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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The CLEW assessment study has evaluated the progress and achievements of the CLEWSs training and
services in the context of the PMSIL project. The study has focused on the implementation and
effectiveness of CLEWSs selection, training, service providiokages and impact after two years of

service provision. The assessment provides an independent and objective feedback on the outcomes of
the PMSIL project in the context of its development objectives: a) to enhance livestock productivity
through the prei si on of |l ivestock production, extensi o
steps; b) Rural livestock asset creation; and c) Poverty alleviation.

Methodology

An i mpact assessment approach wapsst moject prtehend f or t
equi val ent comparison groupfostmodeélbaandndhmodehlp
methods used in the assessment include (a) formal survey (b) rapid assessmentsuetihas snini

surveysand (c)participatory methods such sakehol@r analysis and beneficiary assessment.

Theformal survey was conducted usingteatified random sampling of male CLEWSs in 31 randomly
selected districtsA stratified twoestage random sampling methedhs used for the selection of
CLEWSs. Structured inteviews were conducted with 372 sampled male CLEWSs. separate
sampling was performed for female CLEWs as the size of the female CLEWSs population is
insignificant for samplingHowever,15 female CLEWsvereinterviewed during the survey out of the

total 27females trained through the Project and three female case studies were developed out of these

Short structured interviewwere conducted with Doctors of Veterinary Medicine (DVM), District
Livestock Officers (DLOs) of the Project and representativegoeérnment traiing institutes. Semi
structuredquestionnairesvere used to assess the impact of CLEW services by interviewing 353
livestock owners of which 178 belong to the treatment group andr&7gontrol group respondents.

Key Findings

1. The most ommon age of the CLEWs was between2B9yrs (36.5680) and 2635 yrs (36.560)
that together represent approximatel$o/8f the CLEW respondent¥he predominance of these
two age groups is a positive finding, given it represents that the selection redgmmrihg
implemented appropriately by enlisting trainees who generally have matriculated, have reached
their prime learning ability for technical learning and practice, and have the requisite maturity and
responsibility to conscientiously provide extenséenvices.

2. The majority of CLEWS, approximately above%5have attained matriculation or a higher
education qualification. Thikigh percentagés not only good indication thatas mentioned
above,a stringent educational criteria is being followeddelecting CLEWSs for trainingut also
thatthe RSP$ave sustained this stringent educational criteria despite the existence of conditions
where qualified candidates were not easily available or did not always have prior livestock
experience or interest

3. The average monthly income through CLEW services are fairly well spread across all the income
groups and are not concentrated within any one income group. However, the majority of the
CLEWSs (over 8@0) have incomes between the rangabbve PKRL,000 andoelow PKR8,000
while the mean income of CLEWSs is PKR 2,521. The main reason for larger spread of income
across the groups is that there are many underlying geographical, environmental and cultural
factors that influence the income generatioratdpy of CLEWSs in each region.
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The survey findings show that the CLEW provide services in five main domains: vaccination, de
worming, first aid, awareness and advisory. Vaccination is the most popular serviced provided by
around 986 of the CLEWS, closely followetly deworming(93.2%) and awareness (92.3%).

Around 5% of the CLEWSs devote over 10 hours of their day to CLEW services and aréand 14
of the CLEWSs are devoting-T0 hours to CLEW services. These are important segments of the
CLEW population as they are stdikely devoting their full day to veterinary work and are the
most highly committed workers with a high degree of sustainability. The majority of the CLEWs
are spending between&hours (42.%) while a significant portion are allocating less than 3
hous (35.86) to service provisiond-6 hours is the averagmmmitment level for the CLEWS, a
productive level of commitment given CLEWSs are not financially supported in any way by the
project, and therefore are often involved in farming or other incomeajengactivities

The majority of the CLEWS are providing services at door step of the livestock owners (68%)
and/or from their home (48%). Only aroundd %ere able to begin providing services through a

clinic and a small number provides telephonic mew (86). These are positive findings
indicating that by and | arge the Project was
doorsteps.

Over 606 of the farmers expressed high level of satisfaction with quality of CLEWS services.
34% expressedwerage level of satisfaction with and onBtddicate below satisfactory views.

The two most common type of benefits expressec
cheaper ®randed®i MPp4 ovement i n ani mmadr theelail tt yho,
(48%).These results indicate CLEW services were r
that the qualities of services are effective enough to have a visible effect on their animal health.

21.5% of CLEWSs have assessed training faeilsi as &béexcel l ent 6, 51. 6% h
6very goodd and 24. 7% have given a O6satisfact
overwhelming majority (more than 95%) were satisfied with the qualityaafing facilities The

quality of traning facilities have a direct impact on learning quality and these results indicate that

the government institutes have provided adequate facilities to promote better learning among the
participants. Moreover, the CLEWSs have also given an overall poags@ssment of the training

material provided to them by the training institutes. 16.4% have given excellent rating to training
materi al, 45. 4% have given O6very goodd and ar
translates into an overall positivating from 95% of the CLEWS he training institutes therefore

are performing adequately in supporting the training and development of the CLEWSs by
providing adequate facilities, proper training material and using effective training methodologies.

The suvey results are suggestive of an overall positive impact of the services on the livestock
health and productivity of the beneficiary communities in comparison to the control group

a) In terms of income, giveon average the household income of the treatmeups is 25%
higher than thecontrol groups the surveyshows that the treatment group has a higher
percentage of respondents in the higher income brackets whit®nkm®| group has higher
percent of respondéin the lower income brackets.

b) In terms of livestock asset creation, the survey shohet the mean livestock ownership
among the treatment group is about 10 to 15% higher than the livestock ownership of the
controlgroup

¢) Interms of ivestock productivitythe survey showsignificant impovement in the conditions

of the treatment grquin comparison to neon s erisgnié3 cant i ncreasebo®
greater in the treatment group and O6some i nct
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d) In terms of dsease and mortalifybenefits are visible in the comparisbetween disease
incidence and mortality rates of theeatment and control groups, with treatment group
respondents havingeported 15% less increase in anirdeease than the control group and
24% mamgei 6 i c anntanirmakmortaditgheare thecontrol group.These are both
significant figures and indicate the impact that vaccination anslcdiming are having on the
treatment groupo6s |livestock.

e) In terms of economic conditionshea treatment group respondents have also been
experiencing betteeconomic conditions than tleentrolgroup Around 32% of the treatment
respondents have reported significant improvement in economic conditions while only 17%
of the control group respondents have reported the same.

Key Recommendations

1.

To improve the akady appropriate selection of CLEWse tAMSIL projecttandevelop amore
systematic meribased selection process for future recruitment of CLEWs sonthr@motivated
and qualified candidates are selected. The selection criteria duothldr emphasiséleal age
groups and educational backgrounds for enlisting trainees.

The basic training period should be increased to at leaB0 4fays and refresher training should

be provided every 6 months to provide sustainability to the CLEWSs. Majority of dahenty
institutes have recommended refresher courses as essential for maximizing the impact of the
training programme. The refresher courses also play role in keeping the CLEWs motivated and
interested in livestock services while countering the inactraity in the Project.

It is recommended that DVMs are allotted a more central role in the training programme because
they have better field experience working with and supervising CLEWs. The DVMs have a
negligible role in planning and formulating the tiam programme despite the fact that they are

the immediate supervisors of the CLEWs araliavolved in their selection.

The positive experience of female CLEWS training shows that there is strong potential and needs
for developing them. The main benefides of female CLEWSs are female livestock farmers
managing livestock in their homes. However, the main challenges female CLEWSs face are
mobility and low availability hours. These factors have to be addressed to improve the
effectiveness of female workersthe field.

There is a strong need for extending the coverage ofafiistervies by enabling even more
CLEWSs. Firstaid services are alreadyeing provided by 3% of the CLEWsS who perform as
6first r esointaldaerfa animplillmessr idiury. Further improvingaccessibility
and timely availability of first aid services is crucial for sawngre animal lives in these regions.

Time commitmenbf CLEWSs needs to be improved by ensuring better supervision from DVMs,
offering tangible mcentives to ash providing refresher training.

Survey findings also suggest thatmarily because of constraines,g. concerning transportation
and financial costhere isa communication gap between the DVM and CLEWSs as indicated by
the substantial pportion of the CLEWSs thaire able tacommunicate on a monthly or occasional
basis orare unable to submit progress reports. These constraints should be remeRli&estry
reduce this communication gap.
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1.INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

Livestock is an importat componenbdbf economic sustenance Rakistan Vast majority of the rural

poor depend on livestock for liveliho@ehd itaccouns for almost52% of the overallvalue addibn in

the agriculture sector and almost 2% of the national GDPCurrently the ivestock sector is a low
inputlow output production system but has a high potential for developmbatdevelopment of
livestock subsector is constrained by inadequate and poor quality of feed and fodder, limited animal
health coverage, widespread briegdof genetically inferior livestock, outdated and limited marketing
facilities, shortage of trained manpower and lack of an effective system of economic incentives and
facilities to the small producers. The export of livestock and its products is ¢oedtieecause of the
presence of diseases, poor sanitary and hygienic conditions of slaughterhouses and slaughtering
practices, and inadequate livestock infrastructure and laboratory facilities to assure quality products
(MTDF, 20052010).

The Medium TernDevelopment Framework (20€810) a five year economic development plan of
the government of Pakistaitlentifies themain objectives of livestock developmentachieve self
reliance in livestock products and improve productivity of milk and nids. MTDF highlights two
main policies for that will be implemented for achieving these objectives:

a. Enhance productivity of existing livestock, dairy, poultry and fisheries resources through
development of new technologies, scientific methods of farming andwegrmanagement
practicesand

b. Strengthen institutions for livestock research and extension and improvdirtkegres and
coordination.

The Ministry of Food Agriculture and Livestock
Initiative for Livestock(PMSIL) in December 2006s one of the development projects to achieve
MTDFb&6s stated |ivestock devel opment objectives.
a. To enhance livestock productivity througfme provision of livestock production, extension
andveterinary services at farmersé door steps;
b. Rurallivestock asset creation; and
c. Povertyalleviation.

