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Executive summary

This report presents the results of a diagnostic study on the targeting of social protection
programs in Uzbekistan with a specific focus on low-income family allowances. The
objective is to determine the extent to which current programs are reaching the poor and
are able to reduce poverty, and consequently to identify ways to improve the current
design features and implementation processes. The study is part of the collaboration
between the Government of Uzbekistan and the World Bank in improving the
effectiveness of social protection.

Targeting is the overall process that enables the administration to inform potential
beneficiaries through outreach activities, facilitate application procedures, and assess
needs and eligibility to finally enroll beneficiaries. Therefore, targeting involves the
delicate process of identifying and selecting beneficiaries.

To assess how targeting works and if it is successful, the study used two main data
sources: the Listening to the Citizens of Uzbekistan (L2CU) household survey and a
qualitative study that conducted interviews and focus group discussions (FGDs) in four
different regions of the country. Both data sources are very recent as they were collected
between May and September 2018. The household survey was used to determine the
extent to which poor people receive support and to assess the scale of exclusion and
inclusion errors. The qualitative study focused on implementation of targeting
procedures, looking at regional differences and identifying eventual problems in putting
into practice national guidelines.

Uzbekistan has a relatively articulated and comprehensive social protection system that
includes social insurance schemes (contributory), social assistance (noncontributory),
and labor market programs.

By far the programs with the largest population coverage are social insurance programs
and in particular old-age contributory pensions, but it is social assistance that ensures a
higher coverage of the poor. Moreover, within social assistance the most important
program is low-income family allowances. This program is further divided into three
programs: a child care allowance for families with at least one child under two years of
age; a children allowance for families with at least one child aged two to thirteen; and
financial assistance for other households that face specific difficulties as a result of
disability, old age, or other specific problems. All three programs share the same
eligibility criteria (per capita income has to fall below a set income threshold) and the
same procedures to verify their low-income status. However, once households are
enrolled into the program, the amount of support varies as well as the duration of the
validity of their eligibility.

The number of households receiving low-income family allowances declined
continuously in recent years, and in 2017 was almost one-half the number of
beneficiaries in 2013. In 2018 the Government of Uzbekistan increased budget
availability for this program, however, and the number of beneficiaries is expected to
increase as well.

Analysis of the household survey data determined the extent to which the poor are
reached by different programs, the relative targeting accuracy, and the impact of
programs on poverty reduction. In this analysis the poor are defined as people with a
consumption expenditure lower than the daily international poverty line of US$3.2 in



purchasing power parity. The survey estimates that just under 10 percent of people are
poor in Uzbekistan.

While overall the distribution of beneficiaries of social assistance programs, particularly
of low-income family allowances, across quintiles is good, the analysis identified three
main problems:

1) Large exclusion errors: 63 percent of the poor are not reached by low-income
allowances;

2) Inclusion errors: 62 percent of beneficiaries of low-income allowances are
nonpoor;

3) Suboptimal transfer amounts: while for child care allowances the transfer amount
is very high, support is very low for children allowances, even though the income
and living conditions of households eligible for either one are likely to be the
same. This imbalance means that among the poor receiving support, only one-
half are pushed above the poverty line.

The above results can be the effect of both design problems and implementation
difficulties. While this study did not fully disentangle the two problems, the qualitative
study tried to identify possible implementation errors.

Key findings are that 1) no common standards exist for outreach activities, and 2) there
is a need to better define who belongs to the same household and for procedures to
impute income, as well as to standardize the way living conditions are assessed and
verified. Moreover, one of the main reasons for exclusion errors is the use of caps in
budgeting and in the number of beneficiaries at the local level.

The study also looked at the outreach activities, eligibility assessment, and enrolment
procedures of other social assistance allowances administered by the Pension Fund and
employment programs and public works promoted by the Employment Support Centers.

The analysis produced a number of practical recommendations to improve the current
targeting of programs in Uzbekistan:

e Produce clear guidelines on outreach approaches that should be followed to
improve knowledge and access to social assistance allowances;

¢ Understand and address reasons for capped numbers of beneficiaries and capped
budgets at local level, so that budget allocations are not simply based on previous
expenditure, but reflect a needs assessment of the population; the social registry
would be of great advantage for such an approach;

e Provide a more detailed definition of a “household” and guidelines on how to
implement the definition;

e Conduct further analysis of the L2CU survey or the Household Budget Survey to
simulate income eligibility and develop more robust rules for the income
assessment (imputation rules) as well as the appropriate eligibility threshold;

e Develop a proxy means test as a system to limit inclusion errors and simulate its
ability to improve the current targeting mechanism;

o Ensure the traceability of application and accountability of personnel engaged in
the administration of low-income family allowances;

vi



Using the L2CU survey or the Household Budget Survey, better assess how to
optimize the correct amount of transfers;

Review the reapplication procedures to ensure that no interruption exists if
households continue to meet the eligibility criteria;

Review the current mechanisms of assessing disability and relative requirements
for the confirmation of disability status over time;

Improve the integration of social assistance for low-income households and
employment services.

vii



1 Introduction

As part of the collaboration between the Government of Uzbekistan and the World Bank in
improving the effectiveness of social protection, the Bank conducted a diagnostic study on
the targeting of social assistance programs. The main objective of the study is to determine
the extent to which social assistance is reaching poor and vulnerable populations and
whether some implementation aspects in the targeting process could be improved. Indeed,
the study examines the implementation procedures that help in identifying, selecting, and
enrolling beneficiaries of social assistance with the aim of assessing whether elements of
the process could be strengthened. This could inform areas of potential further work and
collaboration between the Government of Uzbekistan and the World Bank.

1.1 Conceptual framework and methodology

The study intends to answer a number of key questions: Are poor people reached by social
assistance programs? Are there significant inclusion or exclusion errors? Are the current
programs adequate? How are potential beneficiaries informed and how do they apply for
social assistance? How are they selected and enrolled in different programs? Are these
systems effective? Are people treated fairly across the country?

To answer such questions the study uses two main sources of data: a nationally
representative household survey (Listening to the Citizens of Uzbekistan, or L2CU) and a
gualitative study with focus group discussions (FGDs) and in-depth interviews across
different regions of Uzbekistan. The household survey was used to determine the extent to
which poor people receive support and to assess the scale of exclusion and inclusion
errors. The qualitative study focused on implementation of targeting procedures, looking at
regional differences and identifying eventual problems in putting into practice national
guidelines. Therefore, the qualitative study aims at answering “why” questions that could
explain the source of exclusion or inclusion errors.

Targeting is the overall process that enables the administration to inform potential
beneficiaries through outreach activities, facilitate application procedures, and assess
needs and eligibility to finally enroll beneficiaries. Whenever social assistance is granted
for a short period of time, the study also includes the process used to reconfirm eligibility
and manage reapplications. Therefore, targeting involves the delicate process of identifying
and selecting beneficiaries.

The literature recognizes that targeting always involves two types of errors:

o Exclusion error: not all intended beneficiaries actually receive the program;

e Inclusion error: some people who were not intended beneficiaries receive the
program.

