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Preface
The Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF) has commissioned the Punjab Economic Research 
Institute (PERI) to conduct a baseline survey of the IFAD MIOP facility extended to one of its partner 
organizations – Community Support Concern (CSC) based in Lahore. PERI initiated this study after 
obtaining formal approval from the Planning and Development Department, Government of Punjab. 
As part of the study, the Institute collected household level data from 112 beneficiary households 
and 123 non-beneficiary households with similar socio-economic characteristics (to serve as control 
group). 

The cooperation extended to the survey team by Ms. Shaista Jan, Executive Director, CSC; Mr. Asif 
Ayub Malik, Project Manager CSC and Mr. Rashid Aziz, Manager, MIOP CSC is acknowledged.  The 
support and technical assistance provided by Mr. Umer Khalid, Manager – Evaluation, Research 
and Development and Mr. Muslim Nabeel, Management Executive – Evaluation, Research and 
Development from the PPAF is appreciated. The efforts put in by the PERI team for the timely 
completion of the study are also acknowledged.

Lahore       (DR. MUHAMMAD ABDUL QUDDUS)   
October 2008.      Director  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background 

•	 The Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF) represents an innovative model of public-
private partnership, sponsored by the Government of Pakistan and financed by the World 
Bank and other donors. It was set up as an apex development organization with the ultimate 
objective of alleviating poverty and empowering the rural and urban poor, by providing 
them with access to resources and services.

•	 Since commencing operations in 2000, PPAF financing has been deployed in 35,729 
villages/ rural and urban settlements spread across 119 districts of the country, including 
Northern Areas and AJK, as of June 2008. A grass roots network of over 110,000 community 
organizations have been formed during the last eight years for mobilizing local communities 
to increase demand for area specific development interventions. Microcredit loans have 
been extended to 2.3 million individuals, out of which 45 percent have gone to women. 
Over 19,500 health, education, water and infrastructure projects have been initiated and 
around 280,000 individuals across the country have been provided skills development 
trainings. Overall, PPAF has impacted 13.8 million individuals through its micro credit 
window, while 9.3 million have benefitted from PPAF sponsored infrastructure, education 
and health facilities.    

•	 PPAF has received funding to the tune of US$ 30.5 million from the International Fund 
for Agricultural Development (IFAD) through its Microfinance Innovation & Outreach 
Programme (MIOP), to be channeled through its Partner Organizations. The progarmme’s 
overall objective is to reduce poverty and improve livelihoods of rural households, by 
enabling active rural poor to increasingly access a wider range of sustainable financial 
services and products that respond to their needs. It comprises of the following four 
investment components:

	 Innovation and Outreach Facility 
	 Young Partner Programme
	 Support for Partner Organizations
	 Management Support

•	 The PPAF has commissioned the Punjab Economic Research Institute (PERI) to conduct a 
Baseline Survey of the MIOP facility extended to one of its Partner Organization – Community 
Support Concern (CSC). The PERI initiated this study after obtaining formal approval of its 
parent organization – the Planning and Development Department, Government of the 
Punjab.

Methodology
•	 The sample size of the study was 100, however the Institute collected household level 

data from 112 beneficiaries. These beneficiaries were interviewed from the tentative list 
of beneficiaries prepared by Community Support Concern (CSC). In order to have a valid 
counterfactual against which to determine the project impact at a later stage, a similar 
number of control group (123 non-beneficiaries) was also interviewed. The logic behind 
surveying a higher number of non-beneficiaries was to control for sample contamination 
(non-beneficiaries becoming beneficiaries after the execution of the project). This control 
group was selected from the adjacent areas with socio-economic characteristics similar to 
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the sample beneficiaries. The study, thus make use of “With and Without” approach. 

•	 The Institute pre-tested the questionnaire prepared by the IFAD in the project area. In the 
light of feedback received from the pre-testing, a meeting was organized, in which PERI 
staff discussed their concern with the Evaluation Research and Development (ERD) team of 
PPAF and CSC staff. Accordingly, the IFAD RIMS questionnaire used for the study was slightly 
modified after getting approval from the PPAF.

•	 A comprehensive briefing was given about survey instrument to the team members who 
were involved in data collection, before teams’ departure for survey to ensure that they fully 
understood the project rationale behind each question. The objective was to improve their 
comprehension about the task ahead.

•	 The data was in the software prepared by the IFAD. The proof reading of data was done to 
ensure the accuracy of data entry. SPSS was used for analysis of data. 

•	 The Field Supervisor designated by the Institute was responsible for monitoring the data 
collection activity on a daily basis. In addition, the ERD team of PPAF also conducted two 
spot checks during the enumeration exercise to ensure data quality.  

Survey of Results
•	 The total number of individuals surveyed in the project area and non-project areas were 716 

and 623, respectively. The family size was 6.4 in project area, while the corresponding figure 
in non-project areas was 5.1. The sex ratio in non-project households (1.34) was observed to 
be slightly compared to project households (1.22).

•	 The majority of the sample population i.e. 59.8 percent in project and 61.3 percent in non-
project areas, falls into the working age group (15-60 years).

•	 Among the dependent population (under 15 years and above 60 years), 8.3 percent in 
project and 9.1 percent in non-project areas was below 5 years of age. The proportion of 
population in the school going age (5-15 years) was 30.4 and 27.5 percent, respectively in 
project and non-project areas. The age group of Senior Citizens (above 60 years) was 1.5 
percent in project area and 2.1 percent in non-project area.