The goalof the PMSIL project is to fill the gap ipublic service deliverypy developing a cadre of
communitybased Livestock Extension Workers (CLEWE)e Project aims to target 13 million rural
poor in 1, 963 Union Councils in 80 districts over ation of five years ands currently being
sponsoredy the Ministry of Livestock and Dairy Development (MinLD®MSIL is based on the
concept of publigrivate partnershippetween theGovernment of Pakistan and tiRral Support
Pragrammes Network (RSPNyvhereby eight Rural Support Programmes (RS&s)implementing

the Project in 79 districts dhe four provinces including Azad Jammu & Kashmir (AJK) ahe t
Federally Admnistered Northern Areas (FANA)The MiIinLDD has outsourced the project
implementation to RSPs under an agreement with RSPN. The MinLDD funds and monitors the
project activities.

The key interventiorof the Project ighe creation of a tiaed cadre of 7,250 Community Livestock
Extension Workers (CLEWS) tprovide sustainable animal health services to theget rural
comnunity. The trainedCLEWSs provide veterinary and extension services at the grassrootsTaeel
cadre of CLEWsre beingcreatedthroughthe social mobilisation and community buildingtwork
of the eight RSPs.CLEWSs are selectedthrough establishedCommunity Organisations (COs) in

! Subsequently the Ministry of Livestock and Diary Development took ownership of the PMSIL project.

2 The eight RSPs include: Aga Khan Rural Support Programme (AKRSP), Balochistan Rural Support Programme (BRSP),
Ghazi Barotha Taragiati Idara (GBTI), National Rural Support Programme (NRSP), Punjab Rural Support Programme (PRSP),
Sarhad Rural Support Programme (SRSP), Sindh Rural Support Organisation (SRSO), and Thardeep Rural Development
Programme (TRDP).
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coordination with Doctors of Veterinary Medig (DVMs) and ardrained throughhe Governmen
livestock training institutes. After training tl&LEWs pursue selémploymentas extension workers
providing animal health serviseat costunder supervision of the DVMswvhile also spreading
education and awareness among rural farmers.

The organisatioal structure of the PMSIL project is shown the next page and the following table
describes the rolend function of the different actors in the structure:

Table 1.1: Role and functions in the PMSIL Project organizational structure

Actor Role and Function

Ministry of Livestock & Dairy The Ministry is the financial sponsor of the PMSIL project and is responsible for
Development (MinLDD) monitoring Project activities and outcomes

Rural Support Programmes Network RSPN is the implementing and coordinating agency for the PMSIL Project
(RSPN) outsourced through the MinLDD

RSPs The Rural Support Programmes are members of RSPN responsible for delivering

and managing the PMSIL project

DLOs manage and coordinate Project activities at the regional office level and are

District Livestock Officer (DLO) direct supervisors of the DVMs in their specific regions

DVMs are situated at established field unit clinics and hold the responsibility of
Doctors of Veterinary Medicine (DVM) providing oversight, technical guidance support to the CLEWs while also managing
clinic activities and working with community representatives

CLEWS work under the supervision of DVMs at the field unit clinic and are
Community Livestock Extension responsible for delivery preventive and first aid care to farmers in their target areas.
Workers (CLEWS) In addition, the CLEWSs identify and report disease epidemics and spread
awareness regarding better livestock management practices
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Organisational Structure of the Prime Minister& Special Initiative for Livestock (PMSIL)

Ministry of Livestock &
Dairy Development

Rural Support
Programmes Network
(RSPN)

AKRSP

BRSP

GBTI

NRSP PRSP

SRSP

SRSO

TRDP

Regional Office

Regional Office

Regional Office

Regional Office Regional Office

Regional Office

Regional Office

Regional Office

DLO DLO DLO DLO DLO DLO DLO DLO
Field Office Field Office Field Office Field Office Field Office F'egvol\;ﬂce Field Office Field Office
DVM DVM DVM DVM DVM DVM DVM
CLEWSs CLEWSs CLEWSs CLEWSs CLEWSs CLEWSs CLEWSs CLEWSs

Target Beneficiaries: Rural farmers and livestock owners

Pagel4of9l




Assessment of Community Livestock Extension Worker Services

2.METHODOLOGY

OBJECTIVEBOF THEASESSMENT

The training programme for Community Livestock Extension Workers (CLEWSs) was initiated in
May, 2007 and in the period 20@608 a total of 2,320 CLEWwere trained. However, during
FY20082009, the training of additional CLEWSs could not be contihdee to low release of funds

by the government. The assessment study examines the effectiveness of CLEWSs in delivery of
veterinary extension services in their villages after over two years of operations. The specific
objective of the assessment studyoi®valuate the progress and achievements of the CLEWS training
and services in the context of the PMSIL project. While focusing on the implementation and
effectiveness of CLEW activities in the target communiide assessment provides an independent
arnd objective feedback on outcomes of the project in the cootést development objective.

ASSESSMENAPPROACH MODEL ANDMETHODS

An impact assessmeapproachwas adopted to undertake this revidwwever, it is clear that this
assessment is specificdarelevant only to the training componegitthe PMSIL project. Out of the
various standard models for conducting impact assessments, this isviiased on thé epost
comparison of project andonequivalentc o nt r o Imodgla a d p i@pid essessme expost
eval uat i’ tlon@verthe doattol group was only taken fiovestock farmers/ownerand not
the other respondent types such as DVMs, CLEWSs, DLO8ated on these two impact assessment
models, both qualitative and quantitative dataemtibn and analysis tools were usgdich can be
clubbed into the following standaagsessmemhethods

a) Formal Survey A crosssectional survey designwas used to collect quantitative and
gualitative data related to the core activities @GfEWSs. Thissurvey design allows the
collection and analysis of data on specific aspects of the CLEWSs intervevittordirect
reference to the objectives of their trainiggandardized informatiomwas collectedhrough
stratified random samplingf male CLEWSs in 3lrandomly selected districts. Structured
interviews were conductedfor 372 male CLEWSs, whereas only5 female CLEWswere
interviewed considering that dotal of 27 female CLEWs have bedrained through the
Project.The surveyprovidesdata to measure theefformance of CLEWSs in deliverg their
servicesand assess quality and effectiveness of the training imparted tp them

b) Rapid AppraisaMethods Mini-surveys weraisedto acquire data on key performance and
guality dimensionsof CLEWSs services and trairgnthrough &ort structured interviews
which were administered forDoctors of Veterinary Medicine (DVM)District Livestock
Officers (DLOs) of the Projectand representatives of government training institutes.
Purposive sampling was used in these casagettag only those DVMs, DLOs and training
institutes that had a direct link with the randomly selected CLEWS.

c) Participatory Methods:Stakeholder analysiwasused to review the relationship, influence
and interests of various entities involved. Benefigciassessments were undertaken for the
identified treatment and control groups of livestock owners that were readily availdbée
geographic areas that the randomly selected CLEWSs were operating:stBerired
guestionnaires were used to assessitfeact of CLEW services by interviewing 353
livestock owners of which 178 belong to the treatment group andalitte control group
respondents. The data collected from livestock owners identifies which activities are reaching
the beneficiariesandtheman i t ude of their 1 mpact on the t a
ownership, livestock productivity and healivhereas, ase studiesf threefemale CLEWsS

*Monitoring & Evaluation: Some Tool s, Met hods and Appfioachesbd;
Evaluation Capacity Development

* Cross-sectional design is a research design that entails the collection of data on more than one case and at a single point in

time in order to collect a body of quantitative and quantifiable data in connection with two or more variables.
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were conducted from different regions to document and analyze their experiences and
achievementsThis method was used keeping in view the very small number of female
CLEWs trained so far, as a sample survey or even a census would not yield statistically
comparable inferences.

DATA COLLECTIONPROCESS AN OOLS

Key Performance Indicators (KPI) were deymdd for the assessment study using the SMART
criteria to define the measures for assessing the progress and impact of the PMSILGirBjétt
training componentA total of 73 indicators were developed covering the following aspects of the
CLEWs intervetion (Appendix 3):

a) Livestock productivity;

b) Livestock heath;

¢) Poverty alleviation;

d) Community perceptions of CLEW services;

€) Perceptions of CLEWSs performance;

f) Assessment of CLEWSs services;

g) DVM and DLO performance indicators;

h) Training perceptions and assessmant

i) Competitors.

The data variables of survey questionnaires were developed on the basis of KPI that allowed
collection of data from different respondents to measureutmmef Project activities.

Desk Review

The desk review process was conductedha initial stage of the study to finalize primary data
collection strategy and assessment tools. ddsk review and analysis of secondary geatevided by
RSPNhelped in the formulation gferformance indicators and questionnailesaddition, &conday
datawas usedto compile and analyze contextual knowledgkatesl to the CLEWS intervention,
perform stakeholder analysis and analyse data collected from the field.

Structured and Semi-structured | nterviews

Community Livestock Extension Workers (CLEWS)

The primary survey instrument is a CLEWSs structured questionnaire for collecting standardized
informationthrough stratified random selectioh373 maleCLEWS in the target areas (see Sampling
Design section for details)Service provision by CLEWSs ihé core activity of the Project and the
CLEWSs questionnairevas developed tomeasure the performance of the CLEWSs in delivering
veterinary extensionservices and compare implementation activities wgtioject targets and
objectives.

Doctor of Veterinary Mdicine (DVM)

A short structured questionnaiweasdeveloped to interview Doctors of Veterinary Medicine (DVM)

T the RSP staff meant to supervise, guide and support CLEWSs (one DVM per 25 CLEWS) deployed

in the districts sampled for CLEW interviewdVMs aresupervisors of the CLEWs and managers of

the field unit clinics overseeing CLEW service provision in the field. HenceD¥id questionnaire

has gathered data to assess the performance and constraints in project implementation from the
perspective of thé&® V Ms . The questionnaire assesses the DV
activities. The DVM questionnaireomplements and verifieghe information collected from the

®SMART® is a set of criteria that det er mi ne iafid nd ambiguitynimd i cat or s
interpretation), Measurable (through qualitative or quantitative methods), Attainable (in the form of documents, data or tacit

information that can be documented), Realistic (not overly ambitious or too basic), and time-bound (with defined time frame for

observation).
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comprehensive questionnaire administered to the CLE&BSDVMs were interviewed through
convenience sampling in tHield unit officeswhere the sampled CLEWS were interviewed.

District Livestock Officer (DLO)

A short semi structured questionnawes usedto interview 15 District Livestock Offices (DLO).
The DLOs areRSP staff working undehe PMSIL project to oversee the work of the DVM (one
DLO per 10 DVMs)and manage the project in different regiofikis questionnaire collects data on
the performance and quality of linkages of the CLEWSs with DVMs.

