Field Monitoring report – Raghavapura, Chamarajnagar District – Karuna trust

1.0 Background details 
A team consisting of Dr. Prabhakar, Research Officer, and Ms. Prarthana Rao, Research Executive from PAC visited Raghavapura village in Raghavapura GP, Gunglupet Taluk, Chamaraja nagara District for field monitoring on 18th Dec 2008. A team from Karuna Trust consisting of 5 investigators and 1 supervisor was conducting the survey in the village. It was the second day of the survey. The village map had been prepared on the previous day and household survey had been started. 
The village consisted of 2517 households. The team had to survey 42 households according to the sample. The supervisor had allocated households to the investigators based on right hand rule. Every 11th house was being surveyed. The distribution of households was as follows – 23 in others, 11 in the SC colony and 10 in ST colony.

2.0 Investigator monitoring
PAC team was accompanied to the village where the survey was being conducted by the Supervisor Mr. Nagaraj. The village map was checked and found that all important aspects were covered in the map and was neatly done.

The team observed all the 5 investigators while they were conducting the survey. The investigators were doing a good job. They were well versed with the subject and were quite fluent with the flow of questions in the questionnaire. All of them seemed to have worked earlier in the rural areas and knew how to introduce and mingle themselves with the villagers. As a result the villagers were comfortably speaking to them and answering most of the questions freely.

3.0 Observations on the survey:
· If the water was stored for a day for later use, the following questions were not being asked on reason for storing, whether sufficient storage facilities were there etc. When asked for the reason, the investigators perceived that the details had to be asked only when the storage was for more than a day.
· Incidence of water borne diseases – If the response was no incidence then instead of encircling 1 the field was left blank.

· While identifying the house as kuccha or pucca or semi pucca, the investigators were using their discretion and were not going by instructions in the manual.

The team was advised to rectify these mistakes and carryout the survey.  These points were also discussed with the supervisor and he agreed to brief the team once again on these aspects and also would particularly check on these aspects during the remaining survey.

The GP member and village level data collection had not been completed and was scheduled for the following evening and the next day.

