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A job returns. Has the household 
recovered?
Saint Lucia’s 2020 phone-survey evidence and the 2026 social-
protection review
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20 October 2026

A return to work is one sign of recovery. A household also needs steady resources for food and bills, and 
enough room to cope with the next setback.

Saint Lucia’s 2020 phone surveys make that question concrete. A larger share of respondents reported 
working in the second round. Modelled poverty eased from its May peak in the published point estimates, 
while food strain remained visible. These measures describe different parts of household life. Their methods 
and limits matter.

This report audits that historical evidence and connects it to a current decision: how to use fresh information 
during the Public Assistance Programme review and wider social-protection work. The proposed next step is 
a 90-day evidence and reconciliation rehearsal within existing institutions. It would test how a signal of 
need reaches a fair decision, a usable payment or referral, and an effective correction route.

The proposal separates population monitoring from individual eligibility. It keeps existing assistance moving 
through lawful processes. It also asks what can be improved now while the planned information system is 
being developed.

Four parts of household recovery

1. Work and hours. Has paid work returned, and how regular is it?

2. Dependable resources. What money reaches the household after the costs of earning it?

3. Food and essential needs. Can the household meet basic needs without falling behind?

4. Buffers and future choices. Can it cope with another setback and keep the means to earn?

These are proposed questions for further work. This report creates no current poverty estimate, benefit rule 
or spending commitment.
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A larger share reported working
The first survey ran from 5 to 18 May 2020. The second ran from 27 July to 20 August. The report’s national 
profile shows 37.9% of respondents working in the preceding week in round one and 47.2% in round two. 
The difference is 9.3 percentage points, calculated from the published figures. [1, pp. 6, 8–9]

The question captures one recent work signal. It does not settle how many hours a person worked, whether 
pay was received, how steady the work was or what it cost to get to work. It also gives a different measure 
from the official labour-force employment or unemployment rate.

The sample changed between rounds and the estimates use adjusted weights. This comparison does not 
prove that the same individuals returned to work. The report supplies no standard errors for these chart 
values, so the chart shows the reported shares without an invented precision band.

The policy question. When a new job appears in a household record, what else is needed to judge whether 
the household is better able to meet its needs? The answer should come from a short, useful set of facts and 
the applicable programme rules.
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Modelled poverty eased from its peak
The study estimates household consumption using statistical models and then estimates poverty. Annex 1 
places the retrospective pre-COVID estimate at 23.86%, the May estimate at 33.25% and the second-round 
estimate at 30.33%. Its reported confidence intervals show substantial uncertainty. [1, p. 12]

The May-to-August point estimate fell by 2.92 percentage points, or about 8.8% relative to May. These are 
calculations on published values, rather than a new model run. The intervals alone do not provide a formal 
test of the difference, and the source does not provide the joint uncertainty needed to reproduce one.

The report contains an unresolved baseline difference. Annex 2 gives 24.04%, with a 95% interval of 17.73% 
to 30.35%, for the pre-COVID estimate. The chart preserves Annex 1 and discloses the alternative. We have 
not averaged them or selected a hidden correction. [1, pp. 13–14]

Both baselines are reconstructed from later phone responses using assumed slow-changing household traits. 
Neither is a direct consumption survey taken immediately before the pandemic. These estimates belong to 
the historical 2020 inquiry.
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Food strain remained visible
In the second round, the survey asked whether any household member had faced specific food problems 
during the preceding 30 days. The three national figures below describe reported experiences. They are not 
a combined food-insecurity severity score. [1, p. 8]

The food questions and the work question use different time windows and units. Their results show that 
stronger reports of work and household food strain coexisted. They do not establish a single recovery path 
followed by the same households.

Comparison across rounds needs care. Round one asked three food questions and round two asked eight. A 
missing first-round item is unobserved, rather than zero. Groups labelled poor in each round can also contain 
different people.

The poverty model uses food and employment variables among its inputs. Some differences between model-
poor households and others are therefore partly built into the classification. Those differences can describe 
the model’s profile, but they do not independently validate it or establish a causal effect.

The policy question. A recovery review should ask whether essential needs are being met, with a clear 
recall period and a suitable sample. A work indicator on its own cannot answer that question.