Livestock Owners

Semistructured questioraireswere used to assess the impact of CLEW servicearimal health
and productivityof 178 beneficiary farmeras well as their perception of the quality and accessibility
of servicesThe beneficiary farmers are the core beneficiaries of the PeggCLEWs and DVMs are
providing services to thenA comparison group questionnaire has also been implemeni&gd tmn
users of CLEWSs services living in similar geographical and secimomic conditions The
comparison group datalowsto exclude extragous factors as cause of project impact and provide
credible evidence that the target communities are bamgefitom project activitiesAs a baseline
surveywas not conducted, a comparisam control group allovs us to identify the extent of the
projectimpact as perceively the beneficiary communities.

Training Institute

A short structured questionnainasused to interview training coordinators or representatives of the
training institutes.Training institutes have been responsible for training oéctel community
members as CLEW3.he questionnaire collects their perspective on the effectiveness of the training
process and programme. The questionnaire appraises the availability, accessibility and quality of
training for CLEWSs. A total of 13 trainingpstituteswere visitedinvolved in the training of CLEWs

in different regions.

SAMPLINGDESIGN

Sampling Design for CLEWs

A stratified twoestage random sampling methadsused for the selection of the respondents for the
Community Livestock Extension Wker (CLEWS) questionnaire. The random sample of the CLEWSs
was stratified by province an®Rural Support ProgrammdgRSFs) drawing a representative sample
from each stratunmiThe sampling frame for the study consists of a total of 2,159 CLEWsvtrat
trainad through the Poject with a distribution of 2,083 males and 76 females. No separate sampling
wasperformed for the female CLEWSs as the size of the female CLEWSs population is insignificant for
sampling. Aqualitativeapproachwasused to assess the fem@leEWs.

Table 1.1: Male CLEWSs sampling universe

Termitory  tANA  Balochistan Punjab NWFP  Sindh AJK  Total
by RSP

AKRSP 55 - - - - - 55
BRSP - 180 - - - - 180
GBTI - - 9 7 16
NRSP - 33 511 45 130 63 782
PRSP - - 339 - - - 339
SRSP - - - 243 - - 243
SRSO - - - - 76 - 76
TRDP - - - - 228 - 228
Total 55 213 859 295 434 63 1919
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The districts of Mastung, Kalat, Karak, Malakand, Shangla, Swat and hargexcluded from the
samping frame because of security riska addition, CLEWs for which data omocationwas not
available were alsexcludedfrom the sampling desig herefore, final sampling frame for the study
consists of 1,919 male CLEWS$able 1.1shows the sampling universe of CLEWSs fopvince and
RSP.

The statistically relevant sample 0019 CLEWs amounts to a sample size of 321 male CLEWS,
calculated with a % margin of sampling error and 96 confidencelevel. Table 1.2shows the
calculation of the sample for each province by share of CLEWSs trained in the last row:

Table 1.2: Sample distribution by province

Sampled by Province  FANA Balochistan Punjab NWFP Sindh AJK Total
Percentage of o 0 9 0 0, 0, 0,
CLEWS of Total 3% 11% 45% 15% 23% 3% 100%
Sample Size of 9 36 144 49 73 11 321

CLEWS by Province

In the next step, the ratio of CLEWs population teaithy RSP in each provineeasused to take into
account the second RSP stratum and calculate the sample sizelf&®®®RProvince stratum. Table
1.3shows the sample size for each stratum:

Table 1.3: Sample size by RSP-Province stratum

Territory by RSP FANA  Balochistan Punjab NWFP Sindh AJK Total
AKRSP 10 - 10
BRSP 29 - 29
GBTI 2 2 - 4
NRSP 6 83 6 22 10 127
PRSP 58 - 58
SRSP 42 - 42
SRSO 13 13
TRDP 38 38
Total 10 35 143 50 73 10 321
Table 1.4: Adjusted sample size
RSP FANA Balochistan Punjab NWFP Sindh AJK Total
AKRSP 22 22
BRSP 29 29
GBTI 9 7 16
NRSP 22 50 22 22 25 141
PRSP 50 50
SRSP 42 42
SRSO 25 25
TRDP 38 38
Sub-total 22 51 109 71 85 25 363

The stratified sampling results for six strata (AKRS&NA, GBTI-NWFP, GBTHPUNJAB, NRSP

NWFP SRSGESindh, NRSPSINDH, NRSRAJK) present relatively smaller sample siz€serefore,

for these six strata, the sam@ize was adjusted higher as enough number of subgroup cases is
required in each stratum to deduce statistically meaningful conclusions and conduct comparisons
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(Tablel.4) In the case of stratum NRBBNJAB and PRSIPUNJAB the sample size for each
stratum vas reduced to 50 as the bigger sample sizes yield only marginally higher precisiaty for

these strata out of the 11 strata in the study. A sample size of 50 for these strata ensure that precision
levels for all the strata are at similar levels which actical approach for the survey.

Table1.4 shows the adjusted sample size for each stratum. In two strata ofREBIDAB and GBTI
NWEFP the sample size adjustment for these swatsconducted taking into consideration that total
population size is sall and therefore a complete census of have to be performed in these strata.
Therefore, the total sample size at this stage results to 363 CLEBWs:andom sampling in this
sample desigwasperformed in two stages by first randomly selecting the distant at the second
stage randomly selecting the CLEWSs in the randomly selected districts.

Random Selection of Districts

The sampled CLEWSs are spread over a total of 85 districts. Five districts of NWFP (Malakand, Swat,
Hangu and Shangla) and two districfisBalochistan (Mastung and Kalatere removed from the
sampling frame as the local security situation posed high risks to the surveyor and the completion of
the study. A total of 31 districtsvere sampled out of a total number of 85 districts taking int
consideration the total nurebof districts in each stratum (Appendix [f).the next step the districts

in each stratunwvereselectedhrough simple random sampling (Appendix 2)

Random Selection of CLEWSs

There are a total of 734 CLEWSs in sampled digrigppendix ) across 13 strata. In three strata
(GBTI-PUNJAB, GBTENWFP and SRSEINDH) a complete censwgas undertaken since the total
number of CLEWs waapproximatéy equalto the sample size for the stratum. In the other strata the
sample of CLEWsTable 1.3 was selected in each district in proportion to district size through
simple random sampling. In each of these stratadialitional20% of CLEW respondentgeretaken

into account for nosampling error as shown in Taldle:

Table 1.5: Extended sample size

CLEWSs in Number of  Extended

Stratum Selected CLEWsin  sample
Districts Sample by 20%
AKRSP FANA 32 22 26
BRSP Balochistan 99 29 35
NRSP AJK 37 25 30
NRSP NWFP 33 22 26
NRSP Punjab 100 50 60
NRSP Balochistan 33 22 26
NRSP Sindh 58 22 26
PRSP Punjab 65 50 60
SRSO Sindh 28 25 28
SRSP NWFP 90 42 50
TRDP Sindh 143 38 46
GBTI Punjab 9 9 9
GBTI NWFP 7 7 7
Total 734 363 429
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ACTUALDISTRIBUTION OFDIFFERENTRESPONDENTI YPES

The respondents were informed of the interview schedulaighrehe District Livestock Officer,
DVM or senior representative of the RSPs. The R8@anised interviews at the Fielahitclinics
and villages according to the sample list and instructions provided to them. Table 1.6 shows that a
total of 372 CLEWSs waex interviewed acrossix regions indicating that the sample size of 363 has
been achieved. The extended sample size (Table 1.5) of 429 allowed minimization of the non
sampling error that mainly arose from the revailability of CLEWSs at the field unit alics. The
main reasons for the navailability of CLEWs were:
a CLEWSs had become inactive and the DVM did not have any contact information or
communication links with the CLEWS;
b. CLEWSs had migrated from their village or began pursuing other income genexetivities;
or
c. The CLEWSs could not afford to make the long distance trips to Field Unit clinics.

The CLEWSs interviewedreached the meeting venue through their own maarthe Projectould
not provide daily or travéhg allowance. In Gilgit only one KEW was interviewed as the security
situation at that point had deteriorated and most CLEW$ nottravel.

Table 1.6: Distribution of respondents - CLEWs

RSP NWFP  Punjab Sindh Balochistan AJK FANA Total
NRSP 16 61 28 22 23 - 150
AKRSP - - - - 12 12
PRSP - 53 - - - - 53
SRSP 37 - - - - - 37
SRSO - - 25 - - - 25
GBTI 5 7 - - - - 12
TRDP - - 40 - - - 40
BRSP - - - 43 - - 43
Total 58 121 93 65 23 12 372

DVMs and DLOs were also interviewed at the Field Unit clinic where the CLEWSs were imediie
A total of 63 DVMs and 8 DLOs were interviewed in the sirgions across the eight RSPs (Table
1.7 and 1.8).

Table 1.7: Distribution of respondents - DVMs

RSP NWFP  Punjab  Sindh Balochistan AJK FANA Total
NRSP 4 10 9 - 3 - 26
AKRSP - - - - - 4 4
PRSP - 4 - 4
SRSP 6 - - 6
SRSO - - 3 3
GBTI 1 1 - 2
TRDP - - 15 - 15
BRSP - - - 3 - - 3
Total 11 15 27 3 3 4 63

Table 1.8: Distribution of respondents - DLOs

RSP NWFP  Punjab Sindh Balochistan AJK FANA Total
NRSP 1 2 1 1 1 - 6
AKRSP - - - - - 1 1
PRSP - 3 - - - - 3
SRSP 1 - - 1
SRSO - - 1 1
GBTI 1 - - 1
TRDP - - 1 - 1
BRSP - - - 1 - - 1
Total 3 5 3 2 1 1 15
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A total of 353 semstructured questionnairegere administered for livestock owns€both treatment

and control groupso assess the impact of CLEW servicedieestockhealth and productivitand
t he o wn er sobthegualitycaedmecessiliity @fLEW services (Table 1.9 and 1.10).