•	 In the project area, out of 656 persons above 5 years of age, literate persons in project area 
were 467 (70 percent), while in non-project area this number was 392 (69 percent). Thus, the 
literacy status in project area and non-project area was almost identical.

•	 In the project area, 428 individuals were in the working age group (15-60 years), while in the 
non-project area the corresponding figure was 382. 

•	 In the project area, out of 428 persons in the working age group, 19 persons (4.4 percent) 
were found not to be working, 134 (31.3 percent) were doing household work, 13 (3.0 
percent) were doing own farming, 5 (1.2 percent) were farm labourer, 17 (4.0 percent) 
were off farm labourer, 59 (13.8 percent) were doing service / job, 141 (32.9 percent) were 
businessmen and 40 (9.4 percent) students.

•	 In the non-project area, out of 382 persons of working age, 5 (1.3 percent) were not working, 
143 (37.4 percent) were doing household job, 5 (1.3 percent) were doing farm labour 4 (1.0 
percent) were engaged in own farm labour, 18 (4.7 percent) were doing off farm job, 61 (16.0 
percent) were doing service / job and 121 (31.7 percent) were doing business, while 25 (6.6 
percent) were student.
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•	 In the project area 82 persons were doing some secondary work, while only 31 persons 
were doing some secondary work in the non-project areas. 

•	 The percentage of sleeping rooms in project area was 72.3 percent in category of 2 rooms, 
20.5 percent in the category of 3 rooms, and 5.4 percent in the category of 4 and above 
rooms while only 1.8 percent falls in the category of 1 sleeping room. The corresponding 
figures in non-project area 70.7, 22.0, 4.9 and 2.4 percent respectively.

•	 Natural floor (Earth / Sand) use was 15.2 percent in case of project area and 5.7 percent in 
case of non-project area, while only 1.8 percent households used Dung floor and that too 
in project area. The use of Ceramic Tiles was 1.8 percent and that too in project area only. 
In project area 58 percent respondents used Cement in flooring, while the corresponding 
figure in non-project area was 74 percent. Carpet was used in non-project area only by 0.8 
percent respondents, while other material was used by 23.2 and 19.5 percent respondents 
in project and non-project areas respectively.

•	 The main source of drinking water supply in project and non-project areas was Tubewell/ 
Borehole with Pump, accounting for 90.2 and 96.7 percent in project and non-project areas 
respectively. The next best source was Piped into House in project area which was reported 
by 7.1 percent of respondents, while in case of non-project area the second best source was 
Protected Dug Well which was reported by 2.4 percent of respondents. The third source 
of water supply in project area as well as non-project area was Public Tap which was 1.8 
percent in project and 0.8 percent in non-project areas. The fourth source was Piped into 
Yard or Plot and that was used in project area only which was 0.9 percent.

•	 About 85 and 87 percent households used Flush Toilet in project and non-project areas 
respectively, while 15 and 13 percent used Pour Flush Latrine in project and non-project 
areas respectively.

•	 All the respondents (100 percent) in project (112) as well as in non-project area (123) 
reported that they were availing the facility of electricity. 

•	 About 91 and 93 percent respondents in project and non-project areas respectively owned 
Television, while the ownership in case of radio / tape was 39 and 50 percent in project and 
non-project areas respectively. Refrigerator was owned by 58 percent respondents in project 
area, while the corresponding figure in non-project area was 30 percent. AC / Air Cooler was 
owned by 6 and 4 percent respondents in project and non-project areas respectively.

•	 The most common fuel used for cooking was firewood /straw, reported by 81.1 and 84.6 
percent of respondents in project and non-project areas respectively. The second category 
was LPG / Natural Gas which was used by 16.2 and 14.6 percent of respondents in project 
and non-project areas respectively. Only 2.7 percent respondents were using electricity as 
fuel for cooking in project area and 0.8 percent in non-project area.

•	 About 87.5 and 91.9 percent households in project and non-project areas respectively do 
not cultivate land. All the respondents (100 percent) who cultivate land in project and non-
project areas used Tractor Drawn Plough for cultivation of their land.

•	 In project area, 85 percent stated that they do not own livestock, while the corresponding 
figure in non-project area was 93 percent.

•	 About 71 percent respondents from project area and 70 percent from non-project area owned 
Sewing Machines. The ownership in case of Bicycles was 54 and 49 percent respectively by 
respondents of project and non-project areas. In case of Motorcycles / Scooters, ownership 
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vested in 33 and 30 percent respondents from project and non-project areas respectively. 

•	 About 6 percent respondents from project and 1 percent from non-project areas confirmed 
the ownership of Car / Truck, while agricultural land was owned by 20 percent respondents 
from project area and 9 percent from non-project area. All the respondents (100 percent) 
from project and non-project areas owned houses.

•	 The average annual household income in project area was Rs. 263,280, while the 
corresponding figure in non-project area was Rs. 200,639. 