SAINT LUCIA POLICY ANALYSIS   |   HOUSEHOLD RESEARCH

Household recovery   •   20 October 2026 5

Why this matters in October 2026
Public assistance records are being reviewed
The Welfare Unit began PAP recertification on 15 September 2026, according to its 21 September notice. It 
includes current beneficiaries and people on the waiting list. Officers and enumerators collect updated 
information through home visits using the Saint Lucia National Eligibility Tool, or SLNET. The notice 
describes automated assessment and includes applicants already assessed who await placement because 
of budget limits. [2]

A 28 September ministerial statement explains that contact details, household composition and economic 
circumstances change. It confirms the continuing review and public communication. Neither statement 
supplies completed caseload results, the full questionnaire, error rates or evidence of how quickly corrections 
reach affected households. [3]

The practical next inquiry is to inspect the instrument and the operating record. We should establish which 
recovery questions are already covered, how new circumstances are reported, and how a person can obtain 
a reason and correction. The reviewed notices do not establish that any particular question is missing.

Readiness is being assessed
An 8 October 2026 government release reports a WFP validation workshop with Equity, NEMO, Finance and 
partners. It describes a Shock Readiness Index intended to establish a baseline and guide improvements. 
The release provides no score or demonstrated payment performance. The findings and assigned follow-up 
actions would be useful inputs to the proposed rehearsal. [4]

A separate May release says the integrated Social Protection Information System is expected to operate in 
the first quarter of 2027. That is an announced expectation. It does not establish present operational status. 
Work on clear case stages, contact, correction and payment reconciliation could begin once the responsible 
institutions confirm authority and capacity, while software development proceeds. [5]

The current poverty estimate remains a separate question
The freshly verified October 2026 World Bank Poverty & Equity Brief identifies 2015/16 as the latest 
period with available poverty data and reports a national rate of 25% for that period. The date of the brief 
does not change the year of that observation. [6]

CSO describes the 2025/26 living-conditions and household-budget survey as in its final phase. Its current 
results link leads to the 2016 database. This review did not verify a release of the new estimates. Use quality-
assured new results when available, while keeping their methods and reference periods clear. [7]
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Follow four parts of recovery
A household can regain income after using savings, building debt or selling equipment. Its monthly position 
may improve while its ability to cope stays weak. This is a mechanism to investigate; the published 2020 
charts do not measure that complete path.

Part of recovery Useful question Evidence to seek

Work and hours Has paid work returned, and is it 
dependable?

Consistent work questions, hours, regularity and 
reference dates

Dependable resources What resources reach the household 
after work costs?

Pay received, other income, transport or care 
costs and household composition

Food and essential needs Can basic needs be met without growing 
arrears?

Comparable food questions, essential bills, 
delayed care and coping actions where measured

Buffers and future choices Can the household withstand another 
setback?

Savings, debt, productive assets and access to the 
means of earning, collected only where useful and 
lawful

These questions need clear definitions and proportionate collection. Use existing fields when they answer the 
question. Test any added question for value and burden before including it. A smaller form can be better if its 
answers reach a decision and a workable response.

Keep population evidence and case evidence distinct
CSO surveys can estimate the scale and distribution of household conditions. Programme records can show 
applications, waiting, decisions, payments and corrections. A change in the beneficiary list may reflect 
economic improvement, new access, changed rules, failed contact or a funding decision. It cannot alone 
establish national recovery.

A population signal can guide outreach, a service review or a funding choice. An individual request needs the 
applicable evidence and authorized decision route. Statistical participation should not become a condition for 
receiving help. Any person-level sharing needs a verified lawful purpose, clear notice and practical 
safeguards.

This separation also protects trust. People need to understand why they are being contacted and what their 
answers will be used for. Confidential statistical collection and an application for assistance serve different 
purposes.
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Understand the service before changing it
SLPA’s Institutional Intervention Readiness framework, or IIR, begins with the useful functions, harms and 
dependencies of the current arrangement. Here, the arrangement runs from a household signal through 
intake or review to a decision, support or referral, and correction. [8]

The proposed change is a small evidence and reconciliation exercise alongside existing work. It must 
preserve the functions on which people already rely. The public announcements identify activity; they do not 
settle the quality of every step below.

