RLP pilot. The 

assessment of the RLP net impact would require field data of beneficiary households 

(treatment group) and non-beneficiary households (control group) for both baseline and 

endline surveys, which were not incorporated into the RLP design.    
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 Structure of the Report 

The report consists of four additional sections: 

• Section 2 presents the evaluation findings on project performance;  

• Section 3 presents the evaluation findings on development impacts;  

• Section 4 outlines some conclusions and key lessons; and  

• Section 5 suggests recommendations.  
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2. Findings On Project Performance 

 Relevance of design and implementation 

This section analyses the relevance of the RLP design objectives and implementation to extreme 

poverty in Laos.4 It aims to address two questions:  

• How well has the RLP reached the poorest districts and poorest households?  

• Were the RLP activities relevant to the development needs of poorest people?  

These two questions are addressed in two steps. First, the extreme poverty line is constructed and 

used to assess RLP targeting approach at district, village, and household levels. Second, the 

relevance of RLP activities is assessed by comparing asset choices received by beneficiary households 

at the beginning of the pilot and their perception of RLP activities’ benefits at the end of the pilot.  

The analysis reveals that the RLP pilot is moderately relevant to extreme poverty in Laos, in part due 

to a lack of definition of extreme poverty. At the district level, none of the RLP districts identified in 

the design document are classified as ‘poorest districts’. Lao Ngam and Xepon districts are classified 

as ‘poor districts’, while Soukhouma and Mounlapamok districts are classified as ‘non-poor districts’. 

At the village level, the criterion of year-round accessibility (dictated by operational imperatives) is 

likely to exclude 9% of villages and 11% of the poorest households who are living in rural Laos 

without road access. At the household level, the RLP reached about 74% of the poorest households 

in the target districts. At the activity level, 74% of households perceived the benefits of livestock 

enterprises, followed by stipend (18%), and mentoring and coaching (6%).    

2.1.1. District Targeting 

District targeting approach in the RLP design document used selected population demographic 

inclusion criteria and missed the poorest districts in Laos. According to AusAID (2013, p.47), the 

selection of RLP districts was based on five criteria: at least 7,500 households; over 1,500 poor 

households; at least 400 non-farm rural households; at least 400 female headed households; and a 

population density of at least 30 persons per square kilometre. Data used for the district targeting 

were obtained from the National Population Census in 2005, annual government estimates of 

poverty in districts and the 2010/11 Agricultural Census. A major shortcoming with these selection 

criteria is that extreme poverty has not been defined and used in the RLP targeting. 

                                                           

4 The RLP design was developed in 2013 and implementation commenced in 2014. The rural investment portfolio in Laos 

was significantly reduced by the Australian government in 2015. This evaluation assessed the RLP implementation based 

on a restructured pilot model post the funding reduction. 
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In this evaluation, we define the extreme poor or poorest people as people living below the average 

household consumption (or income) per capita of the lowest quantile (10%) across the country.  

Similarly, the poorest districts are the districts with poverty rates in the highest quantile (10%) across 

all districts5. In 2012/13, the national poverty line in Laos was estimated about LAK 200,000 per 

person per month.  

An analysis of district poverty rates shows that there are 14 districts classified as ‘poorest districts’. 

The average poverty rate of these poorest districts is 51% (Figure 1a.).6 Figure 1b. reveals that none 

of the RLP districts are classified as ‘poorest districts’. Lao Ngam and Xepon districts are classified as 

‘poor districts’ with poverty rates of 43% and 42%, respectively. Soukhouma and Mounlapamok 

districts are classified as ‘non-poor districts’ with a poverty rate of 27% for each district.7  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

5 The proposed definition broadens the definition of ‘extreme poverty’ used by the Consultative Group to Assist the Poor 

(CGAP) and Ford Foundation, that defines the ‘extreme poor’ as people in the bottom half of those living below the 

nationally defined poverty line (De Montesquiou, Sheldon, Degiovanni, & Hashemi, 2014). 

6 Districts in the highest 10% quantile have the highest proportion of households living below the national poverty line. 

The poverty rate for individual districts is based on the proportion of households living below the national poverty line or 

LAK 200,000 per month. 

7 The RLP design used the population and household data from the Population and Housing Census in 2005 and the 

Agriculture Census in 2010/11. The RLP design did not use poverty data from the Lao Expenditure and Consumption Survey 

in 2012/13 (LECS 5), arguing that it can be used only at the provincial level due to small sample of households. In this 

evaluation, we use the expanded poverty data for all districts and provinces in Laos by linking LECS 5 with the Population 

and Housing Census in 2015. LECS data are collected every five years and, hence, can be used to update the socio-

economic status periodically.     
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Figure 1: Poverty-based classification of RLP and non-RLP districts in Laos 

a. Distribution of district poverty by quantile ranking  b. District ranking by poverty rates 

 

Source: Author’s estimation based on LECS 5 and Population and Housing Census in 2015. 

2.1.2. Village and Household Targeting 

The implementation of RLP pilot reached about 74% of the poorest households in the target districts 

identified in the design document. According to RLP toolkit (SPSL, 2015b), the RLP pilot first targeted 

villages and then selected the poorest households. The selection of villages is based on three 

criteria: accessible year round; 8-10 poor households according to government criteria; and no other 

livelihoods projects operating in the village. The first two criteria aimed to facilitate mentoring and 

coaching of beneficiary households. The last criterion aimed to separate the impact of the RLP from 

other livelihoods projects. However, the criterion of road access in the village selection criteria 

inhibited the inclusion of poorest households: it is likely to exclude about 11% of the poorest 

households (Figure 2a.) and 9% of villages located in rural areas without a road (Figure 2b.). 
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Figure 2: Distribution of poorest households and poorest villages in Laos by road category   

a. Poorest households       b. Poorest villages 

 

 

      Source: Author’s calculation using LECS V (2012/13).          Source: Author’s calculation using LECS V (2012/13). 

At the household level, ‘income’ or ‘consumption’ measure of poverty is not included in the 

selection criteria. According to the RLP toolkit (SPSL, 2015b), the selection of beneficiary households 

is based on five criteria: inadequate housing; no productive land; no productive assets; selling 

labour; and beneficiary of Health Equity Fund. However, the core focus of the RLP intervention is to 

target the poorest households and increase income, which requires defining extreme poverty line. 

Using the definition of extreme poverty proposed in Section 2.1.1, the extreme poverty line is 

estimated at LAK 127,000 per person per month (see Figure 3a.). 

Figure 3: Extreme poverty among households 
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The estimated extreme poverty line is used to assess RLP targeting at household level. Figure 3b. 

shows that the RLP reached 74% of poorest households, 13% of poor households, and 13% of non-

poor households. It also shows that the proportion of poorest households is greater in Cohort 1 

(82%) than in Cohort 2 (69%). 

2.1.3. RLP Activities 

RLP activities are relevant to the livelihoods of beneficiary households. RLP activities include asset 

transfer, cash transfer, and mentoring and coaching. Choices of assets were based on the market 

analysis of potential income generating activities at the beginning of the RLP pilot. The majority of 

households received livestock as their primary enterprise: 62% of households received goats, 

followed by poultry (19%) and pigs (17%). Households with non-livestock enterprises (i.e., 

mushroom, fish pond) accounted for only 2% of total households (see Figure 4a.). Households also 

received a monthly stipend of LAK 115,000 and mentoring and coaching on asset care and financial 

planning fortnightly. At the end of the pilot, households were expected to earn cash income, 

diversify income sources and increase values of assets from their enterprises. 

Figure 4: Productive assets and household perception of benefits of RLP activities 

 

 

  

 

Source: Author’s calculation.    Source: Author’s calculation. 

