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1. Background1  
In order to effectively and efficiently reach out to the women and the poorest segments of 
the rural communities, Rural Support Programmes Network (RSPN) and the Punjab 
Rural Support Programme (PRSP) has begun a programme called the ‘Community 
Investment Fund’ (CIF) in Jamal Chapri Union Council Layyah. The roots of CIF go 
back to the concept of the Village Organisation Bank (VOB) that the Aga Khan Rural 
Support Programme (AKRSP) had initiated in the Northern Areas of Pakistan in the 
1980s, and by the Society for the Elimination of Rural Poverty (SERP) in Andhra 
Pradesh, India, in the late 1990s.  
 
Using previous experiences, accessing new learning and suitably modifying these to the 
current context of Pakistan, RSPN views CIF as a cost-effective method of providing 
microfinance services to the poor and poorest women, particularly in the areas which are 
relatively underserved by the MFIs. CIF is a fund which is owned, run and managed by 
the poor and poorest women and their own organisations, i.e. its own beneficiaries. It 
focuses specifically on the poorest households through female Community Organisations 
by giving them access to microfinance, while at the same time increasing their levels of 
empowerment, confidence and skills. Essentially, CIF is based upon and linked to the 
three-tier social organisation framework of Community Organisations, their 
agglomeration into Village Organisations and finally agglomeration at the Union 
Council-level into a Local Support Organisation (LSO). Members of COs are encouraged 
to mobilise their own savings and as these build up to use them for internal lending 
purposes, hence complementing CIF resources.  
 
The next step is then to identify the poor and poorest households in each village of the 
union council for the purpose of organising them into community organisations and for 
the CIF interventions. The aim of this paper is to present the information about the 
poverty status of households living in union council, Jamal Chapri Layyah. 

2. Introduction 2  
In order to design poverty reduction strategies, especially designing programmes for the 
poorest of the poor, it is pivotal for policy makers and programme implementers to know 
who the poor and poorest are? How many poor and poorest are there? Where do they live 
                                                 
1 Background is taken from Increasing Microfinance Outreach to the Poor Women through Community 
Investment Fund -An Operational Manual of Rural Support Programmes Network 
 
2 The author thanks all the community members who participated in the PSC exercise, the CRPs and PRSP 
field staff who have collected the data. The author is also indebted to Mr. Tahir Waqar, (PM M&E, NRSP) 
and his team to introduce the poverty scorecard in RSPs and helping out us in implementation of the 
poverty scorecard exercise in Jamal Chapri Layyah. He is also thankful to Mr. Agha ali Javad (GM NRSP) 
for his comments and feedback on the initial draft of the report. He also gratefully acknowledges the efforts 
of Mr. Saleem Baloch and Mr. Hayat Muhammad Khan for the field data supervision, and data cleaning. 
Ms Nida Khan is also acknowledged to edit the draft report.    Mr. Khaleel Tatlay and Sarmad Khan are 
also acknowledged to encourage and guide the author to write this paper. Finally the author owes a major 
intellectual debt to Mr. Mark Schreiner, who has not only provided the theoretical and conceptual 
framework of the poverty scorecard but also commented on the draft report.  
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and how many of them participate in the participatory rural development model of the 
RSPs, and how many of them graduate poverty overtime? The main objective of this 
paper is to provide a baseline poverty profile by answering these questions. Quick and 
timely Poverty profile is useful for tracking the poor, poorest and the overall poverty in a 
given area and linking development interventions according to the needs of the local 
people. Poverty profiling of specific locations with full coverage would also be helpful in 
broadening and deepening our understanding about the different dimensions of poverty 
and measuring the degree to which the development interventions have been successful in 
reducing poverty over time. 
 