Table 1.9: Distribution of respondents - Livestock Owners (Treatment Group)

RSP NWFP Punjab Sindh Balochistan AJK FANA Total
NRSP 11 18 23 5 12 - 69
AKRSP - - - - - 13 13
PRSP - 29 - - - - 29
SRSP 19 - - - - - 19
SRSO - - 18 - - - 18
GBTI - 6 - - - - 6
TRDP - - 6 - - - 6
BRSP - - - 18 - - 18
Total 30 53 47 23 12 13 178

Table 1.10: Distribution of respondents - Livestock Owners (Control Group)

RSP NWFP  Punjab  Sindh Balochistan AJK FANA Total
NRSP 13 18 18 5 12 - 66
AKRSP - - - - - 13 13
PRSP - 30 - - - - 30
SRSP 17 - - - - - 17
SRSO - - 18 - - - 18
GBTI 6 - - - - - 6
TRDP - - 12 - - - 12
BRSP - - - 13 - - 13
Total 36 48 48 18 12 13 175
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3.OVERVIEW OF STAKEHOLDERS

The PMSIL project is one of the key initiatives of the Government to address the production and
poverty alleviatb n pot ent i al of the I|livestock sector by
doorsteps. Taking into consideration the role of the PMSIL project within the developmental goals of
the Government, the following key stakeholdersre identified: a) Goernment of Pakistan; b)
MinLDD; c¢) Local government; d) Livestock farmers; REPs; ¥ PMSIL project staff; f) Livestock

industry; g) Traning Institute.Stakeholdersvere chosen based on theiriorities and relationships

with regardto the PMSIL project.

The federal and provincial governments have a strong interest in the successful completion and
sustainableimpact of the PMSIL projecto contribute towards the enhancement of livestock
productivity and poverty reduction in Pakistdarhe livestock secto pl ays a key rol e
economy, contributing about 5¥8valueadded in agriculture over the last fiscal year which was
around 11.%6 of the GDP (DAWN; Nov 2009)Therefore, thdederalgovernment has a high stake in

the positive outcomes of PMSIhrojectas an initiative towards improving economic grovetfd
meeting longer term development objectives of building a sustainable economy and achieving MDGs
The sector provides employment to about 35 million people whereas 6.5 million hossigpsdd

on it for livelihood. Thereforefor the provincial governments thEMSIL intervention isan
opportunity tocommercializethe livestock sector and improve livelihood and income generation in
their region.Similarly, at the local government level the PMSiioject contributes to filling the gap

in livestock extension services and helps in making animal health services readily available at the
village level.

The important role of federal and provincial government in PMSIL intervention is also visiblehthroug
how in recent years livestock has become a priority agenda with visible increase in development funds
and projects in the sector both at the federal and provincial levels. The sector has experienced a higher
than anticipated grotlv in financial year 2009surpassing the growth target 8.5 percentage points

to 3.7 percentThe growth in the livestock sectaould helpreduce the problem of food insecurity in

the country that has become a central developmental challenge in rteat aggiobal economic
dowrturn.

The livestockindustry hasa major interest in PMSIL intervention as tim@jor contribution in value
addition by Ivestock is from milk productiofollowed by meat, eggs and other iterMilk is the
largest commoditproductfrom the livestock sectoAlthoughthelivestock industry haa substantial
interest in the success of the PMSploject, currently the commercial sectds not engaged
Similarly, although the Project is using medicine and vaccines for service delivery by CLEWs and
DVMs, no fomal linkageshave beemleveloped with the pharmaceutical sector to support the Project
and enhance its impaddoth these seors have a primary stake in the developmertheflivestock
sector inPakistan.

The growth in the livestock sectbelpsraise & r mer 6 s i ncome, reduce rur al
prices dé dairy products for consumerBural farmers are the key beneficiaries of the PMSIL project

and the success of the Project depends on the cooperation of the community members. The survey
findings indicate that the Project is having a positive impact on the livestock productivity and health

of the farmers. The farmers have greatly benefited through availability of services at their door steps.
However, awareness is required to extend the impact @fieoners as many rural communities are

only beginning to understand the benefits of livestock treatment and medibméroject has also

given the RSPs an opportunity towards promotihg public-private partnership model for
community developmeniThe RSPs have successfully trained and managed a cadre of community
livestock workers The RSPs adopt a programiesed approach to developmenbrking withthe
communities for a extended duration and with a letegm development agenda based on local
institutional developmentThis makes them committed to the sustainability of the PMSIL project and
CLEWS project.
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The mapping of stakeholdemsasper f or med with the objective
position, interests, role and potential in the PMSigjgct and its developmenbjectives. Table 3.1
providesfurther analysis of the key stakeholders based on #iaekein the development of the
PMSIL projectas well awther similar development interventions in the livestock sector:
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Table 3.1: Stakeholder analysis

Interests at stake f Effect of Project on interests mportance of ngree f Potential role of stakehold
Stakeholder Group Stakeholder Characteristics nierests at stake for ect of Froject on INterests — giakeholder for influence o rotential role of stakeholder
stakeholder of stakeholders . stakeholder in Project reforms
success of Project ;
over project
Federal and Responsible for management  Country's economic growth, Increase GDP and exports, High Medium Increasing funding to raise
Provincial of economic growth, productivity, poverty reduce poverty and improve salaries, working allowances,
Government resource productivity and alleviation, food security food security logistical support, mobile
poverty alleviation clinics, sustainability of
CLEWS, increase training
duration refresher courses
MinLDD Policy formulation, design, Livestock productivity, Increase livestock High High Approve and implement
manage and implement livestock asset creation, productivity, livestock asset recommended reforms in
sectoral interventions disease prevalence, animal ownership; expand salary structure, working
mortality extension services and allowance, logistics, training
trained veterinary service duration
providers
Local Government Responsible for district-wide Employment and income Increase livestock High Medium Develop coordination and
development, public service generation through livestock, productivity in district, reduce linkages between
delivery, and resource reduction in animal health disease, enhance food government veterinary
management problems of the community security and reduce poverty; officers and PMSIL DVM and
and improvement in improve livestock extension CLEWS
production of livestock services and awareness
products
Livestock farmers Livestock owners, target of Livestock health, livestock Improvement in livestock High Low Participate in training,
policy and development productivity, Income production, livestock asset community meetings,
interventions, potential enhancement, food security creation, improve animal workshops; Cooperate with
beneficiaries and asset health, reduction in disease, CLEWSs, DVMs and other
increase in livestock income Project staff
Rural Support Responsible for Poverty reduction, community ~ Reduction of poverty in High Medium Increase community

Programmes

implementation of
development interventions in
the sector, capacity builders
of target beneficiaries

awareness and capacity
building, COs formation

target communities;
improved food security in
target communities;
awareness of livestock
management and health;
capacity building of
community members

awareness meetings,
improve selection of CLEWS,
improve medicine supply
system
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Stakeholder Group

Stakeholder Characteristics

Interests at stake for
stakeholder

Importance of

Effect of Project on interests stakeholder for

of stakeholders

success of Project

Degree

influence of
stakeholder
over project

Potential role of stakeholder
in Project reforms

PMSIL Project staff

Livestock industry

Training Institute

Implementation of project
and indirect beneficiaries of
Project

Influence on policy
formulation and beneficiary
of sectoral growth

Training of veterinarians and
para-veterinarians

Investment in livestock sector;
Capacity building of livestock
sector professionals; Livestock
project salary structure;
Successful implementation of
livestock interventions

Increase in milk, meat and
wool production; Breed
improvement and Profitability

Enhance image and
effectiveness of livestock
sector that will improve
funding and training capacity
of training institutes

Employment and salary; High
capacity building

Increase in production of Medium
livestock products; Lower
cost of production;

Affordable livestock products

Train CLEWSs to provide High
proper and effective animal
health services

Medium

Low

Medium

Increase community
awareness, development
inter-departmental linkages;
build capacity

Lobby for better funding and
support from ministry to
Project

Improve practical training of
CLEWSs and provide refresher
training
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4. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CLEWS

A total of 372 male Community Livestock Extension Workers (CLEWS) were interviagethown
in Table 1.8 in the four provincesdinding AJK and FANA and relating tach RSP. The Table 4.1
shows the percentage distribution of the respondents across proeinddSPs:

Table 4.1: Percentage of respondents within province and RSP

Distribution NWFP | Punjab | Sindh | Balochistan AJK FANA Total

NRSP % within RSP 10.7% 40.7% 18.7% 14.7% 15.3% 100.0%

% within Province | 27.6% 50.4% 30.1% 33.8% 100.0% 40.3%

% within RSP 100.0% | 100.0%
AKRSP

% within Province 100.0% 3.2%

% within RSP 100.0% 100.0%
PRSP

% within Province 43.8% 14.2%

% within RSP 100.0% 100.0%
SRSP — -

% within Province | 63.8% 9.9%

% within RSP 100.0% 100.0%
SRSO — -

% within Province 26.9% 6.7%
GBTI % within RSP 41.7% 58.3% 100.0%

% within Province 8.6% 5.8% 3.2%

% within RSP 100.0% 100.0%
TRDP

% within Province 43.0% 10.8%

% within RSP 100.0% 100.0%
BRSP

% within Province 66.2% 11.6%
Total % within RSP 15.6% 32.5% 25.0% 17.5% 6.2% 3.2% 100.0%

% within Province | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

In AJK and FANA there is onlpne RSP working exclusiveliie. NRSP and AKRSP respectively. In
NWFP, Punjab and Sindh theredh different RSPs operating, wherealy two RSPs are working in

BalochistanMajority of therespondents in NWFP are from SRSP and in Punjab they are largely from

NRSP and PRSP. In Sindh the highest numbers of respondents are from TRDP and in Balochistan
respondents from BRSP are greater in number. NRSP and GBiHeaoaly two RSPsvorking in
more than one province.

AGE

Five age groups betweemder 18 yrdo 51 years and abowwere used for ascertaining the ages of
the respondentd.he most common age of the CLEWs was betweeB519rs (36.580) and 2635
yrs (36.560) that together represent approximatel$a/8f the CLEW respondents. These age groups

were followed by 3&0 yrs that represent§ 4% of the respondents (Figureld. Only 2.1%% of the

CLEWS were over 51 yrs.

The criterion for selection of the CLEWs doeot include an age criteria. However, age patterns

indicate that the current criteria and method for selection has a high tendency of selecting CLEWs
between the ages 19 and 35 ¥lilsis an appropriate age group for several reasons. Firstly, it meets the

requirement that the selected trainee must have matriculatedhantti havethe overall learning
ability for technical learning and practice. However, maturity and responsibility is a strong
determinant of the ability of individual to conscientiously ide extension services. At the same
time the Project has to depend on independence and reliability of these trained individuals as their
performance directly reflects othec o mmuni t y 6 s

6Provincesd in

this

chapter

and

perception

foll owing

refers

of

to all
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interviewed have indicatethat applicants in thie late teens and early 20s do pose problems of
commiment and management. Thereftireideal age group maylmtween 25 andsyeas.