The benefits of RLP activities are perceived by households. The analysis of RLP endline survey data 

shows that 74% of households perceived livestock enterprises as the most beneficial, followed by 

the monthly stipend (18%) and mentoring and coaching services (6%) (Figure 4b.). While only 6% of 

households reported that mentoring and coaching from the implementing organisation was most 

beneficial, it is worth keeping in mind that this component of the pilot enabled poor households to 

develop knowledge and skills to care, maintain and grow their livestock assets.    
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 Effectiveness of Outcomes Achievment  

This section presents the findings around the achievement of RLP outcomes. These outcomes are: 

increased cash income, diversified income sources and increased values of assets of beneficiary 

households. The effectiveness of the RLP is investigated by assessing the actual achievements of set 

targets identified in SPSL’s result framework.8  

The analysis of the RLP effectiveness reveals that the pilot has under-achieved the expected 

outcomes: expectations in terms of increased value of assets were almost met and achievements of 

increased cash income and income diversity were substantially lower than targeted (see Annex 3 for 

selected stories of household enterprises).    

2.2.1. Outcome 1: Increased Cash Income 

The proportion of households with increased cash income at the end of the pilot is lower than the 

target set out in SPSL’s result framework. According to SPSL’s result framework (SPSL, 2015a), the 

target of Outcome 1 is that 75% of households increase cash income by more than 20% of baseline 

after the end of project (2 years). 

Change in cash income as percentage of baseline is illustrated in Figure 5. The analysis uses a sample 

of 135 households derived from the matched households in the baseline and endline’s income and 

expenditure data.9 The baseline’s monthly income is an average of monthly income over the period 

April to October 2015 for households in cohort 1, and September to December 2015 for cohort 2. 

The endline’s monthly income for both cohorts is derived from the division of annual income in 

endline survey by 12 (number of months per year). 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

8 Outcomes for SPSL identified in the results framework are: Outcome 1: Increased income generating opportunities for 

poor women and men, including through greater commercial and sustainable exploitation of natural resources; Outcome 

2: Increased access to social transfers and enhanced livelihood opportunities for the most vulnerable families within 

selected communities (SPA activities) and Outcome 3: A clear policy direction on social protection by the Government of 

Laos. Outcomes 1 and 2 are relevant to the RLP, however the results framework was developed in December 2015 was not 

updated with the evolving pilot. Advice from SPSL at the time of this evaluation (June-July 2017) is that outcomes for the 

RLP component include the following: increased cash income; income diversity and increased asset value. 

9 Cash income is defined as income earned from retail shop, selling food, selling fish, embroidery, weaving, handicraft 

product, furniture product, rice mill, alcohol, transport service, boat transport service, hired labour, blacksmith, non-timber 

forest products, selling livestock, selling rice, selling vegetable and regular salary or pension.   
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Figure 5: Change of household’s cash income per capita per month, % of baseline 

 

Note: Figures in [<0%], [0%-20%], [>20%] are changes of cash income as % of baseline. 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

Based on endline data, 40% of the total sample households increased cash income by 20% of 

baseline or more, which is below the 75% target. The proportion of households with increased cash 

income varies substantially across cohorts, districts, and households’ poverty status, while it varies 

slightly across gender of household heads. The proportion of households with increased cash income 

by cohort is greater in Cohort 1 (45%) than Cohort 2 (36%), probably reflecting the fact that Cohort 1 

received a longer timeframe of enterprise supports than Cohort 2.  

The highest proportion of households with increased cash income by district is found in Lao Ngam 

(47%), followed by Soukhouma (38%), Xepon (34%) and Mounlapamok (29%). The poorest 

households (48% of poorest households) are likely to gain more benefits in terms of increased cash 

income than poor households (29% of poor households) and non-poor households (6% of non-poor 

households). 

Figure 5 also reveals that 56% of beneficiary households report a negative change in cash income, 

while the proportion of households with no change or positive change of cash income is 44%. 

Though this might indicate a risk for a majority of households to fall further into poverty, it might 

also reflect the fact that households are investing into the diversification of income-generating 

activities with benefits to be yielded over the medium to long term. During the RLP pilot, most 

households were developing goat microenterprises, and were likely relying on cash stipends as an 

important source of income. It is likely that sales of goats will increase once the provision of the cash 

stipends stops and the households need cash.      
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2.2.2. Outcome 2: Increased Income Generating Activities 

The proportion of households with diversified income sources is lower than the set target. According 

to SPSL’s result framework (SPSL, 2015a), the target for Outcome 2 is that households have three 

additional income generating activities at the end of the pilot.  

The term ‘additional’ in the target for Outcome 2 assumes that households will maintain the number 

of original income sources at baseline throughout the pilot period. However, some poorest 

households may change the number of income sources by the end of the pilot depending on 

opportunities for earning income and capacity of households. To capture the reality of unpredictable 

and irregular nature of income sources among poor households, income diversity is calculated as net 

change. This is calculated on the reported number of income sources at endline and subtracted by 

the number of income sources reported at baseline that are no longer providing income.  

Change of income sources for beneficiary households is illustrated in Figure 6. The analysis of 

income generating activities uses a sample of 568 households derived from the matched households 

in the baseline and endline’s survey.  

Figure 6: Change of household’s income sources 

 

Note: Figures in [<0], [0], [1-2], [>2] are changes of income sources by subtracting those in the endline from the baseline. 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

Figure 6 shows that 15% of total sample households gained at least three income sources, indicating 

that a small proportion of households achieved Outcome 2.10 The proportion of households with at 

least 3 diversified income sources varies substantially across districts, while it varies slightly across 

cohorts, and gender of household heads. The highest proportion of households with at least 3 

diversified income sources by districts is found in Mounlapamok (23%), followed by Soukhouma 

                                                           

10 The pilot did not set a target for this outcome, it is difficult to assess if 15% is indicative of adequate success for this 
outcome. 
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(18%), Lao Ngam (16%) and Xepon (5%). A possible explanation for this is the different level of socio-

economic development at the district level. Mounlapamok and Soukhouma Districts have lower 

poverty rates than Lao Ngam and Xepon Districts, implying that households in less poor districts 

have greater opportunities to earn income than those in the poorer districts. 

Figure 6 also reveals a positive sign of households’ income diversification. 53% of total sample 

households increased one or two income sources. The proportion of households with one or two 

diversified income sources is more pronounced in Lao Ngam District, which is about 60% of sample 

households in the district. This may suggest that income diversification among poor households is 

incremental in terms of household capacity to secure one or two sources of income at any one time. 

2.2.3. Outcome 3: Increased Values of Productive Assets  

The proportion of households with increased asset value is slightly lower than the set target. 

According to SPSL’s result framework (SPSL, 2015a), the target for Outcome 3 is that 70% of 

households in Cohort 1 increased values of productive assets by 50%; and 75% of households in 

Cohort 2 increased values of productive assets by 30%. 

Change of household’s asset values is illustrated in Figure 7. The targets for Cohorts 1 and 2 are 

simplified by assessing increased total asset values by 30% of baseline for 70% of households.11 The 

analysis uses a sample of 595 households derived from the matched households in the baseline and 

endline’s survey. 

Figure 7: Change in household asset values, % of baseline 

 

Note: Figures in [<=0%], [0.1-30%], [>30%] are changes of asset values as % of baseline. 

Source: Author’s calculation.  

                                                           

11 As both cohorts received less than 24 months of support, this simplified threshold allows for a standard assessment of 
target achievement using available data. 
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Figure 7 shows that 69% of total sample households increased the value of their total assets by 30% 

of baseline, indicating that Outcome 3 is almost achieved. The proportion of households with more 

than 30% increase in asset value varies across cohorts, districts, and gender of household heads. The 

proportion of households with increased asset value in Cohort 1 is slightly lower than that in Cohort 

2. A possible explanation for this is that households in Cohort 1 have sold more assets for generating 

cash income than those in Cohort 2, which resulted in lower value of existing assets. The highest 

proportion of households with increased asset value is found in Xepon (83%), followed by 

Mounlapamok (70%), Soukhouma (65%) and Lao Ngam (62%). The proportion of households with 

increased asset value is greater for male-headed households (70%) than female-headed households 

(65%). 

2.2.4. Relationship between Outcomes 

This section aims to provide additional information about the gap between outcome achievements 

and their targets. The three previous sections on outcomes achievements show that only one 

outcome (increased value of total assets) is almost achieved, while the other two outcomes 

(increased cash income and diversification of income sources) have not been achieved as expected. 

