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Quantitative Impact Evaluation: MCC-MCA Nicaragua Compact

The BASIS Assets and Market Access Collaborative Research Support Program (AMA CRSP) aims to
improve the agricultural competitiveness and quality of life of the rural poor in the developing world
through policy-relevant research that is dedicated to improving access to resources and enhancing the
operation of factor markets. The AMA CRSP also has a strong commitment to seeking out opportunities
to partner with donors and development practitioners to build research activities that complement
program implementation with the express purpose of improving impact analysis to improve further
program rollout and inform broader development practices. BASIS researchers, including program
Director Michael Carter, have a long standing research interest in Nicaragua, and specifically in the
substantive areas outlined in the MCA-Nicaragua Compact.  We have substantial expertise on land
issues, and access to land and other resources is one of the four main research areas of the CRSP.

The following methodology is proposed for the impact evaluation. The Principal Investigator may
propose additions or changes to this methodology. By mutual agreement between USAID, on behalf of
MCC, and the Principal Investigator, the methodology may be revised or updated.

The overall impact evaluation strategy for Nicaragua has four major topics. The work BASIS is
proposing will focus on assessing the impact of the property rural business development program and the
regularization activities in urban and especially rural areas. The data that will be collected for these
assessments will permit some modest inference on water supply issues and the impacts of roads. While
analysis of these issues and impacts will not be a major focus, BASIS will work with MCA-Nicaragua to
make sure that all data collection efforts support the collection of baseline data for all impact assessments.
We will also work closely with MCA-Nicaragua to ensure sound evaluations in all areas.

Impact Evaluation Strategy

Both the Property Regularization Project and the Rural Business Development Project are hypothesized to
increase incomes and asset values for individuals who benefit from these programs. Letting y indicate an
outcome variable of interest (e.g., family income, land value, etc.), the goal of the evaluation is to
estimate the impact of a project treatment T (land titling only, business services only or both together) that
is implemented after time period 1. This impact can be defined using the following difference-in-
difference expression:

D™= [(y; = Y1) =(¥; = ¥1)]
where DT is the project treatment impact, the subscripts indicate time (1 is the time before the treatment;

2 is the time after the treatment) and the superscript C indicates values for the counterfactual or control
group. In words, the treatment effect is defined as the change iny (e.g., income) that an individual



experiences following the treatment less the change in less the change in y that that the same individual
(or an adequate control person) would have experienced over the same time period without the treatment.

Treatment Regimes and Detailed Hypotheses

A number of countries, including Nicaragua, have invested in land titling programs with the idea that land
titles will promote broadly based growth. The evidence on these programs in isolation is mixed. By
combining a land titling with a business services program, the Nicaragua program opens the door to
understanding the impact of land titling both in isolation and in combination with business services. In
particular, the program will permit observation and evaluation of the following four treatment regimes:

Without Business Services With Business Services
Without land title (1) (i)
[late/late] [late/early]
With land title (iii) (iv)
[early/late] [early/early]

Ideally, the goal would be to randomly allocate eligible program beneficiaries between these four
treatment regimes. Comparison of treatment group (iv) with (control) group (i) using the difference-in-
difference estimator sketch above would permit identification of the full impact of the Nicaraguan
program. Comparison of groups (iv) and (iii) would permit us to see the additional value added to land
titling efforts when they are combined with business services. The other pair-wise comparisons (iv with ii;
and, ii with iii) would also provide valuable information on program effectiveness.

Control Group Strategy

The challenge of this and any other impact evaluation is to obtain an adequate control group. Because the
benefits of the land titling program will be extended to everyone, a quasi-randomized program
implementation strategy should make it possible to obtain adequate controls. Those receiving land titles
early in the life of the program will serve as the treated (row 2 in the table above), while those receiving
later in the program will serve as controls (row 1). PRODEP has already identified a geographic rollout
strategy that will be adequate for this purpose. Unfortunately, this seemingly straightforward approach
may have to modified slightly at the analytical stage as roughly 40% of the households in the late treated
areas already hold more or less clear titles. These earlier titles were not randomly distributed and
emerged from a demand-driven framework.

Identification of a control group for business services is more challenging as this program is demand
driven—that is, services have to be requested and will not be extended to everyone. However parallel to
the land titling component, business services will be rolled out at different times in different (quasi-
randomly selected) areas of Leon and Chinandega. Households treated with business services (column 2
in the table above) will thus come from early treated communities, while those from late treated
communities will form the controls.