Function Record to inspect Failure to test

Reliable existing support Payment schedule, exceptions and 
reconciliation A new review task interrupts usable assistance

Fair assessment Actual forms, SLNET rules, guidance and 
decision trail

Stale or incomplete evidence causes an incorrect 
result

New and changed need Intake routes, waiting stages and 
referrals Newly affected people cannot reach the service

Explanation and correction Notices, review routes and case history An error remains because it cannot be challenged

Independent statistics Methods, weights, release and revision 
rules A caseload measure is used as a national trend

Continuity during failure Access controls, recovery plan and 
restore tests

A shared system failure blocks records and 
payments

Treat waiting as part of the decision
A review can create costs through delay. A household may lose transport to work, miss treatment or build 
arrears while its case waits. These are possible pathways to examine with evidence. Continuing current 
arrangements also has a cost if errors or unmet need persist.

At the same time, officers have limited hours. Additional data work can delay home visits, payments or urgent 
cases. Count staff time, backfill and the effect on queues as part of the proposed intervention. The first task is 
to identify work already under way and use its results.

Any urgent case that can be handled through an existing lawful route should use that route. The broader 
evidence project should support timely action and make its basis clearer.
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Trace what the proposed change could set in motion
RIPPLE-4 traces four kinds of consequences: direct incidence, participant adaptation, system propagation 
and inherited state change. These are mechanism categories, rather than four stages in time. The pathways 
below are questions to test. [9]

Direct effects
A clear record may speed a review or reveal unmet need. Another interview can also cost a household time, 
travel or income. Record cases resolved and useful decisions changed, along with the staff and household 
effort required.

How people may respond
People may avoid contact or find documents hard to provide if the purpose is unclear or they fear losing 
support. Staff may focus on easy-to-complete cases when pressure grows. Test notices and assisted access, 
examine unresolved cases, and keep a practical correction route. These possibilities are not allegations 
about current conduct.

How effects spread through the service
More intake can increase demand for assessments, funds, payment support and reviews. A faster first step 
may simply move the queue elsewhere. Track the whole path, including assessed people waiting for funds 
and approved support that has not become usable. A record can expose a resource choice, while the 
responsible authority still has to make it.

What the next administration and household inherit
The exercise can leave better methods and reusable records. It can also leave a sensitive database, 
continuing workload or a difficult supplier contract. Limit data to a clear purpose, set retention and access 
rules, and preserve portable records and a tested recovery route.

Watch the feedback through trust
Confusing or slow case handling can weaken trust. Lower trust may reduce response or accurate reporting, 
making the next round of decisions harder. A useful response combines clear explanation, fair correction and 
reliable service. More data fields alone may add burden without repairing the cause.

For each important pathway, record the affected group, evidence, uncertainty, timing, reversibility and a sign 
that the problem is emerging. Use separate measures. A single score would hide the difference between an 
unreliable signal, an unfunded service and a rights problem.
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Test five readiness conditions
After tracing the consequences, IIR returns to five separate tests. The findings below describe a proposal still 
being prepared. They do not certify an operating service. “Open” means that evidence is needed. A condition 
must be resolved before the step it governs. [8]

IIR gate Proposed profile Evidence required before the next step

Bounded causal account Conditional
Defined workflow, sample, decision and 
comparison; actual intake and recertification 
instruments

Legitimacy and rights 
separation Open

Verified authority for each data use; clear notices, 
reasons, correction and review; explicit 
assessment of automation

Dependency and 
alternative symmetry Conditional

Current work assessed on the same basis; staff, 
funding, contact, payment and review 
dependencies mapped

Function coverage and 
transition integrity Open

Resources and staff; ongoing payment and intake 
coverage; access for people offline; a usable 
fallback

Learning and recovery Conditional Failure signals, pause authority, restore steps, 
correction resources and a dated next decision

The likely disposition is redesign: improve the evidence hand-off while retaining the legitimate institutional 
home and services. That judgement must be tested against the actual operating record. If current 
recertification already covers the proposed work, the useful action may be to improve its reporting and follow-
up.