The interviewed representatives of training institutes stated that old aged trainees extebigehan
learning especially in the case of technical modulbsy also suggestdtat younger trainees have a
quicker ability to internalize and apply newer material and technical knowledge. Therefore, the age
group of 3650 yrsthat represents 17.%dof the respondent group igroblematic as iseems to be
inappropriatefor new learning particularly in cases where education levels are also@we of the
reasons that this group is disadvantaged for training istiestantial time has passed sin@mbers

of this group were involved in learning and education. Similarly,%.6¥ the respondents were 18

yrs and under which ialsoan unsuitableage group fotraining extension workers as these trainees
are likely to pursue further educationgkamatuity and responsibility.

Overall, the two age groups 86-50 yrsand18yrs and undeare significant areas for improvement in
the selection process as together they represent more thamf2the existing operations of the
CLEWs i.e. approximately ovel0B CLEWS belong to these age brackets.

Figure 4.1: Age distribution of CLEWs

M 18 yrs and under
1925 yrs
[128-35 yrs

W 36-50 yrs

[151 yrs and above
B No response

Table 4.3: Percentage age distribution by RSPs

18 yrs and 51yrs No
RSP under 19-25yrs  26-35yrs  36-50 yrs and response Total
above
NRSP 4.7% 36.0% 37.3% 15.3% 2.7% 4.0% 100.0%
AKRSP 8.3% 50.0% 25.0% 16.7% 100.0%
PRSP 1.9% 30.2% 30.2% 32.1% 1.9% 3.8% 100.0%
SRSP 8.1% 37.8% 37.8% 16.2% 100.0%
SRSO 4.0% 44.0% 40.0% 8.0% 4.0% 100.0%
GBTI 16.7% 50.0% 25.0% 8.3% 100.0%
TRDP 25.0% 50.0% 22.5% 2.5% 100.0%
BRSP 7.0% 55.8% 25.6% 11.6% 100.0%
Total 4.6% 36.6% 36.6% 17.7% 2.2% 2.4% 100.0%

We can see in Table 4.3 the spread of two problematic age groups: 18 yrs and under and 36 to 50 yrs.
In age group 18 yrs and under the majority of the respondents are from GBRk)I6llowed by

8.1% from SRSP and 7% from BRSP. The rest are from NRSP, PRSP and SRSO. In 18 yrs and under
we can see that the age grouping problem is fairly well distributed across the different RSPs as GBTI
has a smaller sample than other RSPs. Sipjlarithe case of 360 yrs the respondents are spread
across all the RSPs but are heavily concentrated mostly among PRSE AKRSP (25%) and
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TRDP (22.5%). In the age group 51 yrs and above we can see that majority of the respondents
(16.7®%) belong to ARSP.

EDUCATIONALBACKGROUND

Seven educational groups froitliterate to masterswere used to determine the educational
background of the CLEWs=igure 42 shows the lghest educational qualification achieved thg

372 CLEWs interviewedThe majorityof the respondentspproximatelyabove 8%, have attained
matriculation or a higher education qualificatiomeeting the selection criteridhis is a good
indication trat the educational criteria for selecting CLEWSs for training bmegely being
implementedby the RSPs effectivelyin some regions it was observed during the survey that the
RSPs also allowed the flexibility of including middle pass candidates for traivivege qualified
candidates were not easily available or did not always have prior kkestperience or interest. This

is visible in the data as around 1% 5f CLEWSs have only middle pass qualification. Only in a small
percentage of cases (approximatedp) Zhe selection criteria has not been adequately followed as
these CLEWSs have only pnary level educatital qualifications (Figure.2).

Figure 4.2: Educational background of CLEWs
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Education

However, it is important to mention here that several training institute representatives interviewed
have insistd that several training candidates did matve minimum matriculation qualification.
Training institutes have expressed the needskection ofcandidates that are better suited for
learning technical material and practices in a short span of time. As the ability of the candidates
directly affeds the effectivenessof training, more effort should be made towards minimizing
candidates that do not have matriculation qualifications. Moreover, a general screening and review of
c a n di waks sheulid be added to the selection process to includestibwepcandidates that are
better qualified for learning.

Table 44 shows the distribution of educational groups by province. CLEMtshave only achieved
primary level education are concentrated onlFANA, NWFP and Sindhlliterate respondents wer
only found in NWFP and nah any other province. Therefortéhe selection process needs corrective
action especially in the NWFP province and also in Sindh. The middéecpadidates are found in
each province but are significant in AKRSPunjab, NWFRnd Sindh. The RSPs in thgs®vinces
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should make an effort to improve the educational selection criteria to minimize the number of middle

pass candidates.
Table 4.4: Educational qualification by province

Education NWFP  Punjab  Sindh Balochistan AJK FANA Total
Primary 3.4% 3.2% 16.7% 1.9%
Middle 12.1% 14.0% 10.8% 7.7% 4.3% 33.3% 11.8%
Matriculation 46.6%  57.9% 355%  49.2% 60.9% 16.7%  47.8%
Intermediate  22.4%  20.7% 33.3% 21.5% 30.4% 25.0% 25.0%
Graduation 10.3% 5.8% 15.1%  20.0% 8.3% 11.0%
Masters .8% 1.5% 4.3% .8%
Uneducated 3.4% 5%

No response  1.7% .8% 2.2% 1.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

INCOME ANDOCCUPATION

Income through CLEW Services

Seven income groups rangibgtweemo incometo above §01wereused to determine thaverage
monthly incomeesarned through provision of servic&ésgure 43 shows thathat theaverage monthly
income through CLEW servicesre fairly well spread across all the income groups amechot
concentrated within any one inoe group.However, the majority of the CLEWSs (over%®p have
incomes between the range of beloy®0D and 8000 while the mean income of CLEWSs is PKR
2,521 The main reason foa broaderspread of income across the groups is thate are many
underlying geographical, environmental and cultufattors that influence the income generation
capability of the CLEWSs in their region. The core factors observed in the fieldwork that affect the
incomefrom CLEW servicesre:
a. Mountain communities generalhave lover disposable incomes and thaioromic activity
is seasonalvhile in other regions the community is simply poverty ridden and cannot afford
any extra expense on the animals
b. Ownershipand value of animals varies by region and this directly affectschmmu ni t y 6 s
spending behavig on animals
c. Certain communities, particularly in Punjab, have relatively greater commercial disposition in
selling livestock products and therefore are more open to spending money on the preventive
and curative health of thenimnals. Similarly, in other regions like Balochistan and FANA the
communities have a greater reliance on subsistence livestock farming and thgzatyaly
allocate relatively lower expenditure towards animal maintenance;
d. Disease prevalence and nutnitiavailability also play a factor in a communities spending
behaviar locally.

Table 4.5: Average monthly income distribution of CLEWs by RSP (% RSP)

Income Group NRSP AKRSP PRSP SRSP SRSO GBTI TRDP BRSP Total
1000 and below 12.0%  33.3% 3.8% 16.2% 20.0% 33.3% 20.0% 46.5% 18.0%

1001-1500 11.3% 25.0% 15.1% 8.1% 4.0% 16.7% 27.5% 20.9% 14.5%
1501-3000 18.0% 8.3% 18.9% 10.8% 44.0% 25.0% 225% 9.3% 18.5%
3001-5000 147% 16.7% 26.4% 27.0% 20.0% 8.3% 7.5% 23% 15.6%
5001-8000 24.0% 75% 16.2% 8.0% 10.0% 23% 14.2%
Above 8001 14.7% 8.3% 7.5% 5.4% 2.5% 8.1%
No Income 3.3% 15.1% 8.3% 5.0% 2.3% 4.6%
No Response 2.0% 8.3% 57% 16.2% 4.0% 8.3% 50% 16.3% 6.5%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100%  100%

Table 4.5showsthe average monthly incomaf CLEWsby RSP In the overall scenario, the number

of CLEWs falling in the income ranges of between zero and 8,000 is more or less similar; but when
the same data is analysed with reference to each RSP individually, the scenario is diffehent.
1,000 and below income grou@RSP,AKRSP and GBTlIrepresent majority athe CLEWSs as each
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hasover30% of CLEWSs that earn income in this rangéth BRSP having as many as 46.5% CLEWSs

in this categoryHowever, h the no income groupLEWSs from NRSP (3.3%FPRSP (15.1%), GBTI

(8.3%), TRDP (5%) and BRSP (2.3%) are includElis table clearly shows that the CLEWSs from
NRSP are earning a relatively better income with almost 53% earning more than 3,000 rupees per
month. Around 40% ofthe CLEWS relating tdPRSP ad SRSPalso fall in the same category.
Whereas majority of the CLEWSs relating to AKRSP, SRSO, GBTI, TRDP and BRSP are earning less
than 3,000 rupees per month.

Figure 4.3: Average monthly income distribution of CLEWs

Percent

No No Above  SDOM- 3001 - 1501 1001- 1000 and
Response hcone 2001 £000 S000 3000 1500 below

Income (PKR)

Geographically, table 4.6 showsat CLEWSs operating in AJK are certainly doing much better than in
any other area, whereas CLEWSs operating in Balochistan and FANA are more concentrated in the
income group of below 3,000. The distribution of CLEWs belonging to NWFP, Punjab and Sindh is
spread almost evenly across all income grotfisveveramongst these three provincas;loser look
reveals that the percentagé CLEWSs earning more than 5,000 rupees a month is found most in
Sindh, followed by Punjab and then NWFP.

Table 4.6: Average monthly income distribution of CLEWSs by Province

Income Group NWFP  Punjab  Sindh Balochistan  AJK FANA Total
1000 and below  20.7% 10.7% 15.1% 36.9% 33.3% 18.0%
1001-1500 13.8% 14.9% 12.9% 16.9% 8.7% 25.0% 14.5%
1501-3000 10.3%  20.7%  24.7% 16.9% 13.0% 8.3% 18.5%
3001-5000 25.9% 17.4% 9.7% 6.2% 30.4% 16.7% 15.6%
5001-8000 12.1% 14.0%  22.6% 3.1% 26.1% 14.2%
Above 8001 6.9% 10.7% 7.5% 21.7% 8.3% 8.1%
No Income 7.4% 2.2% 9.2% 4.6%
No Response 10.3% 4.1% 5.4% 10.8% 8.3% 6.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

It is also important to note thaervicefees and margin on medicine for CLE\te not fixed across
RSPs or even within RSPs. As a result, the income generation capability of CLEWS is also directly
related to the performancef field unit clinics. Similarly income of CLEWSs is also certainly
determined by training quality and setiotivation of the CLEWshowever, one cannot deny that the
income of CLEWSs certainly depends on several other factors such as awareness andepelerf |

the local communitiesCLEWS largely do not report their incomes to the DVMs and in their progress
reportssimply becauseheydo not earn enough. The Project is not financially supporting the CLEWS
and they have a high degree of independenceown they can chargéor their servicesand the
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medicines they sell to livestock ownerl certain regions it was noted that although CLEWSs do not

directly chargdees, instead themdirectly addtheir feeto the cost of medicine paid by the livestock
ownd.