Two possible scenarios can explain this situation. Both would require longer time frame of 

implementation and observation to confirm their pertinence.  

The first possibility is that some outcome variables contradict each other in the short run (i.e. 1-3 

years). In particular, increased cash income can lead to decreased asset value: a household who 

would sell its livestock would increase its cash income but decrease its asset value. In the long run 

(i.e. more than 3 years), however, increased cash income and increased asset values could 

complement each other. When a household is able to expand its livestock enterprise, resulting in 

greater value of assets, the sale of livestock would increase its cash income increased while the value 

of the remaining livestock assets would be relatively high compared to those of the baseline.12  

Figure 8a. Illustrates that the proportion of households with increased asset value (greater than 

30%) decreased from 83% to 75% when changes in cash income increase from ‘0%-20% of baseline’ 

to ‘greater 20% of baseline’.               

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

12 A necessary condition for the long-run scenario is that the household has access to land for raising a greater number of 

livestock. 



 

14 

 

 

62%

83%

75%

68%

0% 50% 100%

[<0%]

[0%-20%]

[>20%]

Total

%
 c

h
an

ge
 o

f 
ca

sh
 in

co
m

e

% of households

[ >30% ][ 0.1%-30% ][ <0% ]

56%

100%

49%

55%

7%

26%

14%

0% 50% 100%

[<0%]

[0%-20%]

[>20%]

Total

%
 c

h
an

ge
 o

f 
ca

sh
 in

co
m

e

% of households

[ >2 ][ 0 ] [ 1-2 ][ <0 ]

Figure 8: Characteristics of changes in household’s cash income, % of baseline 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The second possibility is that potential cash income from diversified income sources have not yet 

been fully realised by poorest households at the end of the pilot. Figure 8b. shows that 75% of 

households with increased cash income (greater than 20% of the baseline) are households with at 

least one diversified income source. With additional time for asset growth and support, households 

experiencing negative or no income change are likely to achieve 1-2 diversified income sources and 

can expect to increase their cash income by more than 20% of the baseline.  

 Efficiency of Operations 

The efficiency of the RLP pilot is assessed against two indicators: RLP cost per beneficiary household 

and financial internal rate of return (FIRR) to RLP investment. The RLP cost per beneficiary household 

is compared with the cost reported in other graduation approach programs. The FIRR calculation 

reflects the actual quantifiable financial benefits and costs realised at the time of evaluation and as 

projected, based on informed assessment of the prospects and risks.  

The assessment of RLP efficiency focuses on the household-level costs, which are used to transform 

RLP activities into actual outputs at the household level. The total costs of RLP at household level 

include costs of direct transfers and operational costs of IPs. The costs of direct transfers include 

asset procurement, cash transfer, and asset replacement to cover increased asset price. The 

operational costs include costs of implementing NGOs, ranging from human resources to trainings 

and innovation. The actual outputs include asset transfer, cash transfer and skills transfer. 

The RLP costs in this evaluation cover the period June 2015 to August 2017. This excludes the costs 

of delays in signing the MOUs, which took about one year (January 2014 - January 2015) for the 

MOU between MSP and MLSW and about additional five months (January - May 2015) for the MOUs 

between IPs and MLSW. The RLP costs also exclude the management fees of MSP and IPs because 

the management structure was designed to support a larger program and one poised for scale-up 

(but subsequently scaled-back due to DFAT funding cuts). 

Note: Figures in [<0%], [0.1-30%], [>30%] are changes of 

asset value as % of baseline. 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

Note: Figures in [<0], [0], [1-2], [>2] are changes of 

number of income sources by subtracting those in the 

endline from the baseline. 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

 

a. By category of changes in asset values                          b. By category of changes in income sources 
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The analysis of RLP efficiency reveals that the RLP pilot is less than efficient in achieving outputs and 

outcomes. The RLP is more expensive than the graduation pilots in other Asian and non-Asian 

countries. The RLP cost is US$3,720 per household, which is about 133% higher than the average 

cost of the pilots in non-Asian countries (US$1,595). If the costs are projected out over a longer time 

period, the RLP’s net revenue stream over 20 years is also negative and estimated at -2.8%.  

2.3.1. Assessment of RLP Cost Per Beneficiary Household 

The RLP in Laos is more expensive than the graduation pilots in other Asian and non-Asian countries. 

Figure 9 illustrates the comparison of RLP cost per person (and household) with eight graduation 

pilots supported by CGAP-Ford Foundation and implemented in Asian and non-Asian countries. Data 

on the graduation pilots were obtained from De Montesquiou, Sheldon, Degiovanni, & Hashemi 

(2014), which reported cost per person for Asian countries and cost per household for non-Asian 

countries. Asian countries include India (3 pilots) and Pakistan (1 pilot). Non-Asian countries include 

Peru (1 pilot), Ghana (1 pilot), Honduras (1 pilot) and Ethiopia (1 pilot). 

Figure 9a. shows that the RLP cost per person is higher than the average cost of the pilots in other 

Asian countries. The RLP cost is US$744 per person, which is about 25% higher than the average cost 

of other pilots (US$594 per person). The RLP cost is slightly lower than the pilot cost in Pakistan 

(US$800 per person) but is more than twice higher than the Bandhan pilot in India (US$331 per 

person).  

Figure 9: Comparison of RLP cost per beneficiary with CGAP-Ford Foundation’s graduation pilots 

          a. Asian countries (cost per person)   b. Non-Asian countries (cost per household) 

 

 

Source: De Montesquiou, Sheldon, Degiovanni, & Hashemi, (2014). 

Figure 9b. shows that the RLP cost per household is above the average cost of the pilots in non-Asian 

countries. The RLP cost is US$3,720 per household, which is about 133% higher than the average 

cost of the pilots in non-Asian countries (US$1,595). Among non-Asian countries considered, the 

lowest pilot cost is found in Ethiopia (US$800 per household), followed by Honduras (US$1,300 per 

household). 
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The high cost of RLP is characterised by three factors: program scale, costs of inputs, and timeframe 

of activities. First, the RLP is the largest pilot in terms of number of beneficiary individuals and 

number of beneficiary households. The RLP included about 6,000 people, which is about five times 

higher than the number of people in the pilot in Pakistan, and about nineteen times higher than the 

Trickle Up pilot in India (Figure 9a.). Similarly, the RLP included about 1,200 households, which is 

about 50% higher than the number of households in the pilots in Peru and Honduras (Figure 9b.). 

Despite the relatively large number of households, the RLP did not realise the economies of scale 

during the implementation period. One reason might be that the pilot was implemented separately 

by three NGOs; World Education in Lao Ngam District, Health Poverty Action in Xepon District and 

Care International in Soukhouma District and Mounlapamok District. 

The second factor for the high RLP cost is an unbalance between direct transfer costs to households 

and human resource costs. According to the RLP design document (Annex 3 of LARLP Design 

Document, p.29), an average asset cost for pilots accounts for about 25-33% of total costs. Figure 10 

shows that the direct transfer costs such as asset procurement, asset replacement and stipend 

account for only 17% of total costs, which is much lower than what suggested by previous pilots. In 

contrast, the operational costs such as human resource costs, operation costs and innovation 

account for about 83% of total costs. Human resource costs alone account for about 50% of total 

costs. This suggests that there is room for improving the efficiency of RLP budget for human 

resources and/or increasing budget for direct transfers to households.    

Figure 10: Components of RLP costs, June 2015 to August 2017 

 

Source: Author’s calculation. 
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The third factor for the high RLP cost is that the RLP took a longer timeframe than specified in the 

design document, which resulted in higher costs of human resources and household consumption 

supports. According to the design document (Annex 3 of LARLP Design Document, p.17), the RLP 

pilot was to take two years, following the BRAC model. Figure 11 compares the timeframe between 

RLP pilot and BRAC model at the project and activity levels. The total pilot period of the RLP for 

Cohort 1 is about 28 months (March 2015 to June 2017)13, which exceeded the total period of BRAC 

project by 4 months.14 The total pilot period of RLP for Cohort 2 is about 23 months (August 2015 to 

June 2017) which is less than the total period of BRAC model by one month. 