In the case of social assistance there are good reasons to argue that the intended
population should be the poor. Therefore, when poor people do not receive social
assistance, an exclusion error arises; conversely, when nonpoor people receive social
assistance, an inclusion error occurs.

However, it is important to be aware that exclusion and inclusion errors can be the effect of
two different problems: design and implementation. Design failures and inconsistencies can
lead to high errors of exclusion or inclusion. For instance, sometimes programs have
eligibility rules that unintentionally promote the exclusion of individuals who are supposed
to be targeted or that leave room for leakages (errors of inclusion). On the other hand, even
perfectly well-designed programs can be ineffective since many issues can arise when



implementing the targeting strategy in the field, jeopardizing its effectiveness. For example,
if a certain social program does not conduct proper communication campaigns, many
“eligible” households may never be aware of the existence of the benefit or of their eligibility,
and therefore do not apply. In that case, the program will be highly inefficient since it will
face important errors of exclusion regardless of its design.

Figure 1 captures these distinctions, showing 1) how design errors arise from the mismatch
between the target group (the poor in the figure) and the eligible population (the way in
which the targeting mechanism identifies the eligible), and 2) how implementation errors
arise from the mismatch between eligible and actual recipients of the program. This
disentangles the combined errors whereby the extent to which the recipients are poor is
examined.

Figure 1. Disentangling design and implementation problems
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A final element in the targeting assessment concerns not only the overlap between the poor
and recipients, but also the level of support; i.e., whether the cash or in-kind transfer and
the services provided are sufficient to improve recipients’ living conditions.

1.2 Data sources

Two main data sources were used for this assessment: a nationwide country representative
household survey and a qualitative assessment.

The quantitative L2CU survey interviewed just over 4,000 households between May and
August 2018, covering around 200 mahallas across the country in both urban and rural
areas and across the 14 regions of Uzbekistan (12 provinces, Karakalpakstan and
Tashkent City). The survey also focused on beneficiaries of social benefits and purposively
oversampled them to be able to provide reliable estimates for this specific subgroup of the
population.

The questionnaire collected information on a broad number of topics: household
composition, migration, education, health, employment, banking and savings, social
benefits, household income, consumption expenditure, dwelling characteristics, and
people’s opinions of the current quality of infrastructure facilities, the performance of local
administrative organizations, and the priority of different types of interventions.

Information collected in the survey enables calculation of both household income and
household consumption expenditure, which can be used as welfare indicators once
adjusted by household size and composition as well as differences in prices. In this analysis



the preferred welfare measure is per capita consumption expenditure, which was used to
group the population in quintiles, each containing 20 percent of the population, and ordered
from poorest to richest. It was also used to identify the poor, defined as the group of people
who fall below the daily international poverty line of US$3.2 in purchasing power parity
(PPP).

The qualitative study was also conducted between May and September 2018, and involved
a mixture of FGDs and key informant interviews (KlIs). The study did not aim to be country
representative, but was conducted in various parts of the country to ensure coverage of
different contexts and situations. More specifically, the study was conducted in four
different regions: Tashkent city, Fergana, Khashkadarya, and Karakalpakstan (Figure 2
shows the specific locations included in the study). In all regions but Tashkent city,
interviews occurred within four different mahallas: one in urban areas and three in rural
areas (for more information on the qualitative study, see Al Mar Consulting 2018).

In each mahalla two FGDs were conducted, one with beneficiaries of social transfers and
another with nonbeneficiaries that were relatively poor households (either ex-beneficiaries,
or people who applied for some form of support but were rejected). Discussions covered
knowledge of social assistance programs, the application process, and the importance of
the support received.

Klls were conducted with the district Khokimiyat, Employment Support Center (ESC), and
Pension Fund (PF) as well as with mahalla representatives. Interviews covered existing
government interventions with a specific focus on social protection programs and possible
areas of improvement with the aim of understanding procedures and their implementation.
Interviews were also held at the central level with the Ministry of Employment and Labour
Relations (MELR), the Ministry of Finance (MoF), and the Republican PF to understand the
whole administrative process.

Figure 2: Geographical coverage of qualitative study
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The remainder of the report is organized as follows. The next section presents the main
social protection programs in Uzbekistan with a specific focus on social assistance and low-



income family allowances. The third section summarizes the evidence from the analysis of
the L2CU survey on the general performance of the social protection programs in terms of
coverage, exclusion and inclusion errors, transfer amounts, and the simulated impact of
social assistance on poverty reduction. The fourth section summarizes the results of the
gualitative study, identifying the main implementation problems and how these can affect
targeting. The last section draws key implications for possible improvements in the targeting
system.



2 Overview of social protection programs

Uzbekistan has a relatively articulated and comprehensive social protection system that
includes social insurance schemes (contributory), social assistance (noncontributory), and
labor market programs.

The various existing programs are summarized in Table 1. Entitlement to social insurance
programs is conditional on contributions that people make when they work and are
supposed to protect people during old age or maternity, or in case of accidents and
sickness.

Social assistance benefits include four types of programs:

e cash allowances provided to low-income households (means-tested benefits);

¢ cash allowances provided to the elderly, persons with disabilities (PWD), and
survivors (breadwinner loss);

e allowances in case of special events or shocks;
e allowances, discounts, and in-kind support to vulnerable groups.

The first type of allowances is means tested, i.e., conditional on household income being
below a fixed eligibility threshold (expressed in per capita terms and equal to 1.5 times the
minimum wage,* which from December 2017 until October 2018 was UZS 172,240 per
month).

The second type of support mirrors social insurance programs but intervenes whenever
people did not make any contributions or did not reach the minimal level of contributions.
This is the case for old-age, disability, and survivors' allowances. By design, support
provided through these schemes comes with lower amounts and stricter criteria than
pensions whose entitlement is based on contributions. For example, old-age allowance is
provided only if people do not have other income sources (are not in employment and do
not have other family members? who can take care of them). While the minimum old-age
pension is UZS 336,000 per month, the old-age social allowance is UZS 207,000 per
month.® Moreover, while the old-age pension is provided at the age of 60 and 55 for men
and women, respectively, the old-age allowance is granted at the age of 65 and 60.

Allowances provided in case of special events or shocks consist of birth and funeral
allowances, and in the Republic of Karakalpakstan and Khorem region, a one-off financial
assistance. This one-off financial assistance is provided if a household is in a difficult
situation because of severe disease, death of household members, natural disasters,
accidents, fires, or other emergency situations. Such allowance can be provided once per
year and its value can be between two and five times the minimum wage depending on the
severity of the household’s circumstances.

Finally, allowances, in-kind support, and discounts are provided to vulnerable groups.
These include support to afford expenditures on utilities, use of public transport and
medicines, winter clothes, and food. Usually such support is provided to the elderly and
PWD, but support for winter clothes is provided to children of families with low income who

1 The minimum wage is not an actual minimum wage for employees, but a basic reference amount used to set
most transfers in the country.