A rehearsal on synthetic or properly authorized records has a different risk profile from changing a live 
eligibility decision. Each larger commitment needs its own evidence and review. The proposal does not 
authorize new conditions for assistance.

Make the response to failure usable
Before a live test, name who can stop an affected data function, correct a record, restore the prior process 
and keep assistance moving. Test cases should include a changed phone number, an incorrect address, 
difficulty travelling, a waiting case with a funding constraint, a failed payment and a disputed decision.

A pause in the rehearsal must not itself stop lawful assistance. The recovery plan needs the staff and 
authority to act, with a record of what happened and how the household was informed.
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Choose the smallest useful commitment
Sovereign Option Theory, or SOT, guides the choice among viable courses and the sequence of 
commitments. It asks what public value and future choices are gained or lost, including through delay. Here, 
the first useful commitment is a short evidence dictionary, a dated case-stage record and a bounded 
rehearsal. [10]

Option What it offers Main question

Complete current work first Uses known routes and avoids duplicate 
effort

Does current recertification already answer the 
recovery and service questions?

Improve current intake and 
measurement

Can expose a practical bottleneck with 
limited change

Are lawful access, staff time, follow-up and service 
safeguards available?

Buy a larger new platform 
now

May support scale and routine 
automation

Is the unmet need clear, and can migration, cost 
and supplier dependence be justified?

Wait for the new full survey Gives a stronger population baseline 
once released

Which service repairs and lawful responses would 
be delayed unnecessarily?

The preferred candidate is the bounded improvement to current work, subject to readiness. Its strongest 
alternative is to let the ongoing exercise finish and evaluate it first. The choice turns on capacity and overlap. 
A fresh form or parallel list should not be the default.

The first test should reveal whether the binding issue is contact, evidence, decision capacity, funding, usable 
payment or correction. That finding can justify a focused next investment. If larger software is needed, its 
requirements should follow the evidence and protect data portability, continuity and exit.

Count the full cost and the cost of waiting
Budget for officer and supervisor time, backfill, travel and contact, assisted access, statistical design, legal 
and privacy work, secure configuration, audit, payment tests, recovery and independent review. Separate the 
cost of the evidence exercise from any future cost of added support. No budget is estimated in this report.

Household options also matter. A phone, transport money, childcare or equipment may allow someone to 
take work. Losing those supports can extend a temporary setback. Record the possible harm of waiting 
alongside the risk of acting, and use existing lawful help where the evidence supports it.
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A proposed 90 day rehearsal
This is an SLPA proposal for preparing and testing a narrow process. It is not a current government 
timetable, a benefit promise or an evaluation of national poverty impact. The institutions below would have to 
confirm their roles, authority and resources.

Days 1 to 30 map the work already under way
The Welfare programme owner maps intake, current recertification, decisions, payment, referral and review. 
CSO defines what population evidence can establish. Finance identifies resource and funding limits. Counsel 
and the data custodian verify purposes, access and handling.

The output is a short evidence dictionary, a baseline of case stages and workload, an account of overlapping 
work, and a service plan that protects existing payments and intake. Select the test cases and state which 
decision each one is meant to improve. Set the cost and staff-time limit before work expands.

Days 31 to 60 test the full path
The operations lead rehearses ordinary review, new intake, failed contact and correction using synthetic or 
properly authorized records. Payment and IT teams test reconciliation and restore steps. An independent 
reviewer checks the results, the burden on staff and the experience the procedure would create for 
households.

Keep an exception log with the point of failure, responsible role, remedy and retest. Record elapsed time at 
each step and any work displaced elsewhere. Revise instructions and notices where the evidence shows a 
problem. Use findings from the WFP readiness assessment and existing simulations where they answer the 
same question.

Days 61 to 90 decide the next step
Consider a tightly bounded live workflow only after its readiness conditions are met. CSO reviews any 
proposed monitoring module. Finance and the decision authority review the full exposure. Publish a redacted 
account of findings, unresolved conditions and the choice to continue, change or end the exercise.

A useful result may be a repair to the current workflow. It may also be a justified requirement for the planned 
information system. A live component can be omitted if records or safeguards remain unresolved. Individual 
benefit decisions continue through the authorized programme process.