Figure 11: Comparison of project timeframes between RLP pilot and BRAC model (in month) 

Project Activities BRAC 
Model  

(1) 

RLP Pilot Difference between RLP and 
BRAC 

Cohort 1 
(2) 

Cohort 2 
(3) 

Cohort 1  
[(2)-(1)] 

Cohort 2  
[(3)-(1)] 

I. Overall project period and enterprise support 

  1.1 Total project period 24 28.0 23.0 4.0 -1.0 

  1.2 Enterprise supports 18 18.0 12.5 0.0 -5.5 

II. Main project activities 

  

2.1 Household targeting and 
asset selection 

3 6.0 4.5 3.0 1.5 

  2.1.1 Household targeting N/A 4.5 3.5 N/A N/A 

  2.1.2 Asset selection N/A 1.5 1.0 N/A N/A 

  2.2 Cash transfers 21 22.5 17.0 1.5 -4.0 

  2.3 Asset training and transfers  3 6.0 7.5 3.0 4.5 

  2.3.1 Asset training N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A N/A 

  2.3.2 Asset transfers  N/A 5.0 6.5 N/A N/A 

  2.4 Training and coaching 21 22.0 17.5 1.0 -3.5 

Source: Author’s compilation using data from the RLP completion reports of World Education and CARE International. 

  

                                                           

13 While signing MOUs in May 2015 served as a formal starting point of RLP, the IPs started to conduct their field works 

since March 2015, which is used as the actual starting point of RLP in this analysis. For example, World Education in Lao 

Ngam district conducted village selection and household survey in March 2015. Budget from DFAT was available for IPs to 

implement their field works although MOUs between IPs and the Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare were being 

processed. 

14 This period includes IP recruitment of households, asset procurement, transfer and support. 
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Figure 11 also reveals that the timeframes for household targeting, asset selection, asset training 

and transfers are longer for the RLP than for the BRAC model. Household targeting was delayed 

because of uneven distribution of poorest households (SPSL, 2016). Asset transfer was delayed 

because of the lack of commercial suppliers and limited numbers of livestock. Delays in household 

targeting and asset transfer resulted in the short timeframe of enterprise supports. The timeframe 

for enterprise supports for Cohort 1 is equal to the timeframe required by BRAC model, while Cohort 

2 is lower than the timeframe required by the BRAC model by 5.5 months.     

2.3.2. Assessment of RLP Profitability 

The financial internal rate of return (FIRR) to RLP investment is based on the following assumptions: 

• The benefits quantified for RLP profitability assessment include the gains in combined 

profits of livestock and non-livestock generated by 1,127 beneficiary households. Data 

on costs, revenues and profits are obtained from SPSL’s MIS database. Costs of livestock 

enterprises include purchases of animals, materials for the construction of animal 

shelters, and feeds, while exclude labour costs. Revenues from livestock and non-

livestock enterprises are based on the market price in 2016-2017. As of June 2017, about 

56% of beneficiary households have made profits from their enterprises. These profits 

are assumed to represent aggregate profits of beneficiary households in 2017. For 2018 

and subsequent years, all beneficiary households are assumed to make profits 

depending on the choice of assets.    

• The unquantified benefits include the project intervention to initiate the linkage 

between beneficiary households and local suppliers, and to develop household capacity 

in managing enterprises. The unquantified benefits are assumed to be compensated by 

the exclusion of management fee for MSP and three IPs, and the sufficiently long period 

for quantifying project benefits. The period used in this analysis is 20 years, which could 

be sufficiently long for households to utilize all of the adopted inputs (assets, knowledge 

and skills) from the RLP.  

• Production technology and market prices for livestock and non-livestock enterprises are 

assumed to be constant over 20 years. The assumption of constant inputs reflects the 

fact that the livestock and non-livestock models for the beneficiary households are 

based on the level of technical skills and asset choices supported by the RLP. The 

assumption of constant market prices reflects the fact that beneficiary households could 

generate incentives for non-beneficiary households to run livestock and non-livestock 

enterprises, which provide sufficient supply for market demand driven by population 

growth.  
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The analysis of RLP’s net revenue stream over 20 years shows that FIRR is negative and estimated at        

-2.8% (Figure 12).  This indicates that the potential profits generated by beneficiary households are 

lower than the total investment costs of RLP.15 

 

Figure 12: Financial internal rate of return to total investment of RLP over 20 years (in million LAK) 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

                                                           

15 Total investment costs include: human resources for 3 IPs, operational costs and transfer costs for all 4 districts. Excludes 

management costs. 

Year Household-level profits Project costs Net revenue 

Goats 

(n=700) 

Pigs 

(n=193) 

Poultry 

(n=212) 

Non-livestock 

(n=22) 

Total 

(n=1127) 

2015 0 0 0 0 0 23,039 -23,039 

2016 0 0 0 0 0 7,135 -7,135 

2017 310 327 61 60 758 6,629 -5,871 

2018 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2019 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2020 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2021 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2022 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2023 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2024 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2025 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2026 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2027 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2028 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2029 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2030 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2031 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2032 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2033 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2034 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2035 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2036 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

            FIRR = -2.8% 
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The negative FIRR can be explained by two factors. Firstly, most beneficiary households invest in 

assets that have low rates of return. 62% of beneficiary households invest in goats for their primary 

enterprises, which could generate total annual profits of LAK 725 million or an average annual profit 

of LAK 1,035,242 per household since 2018. The rest, 38% of beneficiary households invest in assets 

that have an average annual profit per household higher than that of the goat enterprise. The 

average annual profit from non-livestock enterprise, for example, is LAK 3,187,791 per household, 

which is two times higher than the profit per household from the goat enterprise. 

The second factor relates to the total costs of RLP that exceeds the maximum profits generated by 

beneficiary households using the adopted production technology.16 To explore an alternative 

scenario of RLP investment, we use the direct transfer costs of the RLP which are the amount of RLP 

investment directly transferred to beneficiary households. The direct transfer costs of the RLP 

include costs of asset transfer, skills transfer and cash transfer, which together account for 43% of 

total RLP costs. Such scenario would be applicable should the pilot be replicated or scaled up. Figure 

13 shows the result of FIRR using the direct transfer costs of the RLP. We found that the FIRR is 

positive and estimated at 5.2%, suggesting that the potential profits of beneficiary households are 

sufficiently large enough to recover the direct transfer costs of RLP. The key implication from this 

analysis is that efficiency of RLP investment could be improved by reducing operational costs (i.e. 

human resource costs) and/or raising productivity of household enterprises. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

16 Production technology includes technical skills for caring assets, asset choices and quality. 
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Figure 13: Financial internal rate of return to direct transfer costs of RLP over 20 years (in million 

LAK) 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

  

Year Household-level profits Project costs Project’s net 

revenue 
Goats 

(n=700) 

Pigs 

(n=193) 

Poultry 

(n=212) 

Non-livestock 

(n=22) 

Total 

(n=1127) 

2015 0 0 0 0 0 3,839 -3,839 

2016 0 0 0 0 0 7,426 -7,426 

2017 310 327 61 60 758 4,646 -3,889 

2018 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2019 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2020 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2021 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2022 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2023 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2024 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2025 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2026 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2027 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2028 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2029 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2030 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2031 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2032 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2033 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2034 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2035 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

2036 725 384 167 70 1,346 0 1,346 

            FIRR = 5.2% 
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 Preliminary Sustainability of Results 

This section explores the sustainability of RLP outcomes at the end of the RLP pilot, assessed against 

two indicators: the incentive of benefiary households to continue their enterprises and the potential 

support of provincial and district authorities after the end of pilot finishes. 

The preliminary assessment of sustainability reveals that RLP outcomes are likely to be sustained for 

over half of the beneficiary households. As of June 2017, 59% of total households in Cohort 1 and 

52% of total households in Cohort 2 made profits from their enterprises. However, central and local 

governments are less likely to provide financial and technical supports for RLP activities, especially 

vaccines for animals, after the end of the RLP pilot.     

2.4.1. Assessment of Economic Incentives 

As illustrated in the figure below, beneficiary households are beginning to gain from livestock and 

non-livestock enterprises.  