Other Sources of Income

Figure 4.4: Secondary occupation of CLEWs

Occupation
M Zamindar
W Farmer
[CJLabourer
M Skilled Worker
Cprivate Job
M Government Job
[ Personal Business
[CINo Employment
[ Other
Totals are based on total number of respondents’
Figure 4.5: Agricultural land ownership of CLEWs
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Eight occupational categories were used to measure the secondary occupati@isEia may
pursue. Figure 4.4 shows that the majority of the respondent&4yérb also working agamindars

while around 14.% are working as farmers. However, the agricultural land ownership show in the
Figure 4.5 shows that the majority of respondela not own more than 10 acres of land that indicates
that over 8% are small farmers. As a result the majority of the respondents are earning income
agricultural and livestock farming at a small scale and are also working as CLEWSs. Other significant

"6Tot al are based on total number of respondentsdé6 indicates that
response type has its own cumulative figures.
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occlpations groups among the CLEWSs are personal busine%s @red labourer (19%). Overall, a
relatively high number of CLEWSs are pursuing other occupations and are from low income
background. Only a small percentage (4.7%) do hold another occupation (Figur&igure 4.6
identifies that the three main sources of income for CLEWSs interviewed are CLEW servi#gs (92
agricultural output (5%) and livestock production (49%). These figures are in alignment with the
finding that the two main sources of income ttee CLEWS are agricultural and livestock farming.

Figure 4.6: Major sources of income of the CLEWs

&0
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5. ASSESSMENT OFCLEW SERVICES

One of themain objectives ofthe PMSIL projectis to overcomethe gap in delivery of veterinary
extension servicegor small farmersby the governmentThe Roject addresses thigap by
establishing a community based system for providing livestock extension services to a larger number
of small farmerswith the aim of improvinganimal health and livestock productivity idhreducing

poverty conditions.

The CLEWSs focuson extending preventive healthcare, first aid and awareness to the target
communities under theupervision of the DVMs at the Fielcht clinic. CLEWSs areselected through

the COs with the help of DVMs argbcial mobilisation teamaf the RSPsSA selection criteriorwas

used to choose suitable candidates for training and attachment to fieldlimios under DVM
supervision.The training candidates are not required to have any prior training or specialized
experience in livestockCommunitybased service delivery & proven,costeffective and efficient
method of providing accessible veterinary services to farmEne. communitybased approach
ensures that local communities are active and involved in ¢lgirdevelopment; service providers

are responsive and accountable; and a network of service providers is formed to ensure sustainability.
The use ofRural Support Bgrammes (RSPs) augments the effectiveness of the comrhasid
approach as RSPs are expnced inaddressing the needs of local communities throsgtial
mobilisation andy fosteringcommunity organisations (COs).

PROVISION OFSERVICES

The survey findings show that CLE®\provide servicesin five main domains: vaccination, de
worming, firg aid, awareness and advisdiigure 5.1) Vaccination is the most popular serviced
provided by around 98 of the CLEWS, closely followed by devorming (93.26) and awareness
(92.3%). Advisory services on nutrition, poultry management and animal huslzaadfyocommon
as they are provided by around 45 t&«/6f the CLEWSs. Advisory services on range management,
livestock management, and bdenprovement are less popular provided by diiyto 30% of the
CLEWSs. Comparatively, only around 578bthe CLEWsare providing first aid service3here is a
strong need for extending the coverage of -fidt services asne of the main functions of the
CLEWs isto be6f i r st rp\dn@ initdlecars fér animal illness or injury. &pulation
dispersion, geomphical terrain and lack of medical facilities dot allow people to access medical
treatment on timen most of rural Pakistan. Thaccessibilityand timely availabilityof first aid
servicesds crucial for saving animal lives in these regions.

Approximately 85%of the CLEWSs hag also stated that they provideedicaltreament services to

the community (Figure 5.1)The reporting of treatment should be interpreted cautioaslyhe

majority of the CLEWSs have not been trained nor have the experiencevidgpcurative services.

Only a very small percentage of CLEWs were observed in the field thahaveyhe experience or

training to provide some common types of treatmehiesEreportedtreatmentservices are those

| argely provi ded sigtance and guidantéhesh i QVIMG sat &s of OGassi st
indicates that the CLEWSs invariably are ptaya major role in assisting DVMs in curative services.

There are several reasons for the high rate of CLEW involvement in treatment servicgs.thérstl

CLEW is the firstanimal healthcareesourcelivestock owners approach fadvice as DVMs are

located in more populated aredfie CLEWsgenerally approacBVMs for adviceon treatmentvho

may shardreatment and care procedures or if necessarygaigit himsdf. Secondly, the CLEWs

alsohave a monetary incentive conducting treatment as they dneying medicine from the DVMs

and selihg at a marginto the community Medicine provision is an important service for the
community as availability afimely medicineis important forsaving animal livesandi | | ager 6 s t i
and money The medicinesupplychain between the Project and CLEWSs ensures that there is better
availability of medicine at the village level that did not exist before.
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Figure 5.1: Services provided by CLEWs
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Table 5.1: CLEW services by RSP
Services Responses NRSP AKRSP PRSP SRSP SRSO GBTI TRDP BRSP Total
Vaccination Count 146 12 50 36 24 11 40 41 360
% 98 100 98 100 100 100 100 95
De-worming Count 144 9 48 30 24 7 40 39 341
% 97 75 94 83 100 64 100 91
Awareness Count 139 12 44 35 21 8 36 43 338
% 93 100 86 97 88 73 90 100
Treatment Count 134 11 43 33 16 11 26 38 312
% 90 92 84 92 67 100 65 88
Animal
Husbandry Count 89 10 40 29 14 8 23 35 248
% 60 83 78 81 58 73 58 81
Poultry Count 69 10 24 23 3 6 11 28 174
Management
% 46 83 47 64 13 55 28 65
First Aid Count 93 9 21 26 11 4 27 18 209
% 62 75 41 72 46 36 68 42
Breed Count 32 2 11 3 1 2 0 7 58
Improvement
% 21 17 22 8 4 18 0 16
Nutrition Count 67 9 24 21 12 4 15 16 168
% 45 75 47 58 50 36 38 37
Range Count 46 6 16 16 1 2 4 12 103
Management
% 31 50 31 44 4 18 10 28
Livestock Count 46 6 12 20 3 3 11 11 112
Management
% 31 50 24 56 13 27 28 26
Total Count 149 12 51 36 24 11 40 43 366

Table 5.1 shows distribution of CLEW services by RSP that indicates to what extent CLEWs are

providingcertainsev i c e s

i n e ac h The SeRiesrecorcaan gaecinatianriseexcellent as
almost hundred percent of the CLEWSs previding vaccination services. One of the reasons for the
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high rate of vaccination services is also that it is relativelyetieb income generating servjce
particularly in comparison to awareness and advisory services that yield no income at altasethe

of the deworming and awareness, the majority of the CLEWSs are performing well but there is room
for improvement for the CLEWSs working with AKRSP and GBTI in these services (Table 5.1). In the
case of first aid services, RSPs fall into two tiers effgrmance: between 50 to %5provision
(NRSP, AKRSP, SRSP, and TRDP and between 35%b gtovision (PRSP, SRSO, GBTI, BRSP).
There is a significant need fancreasingthe number of CLEWSs providing first aid services
particularly in those RSPs where fiirst aid service records are belowds(Table 5.1).

Comparatively, Table 5.2hows results of data collected from DVMs thie types of services not
provided by CLEWSs under their supervisiothe majority of the DVMs (79%) have reported that
CLEWSs do notprovide breed improvement servicésllowed closely by 506 of DVMs that have
reported no advisory services on poultmgnagement. Around ¥of DVMs have reported CLEWS

are not providing first aid services which collaborates findings from CLEW intentleatss there is

a gap in first aid service provisioAlso 11 DVMs have reported a gap in awareness activity whereas
the over 9@ of the CLEWSs had indicated providing awareness. One of the reasons that the CLEWs
maybe overstating awareness activity i they included informal advise given to farmers also as
awarenesgResponses on vaccination~d@erming, awareness and other advisseyvices are largely
aligned with the CLEWSs respons@sgure 5.1).

Table 5.2: Services not provided by CLEWSs as reported by DVMs

Neonses o
First Aid 5 10
Vaccination 1

De-worming 1

Animal Husbandry 12 23

Breed Improvement 41 79
Awareness 11 21

Animal Nutrition 14 27
Poultry Management 31 60

Total 116 223

Totals and percentages are based on total number of respondents®

The livestock owners also shari@ type of CLEWS services that have most benefited their livestock
productivity, health and management. Vaccination anevalening are the most popular CLEWs
services among farens. Around 9% of the users stated that vaccination is the most beneficial
service provide by the CLEWSs (Table 5.3) because it has helped farmers reduce animal disease and
mortality. In second place, 86 of the farmers have identified -derming as the &t beneficial
service for t hTese areatmeitwoaséndces fammers havenhenefited fnoost In

addition, a fair number of farmers have identified animal nutritior®o)2awareness (22%), and
treatment (17%) as beneficial services. Thesellts indicate that these services should be continued
and expanded to achieve as there is a significant demand for them and their impact is also high.