2 These are defined based on the Family Code of the Republic of Uzbekistan.

3 These values were in place between December 2017 and September 2018.



are attending school. Most of these allowances are complementary to the cash allowances
provided under the above programs.

A final item included within the noncontributory support consists of social care services,
which are provided to children, the elderly, and PWD, partly through residential institutions
and community services.

Concerning labor market programs, various interventions and schemes exist, all provided
by the MELR through the district-level ESC. Unemployment benefits are granted for a short
period of time to people registered as unemployed in the ESC. Public works schemes were
first piloted in the last quarter of 2017 and started to be promoted nationwide since the
beginning of 2018. They consist of both subsidized employment in the private sector and
public employment offered by government agencies for a period between 15 days and 3
months per year. Microloans are also provided at preferential interest rates to promote self-
employment and entrepreneurship. There are also services aimed at supporting entry in
the labor market through training, apprenticeships, and job intermediation.

Table 1:  Main social protection programs in Uzbekistan

Social Insurance
(contributory)

Deliver: district level
Pension Fund (MOF)
Old-age pension
Disability pension

Social Assistance (noncontributory)
Delivery: through mahallas

Labor market programs

Delivery: district-level
ESC (MELR)

Low-income family allowances (child
allowance for children <2; children

Unemployment benefits
Public works

Breadwinner loss

Childbirth leave and
benefit

Sickness leave and
benefit

Other social insurance

allowances for children aged 2—-13; and
financial assistance)

Old-age allowance

Disability allowance (since childhood or
acquired)

Breadwinner loss allowance

Birth and funeral allowance

One-off financial assistance in the
Republic of Karakalpakstan and Khorem
region

Monetary compensation for communal
expenses to vulnerable groups

In-kind support: free-of-charge winter
clothes to school children, use of public
transport, food provision, medicines
Social care services

Microloans
Professional training
Apprenticeships

Job intermediation and
matching service
Employment subsidies
(2019)

Social insurance programs, and in particular old-age pensions, comprise by far the largest
share of the budget, with a very high coverage of the population. Based on figures provided
by the PF as of October 1, 2018, 2.58 million people receive old-age pensions, 366,000
receive disability pensions, and 169,000 receive survivors’ pensions. Numbers of recipients
of noncontributory social assistance are significantly smaller, but are nevertheless very
important for poor and vulnerable people. Finally, labor market programs are of relatively
lower importance in terms of budget given their short-term nature of support.



2.1 Beneficiaries and administration of social assistance
programs

It is important to be aware that social assistance is provided through two distinctive
administrative channels: the mabhallas and the Khokimiyat are responsible for the
administration of the low-income family allowances as well as the one-off assistance
provided in the Republic of Karakalpakstan and Khorem region, whereas almost all other
social allowances are administered through the PF, which has district-level offices. The
ESC is responsible not only for labor market programs, but also has a monitoring function
for the low-income family allowances. Significant exceptions are the distribution of winter
clothes to school children of low-income families administered through the Ministry of Public
Education and special services to the elderly and PWD administered through the Ministry
of Health.

However, the focus here is primarily on low-income family allowances and assistance
provided through the PF. Thus it is relevant to identify the number of beneficiaries and
recent trends in their numbers, and the level of support provided through these allowances.

Based on figures provided by the PF as of October 1, 2018, 312,000 people receive social
allowances. This includes allowances provided only by the PF, but no breakdown of the
different types of allowances is available. Instead, a more detailed picture of the relative
importance of the different social assistance allowances is given in Figure 3 for 2015. Low-
income family allowances are by far the most important benefits in terms of number of
beneficiaries. Moreover, while social allowances are counted at the individual level, low-
income family allowances are provided at the household level.

Within social allowances, the largest number of beneficiaries comes from disability
allowances provided to PWD since childhood (130,000 out of the 175,000).

Figure 3: Number of beneficiaries of main social assistance transfers, 2015
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Source: Ministry of Finance.

It is also relevant to determine the amount of support provided through these different
allowances. The amount for most social allowances from December 2017 was set at UZS
206,720 per month (old-age and disability allowance), whereas the amount for disability



since childhood was UZS 336,880 per month. The monthly compensation for utilities was
25 percent, 45 percent, or 50 percent of the minimum wage, depending on the vulnerability
category to which people belong. Figure 4 shows the amount of transfers for the three types
of low-income family allowances.

It is important to emphasize that for all three low-income family allowances, the fundamental
eligibility criteria are exactly the same; i.e., per capita household income must be lower than
1.5 times the minimum wage (between December 2017 and October 2018, UZS 258,360
per month). Moreover, the procedures to calculate income and to conduct the household
needs assessment are exactly the same (this is regulated by the Resolution of the Cabinet
of Ministers No. 44 of February 15, 2013 [hereafter referred to as CR #44]). Instead, what
determines the amount of support is the composition of the household: whether there is a
child less than 2 years old (child care allowance), whether there are children between the
age of 2 and 13 and their number (children allowances), or whether the household faces
specific bad circumstances or specific challenges, such as disability (financial assistance).
In such cases the level of support can vary between the standard amount of 1.5 times the
minimum wage to up to 3 times the minimum wage for complex cases. In practice, the
highest amount is very rarely awarded. However, it is very relevant to note that the amount
of support does not depend on the number of household members, and it is puzzling that
the amount can vary so significantly across the three allowances, even though the eligibility
criteria are identical.

Figure 4: Monthly amount of different types of low-income family allowances,
December 2017-October 2018
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Source: Ministry of Finance.

Finally, it is useful to get a perspective on the trends in the recipients of low-income family
allowances. The number of beneficiaries of such allowances has been declining; in 2017
the number was almost one-half of the number of beneficiaries in 2013, especially for
allowances for children aged 2-13 (Figure 5). In 2018 it is expected that the number of
beneficiaries will increase, as more funding was allocated to these allowances, but official
comparable numbers for 2018 are not yet available. Nevertheless, the planned number of
beneficiaries is included here.



Figure 5: Number of families that are beneficiaries of low-income allowances, 2013-
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3 An assessment of the targeting
performance of social insurance and
social assistance

The performance of Uzbekistan’s social protection system can be assessed in terms of
coverage of the population and specifically of the poor, the level of transfers in relation to
beneficiaries’ consumption levels, and the overall impact of the transfers on poverty.

3.1 Coverage, inclusion and exclusion errors

As explained in the introduction, the L2CU survey was used to construct an indicator of
welfare using the per capita consumption expenditure, to identify households that fall below
the international poverty line of US$3.2 PPP, and to divide the population in quintiles from
poorest to richest. This information is used to calculate the percentage of recipients among
different quintiles, by both poverty status and urban/rural area. As a starting point it is useful
to know that overall the L2CU survey estimated that just under 10 percent of the population
in Uzbekistan falls below the international poverty line.

Unfortunately, labor market programs were not adequately captured in the L2CU survey,*
so results are presented only for social insurance and social assistance programs before
looking in more detail at the findings for low-income family allowances.