•	 A substantial proportion of the annual income of the sampled households comes from 
business i.e. 73.1 percent in case of project households and 63.2 percent in case of non-
project households. Following this, the largest source of income generation was observed 
to be service/ employment, contributing 19.1 percent towards household income in 
project area and 25.2 percent in non-project area. The share of crop income was only 3.4 
and 4.9 percent in the total household income of respondents of project and non-project 
households, while the share of livestock was negligible i.e. 0.1 percent in project as well as 
non-project households. The contribution of income from labour in non-project households 
was twice that in project households (5.8 percent vs. 2.9 percent).    

•	 More than 90 percent of household consumption expenditure in project area and non-
project area was on 8 major items. Out of these items, the highest proportion was spent 
on food items (63.4 percent in project area and 64.6 percent in non-project area). This was 
followed by expenditures on clothing and utilities. Non-project households spent slightly 
more on education (3.2 percent) compared to project households (2.8 percent), while 
project households spent marginally more on healthcare and housing.

•	 The savings ratio was 48 and 40 percent in project and non-project areas respectively. 
Further analysis revealed that savings from additional income was 74.2 percent meaning by 
that  household income in both the groups was much higher than their assumed life style 
or commonly  prevalent life style in the area and propensity  to save was highly elastic when 
income increased, even slightly.

•	 When enquired if they faced a hungry season during the last 12 months, households in both 
project and non-project areas replied in the negative. These results are quite plausible given 
the average household cash income of Rs. 263,280 per annum (Rs. 21,940 per month) in the 
project area and Rs. 200,639 (Rs. 16,720 per month) in non-project area. 

•	 Total children below 5 years of age were 60 in project area and 57 in non-project area.  
Amongst them 36 were female and 24 male, while in the non-project area 29 were female 
and 28 male.

•	 Only 11 children in the project area fell in standard height categories while the remaining 
did not fell in respective standard height ranges. In case of non-project area, 22 fell precisely 
in the Standard Height group Range of their respective age group.

•	 Only 6 children did not fall in respective Standard Category of Weight, while in case of non-
project area all the children of different age groups fell in the Standard Weight Category of 
their respective age groups.

•	 In case of children education, majority of decisions were taken jointly (78.1 percent in case 
of project area and 74.0 percent in case of non-project area). In project area 15.2 percent 
decisions were taken by females and in non-project area the corresponding figure was 20.2 
percent. 
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•	 The decision taking in case of employment rested with males predominantly i.e. 68.2 
percent in project and 78.5 percent in non-project areas. Only 0.9 percent in project area 
and 1.7 percent in non-project area the decision were taken by females. 

•	 In the daily food Items the predominant decision makers were females i.e. 57.7 and 69.2 
percent in project and non-project areas respectively. The next predominant category was of 
joint decision where 40.5 percent in project area were taken jointly, while the corresponding 
figure for non-project area was 26.7 percent.

•	 Regarding marriage of children the predominant category was joint decision (89.1 percent 
in project area and 88.7 percent in non-project area). Female took decisions by 8.2 percent 
in project area and 3.8 percent in non-project area.

•	 In case of social events the predominant category was joint decision i.e. 80.2 percent in 
project and 84.2 in non-project areas. The remaining decisions were split almost equally in 
non-project area (7.5 percent by males and 8.3 percent by females) but in case of project area 
a slighter edge was towards males (12.6 percent by males against 7.2 percent by female).
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CHAPTER – I

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background 

The Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF) represents an innovative model of public-private 
partnership, sponsored by the Government of Pakistan and financed by the World Bank and other 
donors. It was set up as an apex development organization with the ultimate objective of alleviating 
poverty and empowering the rural and urban poor, by providing them with access to resources and 
services. To achieve its objective, the PPAF delivers a range of development interventions at the 
community/ grass roots level though a network of Non-Government Organizations (NGOs)1 spread 
across the country.  

The development interventions supplied by PPAF in an integrated manner are centered around: 
i. Increasing incomes of poor households by providing them with microcredit and 

technical support

ii. Increasing access of the poor to productive physical infrastructure in order to improve 
their livelihoods prospects

iii. Building the human and the institutional capacity of communities, NGOs and PPAF

iv. Improving access of poor and marginalized communities to quality education health 
care services  

Since commencing operations in 2000, PPAF financing has been deployed in 35,729 villages/ rural 
and urban settlements spread across 119 districts of the country, including Northern Areas and AJK, 
as of June 2008. A grass roots network of over 110,000 commvunity organizations have been formed 
during the last eight years for mobilizing local communities to increase demand for area specific 
development interventions. Microcredit loans have been extended to 2.3 million individuals, out 
of which 45 percent have gone to women. Over 19,500 health, education, water and infrastructure 
projects have been initiated and around 280,000 individuals across the country have been provided 
skills development trainings. Overall, PPAF has impacted 13.8 million individuals through its micro 
credit window, while 9.3 million have benefitted from PPAF sponsored infrastructure, education and 
health facilities.    

PPAF has received funding to the tune of US$ 30.5 million from the International Fund for Agricultural 

1  These NGOs are referred to as Partner Organizations of the PPAF. 
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Development (IFAD) through its Microfinance Innovation & Outreach Programme (MIOP), to be 
channeled through its Partner Organizations. The progarmme’s overall objective is to reduce poverty 
and improve livelihoods of rural households, by enabling active rural poor to increasingly access a 
wider range of sustainable financial services and products that respond to their needs. It comprises 
of the following four investment components:

•	 Innovation and Outreach Facility 
•	 Young Partner Programme
•	 Support for Partner Organizations
•	 Management Support

Innovation & Outreach Facility  represents a flexible source of funding – combining grant and credit 
resources that could be drawn on by PPAF’s Partner Organizations to facilitate piloting, action 
research, assessment and mutual up scaling of new microfinance products and approaches in 
rural areas of the country. The objective of the component is to enable partner organizations to 
develop new approaches/credit packages and other financial products keyed to market demand. 
This requires a greater range of financial products and a more dynamic approach to provision of 
credit, ensuring greater responsiveness to the needs of the clients and the funding modalities of the 
enterprises / activities being financed.