Table 5.3: Community usage of CLEW services

Services N Percent Percent of Cases
Vaccination 160 38.4% 89.9%
De-worming 116 27.8% 65.2%
Treatment/First Aid 31 7.4% 17.4%

Breed Improvement 1 2% .6%

Animal Nutrition 49 11.8% 27.5%
Awareness 40 9.6% 22.5%

Provision of Medicine 20 4.8% 11.2%

Total 417 100.0% 234.3%

Totals and percentages are based on number of respondents

8 Tot al are based on total number of respondentsd indicates that
response type has its own cumulative figures.
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ACCESSIBILITY ANBAVAILABILITY OF SERVICES

Initiation of S ervices

Initiation of service delivery is an importafactor for judging Project efficiency and availability of
CLEW sevwices. Table 5.4hows that 6% of the CLEWs began sdce delivery within a week of
training, 296 began within a month and around%degan after one montfiraining isthe first
formal exerciseon veterinary servicefor majority of the CLEWs and is essential that CLEWs
begin provision of services immedely to improve knowledgand practiceDelay in initiation of
services lowers the effectiveness of the training and motivation level of the CLEWS.

Thereis a need for increasing the number of CLEWSs that begin services within aofvealking so

that hey can begi practically applying their knowledgand working with the DVMsThis is also
important as many DVMs have stated that it takes a period of one to three months before a CLEW
becomes able tmdependenthhandlecases and use tools on the ansrialreal life conditionsEarly
initiation period may also help in minimizing the high inactivity rate the Project is experiencing for a
variety of reasons (Table 6.7 and 6.8).

Table 5.4: Initiation of services after training

Initiation period  Frequency Percent

Within a week 228 61
Within a month 92 25
After one month 45 12
Not started yet 4 1

No response 3 0.8
Total 372 100

Daily Working H ours

Time allocated for service provision is a good indicator of the availability of the CLEW within the
village communities. The number of hours a CLEW is devoting to veterinary services is directly
proportional to the impact on health and productivity of livestock in that community. The amount of
daily hoursCLEWs commit to their worlalso reveals their levelfccommitment to veterinary
services and their sustainability as paeterinarians.

Figure 5.2 shows the average number of hours CLEWSs allocate to providing sedvitestcound

5% of the CLEWSs devote over 10 hours of their day to CLEW sesvivhereasaround 146 of the
CLEWSs are devoting-10 hoursThese are important segments of the CLEW population as they are
most likely devoting their full day to veterinary work and are the most highly committed workers with
ahigh degree of sustainabilitiylajority of the CLEWSs are spending betweeb Aours (42.%) while

a significant portion are allocating less than 3 hours {8b1#® service provision4-6 hours isthe
averagecommitment levefor CLEWSs and this is mostly becauselarger percentage aire/olvedin
farming orothe income generating activitie§igure 4.4 and 4.6)Vorkersdevotingless than three
hours to service provision havéow impact on livestock productivity, particularly because they
represent a large segment of the CLEW populationv allocation of time to services reduces the
availability and accessibilitpf services for the community. This is enfavourable trend for taking
service delivery tThesetChEWs falsorhave a owenstdimabilitys ttheip .
community as de-employed veterinary workeias they have a higher dependency on their primary
occupation for income generation.

The daily service hours of CLEWs by RSP (Table 5.5) depicts that low commitment CLEWS (i.e.
those spending less than 3 hours working) isvab2®6 in all RSPs and in significantly higher
proportion in PRSP, GBTI and BRSP. In thé #iaur commitment level, AKRSP, SRSO, NR&Rd
TRDP have aelatively greatenumber of CLEWSs.
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Figure 5.2: Average daily hours of CLEW services
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Table 5.5: Percentage of daily service hours by RSP
Less
4-6 7-10 Over10 No
RSP than 3 Total
hours hours hours hours response
NRSP 28 43 19 9 1 100
AKRSP 33 50 17 100
PRSP 45 32 11 6 6 100
SRSP 35 32 24 3 5 100
SRSO 28 60 8 4 100
GBTI 50 33 8 8 100
TRDP 20 65 8 5 3 100
BRSP 67 33 100
Total 36 43 14 5 2 100

Method of service delivery

Majority of the CLEWSs are providing servicesaither thedoor step (68%andbr from thér own

homes (48%) (Table 5.6)Only around 1% were able to begin providip servces through a clinic

anda small number provides telephonic servicég)(6These are positive findings indicating that by

and large the Projegtasableto provide veterinary services to the farmé s d oThess findingss .

have also been confirmed ineth f ar mer sd i nterviews in which many
and accessibility of services in their village as the one of the most beneficial aspects of the CLEWs

intervention.
Table 5.6: Method of service delivery by the CLEWs

Method of Service N Percent of Cases
Home 173 48

Clinic 68 19

Doorstep 243 68

Phone 23 6

Other 10 3

Total 517 144

Percentages and totals are based on respondents

NeverthelessTable 5.7 shows that certain regions need to expand their method of services by
increasinpccessi ble services at the door step or thr
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in Punjab, NWFP and Balochistan. The method of delivery needs improvement in these regions to
improve the accessibility of the services.

Table 5.7: Method of service delivery by province

[ Method Response | NWFP | Punjab | Sindh | Balochistan | AJK FANA | Total |
Home Count 26 49 51 38 5 4 173
% 15.0% | 28.3% 29.5% | 22.0% 2.9% 2.3%
Clinic Count 22 10 13 7 9 7 68
% 32.4% | 14.7% 19.1% | 10.3% 13.2% | 10.3%
Doorstep Count 24 95 74 21 22 7 243
% 9.9% 39.1% 30.5% | 8.6% 9.1% 2.9%
Phone Count 0 18 2 0 3 0 23
% .0% 78.3% 8.7% .0% 13.0% | .0%
Other Count 0 6 4 0 0 0 10
% .0% 60.0% | 40.0% | .0% .0% .0%
[ Total Count 56 117 87 65 23 12 360 |

Percentages and totals are based on respondents

REPORTING ANDCOMMUNICATION

Reporting and communication ammportant indicators of the performanemd effectiveness of
CLEW servicesReportingsignifies the commitment and quality of serviteing provided bythe
CLEWSs. Communication indicatethe effectiveness of the linkages between the Project and the
CLEWSs as well indicatingustainability of CLEWs aanimal health extension workers.

Record-keeping

Overall, around 8% of the CLEWSs are performing record keepiagd 11% are not keping any
recods (Table 5.8 Record keeping is an essential component for verifying if the CLEWSs are
providing services in the communiffhe gap in recordkeepirgignifies that hese workers cannot be
monitored by theDVMs as they do not have any records as proofhefrtactivity or delivery of
services.The CLEWSs not keeping records are located in the four provinces of NWFP, Sindh, Punjab
and Balochistan while in FANA and AJK there is hundred percent reporting. The gap in Punjab is the
highest with 1% CLEWSs expressig lack of recordkeepin@pproximately 1213% have expressed
negligence in recordkeeping in Sindh and Balochistan and only aréoiod NWFP CLEWS are no
maintaining records (Table 5.8

Table 5.8: Percentage of CLEWs performing record keeping

Province Yes No No response  Total
NWFP 93.1 6.9 100
Punjab 79.3 149 5.8 100
Sindh 81.7 12.9 5.4 100
Balochistan 86.2 12.3 1.5 100
AJK 100.0 100
FANA 100.0 100
Total 85.2 11.3 35 100

Medicine, services and income are three main categories of rebatdsre essential for evaluating
CLEWSs performance and effectiveness¥%86f the CLEWSs are recording medicine salesyo/are
recording service delivery and only%f6are recording income. Services are the main component of
CLEWSs intervention and P8 recod maintenance rate is low. Medicine recordkeeping ratio is
relatively better, howeveiit needs further improvement to ensure DVMs can properly assess the
quality of CLEWs performance through medicine sale and delivery. Income records are not
mandatory asCLEWSs are not employed or financially supported by the Project. Howevés, 56
income recordkeeping ratio does not provide reliable evidence to DVMs to judge capability for
income generation and salfistainability among more than half of the trained livelsigorkers.
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Table 5.9: CLEWSs recordkeeping practice by (%)

Recording period NWFP  Punjab Sindh Balochistan AJK FANA Total

Immediately 16 21 16 23 30 33 20
Daily 48 40 40 35 48 58 42
Weekly 7 11 18 3 17 11
Biweekly 5 2 2 2 2
Monthly 9 3 5 22 4

Occasionally 9 2 2 8 3
No Recordkeeping 3 2 2 3
No Response 3 18 14 2 10
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Table 5.10: Types of record maintained by CLEWs

Category Responses Percent of Cases

Medicine 294 86
Services 265 77
Income 193 56
Other 29 8

Total 781 228

Totals are based on total number of respondents

Table 5.1lidentifies that the gap in medicine recordkeeping is mostly fourmhgr@LEWS in NRSP,
PRSP and SRS@@zaps in service records are predominambiynd amongCLEWSs from dl RSPs,
however, the problem is negligible in AKRSP and BRB&Rome ecordkeeping is relatively better
among SBP and TRDP CLEW In general, gnificant improvementn record keeping needs to be
emphasized by the RSPs.

Table 5.11: Type of CLEW records by RSP

Records Response NRSP AKRSP PRSP SRSP SRSO GBTI TRDP BRSP Total

Medicine  Count 113 11 32 35 18 9 36 40 294
% 81 100 68 100 86 100 95 98

Services  Count 117 10 25 29 15 6 23 40 265
% 84 91 53 83 71 67 61 98

Income Count 67 7 15 27 14 6 31 26 193
% 48 64 32 77 67 67 82 63

Other Count 17 0 9 1 1 0 1 0 29
% 12 0 19 3 5 0 3 0

Total Count 140 11 47 35 21 9 38 41 342

Communication

The assessment measured frequency of communication between sCirfiVespectiveDVMs,
initiated by the CLEWsto gaugether commitment levelsThe results show that %6 of the CLEWs
contact DVMs few times a week, ZPof the CLEWSs contaddVMs weekly and 1% contact DVMs
biweekly (Table 5.1 Around 30% of the CLEWSs only contact ¥Ms once a month (Table 512
whichis insufficient for optimum performance and efficient service delivery in the target areas. Weak
communication linkages lower the commitment and motivation of the CLEWs as well as the
probability of them sustaining service provision.