Figure 6 shows the percentage of people receiving at least one social insurance transfer or
social assistance transfer across the whole population, by poverty status and in urban and
rural areas. It is important to clarify that the calculation provides figures for direct and
indirect beneficiaries, which means that if one household member receives a transfer, all
members are indirectly beneficiaries.

Overall, population coverage is relatively high, and increases further among the poor, with
social assistance disproportionally targeted to the poor. People in rural areas are also a bit
more likely to receive social assistance than citizens in urban areas (Annex A provides
results by quintile).

These figures can be further disaggregated to look at different programs (Figure 7). The
L2CU questionnaire asked in some detail about different transfers, but estimates are
presented for “old-age pension,” “disability pension,” “other social insurance” (which groups
together survivors’ pension, sickness leave, and childbirth leave), “low-income family
allowances,” “old-age allowance,” and “other social assistance” (which groups together
disability allowance, survivors’ allowance, monetary compensations, and various in-kind
support). Figure 7 clearly shows the large role played by old-age pensions, but also how
low-income family allowances have a relatively high coverage among the poor. Finally, a
word of caution should be given to the “old-age allowance,” as this could have partly been
misreported since people are often not able to distinguish between “allowance” and
“pension.” Instead, results for the low-income family allowances are more robust because
such households were purposively selected as part of the sampling frame based on
administrative data.

” G«

4 While the guestionnaire asked about involvement in public works and unemployment benefits, very few
observations were recorded. There are reasons to believe that the question was not fully understood and that
the actual scale of the program was also underestimated due to the short recall period and the relevance of
these transfers.
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Figure 6: Coverage of social insurance and social assistance (percentages)
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Source: Analysis of the L2CU 2018.

Note: Poor are defined using the international poverty line of US$3.2 PPP. Social insurance includes old-age
pension, disability pension, survivors’ pension, sickness benefit, and childbirth/maternity leave. Social
assistance includes family allowances (the three types), old-age allowance, disability allowance (for adults and
children) and other allowances (loss of breadwinner), in-kind support, and monetary compensations for
communal expenses for vulnerable groups.

Figure 7. Coverage of different social protection programs (percentages)
0.0 5.0 100 150 20.0 250 300 350 400

Old age pension

Disability pension

Other Social insurance

Family allowance (any type)

Old age social allowance

Other social assistance

W Overall Poor Non-poor

Source: Analysis of the L2CU 2018.
Note: Poor are defined using the international poverty line of US$3.2 PPP.

It should be clear that whenever the poor are not covered, an exclusion error arises,
whereas if the nonpoor are covered then an inclusion error exists. For example, the 37
percent coverage of the poor of low-income family allowances means that 63 percent of
poor people are excluded. To consider the errors of inclusion it is hecessary to look at the
distribution of beneficiaries by poverty status or in terms of distribution of beneficiaries
across quintiles. These are reported in Figure 8 for the three different types of low-income
family allowances. Overall, all three allowances display a relatively good targeting, though
children allowances have a higher leakage to the nonpoor than the other two allowances.
Nevertheless, the large majority of all three allowances are received by the bottom 40
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percent of the distribution. Moreover, evidence suggests that some of the beneficiaries in
the top quintiles are experiencing very high levels of health expenditure, which does not
necessarily mean that they are better off.

Figure 8: Distribution of beneficiaries of different social protection programs by
guintile and poverty status

W Poor Non-poor

Financial assistance 43

Children allowance (2-13) 35

child care alowance (<2

W Bottom 20 mQ2 Q3 Q4 mTop20

Financial assistance 54 18
Children allowance (2-13) a7 PE] 4 |
Child care allowance (<2) 56 15 8 |

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Source: Analysis of the L2CU 2018.
Note: Poor are defined using the international poverty line of US$3.2 PPP.

3.2 Amount of transfer and poverty impact

Another important dimension of targeting is the amount of the transfer. Indeed, the ability
of social assistance programs to reach the poor is not enough — the amount of transfer or
the package of support provided to beneficiaries must actually protect people from poverty
and enable them to reach adequate living standards.

The previous section showed how amounts of transfer differ across types of social
assistance programs. The subsequent question is whether such amounts are sufficient to
help reduce poverty.

Figure 9 shows the transfer/amount of the different low-income family allowances and for
the overall social assistance as a percentage of consumption expenditure of beneficiaries
for different programs, calculated across all beneficiaries of a certain program as well as
among poor beneficiaries. Overall, in relative terms, the level of support among the poor is
guite high on average, but while it is high for the child care allowance, it is significantly lower
for children allowances. This result is largely expected given that the amount of transfer for
children allowances is significantly lower than that of the other two allowances. However,
this also shows that the lower amount for children allowances is likely to affect the ability of
these households to move out of poverty.
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Figure 9: Transfer as a percentage of consumption expenditure of beneficiaries

: ; .y
All Social Assistance 19

inancial assi I
Financial assistance 20
Children allowance (2-13) — 29

Child care (<2) _23 46

M Poor beneficiaries All beneficiaries

Source: Analysis of the L2CU 2018.
Note: Poor are defined using the international poverty line of US$3.2 PPP.

Finally, Figure 10 summarizes the overall impact of family allowances on poverty. This
figure: 1) simulates the poverty level in the absence of the low-income family allowances,®
which is 12.1 percent, rather than 9.6 percent; 2) determines the overlap between poverty
and beneficiaries of low-income family allowances; and 3) shows the final poverty outcome
after the transfer. All percentages shown are in terms of the overall population.

Figure 10 clearly highlights the three targeting problems:

1) Exclusion error: 7.4 percent of the population is poor and does not receive low-
income family allowances;

2) Inclusion error: 7.6 percent of the population receives family allowances, but is not
poor;

3) Suboptimal amount of transfer: not all the poor who receive low-income
allowances are moved out of poverty.

Therefore, scope remains to improve targeting in these three areas. The next section
identifies reasons and possible solutions for the above errors.

5 This is done by subtracting from the consumption aggregate an amount equal to the received transfer and
recalculating whether people fall below the poverty line.
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Figure 10: Effect of low-income family allowances on poverty and relevant errors

Poor

1. Exclusion error

Qverlap =4.5
2. Inclusion error

2.3 = beneficiaries out of poverty

Poor after - 3. Beneficiaries reached but still poor
support

Source: Analysis of the L2CU 2018.
Note: Poor are defined using the international poverty line of US$3.2 PPP. All percentages are computed with
the population as denominator.
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4 Implementation of targeting procedures

The qualitative study offers insights into the implementation process of the targeting
mechanism. While the study cannot claim to be country representative, it nevertheless
covered different areas of the country and aimed at understanding whether the same rules
were followed across different regions and what challenges were faced during
implementation.

This section first looks at the administrative processes for low-income family allowances,
which were once again given specific attention. It then discusses other allowances as well
as employment services, particularly public works.