Two of PPAF’s existing partner organizations; Community Support Concern (CSC) and Kashf 
Foundation have come up with proposals for larger loans and house improvement loans, respectively, 
under the Innovation and Outreach Facility. 

The PPAF has commissioned the Punjab Economic Research Institute (PERI) to conduct a Baseline 
Survey of the MIOP facility extended to one of its Partner Organization – Community Support 
Concern (CSC). The PERI initiated this study after obtaining formal approval of its parent organization 
– the Planning and Development Department, Government of Punjab.

1.2 Organization of the Report

The report is divided into three main chapters. Chapter 1 presents a brief introduction, Chapter 2 
discusses the methodology adopted for the study, while the main results of the survey are discussed 
in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER-II

METHODOLOGY
2.1 Background

The Institute adopted following approach, methodology and work plan for conducting the baseline 
study.

2.2  Sample Size

For this study, the sample of beneficiary households was determined by using the following 
statistical formula:

 n =    NZ2 V2 
   Nd2 + Z2V2

Where
 n = Sample size of Union Councils 
 N = Total Union Councils 
 Z = Normal variate at 90 per cent precision level
 d = Acceptable error i.e. 9.3 percent

 V = Guessed variability among sampling units (50 percent) for obtaining the 
maximum sample size.

 n =  1000 x  (50)2  x  (1.96)2  
    1000 x  (9.3)2 +  (50)2 x  (1.96)2

 n =      9604000               

   86490 + 9604

 n  = 99.9       

      Say             100

Thus, the sample size of the study was 100. The Institute collected household level data from 
112 beneficiaries. These beneficiaries were interviewed from the tentative list of beneficiaries 
prepared by Community Support Concern (CSC). In order to have a valid counterfactual against 
which to determine the project impact at a later stage, a similar number of control group (123 
non-beneficiaries) was also interviewed. The logic behind surveying a higher number of non-
beneficiaries was to control for sample contamination (non-beneficiaries becoming beneficiaries 
after the execution of the project). This control group was selected from the adjacent areas with 
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socio-economic characteristics similar to the sample beneficiaries. The study thus make use of “With 
and Without” approach. 

2.3 Pre-Testing of Questionnaire

The Institute pre-tested the questionnaire prepared by the IFAD. In the light of feedback received 
from the pre-testing, a meeting was organized, in which PERI staff discussed their concern with 
the ERD team of PPAF and CSC staff. Accordingly, the IFAD RIMS questionnaire used for the study 
was slightly modified after getting approval from the PPAF. The finalized questionnaire is placed at 
Annex-2.1.

2.4 Briefing Sessions / Training of Field Staff

A comprehensive briefing was given about survey instrument to the team members who were 
involved in data collection, before teams’ departure for survey to ensure that they fully understood 
the Project rationale behind each question. The objective was to improve their comprehension 
about the task ahead.

2.5 Data Entry / Analysis

The data entry was done under the supervision of Project Leader / Field Supervisor. The trained staff 
was deputed for data entry purpose in the software prepared by the IFAD. The proof reading of data 
was done to ensure the accuracy of data entry. SPSS was used for analysis of data. 

2.6 Survey Monitoring

The Field Supervisor designated by the Institute was responsible for monitoring the data collection 
activity on a daily basis. In addition, the ERD team of PPAF also conducted two spot checks during 
the enumeration exercise to ensure data quality.  
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CHAPTER - III

SURVEY RESULTS
The survey collected socio-economic data from 112 households in Project Area and 123 households 
from Non-Project Area (Control group). The main findings of the survey are discussed in this chapter  

3.1 House Hold Demographics

3.1.1 Household Size

The total number of individuals surveyed in the project area and non-project area were 716 and 
623, respectively (Table 3.1). The household size of 6.4 in project area was slightly higher than that in 
non-project areas at 5.1. The sex ratio in non-project households (1.34) was observed to be slightly 
compared to project households (1.22). The detail is given in Annex-3.1 and 3.2.

Table 3.1 Household Population

3.1.2 Age Wise Distribution of Population 

The distribution of population of beneficiary and non-beneficiary households by age group is given 
in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2 Distribution of Population by Age Group

* Project area,  ** Non-project area
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The analysis of above table reveals that majority of the sample population (59.8 percent in project 
area 61.3 percent in non-project area) falls into the working age group (15-60 years).  The gender 
disaggregation by age group shows that a higher percentage of female population in non-project 
area was in the working age group compared to the project area (57.1 percent vs. 53.7 percent). 

Among the dependent population (under 15 years and above 60 years), 8.3 percent in project area 
and 9.1 percent in non-project area was below 5 years of age. The proportion of population in the 
school going age (5-15 years) was seen to be 30.4 percent and 27.5 percent, respectively in project 
area and non-project area. The age group of Senior Citizens (above 60 years) was 1.5 percent in 
project area and 2.1 percent in non-project area.