Table 5.12: Frequency of meeting with DVM
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Period Frequency Percent
Few times a week 62 16
Weekly 109 29
Biweekly 64 17
Once a month 111 30
Never 14 4
No Response 12 3
Total 372 100

The survey also inquired from DVMs the frequency of verbal feedback #wived from the
CLEWSs (Table 5.13)More than 506 of the DVMs reported that CLEWSs provided verbal feedback
few times a week, around #Oreported CLEVE provided biweekly feedback and %lreported that

only receivedmonthly feedback from the CLEWSs (Table 5.13he verbal feedback rate from
CLEWs is satisfactory but can be improved for
requi r eravécomnounigatiom

Table 5.13: Frequency of verbal feedback from CLEW

Few times Biweekly Monthly Asrequired Total
a week
NWFP 6 2 1 2 11
Punjab 5 4 6 15
Sindh 19 3 1 4 27
Balochistan 2 1 3
AJK 3 3
FANA 2 1 1 4
Total 37 6 7 13 63

Progress Reporting by CLEWSs

The survey measured reporting rate and frequency to gauge performa@t&Wws. Overall, 53
DVMs reported submission of progress reports by CLEWs and while arodrdoi@ll DVMs
reported lackof progress reports submission (Table S1®VMs of SRSOand GBTI reported
hundred percent submissions of progress report from CLEWSs. The majobXyM$ from NRSP,
AKRSP, PRSP, and TRDP reportegjular submission of reports from CLEWs. SRSP CLHEaize
lower performancas 3 out of 6 DVMs reported neaubmission of progress reports (Table 5.15).

Table 5.14: CLEWs submission of progress reports to DVM

Response  NRSP AKRSP PRSP SRSP SRSO GBTI TRDP BRSP Total

Yes 88.5% 75.0% 75.0% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% 86.7% 100.0% 84.1%
No 11.5% 25.0% 25.0% 50.0% 13.3% 15.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

DVMs were further questiad on the percentage of CLEWSs that submitted progress reports. Only 18
(29%) of the DVMs reported 9100% progress reporting by CLEWSs. %0of DVMs reported 26

50% reporting and 5I5% progress reporting respectively. 8 DVMs (13%) report28% progress
reporting by CLEWSsTherefore, there are major gaps in progress reporting by CLtE&V$s natural
considering earlier findings regarding the weak communication linkages between the CLEWs and
DVMs. There is asignificant need for RSPs to improve reportingtadirectly reflecs performance

and commitment levels of the CLEVERd ensures better monitoring of Project activities

° These findings are based on verbal reporting by DVMs only. Verbal reports could not be cross verified with actual reports.
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Table 5.15: Percentage of CLEWs submitting progress reports to DVMs by RSP

RSP No reporting  1-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-90% 91-100% Total
NRSP 3 2 3 9 2 7 26
AKRSP 1 - - - - 3 4
PRSP - 1 1 2 4
SRSP 3 3 - - - - 6
SRSO - - 1 - 1 1 3
GBTI 1 2
TRDP 2 1 6 1 1 4 15
BRSP 2 3
Total 10 8 12 12 5 18 63

One of the main reasons for the weakness in communicationepoding is that the CLEWSs are
essentiallysel-employed workersvho are not financially or contractually tied to the RSPs or the field
unit clinics. The DVMs have expressed a lack of authority in managing CLEWSs as they have no
leverage to enforce proce@srand instructions because the CLEWSs are not provided any allowance
for daily activities and travelMoreover, DVMs have identified transportation and financial
constraints as a challenge for enforaimgnmunication and reporting standards.

UTILIZATION OF CLEWSERVICES BY.OCALCOMMUNITIES

Livestock owners have also been interviewed regarding their views on the availability, accessibility
and usage of CLEW service$here is no clear regularity in the usage of CLEW services by
community (Table 5.16). Majady of community respondents (70%) have stated that thegarsees

as and when requiredround 2646 of the community respondents have given an indication that they
are regular customers and use the service either weelég) [@1lmonthly (136). The regudrity in

service usage is low largely because the popular services (vaccinationandrdeg) are required
seasonally. First aid, awareness and other services are still gaining popularity that may increase the
regularity rate in the future.

In terms ofmethod of usage, the majority of thespondent§60%) use services by calli@l. EWs to

their homes. 136 of the community respondents have stated they visit the clinics wititeaiilt for
CLEW to make his rounds. A s mardsidenge avliee ¢ha CLEW 6 %)
lives nearby in the same village (Table 5.17).

Table 5.16: Frequency of usage of CLEW services

Period Frequency Percent
Weekly 19 11
Once a month 24 13
Occasionally 10 6

As required 125 70
Total 178 100

Table 5.17: Method of service usage

Method of Usage Frequency Percent
Visit Clinic 23 13
Call to Own Home 107 60
Wait for CLEW visit 37 21
Visit CLEWs Residence 10 6
No response 1 1
Total 178 100
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The farmers questioned about the availability of CLEWSs during suraeg bverwhelmingly stated
thatthe CLEWSs areeasily availableand providetimely service (Table 5.18)lhese results indicate
that the current users are being prodidéth accessible services and that CLEWs are able to reach

the farmers on time.
Table 5.18: Availability of CLEWs

RSP Yes No Total
NRSP 69 69
AKRSP 13 13
PRSP 29 29
SRSP 19 19
SRSO 17 1 18
GBTI 6 6
TRDP 6 6
BRSP 18 18
Total 177 1 178

CONSTRAINTS INSERVICEPROVISION

The goal of the Project is building the capacity of the ClsBWough training and enabling them to
sustainably deliver veterinary services at the village. The Project has supported the CLEWS in the
posttraining phase by providing DVMs as supervisors, selling medicine at discount prices, providing
training kits and mobilizing farmers for service demand. However, these support facilities have
largely beninsufficient in enabling CLEWS to efficiently and sustainably deliver work in the target
communities. CLEWs and key Project staff have pingaiiseveral importantonstraints that are
harming the ability of CLEWs to function efficiently and sustain themselves as independent
veterinary workers.

Reporting by CLEWSs is a fundamental Project activity as keeps check on communication, linkages,
service performance, remb keeping and achievement. Progress reports are crucial for monitoring
purposes and evaluatipgogress of each CLEW. However, ovef®0f the CLEWS are facing some

type of constraint in writing and delivering progress reports (Table 5.19). The priroasjraint

faced by more than 48% of the CLEWs is difficulty in mobility and transportation. There are two
types of transportation problems faced by the CLEWSs. Firstly, in many areas transportation is
sporadic and the CLEWSs cannot travel promptly, findidiffy in addressing emergencies and are
constrained in visiting more clients. Secondly, CLEWSs are largely from poor and needy families and
therefore find it difficult to afford hiring transportation for only reporting to DVM. This is also limits
some CLEV¥ to working only in their own village. AroundZ200 f CLEWs have <cited
as a constraint in reporting to DVMs. The time constraint is largely for two reasons. Firstly, the lack
of transportation facilities does not allow CLEWS living in famfijuareas to travel long distances to

visit the DVMs. Secondly, some of the CLEWSs are engaged in other sources of income generation
that are they primary occupation and they do not find time to report but are still providing some level
of services in theicommunity.

Table 5.19: Reporting constraints faced by CLEWs

. Percent of

Type of constraint N Cases
Lack of time 67 19.1%
Transport o
constraint 167 47.6%
Lack of skill 16 4.6%
Lack of reporting o
material 32 9.1%
No constraint 144 41.0%
Other 14 4.0%
Total 440

Totals are based on respondents
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The survey results have also ascertained major constraimstsniice delivery to the community.
Around 584 of the CLEWSs have identified transportation difficulties as a major constraint in the
delivery of serices. Transportation difficulty is largely because of lack of transport availability,
inability to afford transport and lack of working allowance from the Project. Another major constraint
is O6lack of community awalGLEWseTdssiHan enpopantefisdsgas by
it point towards the difficulty CLEWs have working in the community. The main community
awareness issues observed in the field are:

a) In certain regions farmers are not used to using veterinary medicine and rely on traditional or
religious methods of managing livestock issues;

b) Similarly, in certain regions communities are not used to spending money on medicine or
livestock and therefore CLEWSs do not earn any income working in these regions;

c) In some regions government and NGO petgehave a tendency to run free or highly
subsidized Project and the communities have adopted a habit of availing of free of cost
products and serviceand

d) In some regions of NWFP and Balochistan, communities have developed sceptical religious
views on N@®s through propaganda of religious personalities which has resulted in-a non
cooperative attitudeowards social development interventions.

Lack of community trust has also been citeccasstraint (28%) by CLEWs because sometimes the
community does ndrust that the one month training is enough for CLEWSs to acquire the ability to
treat their valuable animals. It is also because of this reason that communities do not think that
CLEWSs are worthy of payment because they are novices and inexperienced. évlotie®CLEWS

have stated that if received official certificates from the health department and received long training
it would easier for them to earn the trust of the community. Issues in the medicine supply system have
also been noted as %ilof the CLEWs have cited lack of medicine as a constraint whil& RPave
cited dexpensi ve e miodrcoestaing sharad by GLEVEstare aubstahdard
medicine (6%), lack of time (15%), competitor services (11%), lack of income generdtptack

of time (16%) and high work load (6%).

Table 5.20: Service constraints faced by CLEWs

Type of constraint N Percent of Cases
Lack of medicine 72 21.1%
Substandard medicine 21 6.1%
Lack of community awareness 125 36.5%
Lack of community trust 96 28.1%
Lack of time 53 15.5%
Competitor services 39 11.4%
Transport constraints 196 57.3%
Expensive medicine 80 23.4%
High workload 19 5.6%
Lack of income generation 8 2.3%
No constraints 35 10.2%
Other 14 4.1%
Total 758

Totals are based on respondents

DVMs have reinforced some of the findings related to constraints faced by the CLEWSs: transportation
difficulties, lack of financial support, lack of income generation and lack of community support. The
DVM has also shared two additional constraintt thire significant for improving CLEWSs services.
Poor selectionvascited of the many reasons for low quality of services because selection criteria has
not been followed properly and people not interested in working in livestock or people with higher
income ambitionsvererecruited. Similarly, lack of interestascited as a constraint that is related to

the selection concern.
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Table 5.21: Constraints faced by CLEWSs in providing services according to DVM

Type of constraints NWFP  Punjab Sindh Balochistan AJK FANA Total
Lack of financial support from Project 6 4 3 2 1 1 17
Engaged in other income generating work 4 5 1 1 1 0 12
Unable to generate income 0 2 12 1 2 1 18
Poor selection 3 5 2 1 0 3 14
Lack of interest 1 11 7 0 2 0 21
Lack of skill 0 1 0 0 1 7
Lack of community support 0 4 0 0 0
Transportation constraints 1 5 0 0 0

Total 11 15 19 3 3 4 55

Totals are based on respondents
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