Set scale, modify, pause and stop triggers in advance. Learning must arrive before the larger commitment it 
is meant to inform. Record an owner and review date for every unfinished condition.
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Keep one public decision record
The PITONS Standard gives the analysis a stable, versioned record. It is an independent SLPA proposal for 
decision appraisal. It creates no government authority. Its L, R and F gates remain separate from IIR’s five 
readiness tests. [11]

Record element What this case should show

Purpose and evidence 
boundary

Household recovery question; historical survey limits; dated current sources; operating 
evidence still needed

Options and 
consequences

Current work, bounded improvement, later platform investment and delay; full costs and the 
strongest alternative

Readiness and service 
coverage Five IIR findings; named roles, funds, staff, access, temporary arrangements and fallback

The next commitment Exact scope, limits, acceptance test, responsible authority and review date

Challenge and learning Independent review, dissent, exceptions, correction, and scale, modify, pause or stop triggers

PITONS asks separately whether the step is lawful and fair, whether service can continue through shocks, 
and whether the decision can adapt and recover. Sensitive data and several agencies justify at least a 
standard preparation exercise. Any material change to eligibility or essential support requires deeper review 
under the proposed Standard. The competent authority makes official approvals.

Report outcomes in two distinct panels
The population panel should show valid measures of work, regular resources, food and essential strain, with 
dates, denominators and uncertainty. CSO should control statistical methods and release. A new monitoring 
module needs validation; old coefficients should not be carried into the present without it.

The service panel should show cases by stage and age, successful contact, decisions and reasons, waiting 
for funds, payment failures, receipt where verified, correction time and staff effort. Distinguish economic 
improvement from contact failure and administrative closure.

Acceptance tests must come from the current baseline, applicable standards and credible service needs. 
This report invents no numerical pass mark. A small rehearsal can show whether a process works and what it 
costs. It cannot establish the national causal effect of a programme on poverty.

The broader Household Resilience article covers SPIS, shock finance and market relief. This pass adds a 
narrower test: does new evidence reach a fair, funded and reliable response? [12]
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Method and source notes
The supplied 15-page report was checked against the public CSO copy. The files are byte-identical. We transcribed 
published tables and figures, checked rendered pages and reproduced simple arithmetic. No household microdata was 
obtained, and the poverty models were not re-estimated.

The original study used 2016 household-budget data as a reference and training source. Standard SWIFT reconstructed 
pre-COVID conditions from slower-changing traits. SWIFT Plus used a different model for the two 2020 rounds. Phone 
participation and follow-up were selective; the report applied reweighting to address observed differences. The first round 
had 1,093 records and the second had 900. Weighting cannot by itself demonstrate that all missing or unreachable 
groups were represented. [1, pp. 2–6]

The source’s annexes do not fully document all weights, code, imputation and variance details needed to reproduce the 
estimates. The post-COVID model includes food and employment predictors. The 85% and 64% probability statements 
have an unclear comparison and are not used here as recovery probabilities. [1, pp. 7, 10, 13–15]

A separate 2023 methods paper tests Saint Lucia phone-owner selection within the 2016 household-budget survey. It 
provides useful evidence about bias correction in that setting. It does not independently validate consumption poverty 
during the 2020 shock. The earlier first-round report also used a different preliminary pre-COVID projection. These 
results have distinct roles and have not been combined into a synthetic series. [13, 14]

Historical sources
1. Chen, X., F. Fatima, U. Gray, Xueqi Li, S. C. Mathurin, A. L. Paffhausen, N. Yoshida and K. Zhang. Poverty 
projections and profiling from St Lucia High Frequency Phone Surveys using a SWIFT-COVID19 package. Undated 
report; PDF metadata indicates 2021. Official CSO PDF. Sampling p. 6; results pp. 7–10; exact poverty values p. 12; 
model tables pp. 13–14. The 2024 upload path is not the study date.

13. Zhang, K., S. Takamatsu and N. Yoshida. Correcting Sampling and Nonresponse Bias in Phone Survey Poverty 
Estimation Using Reweighting and Poverty Projection Models. World Bank Policy Research Working Paper 10656, 
December 2023. Official PDF. Conditions pp. 3–6; Saint Lucia experiment pp. 12, 15–17; conclusion p. 27.