3.1.3 Literacy Status and Education by Years of Schooling

i. Literacy Status 

Out of 656 persons above 5 years of age in project area, illiterate were 197 (30 percent), while in 
non-project area, the illiterate were 176 (31 percent). The literate persons in project area were 467 
(70 percent) and in non-project area the corresponding number was 392 (69 percent).

Table 3.3 Literacy Status by Years of Schooling

* Includes 8 children below the age of 5 years attending school 
**  Includes 2 children below the age of 5years attending school.

It is evident that literacy status in project area and non-project area was almost identical (70 and 
69 percent) but literacy level differed significantly by years of schooling. In non-project area 66.6 
percent of the literate had up to 5 years of schooling, while in project area the proportion was 52.5 
percent. The level of schooling up to 8 years was almost identical but up to 10 years it differed 
distinctly (17.6 percent in project area and 10.7 percent in non-project area). Similar was the trend 
for other categories, i.e., schooling up to 12, 14 and above 14 years.
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ii. Illiteracy Status with respect to Age Group

The analysis of illiterate persons by age group was as given in Table 3.4.  

Table 3.4: Age Wise Position of Illiteracy

The above table reveals that illiteracy level was highest in age group above 60 years (70 percent 
in project area and 84.6 percent in non-project area). It was higher in age group 15-60 years (35.7 
percent in project area and 35.3 percent in non-project area) and lower in age group 10-15 years 
(18 percent in project area and 10 percent in non-project area). However, it was a bit higher in age 
group 5-10 years as compared to 10-15 years (19 percent in project area and 20 percent in non-
project area).  The details are given in Annex-3.1 and 3.2.

3.1.4 Work Status of the Population

In the project area, 428 individuals were in the working age group (15-60 years), while in the non-
project area, 382 persons were between 15-60 years of age. 

i. Primary Work

In the project area, out of 428 persons in the working age group, 19 persons (4.4 percent) were 
found not to be working, 134 (31.3 percent) were doing household work, 13 (3.0 percent) were 
doing own farming, 5 (1.2 percent) were farm labourer, 17 (4.0 percent) were off farm labourer, 59 
(13.8 percent) were doing service / job, 141 (32.9 percent) were businessmen and 40 (9.4 percent) 
students (Table 3.5).
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Table 3.5 Primary Work Status in Project and Non-Project Areas

In the non-project area, out of 382 persons of working age, 5 (1.3 percent) were not working, 143 
(37.4 percent) were doing household job, 5 (1.3 percent) were doing farm labour 4 (1.0 percent) 
were engaged in own farm labour, 18 (4.7 percent) were doing off farm job, 61 (16.0 percent) were 
doing service / job and 121 (31.7 percent) were doing business 25 (6.6 percent) were student (Table 
3.5). The details are given in Annex 3.3 and 3.4.

The percentage distribution of the working age population by gender (Table 3.6) shows that males 
in the project as well as non-project area were mainly involved in business (48.6 percent and 51.3 
percent), followed by service/ paid employment (20.8 percent and 26.1 percent) and as students 
(9.4 percent and 8.7 percent). In comparison, females in both project and non-project areas were 
predominantly engaged in household work, although the share of females in household work was 
substantially less in project area (75.1 percent) as compared to non-project area (93.4 percent). The 
share of females involved in business or studying was seen to be much higher in project area as 
compared to non-project area.   

Table 3.6 Primary Work Status in Project and Non-Project Areas, Distribution 
by Gender
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ii. Secondary Work 

Along with primary work some persons have to do some other job to meet their expenditures. In 
the project area 82 persons were doing some secondary work, while only 31 persons were doing 
some secondary work in the non-project areas (Table 3.7). 

Table 3.7 Secondary Work Status in Project and Non-Project Areas

The secondary work status shows that in project area more variation and more work was undertaken 
as compared to non-project area. However, status on household work was almost similar. Business 
was almost the second best secondary work, both in project area as well as in non-project area. 
Details are given in Annex 3.5 and 3.6.

3.2 Housing Conditions 

The percentage of sleeping rooms in project area was 72.3 percent in category of 2 rooms, 20.5 
percent in the category of 3 rooms, and 5.4 percent in the category of 4 and above rooms while 
only 1.8 percent falls in the category of 1 sleeping room. The trend in non-project area was almost 
similar where 70.7 percent possessed 2 sleeping rooms, 22.0 percent processed 3 sleeping rooms, 
4.9 percent possessed 4 or more sleeping rooms, while only 2.4 percent possessed one sleeping 
room (Table 3.8). The details are given in Annex 3.7 and 3.8.

3.2.1 Main Material of Dwelling 

Natural floor (Earth / Sand) use was 15.2 percent in case of project area and 5.7 percent in case of 
non-project area (Table 3.8). Only 1.8 percent households used Dung floor and that too in project 
area. None used this category in non-project area. The use of Ceramic Tiles was 1.8 percent and 
that too in project area only. The use of Cement in flooring was the main category in both the 
cases. In project area 58 percent respondents used it, while in non-project area the corresponding 
figure was 74 percent. Carpet was used in non-project area only and that too was by 0.8 percent 
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respondents, while other material was used by 23.2 percent respondents in project area and 19.5 
percent respondents in non-project area.
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3.2.2 Drinking Water Supply 

With respect to drinking water supply, thirteen categories were probed for but response confined 
to four categories only in project area and three categories in non-project area. The details are given 
in Table 3.9.