4.1  Administrative processes for low-income family allowances

In considering the administrative process, the analysis looks specifically at the “targeting
steps,” which consist of the following: outreach activities and informing people about the
allowances; application and submission of documents; assessment of income based on
submitted documents; assessment of living conditions of the household through household
visit; and final decision of the commission with appeal procedures and reapplication
process. In describing the process, the different perspectives of the population/applicants
and the administration (mahalla and ESC) are examined. The focus is on explaining
whether and how practice diverges from CR #44 and on eventual implementation
challenges.

From the outset it should be clarified that all processes to determine eligibility and assign
the household entitlement to these allowances are paper-based. Only for monitoring
purposes are applications and relative documents/information on beneficiaries entered in
electronic format at the ESC.

Outreach activities and information about allowances

The first step in the process of targeting involves reaching out to people to inform them
about the existence of the program, and in some cases, to encourage them to apply.
Indeed, this is a very delicate, but often unregulated, step. Unfortunately, CR #44 does not
provide guidance on this aspect, and the qualitative study found very different approaches
to informing and contacting people about allowances.

In most rural contexts mahallas say that they regularly monitor households’ living conditions
and keep a list of vulnerable households that is updated on an annual basis. In some
mahallas, it was also reported that information is captured by street heads and patronage
nurses who regularly visit households, who report to the mahalla representatives any
difficult situations faced by households. Moreover, information is often provided through
banners promoting information about allowances, or through monthly meetings where
mahalla representatives explain about the different benefits.

Such activities are much more difficult in urban and peri-urban settings, however, and in
some cases the mahalla representatives stated that everyone knows about such benefits
and there is no need to further inform people. The qualitative study also found a case where
the mahalla committee was not fully functional, as the mahalla was very recently
established, and apparently no activities were carried out for a long time.

On the other hand, people reported that the best source of information is often neighbors,
from where they hear about allowances and then go to the mahalla to verify whether they
can apply. Nevertheless, people tended to confirm that in rural areas mahallas are the
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primary source of information and that they can usually approach the committee without
problems. However, in urban settings the mahalla committee is not considered a reliable
source of information, especially in Tashkent. In fact, people say that the mahalla cannot
be trusted and that the same people can be treated very differently depending on the mood
of the mahalla officer; they assert that the way in which the mahalla is able to provide a
service depends very much on personal qualities of the committee members.

In general, very few people reported that they received information about benefits through
mass media (TV, newspapers, or radio), and they recommend that regular meetings be
held where the mahalla committee can provide information and respond to questions.

The quotes reported below give a sense of the different attitudes found in the mahallas and
the very different experiences of people.

“Nowadays everybody knows about the opportunity to receive social assistance: we try to inform
people and they consequently inform each other.”

“We issue announcements, in addition we organize meetings in the café, during the weddings
we explain to people. Many people come themselves and ask. We write them the list of the
required documents.”

“We inform citizens through the aksakals (heads of streets). They also act as advisors. Also they
invite people for meetings held 2—3 times per quarter.”

“We made posters on required documents and allowances. They are available in the hall of the
building of mahalla committee. When people come to apply for allowances, we explain
everything.”

“When we come to the mahalla for any help, we are always interested in what kind of allowance
or help we can get there. And the chairman of the mahalla or the secretary of the mahalla, or
one of the employees, always inform us in details about types of social benefit we are entitled to
receive. They explain everything to us in detail.”

“Mabhalla provides no information. They do not know themselves much and do not provide
information. Or they know and provide information only to “their” people. Others get information
from friends, TV, hospital, from those who were in similar situation.”

Source: Key informant interviews and focus group discussions, Qualitative Study 2018.

Notwithstanding the above different practices, it should be recognized that in all FGDs
people were able to report all the main benefits. Instances of misinformation and cases
where eligibility details were misunderstood did emerge, however.

Therefore, while it is fair to say that people know about the different type of allowances, the
challenge comes in communicating eligibility rules.

Application and submission of documents

Once people decide to apply, the process is reported to be relatively straightforward. In
general there are no difficulties with the submission of documents, since what is required
are just photocopies of the original documents. Documents and application should be
submitted before the 15" of every month (though in some places it was reported to be the
5") to qualify to receive an eventual transfer in the following month. By the 25" of the same
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month the household assessment is made (income calculation and household visit) and the
applicant is called to be present at the deliberation of the Commission, which should be
gathered before the end of the month, so that the pay list for the coming month can be
prepared by the 5" of the following month.

However, it should be noted that some discrepancies arose in the adopted procedures of
documents to be submitted for the application. In particular, in some mahallas it was
reported that there is need to present a cadastral certificate stating the amount of land
owned by household members. This is reportedly an expensive document that is not easy
to obtain. However, in other mahallas, the committee trusts the information provided by the
applicant and eventually information is checked at a later stage as part of the household
visit. Another reported problem associated with the cadastral certificate is that it does not
provide information on the quality or soil fertility of the land, and what is reported on the
cadastral certificate could even consist of land unsuitable for farming. In turn, this could
result in an unfair assessment of people’s income.

Another document that is problematic is the income certificate, which is not issued when
people work in informal settings. Finally, some regions and mahallas, as part of the
application documents, request applicants to submit a photograph of the main door of their
dwelling.

Nowhere after submission of an application do people receive a receipt as proof that they
have lodged such application. This in most cases does not represent a problem, but
international experience shows that this is an important step to ensure accountability of the
staff processing the claim. In Uzbekistan this phase of the application process could result
in undocumented delays in processing applications; indeed, during the FGDs it was
reported that people were asked to wait before lodging an application or that payments
were delayed and postponed. Issuing proof of application with a date of receipt ensures
that the application is traceable and processing times can be monitored accurately, and
even challenged by the applicant.

Finally, especially in urban settings it was reported that people who live in places other than
their registered residence are not allowed to apply. However, this is more a problem related
to the restrictions in place for official registration of internal migration, rather than with the
principle of requiring residence in the place of application.

Assessment of income based on submitted documents

This step involves the calculation of incomes based on the submitted material and
declarations and should be conducted within three days from receipt of the application.

Whenever a working-age, able-bodied household member does not report any income and
the relative certificate as proof of such income, the procedure established by CR #44
requires assuming an income equal to 2.5 times the minimum wage.

Exceptions to the above rule are cases where mothers take care of a child under two years,
students, retired household members, and people engaged in dekhan farming (farming
carried out by household members on a plot owned by the household). Dekhan farms
consist of a plot at the periphery of the village, which on average is 0.20 hectares and no
more than 0.35 hectares, but people also own tomorka, which is a plot of land near the
house (Lerman 2008).

When households own their household plots, based on CR #44 there is an imputation of
agricultural income equal to 20 percent of the minimum wage for every 100 square meters
of land owned. However, who can be considered employed in the dekhan farm and in the
tomorka is sometimes a subject of controversy, and more guidelines would be useful. For
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example, is there a limit on the number of people who can be considered employed in a set
amount of land?

In some cases it is possible that if the household owns only a tomorka, then people cannot
be considered employed and so an imputation of 2.5 times the minimum wage is calculated
even if the tomorka is of sizable proportions (such as 1,500 square meters). In such cases,
a double imputation of income could occur.