Figure 14: Profits from livestock and non-livestock enterprises 

a. Proportion of households making profits                              b.  Average profits per household 

 

Source: Author’s calculation of MIS data. 

Figure 14 reveals three salient features of household enterprises: 

• The proportion of households making profits is slightly higher for Cohort 1 (59%) than 

for Cohort 2 (52%) (Figure 14a.). This indicates that a longer timeframe of enterprise 

supports affects the level of profits from household enterprises.  
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• The proportion of households making profits varies substantially across types of 

productive assets. More than 70% of households with pig and non-livestock enterprises 

have made profits, while less than half of households with goat enterprise have made 

profits (Figure 14a.). This indicates that the type of asset also affects profitability.  

• Profit per household is higher for pig and non-livestock enterprises than other 

enterprises. The average profit per household is LAK 2,476,000 for pig enterprise in 

Cohort 1, LAK 1,561,000 for pig enterprise in Cohort 2, LAK 1,883,000 for non-livestock 

enterprise, and LAK 990,000 for goat enterprise (Figure 14b.). Profits from poultry 

among Cohort 1 is almost the same as profits made from selling goats. 

The analysis of household perception about their future enterprises (next 3 years) suggests that 

beneficiary households will continue their enterprises. Figure 15a. shows that 75% of total 

beneficiary households will continue their enterprises within the range of RLP assets over the next 

three years. The rest - 25% of total beneficiary households - will do other activities. These activities 

include raising cows and buffalo and planting banana and coffee (Figure 15b.). 

Figure 15: Household characteristics by asset choices over next three years 
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Source: Author’s calculation using data from RLP Endline Survey, 2017. 
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Data collected on the perceived RLP sustainability at household level is consistent with the analysis 

of stakeholder perception on household enterprise sustainability17. More than half of RLP 

stakeholders believed that the beneficiary households will continue their enterprises after the end of 

RLP. In particular, raising livestock for sale is ‘strongly agreed’ by 26% of respondents and ‘agreed’ by 

37% of respondents (Figure 16). The main incentives for beneficiary households include profitability 

of enterprises, high demand for pork and goat meat in the local community and low cost of raising 

livestock in rural areas. 

Figure 16: Perceptions of stakeholders on sustainability of household enterprises 

 

 Source: Author’s calculation based on data from semi-structured interviews. 

2.4.2. Assessment of Political Support 

Central and local governments are less likely to provide financial and technical supports for RLP 

activities after the end of the RLP pilot. Only 53% of respondents believed that RLP activities will be 

incorporated into the provincial and district socio-economic development plan over the next year. 

This implies that there will be no budget to support the continuation of RLP activities and household 

visits by local governments will be less frequent. For example, district authorities in Lao Ngam 

reported officials will conduct monitoring visits of beneficiary households only once a month due to 

limited budget.   

The lack of resourcing from central and local governments could increase the cost of raising livestock 

for beneficiary households after the end of project. During the project period, vaccines for livestock 

have been freely provided to households. After the completion of project, households will have to 

use part of the profits from selling livestock to buy vaccines. The cost of vaccine and care will add to 

the total costs of raising livestock, which may lower the incentive of households to continue their 

livestock enterprises. The end of cash stipends is another disincentive to continue with RLP assets.    

                                                           

17 Stakeholders participating in the interviews or responding to RLP survey include MLSW, provincial and district authorites, 

IPs, SPSL, and DFAT. 

-10%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Strongly
agree

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
disagree

Don't know

P
ro

p
o

rt
io

n
 o

f 
to

ta
l r

es
p

o
n

d
en

ts

n = 19



 

25 

 

 

3. Findings On Development Impacts 

This section analyses development impacts of the RLP pilot on variable of interest (see Annex 2) such 

as: extreme poverty reduction; school enrolment and attendance; access to financial services; 

women empowerment; and capacity development of provincial and district authorities. These 

development impacts are not included in SPSL’s result framework and, as such, no targets have been 

identified. This section therefore provides an assessment of the RLP influence on the variables 

without commenting on the appropriateness or satisfactory nature of the impacts. 

The analysis of development impacts reveals that the RLP pilot has the potential to reduce extreme 

poverty in rural Laos. The impact of RLP on extreme poverty is positive but small. Other potential 

development impacts of RLP include increased access to school, increased access to village bank and 

commercial banks, increased women’s decision making and confidence in household management, 

and increased awareness of social protection among MLSW and local governments.    

 Extreme Poverty Reduction 

A cost-benefit approach is used to explore the potential contribution of RLP to extreme poverty 

reduction using SPSL’s Income and Expenditure data. The Income and Expenditure data consists of 

revenue and costs of livestock and non-livestock enterprises for a period of about one year.    

The costs of household enterprises include costs of shelters and feeds and exclude labour cost and 

the costs of productive assets provided by the RLP. In order to make use of this dataset, we make 

three assumptions: 

• Households sell part of their productive assets and then reinvest in sustaining their 

enterprises, implying that households consume only profits.  

• The remaining values of productive assets after sales are equal to the costs of original 

productive assets, implying that households do not need to buy young animals for their 

enterprises.  

• Beneficiary households earned small amount of income before participating in the RLP, 

implying that households have low opportunity cost of labour. The cost-benefit analysis 

for household enterprises is illustrated in Figure 17. 
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Figure 17: Simple financial cost-benefit analysis of household enterprises 

Revenue and Cost Items Goat Pig Poultry Non-livestock 

1. Annual Revenue (LAK per HH) 619,954 2,553,104 720,507 4,684,736 

2. Annual Cost (LAK per HH) 176,996 859,251 434,594 3,092,900 

3. Annual Profits (LAK per HH) (1-2) 442,958 1,693,852 285,913 1,591,836 

Profits per capita per month (LAK) 6,152 28,231 4,765 33,163 

% of extreme poverty line       5%       22%        4%           26% 

Memo         

Avg. household members      6    5       5         4 

Extreme poverty line (LAK / month) 127,000 127,000 127,000          127,000 

    Source: Author’s estimation. 

The cost-benefit analysis in Figure 17 reveals two salient aspects of potential impacts of RLP on 

extreme poverty:  

• Pig and non-livestock enterprises have greater potential for reducing extreme poverty 

than goat and poultry enterprises. The average profit per person per month is LAK 

28,231 the pig enterprise, which is about four times higher than the average profit of the 

goat enterprise.  

• The amounts of cash income earned from household enterprises are not sufficient to lift 

poorest people out of the extreme poverty in the short run. The ratio of monthly profit 

per person to the extreme poverty line is 26% for the non-livestock enterprise, 22% for 

the pig enterprise, 5% for the goat enterprise and 4% for the poultry enterprise.    

 School Enrolment and Attendance 

The impact of RLP on school enrolment and attendance is assessed against two indicators: increased 

number of children enrolled at school and school attendance rate. Data used for the analysis of 

school enrolment covers 345 beneficiary households who have school-age children aged 6 - 16. Data 

used for the analysis of school attendance rate covers 192 households who have school-age children 

(age 6 - 16) enrolled at school. School attendance rate is calculated at the household level by 

dividing the number of days that children actually go to school by the total number of days that 

school opens over the last 30 days.    

The analysis of school enrolment and attendance reveals that the RLP pilot has increased access to 

school for school-age children of beneficiary households: 27% of sampled households have increased 

children enrolment in school, and more than 90% of school-age children are attending school. 
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3.2.1. School Enrolment 

School-age children of beneficiary households have increased access to school. Figure 18a. shows 

that the net increase in the proportion of school enrolment is 2% of total households. Households 

with increased school enrolment account for 27% of total households, while households with 

decreased school enrolment account for 25% of total households. The proportion of households 

with increased school enrolment in districts is highest in Soukhouma (31%), followed by Lao Ngam 

(30%), Xepon (20%) and Mounlapamok (19%).  

Figure 18: School enrolment of school-age children in beneficiary households 

 

 

 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

Changes in school enrolment can be characterised by changes in cash income of beneficiary 

households. An increase in household cash income means that households have more money for 

supporting education of their children, and hence being able to send children to school. Soukhouma 

and Lao Ngam have a relatively high proportion of households with increased cash income and 

hence have a relatively high proportion of households with increased enrolment. The opposite is 

true for Xepon and Mounlapamok. 