Table 3.9 Source of Drinking Water Supply

The main source of drinking water supply in project and non-project areas was Tubewell/ Borehole 
with Pump, accounting for 90.2 percent in project area and 96.7 percent in non-project area. The next 
best source was Piped into House in project area which was reported by 7.1 percent of respondents, 
while in case of non-project area the second best source was Protected Dug Well which was reported 
by 2.4 percent of respondents.

The third source of water supply in project area as well as non-project area was Public Tap which 
was 1.8 percent in project area and 0.8 percent in non-project area. The fourth source was Piped into 
Yard or Plot and that was used in project area only which was 0.9 percent. Details are given in Annex 
3.9 and 3.10.

3.2.3 Sanitation 

Six categories were probed into, while response confined to two categories only and the usage was 
almost identical in project area as well as in non-project area. The response of the respondents is 
given in Table 3.10.

Table 3.10 Type of Toilet Facility Available
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The data in the above table reveals that 85 percent used Flush Toilet in project area while 87 percent 
used the same facility in non-project area. Similarly 15 percent used Pour Flush Latrine in project 
area while correspondence figure for non-project area was 13 percent. The details are given in 
Annex 3.11 and 3.12.

3.2.4 Availability of Electricity  

All the respondents (100 percent) in project (112) as well as in non-project area (123) reported that 
they were availing the facility of electricity (Annex 3.13 and 3.14). 

3.2.5 Availability of Electric Appliances

The response on availability of electric appliances and the average value in project area and non-
project area is given in Table 3.11.

Table 3.11 Electric Appliances

* Project area,  ** Non-project area

The analysis shows that 91 percent respondents in project area and 93 percent in non-project 
area owned Television. The ownership in case of radio / tape was 39 percent in project area and 50 
percent in non-project area. Refrigerator was owned by 58 percent respondents in project area and 
30 percent in non-project area. AC / Air Cooler was owned by 6 percent respondents in project area 
and 4 percent in non-project area. The value pointed out by owners was comparable in both the 
cases i.e. project and non-project areas. Details are given in Annex 3.15 and 3.16.

3.2.6 Type of Fuel Used for Cooking

All the respondents in project area and non-project area responded on use of 3 types of fuels for 
cooking purposes. The response is given in Table 3.12. 
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Table 3.12 Fuel Used for Cooking

* Project area,  ** Non-project area

The perusal of the above table reveals that most common fuel used for cooking was firewood /straw, 
which was used by 81.1 percent of respondents in project area and 84.6 percent of respondents in 
non-project area. The second category was LPG / Natural Gas which was used by 16.2 and 14.6 
percent of respondents in project and non-project areas respectively. Only 2.7 percent respondents 
were using electricity as fuel for cooking in project area and 0.8 percent in non-project area. The 
details are given in Annex 3.17 and 3.18.

3.4 Cultivation Status 

Majority of respondents were not cultivating land. The response from project area and non-project 
area was as given in Table 3.13.

Table 3.13 Cultivation of Land

 
The data given in table shows that 87.5 percent in project area and 91.9 percent in non-project 
area do not cultivate land. The percentage of respondents cultivating land was only 12.5 percent in 
project area and 8.1 percent in non-project area. Details are given in Annex 3.19 and 3.20.

3.4.1 Method of Cultivation 

All the respondents (100 percent) who cultivate land in project area and non-project area used 
Tractor Drawn Plough for cultivation of their land.

 
3.5 Livestock Ownership
 
Only few respondents responded that they own livestock. In project area, 85 percent stated that 
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they do not own livestock. The corresponding figure in non-project area was 93 percent (Table 3.14). 
The percentage of respondents owning livestock was 15 percent in project area and 7 percent in 
non-project area.

Table 3.14 Livestock Ownership

3.5.1 Livestock Strength - Cows /Buffaloes 

The number of cows /buffaloes owned in project area and non-project area is given in Table 3.15. 

 Table 3.15 Adult Livestock Strength- Cows / Buffaloes

* Project area,  ** Non-project area

The above data reveals that 20 households in project area owned 59 adult cows / buffaloes. The 
corresponding figure for non-project area was 13 and 29 respectively. Two respondents in project 
area did own 5 he buffaloes too. Details are given in Annex 3.23 and 3.24.

Table 3.16 Young Livestock Buffaloes/ Cows

* Project area,  ** Non-project area
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Only 13 households in project area owned 22 young-stock of buffaloes and cows. The corresponding 
figures for non-project area were 2 and 3, respectively. The percentage of household who owned 
she buffaloes in project area was 69.2 percent, for cows it was 23.1 percent and for He buffaloes it 
was 7.7 percent. Corresponding figures in non-project area were 50 percent for she buffaloes and 
50 percent for cows.

The percentage of young she buffaloes, owned by project area was 72.7 percent, for cows it was 22.7 
percent and for he buffaloes it was 4.6 percent. The corresponding figures for non-project area were 
66.7 percent adults of she buffaloes and 33.0 percent young of cows.