“There is Decree No. 44. According to it the commission studies the financial condition, payment
and so on, it would be good to include almost everything in it. In addition, very important is
tomorka. It is in settlements, in rural areas. And in the cities there is no tomorka. Some people
have 15 hundred sq. meters of land, some - 2 hundred square meters. In this view, whether
according to the Decree No. 44 it is possible to include one person as occupied in tomorka, or
he/she should considered as the unemployed is unclear. It would be good to resolve this issue.
As currently, Decree No. 44 does not specify that. Tomorka is considered income-bringing asset
and the person working at it is not considered employed. It is not clearly specified in the
paragraph on income assessment. If it is clarified, then assignment of allowances would be
easier. It would be good if it is clearly specified.”

Source: Key informant interview, Qualitative Study 2018.

On the other hand, the agricultural imputation of income does not currently take into account
whether households own livestock, even though this is an increasingly important source of
income for the household and dekhan farming (Lerman 2008).

It was also emphasized that in some cases the imputation of income results in
overestimating what people earn from temporary jobs; this in turn could result in excluding
some poor households.

Only if after the above step the household is found to have an income below the eligibility
threshold will the next step take place, otherwise a decision on eligibility is simply taken
based on the application documents.

Verification of household living conditions through a household visit

This was the most contested step in the targeting process, reported as problematic by both
by applicants and mahalla committees. It involves a household visit to verify household
composition, determine living conditions, and verify whether what is stated in the
documents matches the situation of the family. This step must be completed by the 25™ of
the month and the visit is conducted by a group of five people. Key informants reported a
lack of adequate guidance on this step, but somehow unwritten rules are determined locally
to define the approach. Everywhere, car ownership results in exclusion of the applicant
household, even in the contradictory case of a broken vehicle or inappropriate registration
(see cases reported in the box below). In other cases approaches do vary, for example
concerning the importance of home appliances. In some locations, specific importance is
attached to the type of entrance of the main dwelling as a proxy to determine household
living standards. In others, the committee takes the liberty to check “in people’s fridges” or
ask neighbors to confirm whether a certain household is really in need of assistance. There
is a recognition that crude filters might be inappropriate and that while the flexibility in
determining what to consider as proxies of poverty has its advantages, it also involves the
possibility of adopting relative definitions of poverty. Other KlIs raised the problem of
families who did acquire some home appliances, but then were affected by some difficulties,
and were of the opinion that having such assets did not undermine their need for support.
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“The husband registered a broken truck on his name, though they face difficulties with food, but
actually the vehicle was on his name. How we should act in such cases? we paid them
allowance, but now we do not know what to do. The truck does not work, but is simply standing
in their house. If there is an inspection, we will definitely be asked why we pay them allowance
when they have a car at home.”

“One resident lived very poorly, it was in 2013-2014. As a result of visit to the household, it was
revealed that a new car was purchased on his name. When notary documents were requested,
we found out that actually the car belongs to his brother, who worked in Russia and purchased
this car on his name. Then we stopped immediately paying him allowance and said that only
once his brother comes and registers the car on his own name, we will continue paying him the
assigned allowance.”

Source: Key informant interview, Qualitative Study 2018.

Another problematic issue concerns the definition of household when multiple families live
at the same address. In some cases all people residing at the same address are considered
to be part of the household, but in others households are split. For example, if two brothers
and their respective families live together with their parents, the younger married brother
and his family are linked with the parents and considered one household, whereas the
family of the older brother is considered on its own.

The problem stems from the lack of sufficient details in CR #44, whereby two contradictory
provisions are given. The first states that siblings of applicants who have their own family
should not be included in the household composition; the second states that when more
than one family lives at the same address, everyone should be included in the household
for the purpose of assessing eligibility for low-income family allowances, provided that
nuclear families with children do not apply separately for the same allowance.

In practice, it was observed that once again mahallas developed specific rules to determine
whether families living at the same address are “running a joint household.” Rules
mentioned considered whether the household had a common boiler or the same kazan
(traditional cooking pot); in other cases the focus was on whether families had a common
address and the number of applications made.

Final decision of the commission and appeal procedures

After the document assessments and the home visit, the committee has the information
that allows it to determine whether to grant the allowance to the applicant. This is done
formally between the 25" and the end of each month in an assembly to which the applicant
is invited to attend in person. In some mabhallas, if the applicant is not available, the
decision is postponed to the next month when the applicant can be present. However, in
other mahallas other household members are invited instead (this approach is indeed
possible based on CR #44). In case of refusal the assembly should explain to applicants
the reasons and the decision is recorded in appropriate minutes.

If people disagree with the decision they can theoretically appeal, but this hardly ever
happens. During one FGD, people explained that ultimately they need to keep a good
relationship with the mahalla.

Overall, both the Klls and the FGDs confirm that the process usually maintains the timeline
described in the regulations.
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While official refusals of cases pronounced in the assembly follow the regulations, usually
problems occur at an early stage in the acceptance of the application. Indeed, a problem
reported in several Klls was that of unavailability of funds and of caps in the humber of
“allowed” recipients by mahalla. To address this issue, people are asked to postpone their
application or in some cases households are granted an allowance for a lower amount and
of a lower duration. For example, rather than providing the child care allowance (children
aged <2), the children allowance (children aged 2—-13) is granted. This was confirmed by
some FGD participants and evidence of this also arose in the L2CU survey, where 10
percent of all beneficiaries of children allowances have a child less than two years old.

When eligible families cannot receive the allowance, the mahalla tries to support them
through donations of wealthy households and support that is provided and organized
locally. However, this ultimately depends on the wealth and prosperity of each mahalla.

Reapplication process

According to CR #44 the duration of support of these allowances is 6 months for children
allowances (children aged 2—-13) and for financial assistance, and 12 months for the child
care allowance (children aged <2). Within the above entitlement duration, allowances are
stopped or recalculated whenever clear eligibility criteria change: for example, a child turns
2, or 14. However, while some mahallas claim that they monitor such conditions on a regular
basis, including changes in the income sources of the beneficiaries, others said that this
does not usually happen.

The same resolution also considers the possibility of reapplication. For the child care
allowance, reapplication can start from the month before the end of the entitlement, thus
ensuring no interruption. However, for the other two allowances, people are allowed to
reapply only after the entitlement expires. By design this introduces at least one month of
interruption in support. Reapplication follows exactly the same process of a new application.

Once again, reapplication is an area of significant differences across locations. In Tashkent
people need to wait six months before being able to reapply. In other places people are
asked to wait three or four months, or allowances are considered to be a one-off assistance
to give everyone the possibility to receive some support. This is likely to be a way for
mahallas to manage “capped resources” for the allowances. Some people reported during
FGDs that they do not reapply for allowances because they do not want to “spoil” the
relationship with the mahalla committee.