The number of children’s school enrolment is unevenly distributed across households. Figure 18b. 

reveals three aspects of the distribution of school enrolment. First, the proportion of households 

with one child enrolled remains high although it decreased from 38% of total households in the 

baseline to 35% of total households in the endline. Second, the proportion of households with two 

children enrolled increased from 22% of total households in the baseline to 30% of total households 

in the endline. Third, the proportion of households without any children enrolled remains 

unchanged in the baseline and endline at 20%.     
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As illustrated in Figure 19, four reasons for children not enrolled at school have been reported. First, 

households lack financial resources: 45% of households reported that they have no money to 

support their children to go to school. Second, children do not have incentives to study: 41% of 

households reported that their children do not want to study. Third, there is no school in the 

community of some beneficiary households: 8% of households reported that their children could not 

go to school due to long distance between their homes and school. Fourth, children are sources of 

labour for supporting household activities: 6% of households reported that children assist their 

parents.   

Figure 19: Reasons for not sending children to school 

 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

3.2.2. School Attendance 

Districts with larger increase in school enrolment also have higher school attendance rates. Figure 20 

shows school attendance rates of children, which are divided into three categories; less than 50%, 

between 50% and 80% and greater than 80%. Households with high attendance rate (more than 

80%) is found in Lao Ngam (93%), followed by Soukhouma (80%), Mounlapamok (67%) and Xepon 

(64%). Similar to school enrolment, the variation of school attendance across districts can be 

characterised by changes in cash income. Lao Ngam and Soukhouma have relatively large increase in 

cash income and high school attendance rates.18   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

18 Lao Ngam, Soukhouma and Mounlapamok are predominately Lao Loum ethnic groups. Households in Xepon are 100% 

ethnic minorities. 
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Figure 20: School attendance rate of children in beneficiary households at the end of RLP pilot 

 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

 Access to Financial Services 

This section explores the potential impact of RLP on household access to financial services through 

village bank and commercial banks. Access to financial services is analysed against two indicators: 

savings and borrowings. Each indicator is divided into four categories: negative amount of savings or 

borrowings [<0%], same amount of savings or borrowings [Unchanged], increased amount of savings 

or borrowings between 0.1%-30% and increased amount of savings or borrowings by more than 30% 

[>30%]. 

The analysis of access to financial services is illustrated in Figure 21 for village bank and in Figure 22 

for commercial banks. It shows that beneficiary households have increased access to village banks 

and commercial banks. Village banks play an important role in facilitating households savings and 

borrowings while commercial banks play an important role in facilitating households savings.  
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Figure 21: Changes in household savings and borrowings from village banks 

                            a. Savings                   b. Borrowings 

 

Note: Figures in [<0%], [Unchanged], [>30%] are changes of savings (borrowings) as % of baseline. 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

Figure 21 reveals two salient features of access to village banks by beneficiary households:  

• First, households use village bank as a means of saving money rather than borrowing money. 

Households with increased savings (more than 30%) account for 26% of total households 

(Figure 21a.), while households with increased borrowings (more than 30%) account for 7% 

of total households (Figure 21b.).  

• Second, savings and borrowings from village bank vary substantially across districts. The 

proportion of households with increased savings is highest in Mounlapamok (60%), followed 

by Soukhouma (40%), Lao Ngam (15%), and Xepon (14%) (Figure 21a.). The variation of 

savings and borrowings from village banks could be attributed to the availability of village 

banks in these districts.       

Figure 22 reveals that 97% of beneficiary households have saved money in commercial banks. More 

than two thirds of households have savings of up to LAK 500,000. The proportion of households with 

savings is generally similar across cohorts, districts, and gender of household heads. This suggests 

that beneficiary households have saved money from the RLP cash transfer with the Agriculture 

Promotion Bank. 

In contrast to savings at commercial banks, a limited number of beneficiary households have 

borrowed money from commercial banks. The analysis of endline data shows that households with 

bank borrowings account for 3% of total households, 69% of which took loans of more than LAK 1 

million. 
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Figure 22: Savings at commercial banks 

 

Note: Figures in [ ] are amount of savings (LAK) of beneficiary households as of June 2017. 

Source: Author’s calculation. 

 Women’s Empowerment 

This section explores the impact of RLP on women’s empowerment among beneficiary households, 

analysed against two indicators: decision-making and confidence in household management. The 

analysis of women’s decision-making is based on a decision-making index, which is constructed by 

summing the score of nine variables: giving loans; taking loans; savings; selling cattle and land; 

health treatment; selling goats and poultry; looking after guests; purchasing food; and purchasing 

household’s items. The score of each variable is equal to one if a decision is made by the woman or 

both men and women, or otherwise, zero. The analysis of women’s confidence is based on a 

confidence index, which is constructed by summing the score of three variables: solving problems; 

managing businesses; and financial management. The score of each variable is equal to one if a 

woman is confident or otherwise zero. 

Each indicator is divided into four categories: decreased decision-making or confidence index [<0%], 

same decision-making or confidence index [0%], decision-making or confidence index increased by 

0.1%-30% [0.1%-30%], and decision-making or confidence index increased by more than 30% 

[>30%]. The analysis of women’s empowerment shows that half of women in beneficiary households 

have increased involvement in the decision-making of household management and have increased 

confidence in household management. The key improvements of women’s decision-making include 

giving and taking loans, savings and selling livestock. The key improvements of women’s confidence 

include solving conflicts within the household, managing household businesses and financial 

management the household. 
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3.4.1. Decision Making in Household Management 

Figure 23a. shows that 55% of women in beneficiary households have increased decision making in 

household management. This result remains strong even if we consider only women with increased 

decision-making index by more than 30%, which account for 33% of women in beneficiary 

households. The proportion of women with increased decision making is unevenly distributed across 

cohorts and districts, reflecting different timeframe of supports, changes in RLP outcomes at district 

level, and effects of the RLP intervention through the innovation funds.              

Figure 23: Changes in levels of women’s decision making in household management 

a. By category of decision-making index   b.  By dimensions of decision-making 

 

 

 

The key improvements in women’s decision-making in household management are observed in 

three areas. These include giving and taking loans, savings and selling livestock. The largest 

improvement in women’s decision-making is seen in savings, where the proportion of households 

increased from 58% in the baseline to 82% in the endline (Figure 23b.).  

3.4.2. Confidence in Household Management 

Figure 24a. shows that 51% of women in beneficiary households have increased confidence in 

household management, which is driven by the proportion of women with increased confidence 

(more than 30%). The proportion of women with increased confidence varies substantially across 

districts, reflecting changes in RLP outcomes at district level, and effects of RLP intervention of 

through the innovation funds. 
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the score of women decision-making index as % of baseline. 

Source: Author’s calculation.  

Source: Author’s calculation. 
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Figure 24: Changes in levels of women’s confidence in household management 

a. By category of confidence index   b.  By dimensions of confidence 

 

 

 

 

The key improvements of women’s confidence in household management are observed in three 

areas. These include solving conflicts of households, managing household’s businesses and financial 

management. The largest improvement in women’s confidence is in the area of solving conflicts of 

households. The proportion of women with increased confidence in solving conflicts increased from 

46% in the baseline to 88% in the endline (Figure 24b.). 

 Capacity Development of Central and Local Authorities in 

Social Protection 

MLSW and local authorities in target districts have reportedly gained better understanding in social 

protection and extreme poverty reduction. The analysis of data from stakeholder interviews and 

survey shows that 85% of stakeholders perceived a positive contribution of the RLP pilot on capacity 

development of central and local authorities in social protection and extreme poverty reduction. 

According to IPs interviewees, provincial and district authorities were involved in the process of RLP 

implementation through a monitoring, steering and facilitation role. All three IPs reported engaging 

and working closely with provincial and district government authorities to implement the pilot. 