Only 2 respondents from project area owned only 3 suckers out of which 2 were cows and I was she 
buffaloes (Table 3.17). The corresponding figures for non-project area were 5, 15, and 4, respectively.

Table 3.17 Sucker Cows / Buffaloes Owned 

* Project area,  ** Non-project area

3.5.2 Livestock Ownership (Other Animals)

Only 8 respondents form project area owned other animals. They owned 3 sheep, 8 goats, 2 donkeys 
and 2 other as adult animals and 2 respondents owned 4 young goats too. Details are given in 
Annex 3.23 and3.24.

3.5.3 Poultry 

Five households from project area owned 23 chickens, while only one household in non-project 
area owned three chickens (Details are given in Annex 3.25 and 3.26).

3.6 Ownership of Assets

The response of the respondents regarding ownership of machinery in project area as well as non-
project area is shown in Table 3.18 below:
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Table 3.18 Assets Ownership 

* Project area,  ** Non-project area

The above table reveals that 71 percent respondents from project area and 70 percent from non-
project area owned Sewing Machines and the average value was Rs. 1298 and Rs. 1452 respectively. 
The ownership in case of Bicycles was 54 and 49 percent respectively by respondents of project 
area and non-project area and the average value was Rs. 1674 in both cases. In case of Motorcycles 
/ Scooters, ownership vested in 33 and 30 percent respondents from project area and non-project 
area respectively. The average value in both cases was Rs. 24135. 

Regarding Car / Trucks, 6 percent respondents from project area and 1 percent from non-project 
area, confirmed the ownership and the average value was Rs. 803125 and Rs. 2,00,000 respectively.  
Agricultural land was owned by 20 percent respondents from project area and 9 percent from non-
project area, while all the respondents (100 percent) from project and non-project areas owned 
houses and the average price of house was   Rs. 7,25,678 and Rs. 6,22,520 respectively. The details 
are given in Annex 3.27 and 3.28.

Only one case reported joint ownership of land in NPA with female while all other ownerships were 
by males.

3.7 Household Income and Expenditure 

The average annual household income in project area at Rs. 263,280 was higher than that in non-
project areas (Rs. 200,639). The distribution of annual household income by seven categories 
presented in Table 3.19 shows that due to the higher frequency of respondents in the last three 
highest income groups in project area, the annual household income is seen to be higher in project 
area as compared to non-project area. Further details are given in Annex 3.29 and 3.30.
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Table 3.19 Annual Household Income by Groups

* Project area,  ** Non-project area

3.7.1 Sources of Household Income  

The analysis of annual household income by source shows that a substantial proportion of the 
annual income of the sampled households comes from business i.e. 73.1 percent in case of project 
households and 63.2 percent in case of non-project households (Table 3.20). Following this, the 
largest source of income generation was observed to be service/ employment, contributing 19.1 
percent towards household income in project area and 25.2 percent in non-project area. The share 
of crop income in total household income was only 3.4 percent for project households and slightly 
higher for non-project households (4.9 percent), while the share of livestock in total income was a 
negligible 0.1 percent in project as well as non-project households. The contribution of income from 
labour in non-project households was twice that in project households (5.8 percent vs. 2.9 percent).    

Table 3.20 Annual Household Income by Source

* Project area,  ** Non-project area
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3.7.2 Annual Household Consumption Expenditure 

The analysis shows that more than 90 percent of household consumption expenditure in project area 
and non-project area was on 8 major items (Table 3.21). Out of these items, the highest proportion 
was spent on food items (63.4 percent in project area and 64.6 percent in non-project area). This 
was followed by expenditures on clothing and utilities. Non-project households spent slightly more 
on education (3.2 percent) compared to project households (2.8 percent), while project households 
spent marginally more on healthcare and housing. Details are given in Annex 3.31 and 3.32.

Table 3.21 Average Expenditure per Household

3.7.3 Monthly Household Food Expenditure

Food consumption expenditure has been further analyzed by items in both project area and 
non-project area to get a better idea about the pattern of food consumption across the sampled 
households. The figures given in Table 3.22 show that in the project area, 88.5 percent of the food 
expenditure was spent on 5 food groups. The corresponding figure for non-project area for the 
same 5 food groups was 88.4 percent. Details are given in Annex 3.33 and 3.34.

Table 3.22 Percentage Expenditure on 5 Food Items Groups

* Project area,  ** Non-project area
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3.8 Overall Economic Behaviour of Households

The comparison of annual total income and expenditure of a household that annual household 
income was higher by Rs. 62641 in project area as compared to non-project area (Table 3.23).

Table 3.23 Comparison of Annual Income and Expenditure of Households

* Project area,  ** Non-project area

The table further reveals that total expenditure in project area was also higher by Rs. 16,157 as 
compared to non-project area.

The savings was 47.99 percent of the income in project area against 39.81 percent of the income 
in non-project area. Further analysis reveals that savings from additional income was 74.21 percent 
meaning by that  household income in both the groups was much higher than their assumed life 
style or commonly  prevalent life style in the area and propensity  to save was highly elastic when 
income increased, even slightly.

3.9 Food Security

When enquired if they faced a hungry season during the last 12 months, households in both project 
and non-project areas replied in the negative. These results are quite plausible given the average 
household cash income of Rs. 263,280 per annum (Rs. 21,940 per month) in the project area and 
Rs. 200,639 (Rs. 16,720 per month) in non-project area. Moreover, 63 percent of the household 
consumption expenditure in project area and 64.6 percent in non-project area went towards the 
purchase of food items. Thus, the sample respondents were easily meeting their food expenses and 
averting any mishap of food security. 