The FGDs revealed cases of poor households that do not apply for support as they feel
ashamed to ask for help, and that the treatment received in mahallas discourages people
from applying. Overall, the main problems preventing people from receiving allowances,
however, are the capped funds at the mahalla level and the assigned maximum number of
beneficiaries per month.

People also reported cases of abuse/corruption, whereby relatively better-off households
received such allowances, but these cases were not considered widespread.

Finally, it is useful to point out the different perspectives of the population and administrators
concerning exclusion and inclusion errors. Indeed, the prevailing opinion among the
population is that it is worse when poor people are excluded from allowances, whereas
administrators consider it worse to provide allowances to nonpoor people. Moreover, the
opinion often expressed by administrators is that allowances should only be seen as a very
temporary support. Sometimes this approach is likely to influence the way allowances are
granted beyond the written eligibility criteria.
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4.2  Administrative processes for other allowances managed by
the Pension Fund

The outreach and information activities discussed for the low-income allowances are also
relevant for other social allowances. Even if the administration of these allowances is
managed by the district PF, mahallas still play a fundamental intermediary role. Indeed,
mahallas together with patronage nurses maintain an overview of PWD in the location, are
aware of children with disabilities, and support applications for disability pensions.
Moreover, mahallas provide the list of school-age children of low-income households who
should receive winter clothes from schools.

Nevertheless, applications for old-age allowances, disability allowances (since childhood
and acquired), survivors’ allowances, and compensation payments for utilities must be
submitted to district-level offices. Documents to be submitted are generally straightforward
as they include a photocopy of a passport or birth certificate, a residence certificate, and a
photograph of the applicant. The tax personal identification number can be retrieved with
the above information, and is necessary to process the application and verify people’s
eligibility. However, the disability certificate, and in particular the need for a continuous
renewal of disability status and its associated costs, was consistently reported in the FGDs
as being excessive and very tough for PWD. The disability certificate is granted by the
Labor and Medical Expert Commission (VTEK) and its validity can vary between six months
and five years depending on the specific condition. It not only requires PWD to renew their
status at the end of their certificate’s validity, but also to undertake specific medical check-
ups in-between to be able to confirm their disability status. People questioned whether all
these exams are really required as they are often conducted in cases of permanent
conditions and ultimately represent a significant economic and emotional burden.

“Collecting documents is very tiresome. It is requested to collect certificates from different
places. That is a lot for people. Now we go to hospital for treatment three times a year. Then we
collect other documents, and we provide them to VTEK. And we have to bring the child for
examination. All this is very tiresome. Doctors know all types of diseases. And depending on the
diagnosis it is possible to extend the period of receiving disability allowance. Doctors could
extend the period of allocation of allowance depending on the diagnosis. In general, this term
should be extended in order that families with disabled person do not suffer more.”

“The most difficult in the process of application for disability allowance is request to provide
abstract from hospital every 120 days, in other words, my husband should pass treatment every
3 months within the year.”

Source: Focus group discussion, Qualitative Study 2018.

For allowances provided by the PF, it is significant to note that a mechanism of appeal is
necessary. This sometime occurs through the President’'s Office for Complaints, as
demonstrated by the example reported below.

“A woman, whose husband was mentally ill, applied for disability benefit and was refused. She
disagreed with the decision and reasoning and complained to virtual reception of the President.
After applying to the President, the decision was reconsidered in the favor of the household.”

Source: Focus group discussion, Qualitative Study 2018.
Interviews with PF offices revealed the problem that many people face in documenting their
contributive history. The problem stems from lack of adequate recording of contributions

from enterprises that no longer exist. Especially in the 1990s many organizations opened
and closed without submitting relevant documentation of their employee and contributions.
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The inability to properly document a person’s contributive history results in assigning a
lower pension, and in many cases, just the minimum pension.

4.3 Public works and employment services

The ESC provides a number of labor market services, some of which are also offered
through the intermediation of mahallas, in particular public works and the provision of
microloans at preferential rates. The ESC also organizes job fairs to make people aware of
different job opportunities.

Public works and microloans were indeed the programs most mentioned during the FGDs.
Some people reported being given temporary job positions, and that although the salary
was low and the period of employment limited, it was nevertheless helpful.

However, in many rural areas it was also recognized that most public work job opportunities
are seasonal, when people are anyway more likely to find job opportunities, and that wages
are very low. This problem was also recognized by many key informants, who said that
offering employment in rural areas in the winter season is complicated and that if jobs are
offered in urban areas, transportation costs can preclude people from accepting the job
placement.

People are also of the opinion that the ESC can only provide jobs for those with some
higher-level qualification, and that few opportunities exist for people with secondary
education.

There were also reports that winter job positions in a factory were promised if people would
first work picking cotton, but at the end of the cotton-picking season the factory job was not
provided.

FGD participants viewed microloans as not a solution for everyone, since they require some
entrepreneurial skill. Moreover, in some cases microloans were not in monetary form;
instead, people were given livestock or other goods. Some people reported that
substandard products, such as nonpedigreed livestock, were received.

Finally key informants made some important observations related to their available
resources and staff capacity. While interviews with the PF revealed no problems with
resources and staff, the situation was radically different in the ESC, where in many places
it was reported that the number of inspectors is insufficient, people are overworked, and
their pay is relatively low. It was proposed that at least one experienced staff with relevant
background knowledge to deal with financial issues should be hired in each mahalla.
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5 Policy recommendations

The recommendations herein focus primarily on the low-income family allowances, with
some general comments on other allowances and employment services, including public
works.

5.1 Low-income family allowances

The targeting study provided robust evidence that relative targeting of social assistance is
quite good, in the sense that a disproportionate size of the budget for social assistance is
received by the bottom quintile and the poor. However, very significant exclusion errors
occur, and based on the analysis of the L2CU survey and the current eligibility threshold
for low-income family allowances, it is clear that many more households should be eligible
for support. Moreover, while some of the allowances provide relatively generous support,
in other cases the amount of the transfer appears insufficient and scope remains for some
optimization.

While in 2018 the Government of Uzbekistan increased the budget allocated for social
assistance, a number of significant design and implementation problems are still affecting
the targeting of social assistance transfers, in particular the allowances for low-income
families.

Outreach activities

Currently, no guidelines exist on this fundamental aspect of the targeting process, resulting
in mahallas taking very difficult approaches. It would be useful to produce guidelines that
standardize such processes and in particular promote regular meetings where mahallas
give more in-depth information on eligibility criteria and “question and answer” (Q&A)
sessions. The experience of other countries shows that production of a Q&A booklet for the
administration and frontline staff is very useful.

Budgeting process

The qualitative study highlighted that one of the most significant reasons for exclusion of
beneficiaries is the way budgeting works in practice, since many mahallas report that they
have a monthly cap on the number of beneficiaries and the budget. The cap 1) results in
rationing behavior, whereby limited resources are spread across eligible households,
assigning allowances at a lower amount, or 2) triggers a rotating approach, such that
applications are de facto postponed or payments of eligible applicants are delayed.