To reflect this basic design, the table above contains a dual early/late designation for each treatment cell.
The first indicator refers to the timing of land titling program. The second indicates the timing for
treatment with the business services program.

Sampling Strategy

Random sampling of households within zones designated for early receipt of the business services
program is unlikely to yield many direct project beneficiaries. In order to assure adequate representation
of direct beneficiaries, a stratified random sampling will be used in both (early) treatment and control
(late treatment) areas. The MCA office of business services will provide a simple ex ante scoring model
that can be used to predict those households who are likely to take up the offer of business services.
Information for the scoring model will be derived from the agricultural census, and the sample will be
drawn from the universe of agricultural producer households listed in the census. Over-sampling
households with high scores in both treatment and control areas will yield a sample which should include
reasonable numbers of direct beneficiaries (or people in the control areas who will eventually become
beneficiaries when the business services program reaches them. The sample derived this way will be
called the Ex Ante Sample.

The full sample will NOT, however, be drawn from high score households alone. A portion of the sample
will be retained for randomly drawn households from each area. The presence of these households will
permit analysis of the spill-over of business services benefits to households that are not direct
beneficiaries.

While the above strategy should work, it is possible that the ex ante scoring model will fail to accurately
predict the demand-driven program take-up. To guard against this eventuality, a fraction (25%) of sample
observations will be drawn from the list of those who actually enroll in the program. The characteristics
of these actual beneficiaries will be used to modify the scoring model so that a similar ex post sample can
be simultaneously taken in the late treatment/control villages. The sample derived through this procedure
will be called the Ex Post Sample.

It is understood that some individuals from outside the specifically designated rollout zones will
independently contact the rural business office and seek support. These individuals will not be included
in the sample.

Survey Rounds

The first or baseline survey round will take place as soon as possible after the Rural Business Office is
able to supply a scoring model and a geographic program rollout strategy. Ideally, the ex ante sample will
be interviewed in April-May of 2007. The ex post sample will be interviewed as close to that time as is
practical. However, the exact timing of that sample will depend on the timing and speed of the actual
program recruitment.

The second survey round will take place approximately two years after the baseline (April-May, 2009).
The exact timing will need to be coordinated with the implementation plan of the rural business office.
The idea is to have the second round surveys take place before business and titling programs are extended
to the ‘late’ areas. Analysis of the second round data will permit identification of program effects.

Finally, a third survey round of data will be taken during the final year of the program (April-May 2011).
By this time, households located in control (later treatment areas) should have been treated. This will



open the door to ‘continuous treatment’ methods in which variation in the extent of treatments (e.g.,
months with title; months with business services) can be used to identify program effect. This method
(which requires that the extent of treatment is randomly determined) will permit a more extensive look at
the dynamic effects of the Nicaraguan program. This should be especially important in terms of
understanding longer term investment effects in both productive assets as well as human capital assets
(e.g., children’s education).

A very similar methodology can be used to assess the impact to urban households. The evaluation will
compare urban households that receive regularized titles early in the Project to those that receive
regularized titles late in the Project.

The treatment group will consist of those living in urban areas of Chinandega, because residents of
Chinandega are currently receiving regularized land titles. The comparison group will be comprised of
those living in Leb6n, because Ledn will receive the Property Regularization Project later than
Chinandega. Comparison of treatment group with comparison group, using the difference-in-difference
estimator sketch above, would permit identification of the full impact of the property regularization.

The National Institute of Statistics and Census (Spanish acronym INEC) has just completed a Living
Standards Measurement Survey (LSMS). The households from Chinandega and Le6n that participated in
this survey will be re-visited with a short land module to complement the data gathered from the LSMS.

The first or baseline survey round will take place as soon as possible and be conducted by INEC. The
second survey round will take place approximately two years after the baseline (April-May, 2009). The
exact timing will need to be coordinated with the implementation plan of the Property Regularization
Project. The idea is to have the second round surveys take place before the Property Regularization
Projects are extended to the ‘late’ areas, i.e. urban areas in the Department of Ledn. Analysis of the
second round data will permit identification of early program effects. Finally, a third survey round of data
will be taken during the final year of the program (April-May 2011). By this time, households located in
control (later treatment areas) should have been treated. This will open the door to ‘continuous treatment’
methods in which variation in the extent of treatments (e.g., months with regularized title) can be used to
identify the Project effect.