14. CSO and World Bank. The Socio-Economic Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic in Saint Lucia, 5 August 2020. 
First-round report. Preliminary pre-COVID projection in Annex A1, p. 24. It is not a measured May poverty rate.

https://stats.gov.lc/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/Saint_Lucia_COVID_19_Report_HFPS.pdf
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/099439112202312439/pdf/IDU1e2c666e61beea141bd192b812ed3b1ea5a99.pdf
https://stats.gov.lc/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Poverty-Projections-and-Profiling-from-2-Round-of-St-Lucia-High-Frequency-Phone-Surveys.pdf


SAINT LUCIA POLICY ANALYSIS   |   HOUSEHOLD RESEARCH

Household recovery   •   20 October 2026 14

Current and framework sources
2. Ministry of Equity. Welfare Unit to Reassess PAP Beneficiaries as Recertification Begins in September, 21 
September 2026. Official notice.

3. Minister for Equity. Statement on the 2026 Public Assistance Programme Recertification Exercise, 28 September 
2026. Official statement.

4. Department of Equity. Saint Lucia and WFP Assess Social Protection Readiness for Emergencies, 8 October 2026. 
Official release.

5. Government of Saint Lucia. World Bank Mission Supports Major Modernization of Saint Lucia’s Social Protection 
System, 18 May 2026. Official release. Expected information-system operation is Q1 2027; current completion is 
unverified.

6. World Bank. Saint Lucia Poverty & Equity Brief, October 2026. Official PDF. Freshly retrieved edition identifies 
2015/16 as the latest available poverty observation. The URL is mutable; the edition was checked on 20 October 2026.

7. Central Statistical Office. 2025/26 SLC-HBS project and results portal, checked 20 October 2026. Project status 
and available results are distinct evidence.

8. Michel, K. L. Beyond Chesterton’s Fence: Institutional Intervention Readiness in Complex Policy Systems, version 
1.0, 11 August 2026. DOI 10.5281/zenodo.21893059. Five canonical readiness gates; preserve, redesign, replace 
and remove dispositions.

9. Michel, K. L. Beyond the First Ripple: RIPPLE-4 as a Mechanism-Based Recursive Policy-Appraisal Framework for 
Small Open States, version 1.0, 7 August 2026. DOI 10.5281/zenodo.21838896.

10. Michel, K. L. The Sovereign Option: A Lewisian Theory of Decisive Action in Complex Policy Systems, version 1.0, 5 
August 2026. DOI 10.5281/zenodo.21822029.

11. Michel, K. L. The PITONS Standard: Public Value, Delivery and Learning for Saint Lucia, version 1.0, 20 August 
2026. DOI 10.5281/zenodo.22080931. See also the SLPA Policy Reasoning System for the integrated sequence 
used here.

12. Saint Lucia Policy Analysis. Household Resilience, updated 16 August 2026. Existing wider proposal; its earlier 
scenarios are not treated as current budgets or programme performance.

Reproducible record. The companion data files retain source page, table, unit, uncertainty and audit flags. The 
arithmetic script calculates differences from published rounded values. The three charts preserve distinct measures and 
dates. No identifying household data is included.

https://saintluciapolicy.org/research/household-resilience
https://saintluciapolicy.org/policy-thinking
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.22080931
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.21822029
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.21838896
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.21893059
https://www.stats.gov.lc/surveys/slc-hbs-results/
https://www.stats.gov.lc/about-us/projects/slc-hbs-survey/
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/099655104212523925/pdf/IDU-1282a378-7710-42c7-ae57-ba0245fb9eca.pdf
https://www.govt.lc/news/world-bank-mission-supports-major-modernization-of-saint-lucia-s-social-protection-system
https://www.govt.lc/news/saint-lucia-and-wfp-assess-social-protection-readiness-for-emergencies
https://www.govt.lc/news/statement-by-hon-emma-hippolyte-minister-for-equity-social-justice-gender-older-persons-labour-co-operatives-and-consumer-affairs-on-the-2026-public-assistance-programme-recertification-exercise
https://www.govt.lc/news/welfare-unit-to-reassess-pap-beneficiaries-as-recertification-begins-in-september
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