Examples of provincial and district authorities’ engagement include: 

• The District Labour and Social Welfare Office (DLSWO) participated in the selection of 

target villages and households and served as a coordinator between IPs and other local 

government partners within the district and province.  
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• The District Agriculture and Forestry Office delivered technical skills to beneficiary 

households through trainings on livestock.  

• The District Lao Women’s Union Office participated in household visits with particular 

reference to women’s empowerment.  

• The District Health Office provided supports to disabled people from beneficiary 

households.  
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4. Conclusion 

 Overall Assessment 

Overall, the RLP pilot is a good model with potential to reduce extreme poverty in Lao PDR over the 

mid to long term (3+ years). Over its short period of implementation, it succeeded in initiating a 

process of household economic transformation, from having limited or no productive assets to 

operating commercially oriented livestock and non-livestock enterprises and integrating poor people 

into the formal financial system.  Further key achievements of the RLP pilot include: 

 The RLP activities and household targeting are relevant to extreme poverty reduction. 

Household targeting reached about 74% of poorest households in the target districts 

identified in the design document. Beneficiary households report the importance of RLP 

activities in the following order: 74% of households placed most value on livestock 

enterprises, 18% felt the monthly stipend was most important, and 6% of households 

valued most the mentoring and coaching from the implementing organisation. 

 The combination of productive asset transfer, cash transfer, and skills transfer has 

proved to be useful in improving livelihoods of rural people. 40% of all households 

increased cash income by 20% from baseline levels. 15% of households increased at 

least three income sources compared with the baseline. 69% of all households increased 

the value of their total assets by 30% from baseline levels. 

 Many beneficiary households are likely to continue their enterprises after the pilot. At 

the end of the pilot, 56% of households made profits from their enterprises and more 

than half of RLP stakeholders foresaw the continuity of households’ enterprises. 

 Other positive development results emerged in target districts from the pilot. These 

include: improvements in school enrolment and attendance of school-age children; an 

increase in access to village bank and commercial banks; improvements in women’s 

decision-making and confidence in household management; and better understanding 

among central and local government authorities of social protection and extreme 

poverty reduction issues.  

The evaluation has also highlighted shortcomings of the pilot design and implementation. These 

include: 

• The targeting approach defined in the design document omitted to define extreme 

poverty and missed the poorest districts in Lao PDR. The assessment of target districts 

against household consumption measures shows that Lao Ngam and Xepon districts are 

classified as ‘Poor Districts’, while Soukhouma and Mounlapamok districts are classified 

as ‘Non-poor Districts’. 
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• Overambitious targets for generating household income from productive assets were set 

beyond the capacity of traditional small livestock producers. Specifically, goat assets 

have produced the lowest gains for beneficiary households. The RLP pilot aimed to 

increase cash income, diversify income sources and increase asset values of beneficiary 

households. The targets set out in SPSL’s result framework were under-achieved at the 

end of the pilot: the target on increased asset values was almost achieved while results 

related to the increased cash income and increased income sources were substantially 

lower than the initial targets. This can be partly explained by the short timeframe and 

the potentially conflicting nature of the outcomes over the short term. There are signs 

that a longer period of implementation could lead to more satisfactory results. 

• Investment in the RLP pilot had negative profitability at the project level and higher cost 

per beneficiary household than other similar graduation pilots in other countries. Delays 

in project implementation and large share of human resource costs significantly 

contributed to high RLP costs. The timeframe of RLP pilot in the design document was 24 

months but its actual implementation took 28 months for Cohort 1 (March 2015 to June 

2017). Human resource costs accounted for 50% of total costs, while the direct transfer 

costs to households (i.e., asset procurement, asset replacement and stipend) accounted 

for only 17% of total costs. The proportion of direct transfer costs is lower than the 25-

33% anticipated in the design. If the pilot budget allocated a higher proportion to direct 

transfers to household households may have greater opportunities to generate profits 

to recover the total RLP investment over the longer term. 

 Lessons 

Three key lessons can be drawn from the experience of RLP pilot to improve performance of future 

social protection initiatives: 

 The adoption of RLP’s productive assets demonstrates a strong demand for initial capital 

and basic skills for asset care and financial literacy among poorest households. Demand 

of households for capital and skills exist in rural areas, where local markets for livestock 

and non-livestock are underdeveloped and government veterinary services are non-

functioning. 

 Profits earned from the productive assets are not sufficient to lift people out of the 

extreme poverty in the short run. The ratio of average monthly profit per person to 

extreme poverty line, a measure of income for graduating from the extreme poverty, is 

26% for non-livestock enterprise, 22% for pig enterprise, 5% for goat enterprise and 4% 

for poultry enterprise. 

 The transition from little or no productive assets to commercially oriented production of 

poorest households is a lengthy process that is seldom achieved within or less than two 

years or by any single project. Sustained external engagement - such as donor support - 

is important. 
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5. Recommendations 

Based on the findings and lessons outlined, five recommendations can be suggested to improve the 

performance of future and/or similar initiatives.  

 The targeting approach of the project should be based on a clear definition of extreme 

poverty and incorporate measure of income or consumption poverty into the selection 

criteria. When there is more than one selection criterion, the first priority should be 

given to poverty measure if the project aims to reduce extreme poverty. District 

targeting should use specific measures such as the ‘number of poor households’ rather 

than ‘number of households’.     

 Outcomes and targets should be guided by measureable indicators of change in the 

adoption of RLP production technology, covering quality of young animal or healthy 

breeding stock, vaccination, forage and feed practices, animal confinement, labour and 

basic skills for asset caring and financial literacy. An ex-ante simulation can be useful to 

diagnose the consistency and coherence of expected outcomes. Such evaluation could 

formulate an econometric model based on the investment theory of change to link 

activities with outputs and outcomes using household survey data, such as the baseline 

data and Lao Expenditure and Consumption Survey in 2012/13 in this case. The project 

targets can be derived from the simulated set of production technology (i.e. asset 

choices, skills, labour inputs) that maximises the expected outputs and outcomes.  

 The effectiveness can be improved by increasing the proportion of direct transfer costs 

(i.e. asset procurement and stipend). Greater amount of initial capitals and consumption 

supports are needed to speed up the process of generating income by households, and 

to increase incentives for households to devote more time and resources toward their 

enterprises. In the RLP pilot, the transfer of production technology in the form of 

productive assets is not sufficient to achieve the expected targets. Direct transfer costs 

account for only 17% of total costs; and the average profits earned from livestock 

enterprises account for less than a quarter of the extreme poverty line.  

 Delays in productive asset transfer can be reduced by developing a strategy for livestock 

procurement and disease prevention from the start of the project. A well-developed 

strategy could be a good reference for implementing agencies efficiently process asset 

procurement and reduce the spread of infection. Livestock procurement at the 

beginning of the pilot was carried out via traders who have limited experiences in 

identifying and trading younger healthy breeding livestock or in managing quarantine. 

Moreover, livestock received by households were affected by disease with chickens 

dying from chicken cholera or goats contracting foot and mouth disease. 
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 Household enterprises could be strengthened by the provision of vaccines for animals at 

least for one year after the end of the pilot. Reducing the mortality rate of livestock 

during the transition from RLP supports to the first round of making profits from 

enterprises is essential to encourage household reinvestment in the long run. As of June 

2017, almost half of beneficiary households have not yet made profits from their 

enterprises. Since the benefits of vaccines are now widely understood by households, 

and the costs of vaccination is low, DLSWOs should take the lead in ensuring vaccine 

availability in their districts through low cost provision by the DLSWOs themselves or by 

private traders or village leaders who have interest in delivering vaccination and 

medicines. 
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Annexes 

Annex 1: Evaluation Framework 

Figure A.1. presents a diagrammatic description of the evaluation framework, linking RLP approach 

and the evaluation criteria. According to SPSL’s results framework (2015), the combination of 

productive asset transfers, cash transfers and training and coaching will contribute to three outcome 

indicators of the RLP:  

 Increased income of poor women and men  

 Increased number of income generating activities undertaken by target households  

 Increased value of productive assets of poor households  

The combination of three RLP outcomes will provide poor rural households with greater and 

inclusive access to social protection, financial services, productive assets and opportunities to 

generate income, which form the basis for increasing the economic security and resilience of poor 

women and men in rural areas. 