Budget Narrative

The primary costs for this project will be salary time for Michael Carter as PI, and a graduate research
assistant. Due to delays in beginning, no salary is being charged in year 1 for PI Michael Carter, although
he will be participating in the process. In years 3 and 5, when a survey is being conducted, a half month
of salary time for the PI is charged. A full year of a research assistant at a 50% effort is charged in all
three survey years (Year 1, 3, and 5). In the intervening years when more effort will be spent on analysis
and dissemination of results, no PI time is charged, though he will participate in these activities, and the
RA is charged for only 8 months. Salary rates increase at a projected rate of 3% per year, while benefit
rates increase to 37.5% and 27.5% for Carter and the research assistant, respectively, in year 2 (based on
rates that have been established for the coming fiscal year), followed by projected increases of 1% per
year.

In addition to salary, there are several trips budgeted each year from Madison to Managua, and from
Madison to Washington, DC. These trips allow for longer stays in Managua when there is a survey. In
survey years there are two trips for the Pl and four trips for the research assistant budgeted. In the
intervening years, there is one trip for each to Nicaragua to participate in dissemination of results, and
three trips to Washington to coordinate with MCC and present findings.



In the survey years we have charged $400 per year for communication costs. This will allow for
communication with AMA staff while in the field, shipment of any necessary supplies, and other
increased communication costs affiliated with their travel to Nicaragua.

Finally, tuition remission is charged at a rate of $8000 in years 1 and 2. In accordance with campus
projections, this is increased by 3% each year in years 3-5. Note that no indirect charges are paid on this
amount.

Indirect costs are charged at the University of Wisconsin-Madison’s federally negotiated rate of 47% on
modified total direct costs (MTDC). As noted above, tuition remission is not included in the MTDC.



Quantitative Impact Evaluation:

MCC-MCA Nicaragua Compact

Draft Application budget University of Wisconsin - Madison

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 TOTAL
PERSONNEL qty cost qty cost qty cost qty cost qty cost
PI Carter month 0$ 13,078 $ - 0 13,470 $ - 0.5 13,874 $ 6,937 0 14291 $ - 0.5 14,719 $ 7,360 [ $ 14,297
PI benefits rate 35% $ - 37.5% $ - 385% $ 2,671 39.5% - 405% $ 2,981 | $ 5,651
RA month 12 $ 1540 $ 18,480 8 1586 $ 12,690 12 1,634 $ 19,605 8 1,683 $ 13,462 12 1,733 $ 20,799 | $ 85,037
RA benefits rate 27% $ 4,990 27.5% $ 3,490 285% $ 5,588 29.5% $ 3,971 305% $ 6,344 | $ 24,382
Subtotal $ 23,470 $ 16,179 $ 34,801 $ 17,434 $ 37,484 |$ 129,367
$ R
TRAVEL $ -
MSN-Managua RT 4% 1,000 $ 4,000 2 1,000 $ 2,000 6 1,000 $ 6,000 2 1000 $ 2,000 6 1,000 $ 6,000 | $ 20,000
MSN-DCA RT 4% 500 $ 2,000 3 500 $ 1,500 1 500 $ 500 4 500 $ 2,000 4 500 $ 2,000 | $ 8,000
Meals / Managua days 75 $ 61 $ 4,575 10 61 $ 610 100 61 $ 6,100 10 61 $ 610 75 61 $ 4575 | $ 16,470
Hotel/Managua days 75 % 115 $ 8,625 10 115 $ 1,150 100 115 $ 11,500 10 115 $ 1,150 75 115 $ 8,625 | $ 31,050
Meals/Domestic days 16 $ 40 $ 640 10 40 $ 400 4 40 $ 160 8 40 $ 320 16 40 $ 640 | $ 2,160
Lodging/Domestic days 16 $ 228 $ 3,648 10 228 $ 2,280 4 228 $ 912 8 228 $ 1,824 16 228 $ 3,648 | $ 12,312
Subtotal $ 23,488 $ 7,940 $ 25,172 $ 7,904 $ 25,488 | $ 89,992
$ R
OTHER DIRECT COSTS $ -
Communications 18 400 $ 400 $ - 1 400 $ 400 1 0$ - 1 400 $ 400 | $ 1,200
Tuition Remission fixed fee 1% 8,000 $ 8,000 1 $ 8,000 1 $ 8,240 1 8,487 1 $ 8,742 | $ 41,469
$ R
MTDC $ 47,358 $ 24,119 $ 60,373 $ 25,338 $ 63,372 | $ 220,559
Indirect 0.47 $ 22,258 $ 11,336 $ 28,375 $ 11,909 $ 29,785 |$ 103,663
$ R
TOTAL | $ 77,616 $ 43,455 $ 96,988 $ 45,734 $ 101,898 [$ 365,691
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