The MoF significantly increased budget allocations for low-income allowances, but the
problem at local level might be due to old expenditure patterns and behaviors. It is
necessary to investigate and clarify the practical obstacles in establishing more flexibility in
the use of budget to respond to actual demand.

Ensuring budget flexibility and a responsive system is extremely important if social
assistance intends to respond to difficulties created by the government’s macroeconomic
reforms. Budget should not simply be based on previous expenditure patterns, but more
could be done to actually estimate the needs of each community. In this regard a social
registry could help produce a more complete picture of such needs, in turn forming the
basis for better budget allocations.
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Income calculation

The current calculation of income and eligibility rests on two fundamental steps:

¢ the definition of a “household” and consequent identification of household
members; and

¢ the rules to impute household income.

It is necessary to provide more detailed guidelines on who should be considered a
household member, especially in circumstances where more than one family lives at the
same address and if the household has members working abroad.

Concerning income imputation procedures for every able-bodied, working-age person, it is
important to be aware that this could be responsible for significant design exclusion errors.
The other important element of income simulation relates to the way agricultural income is
indirectly imputed. It is possible that this calculation underestimates income when
households own livestock.

The imputation of an income amount of 2.5 times the minimum wage assumes that people
always have access to informal income sources, but it is also an administratively convenient
practice that does not encourage people to register with the ESC.

The current draft resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers with amendments to CR #44 to be
piloted in Syrdarya region no longer stipulates such imputation, but rules that the presence
of a family member capable of working but not reporting official income sources makes the
household ineligible for support.

Experience of other countries shows that it is preferable to be inclusive at this stage of the
application process and to instead control potential inclusion errors at the next step.

The recommendation is to conduct more analysis of the L2CU survey or the Household
Budget Survey to simulate the administrative calculation of household income eligibility and
verify the extent to which the income imputation procedures are responsible for
administrative exclusion or inclusion errors and how eventual problems could be corrected.

Another recommendation is to ensure that people not working are always registered with
the ESC, so that when possible, adequate support is provided to these people to enter the
labor market (see below regarding public works).

Indirect living conditions assessment

Currently, no standard approach exists to determine whether a household should be
considered poor or not based on its living conditions. Mahallas clearly seem to be adopting
location-specific rules, which ultimately results in a relative definition of poverty, and in turn
risks excluding poor households in poor locations or including nonpoor households in
relatively better-off locations.

The recommendation is to verify the extent to which the above problem is occurring and to
develop and test whether an alternative proxy model approach could theoretically provide
better results. From an equity perspective it is important to ensure that everyone is treated
fairly; development of a more robust proxy system could improve the current practice.

Ensuring accountability and traceability of applications

One final important recommendation concerns the need to ensure accountability in the
application process to prevent applications from being disregarded or postponed or
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payments delayed. This can be done by ensuring that people have the right to apply, are
aware of this, and receive a receipt of their application with date of application and a unique
registration number. This is important also to ensure that timelines for processing
applications are followed.

While timing is usually respected, the qualitative study identified not only many instances
in which applications were postponed because of funding inflexibility, but also came across
a case of a nonoperational mahalla, which resulted in a long-term absence of support for
people living in that community.

The Government of Uzbekistan is already moving in the right direction concerning this
specific aspect: draft amendments to CR #44 to be piloted in Syrdarya region in connection
with the creation of a “Unified Register of Social Protection” regulate the need for a
“notification of acceptance,” though this is expected to be communicated only via email or
phone.

Amount of transfers

Evidence provided through analysis of the L2CU survey showed that the way the amount
of transfer is currently decided is not always optimal. Households falling below the same
income threshold receive very different levels of support. This approach is not justified by
the different needs of households. More specifically, while some households receive a very
generous amount (child care allowance for children under 2 years), the children allowance
(children aged 2-13) is too low, so these transfer amounts need to be reviewed to better
balance support according to household needs.

The recommendation is to conduct further specific analysis on the L2CU survey or the
Household Budget Survey to determine whether alternative approaches considering
household size and needs could provide better poverty outcomes.

Reapplications

Currently, with the exception of child care allowances (children <2 years) the system directly
or indirectly discourages reapplications: at least a one-month gap is forced by design, and
in practice, many people’s reapplication is delayed for a longer period.

The recommendation is to review this approach to ensure 1) the possibility of continuous
assistance whenever households remain eligible, and 2) that the process of re-applying is
simplified.

5.2 Other social assistance programs

While the study could not look into the details of how disability is assessed and confirmed
over time, many FGD participants were deeply unsatisfied with the way this is done, since
it implies significant continued and unnecessary financial and emotional costs. Therefore,
the recommendation is to review how this operates in practice and whether there are ways
in which the process can be improved and simplified.

5.3  Public works and employment services

Although public works schemes started only recently, positive signs of their operations have
already emerged, with people reporting that this is a way to support some households.
However, a lot of work remains to better integrate social assistance and employment
services. In some parts of the administration, public works are described and seen as a
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way to take people off the list of social assistance beneficiaries. Some FGD participants
perceive that to now receive assistance, it is necessary to do some public work.

On the contrary, the goal should be to provide a service to people to enable their entry into
the labor market and to ensure they have the required skills to do so.

The problem is partly related to the automatic income imputation whenever people are of
working age and able to work but do not report any official income. In such cases, the
solution is not to simply impute an income, but should involve a more proactive role of
linking these people with employment services. However, for this to be done effectively,
more investment in the ESC is needed, in terms of both number of personnel and their
training.
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Annex A Statistical table

Coverage of social assistance and social insurance transfers

Quintiles of per capita consumption, net of all SA Poverty Status Area of residence
Total Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Poor  Non-poor Urban Rural
Direct and indirect beneficiaries
All social protection 54.6 67.0 52.9 53.3 51.5 48.4 69.2 52.4 50.1 55.9
All social insurance 44.1 40.4 43.0 45.1 47.0 44.8 35.9 45.3 425 445
Old age pension 37.5 33.3 34.9 39.1 41.3 39.0 29.0 38.8 37.2 37.6
Disability pension 8.4 8.7 7.6 8.1 9.0 8.3 8.5 8.3 7.8 8.5
Other Social insurance 2.5 31 3.2 2.0 1.9 2.2 2.5 25 14 2.8
All social assistance 16.3 37.8 16.2 135 8.0 6.4 45.1 12.0 12.3 175
Family allowance (any type) 11.9 30.9 111 8.7 5.2 35 37.2 8.1 8.5 12.9
Old age social pension 3.1 5.4 4.1 2.9 1.7 15 7.3 25 1.9 3.5
Other social assistance 2.7 5.6 2.5 2.3 1.6 1.8 6.6 2.2 3.0 2.7

Notes:

Program coverage is the portion of population in each group that receives the transfer.
Specifically, coverage is: (Number of individuals in the group who live in a household where at least one member receives the transfer)/(Number of

individuals in the group).

Program coverage is calculated setting as expansion factor the household expansion factor multiplied by the household size.

Source: Analysis of L2CU 2018. “SA” stands for Social Assistance.
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