Figure A.1.: Evaluation of RLP approach for extreme poverty reduction 
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Annex 2: Evaluation Matrix – Criteria, Indicators and Data Sources 

Criteria Categories Indicators 
Indicator 

Types 
Data Sources 

I. Project performance 

A. Relevance National poverty 

context 

Consistency of RLP's targeting approach and empirical 

determinants of national poverty 

Quantitative  LECS 5 (2012/13) 

Local poverty 

context 

Consistency of RLP supports and development needs of 

poorest people 

Quantitative  RLP baseline survey; 

SPSL’s MIS monitoring 

data 

B. Effectiveness Cash income Increased cash income Quantitative  RLP baseline and endline 

surveys 

Diversification of 

income sources 

Increased number of income sources Quantitative  RLP baseline and endline 

surveys 

Values of productive 

assets 

Increased values of total assets Quantitative  RLP baseline and endline 

surveys 

C. Efficiency Operational 

efficiency 

RLP cost per beneficiary household; RLP cost per participant 

(person) 

Quantitative  RLP’s financial data 

Delays in project implementation and delivery Quantitative; 

Qualitative 

RLP design document; 

IPs’ completion reports 

Profitability of RLP 

investment 

Financial internal rate of return from RLP pilot  Quantitative  RLP’s financial data; 

SPSL’s MIS monitoring 

data 
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D. Sustainability Economic incentives 

for reinvestment in 

enterprises 

Proportion of households making profits from livestock and 

non-livestock enterprises; Average profit per household  

Quantitative  SPSL’s MIS monitoring 

data 

Political supports Integration of RLP objective and components into socio-

economic development plan at the national and local level 

Qualitative Stakeholder interviews 

II. Development impacts 

A. Rural 
poverty impact at 
household level 

Extreme poverty 

reduction 

Ratio of profit per person to extreme poverty line Quantitative  SPSL’s MIS monitoring 

data; LECS 5 

School enrolment 

and attendance 

Increased school enrolment of school-age children; School 

attendance rate  

Quantitative  RLP baseline and endline 

surveys 

Access to financial 

services 

Increased amount of savings and borrowings from village 

bank and commercial banks 

Quantitative  RLP baseline and endline 

surveys 

Women 

empowerment 

Increased score of women’s decision-making index in 

household management 

Quantitative  RLP baseline and endline 

surveys 

Increased score of women’s confidence index in household 

management 

Quantitative  RLP baseline and endline 

surveys 

B. Institutional 
development 

Awareness of MLSW 

and local authorities 

in social protection 

and extreme 

poverty 

Increased awareness of MLSW and local authorities in social 

protection through their participation in the design, trainings, 

and implementation of RLP 

Qualitative Stakeholder interviews 

and survey 
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Annex 3: Selected Stories of RLP’s Household Enterprise  

Increased Cash Income: Ms. Yai 

Ms. Yai is a resident of Samkha village, Soukhouma district, Champasak province. She is divorced 

with three children. One of her children is disable, but still goes to school. Before joining the RLP, she 

did not have livestock or do any income-generating activities. 

After joining the RLP in April 2015, she chose pigs as a 

primary enterprise and initially received three piglets from 

the project. Since joining the RLP, she has sold five pigs. 

Her focus is on pig fattening: she buys young piglets for LAK 

250,000 - 350,000 each and rears them for 2-3 months 

before selling them for LAK 450,000 - 600,000 LAK each. 

She has earnt total of 2,600,000 LAK in this way. 

Income earned from the pig enterprise has been used to 

diversify income sources, purchase foods, support children’s education and save at village bank and 

at her bank account at the Agriculture Promotion Bank (APB). She purchased ducks and chickens for 

raising. She is also conducting retail trade in sweet corn in villages along the border with Thailand. 

Part of income earned is also used for family consumption (i.e., food, salt, monosodium glutamate); 

supporting children to go to school (i.e., school uniforms, pens and note books); purchasing a 

motorbike and rice husks to feed the pigs. At the end of the pilot, she has LAK 580,000 in the village 

bank and LAK 1,700,000 in her APB account. 

Ms. Yai says she is very happy to have had the chance to join this project. Her family’s situation is 

much better than before. Now she has a permanent house, can earn money from raising pigs and 

poultry, and saves money in the village bank and APB. She intends to continue saving money in the 

bank for her kids’ education and will continue to raise livestock for generating cash income for daily 

expenditure. 

Source: SPSL (2017), RLP’s household stories, accessed 22 August 2017. 
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Diversification of Income Sources: Mr. Kee 

Mr. Kee is a resident of Ahor Khoumtannang village, Xepon district, Savannakhet province. He is 

married and lives with his wife, his mother and three children. Before joining the RLP he was a 

farmer reliant on growing upland rice. 

After joining the RLP in 2015, he received two goats. The 

production cycle for goats is about 8 months. He has sold 

2 goats for about LAK 800,000 each and now has a herd of 

5 goats. 

Income earned from the goat enterprise has been used to 

diversify income sources, construct a house and save at 

bank. He purchased a pig, which then gave him 6 piglets. 

After raising for 3 months he sold five and kept one (a 

sow) for breeding. He also bought wood for house construction. At the end of the RLP, he has saved 

LAK 7,776,000 in his APB account. 

According to an interview with Mr. Kee, his family’s living conditions has been gradually improved 

since joining the RLP pilot. He has diversified income sources from the goat enterprise to the pig 

enterprise and has managed to build up savings in his bank account. 

Source: SPSL (2017), RLP’s household stories, accessed 22 August 2017. 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

45 

 

 

Increased Value of Productive Assets: Ms. Khamsay 

Ms. Khamsay is a resident of Nonglao village, Lao Ngam district, Salavan province. She is divorced 

and lives with three children. Her daughter runs a beauty shop. Before joining the RLP, she did not 

have any livestock or any source of regular income. 

When joining the RLP in April 2015, she chose goats as a 

primary enterprise and received two goats from the RLP. 

She also looks after goats belonging to her neighbours, for 

which she receives half the offspring in return. The 

production cycle for goats is about 8 months. She has sold 

five goats. She earns about LAK 800,000 per goat. 

Income earned from the goat enterprise has been used to 

diversify income sources, support family consumption, and 

save at village bank and APB. She purchased seven chickens and eight ducks for raising. She also 

purchased wood to fix house, clothes and food. At the end of the RLP, she has saved LAK 300,000 at 

village bank, and LAK 300,000 at her APB account. 

According to an interview with Ms. Khamsay, she has observed improvement of her family’s 

livelihoods. She has more money for essential expenses. She also contributed some amount of 

money to her eldest daughter to buy a motorbike, and repaired her house. Moreover, her goat 

enterprise is growing. 

Source: SPSL (2017), RLP’s household stories, accessed 22 August 2017. 
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Increased Cash Income and Income Sources: Mr. Tanh 

Mr. Tanh is a resident of Pakthor village, Lao Ngam district, Salavan province. He is married with 3 

children. Before joining the RLP, he was a labourer.  

After joining the RLP in March 2015, he chose to raise 

chickens as an enterprise and received 23 chickens from the 

RLP. Currently, he has 20 hens which can produce 200 

chicks at a time. Generally he sells young chickens when 

they reach 1 month old. Total income earned is about LAK 

1,000,000 per cycle.  

Using income from the RLP monthly stipend and from sale 

of chickens he bought 3 piglets, costing LAK 150,000 each. 

After raising them for 3 months, he was able to sell them for LAK 400,000 each. The income earned 

from selling pigs was reinvested in an adult pig which costed LAK 800,000. The adult pig has 

produced two litters and he has sold the piglets. 

Raising chickens and goats has transformed his family finances. The land they live on now and raise 

animals does not belong to them. So his goal is to buy a housing plot of his own (about 20m x 20m) 

for LAK 5,000,000. So far - from selling chicks, chickens and piglets – he has saved LAK 4,000,000 in 

his APB account, so he has almost reached his goal. 

 

Source: SPSL (2017), RLP’s household stories, accessed 22 August 2017. 
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