3.10 Anthropometry 

Total children below 5 years of age were 60 in project area and 57 in non-project area.  Amongst 
them 36 were female and 24 male, while in the non-project area 29 were female and 28 male. In 
project area, 41 children (17male, 24 female) were physically weighed and their height measured. 
The correspondingly figures for non-project area was 38 children (16 male, 22 female).
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A comparison was made with the measured height and weight with standard height weight of 
respective age group.

3.101. Children Height in Project Area
 
The data given in Table 3.24 reflects the results of comparison of measured height with standard 
range of height, in given age group, in project area. It was observed that out of 41 total children, 
only 11 fell in standard height categories while 30 did not fell in respective standard height ranges. 
The details are given in Annex 3.29.

Table 3.24 Comparison of Height in Project Area

 

3.102. Children Height in Non-Project Area

The comparative figures of height under non-project area have been depicted in Annex II. Out of 
the 38 children whose height was measured, 22 fell precisely in the Standard Height group Range of 
their respective age group. The remaining 16 children did not fell in their respective range of Height. 
The details are given in Table 3.25.

Table 3.25 Comparison of Height in Non-Project Area

3.103. Children Weight in Project Area

The data given in Annex 3.31 reflects the results of comparison of measured weight with standard 
range of weight, in given age group, in project area. It was observed that out of 41 children only 6 
children in the age group of 36-38 months did not fall in respective Standard Category of Weight. 
All other 35 children of different age groups fell in the Standard Weight Category of their respective 
age groups.
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3.104. Children Weight in Non-Project Area

The comparative figure for weight in non-project area has been given in Annex 3.32. A total of 38 
children of different age groups were weighed. All the 38 children were precisely in the Weight 
Range as prescribed Standard for the age groups.

3.11 Decision Making 

Decision making process in the household was probed to find out the level of female participation in 
different matters to serve as a proxy for female empowerment. The response shows that in majority 
of cases the decision was taken jointly. However, in specific cases in percentage of authority gender 
in decision making was different. The details are as given in Table 3.26.

Table 3.26 Decision Making by Gender

* Project area,  ** Non-project area

The above table reveals that trend in decision making on different items was similar in project area 
and non-project area though intensity vary in certain cases.

In case of children education, majority of decisions were taken jointly (78.1 percent in case of 
project area and 74.0 percent in case of non-project area). The role of female was significant where 
individual decisions were taken. In project area 15.2 percent decisions were taken by females and in 
non-project area the corresponding figure was 20.2 percent. Only 6.7 percent male took individual 
decision in project area while 5.8 percent in non-project area, in this category.

The decision taking in case of employment rested with males predominantly i.e. 68.2 percent in 
project area and 78.5 percent in non-project area.  However, 30.9 percent in project area and 19.8 in 
non-project area took joint decisions. Only 0.9 percent in project area and 1.7 percent in non-project 
area the decision were taken by females. 

In the daily food Items the predominant decision makers were females i.e. 57.7 percent in project 
area and 69.2 in non-project area. The next predominant category was of joint decision where 40.5 
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percent in project area were taken jointly. The corresponding figure for non-project area was 26.7 
percent.  Male took decision by 1.8 percent in project area and 4.2 percent in non-project area.

Regarding marriage of children the predominant category was joint decision (89.1 percent in project 
area and 88.7 percent in non-project area - almost identical).  Female took decisions by 8.2 percent 
in project area and 3.8 percent in non-project area, while male took decisions by 2.7 percent in 
project area and 7.5 percent in non-project area as independent to others.

In case of social events the predominant category was joint decision (80.2 percent in project area 
and 84.2 in non-project area). The remaining decisions were split almost equally in non-project area 
(7.5 percent by males and 8.3 percent by females) but in case of project area a slighter edge was 
towards males (12.6 percent by males against 7.2 percent by female).

The overall scenario reflects a well-knit social fabric. Details are given in Annex 3.39 and 3.40.
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Annex-2.1
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SECTION 1: HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHICS

* Self = 1; Wife = 2, Father / Mother = 3, Brother/ Sister = 4,   Son / Daughter = 5, Uncle / Aunt 
= 6,        Nephew / Niece = 7, Daughter / Son in Law = 8, Grand Father / Mother = 9, Grand Son / 
Daughter = 10,  Other (Specify __________________ ) = 11

** Easily =1; With difficulty = 2; Not at all =3; Don’t know= 4

*** Specify Class No. from 1 to 16 for those who are either currently enrolled or have been 
enrolled in an educational institution in the past. For those who have been previously enrolled, 
assign any number from 1 to 16 according to the last grade passed. For currently enrolled, assign 
any number from 1 to 16 according to their present grade. Write 0 to katchi class. Write X for those 
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who have never been enrolled in an educational institute. 

****  Not working = 0; Household work = 1; Own Farming = 2; Farm labour = 3; Off-farm Labour 
= 4;         Service/Job = 5; Business = 6; Student = 7;  Other (Specify-------------------) = 8; Write X for 
those who are of the HH and are away from home for purposes other than a short visit (recreation, 
attending a marriage ceremony or a social function, etc.)
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