The tools of poverty appraisal include household surveys and participatory approaches. 
Income / expenditure surveys provide objective, quantitative data that can be collected on 
large, generalisable samples of households, examined using statistical methodology and 
are comparable across time and place (Deaton, 1997). However, such surveys may miss 
important dimensions of poverty, and are expensive, complex and time-consuming to 
conduct (Chambers, 1994). Moreover such surveys are also weaker on identification of 
poor households and individuals (Lok-Dessallien, 1998). In contrast, participatory 
processes are used to provide qualitative insights into local poverty issues with greater 
depth and detail. They are generally more rapid than the conduct and analysis of large 
scale socio-economic surveys. However, these techniques are usually characterised as 
subjective and small-scale and their results are difficult to generalise or compare across 
contexts. While recognising the difficulties associated with both the methodologies (large 
scale socio-economic survey and participatory wealth ranking) the Grameen Foundation 
USA and Consultative Group to Assist the Poorest (CGAP) under the CGAP-Ford Social 
Indicators Project introduced a simple poverty scorecard. The poverty scorecard 
somewhat resolves the main problems identified in the above two methodologies. For 
instance the poverty scorecard is simple, less time consuming and comparable across the 
contexts.   
 
The poverty scorecard is developed by Mr. Mark Schreiner, using the 2001 Pakistan 
Integrated Household Survey (PIHS). The poverty scorecard (PSC) estimates the 
likelihood that a participant has expenditure below the national poverty line via 10 simple 
and verifiable indicators that field workers can quickly collect and verify. Scores can be 
computed by hand on paper in real time. With 90-percent confidence, estimates of 
groups’ overall poverty rates are accurate to within +/–1.1 percentage points. The poverty 
scorecard can help programs target services, track changes in poverty over time, and 
report on poverty rates (Mark Schreiner 2006). In support of this literature this paper 
applies the poverty scorecard in union council Jamal Chapri district Layyah Pakistan.  
 
The structure of this paper is as follows: the next section presents the data used in this 
paper, which is followed by the methodology used for identifying the poor and estimating 
poverty. The main findings are presented in section 5. Section 5, concludes the paper and 
is followed by some specific policy and strategic recommendations for poverty targeting 
in rural areas of Pakistan.  
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3. Data 
The data for this study is collected through census of all households in the 3Union 
Council (UC) of Jamal Chapri in district Layyah of Punjab Pakistan. The survey teams 
used village rosters and their own counts to collect the data from 30 to 50 households 
each day; both those with their residency permits in the village and those without. A total 
of 3,392 households in 25 villages of the UC Jamal Chapri were surveyed.  
 
The data collection effort involved 4Community Resource Persons (CRPs) from the 
community organizations (COs) and villages in each survey village of Jamal Chapri. 
Several staff members from Punjab Rural Support Programme (PRSP) and Rural Support 
Programmes Network (RSPN) Islamabad collaborated with the CRPs in data collection 
process. Prior to the implementation of data collection in the field the CRPs were given 
three day training on the survey instrument. The training included two days classroom 
training on the survey instrument, after which survey ethics was followed by a one day 
pre-testing of the instrument in the field. The field work was undertaken by 7 CRPs as 
enumerators and 2 Monitoring, Evaluation and Research (MER) professionals as field 
supervisors from PRSP and RSPN. During the survey, enumerators used a pre-scored 
form named as Poverty Scorecard (PSC) developed for Pakistan (see next section for 
detailed discussion) to collect data from each households. 
 
 The PSC includes 10 simple, verifiable questions to assess the poverty status of a 
household. In addition to PSC data the questionnaire asks the status of household 
participation in CO of the village and tracks the participation of each participating 
member in CO, like name of the community organization and type of community 
organization (male, female or mix community organization). Using the CO membership 
information, we identify member households as being non-poor, poor and poorest and 
compare those with the non-member households.  
 
The questionnaire was administered in Urdu (see annex-II). The data collected on PSC 
card was than entered into MS access and MS excel sheet. Prior to the analysis the data 
was cleaned and final out put tables were generated using MS excel software. During the 
data cleaning in some cases data entry errors were found, which were removed after 
entering the correct data. In three cases some incoherent data was also found and were 
resent to the field and correct data was collected.  

4. Methodology  
The method we used in this study for the identification of poor, poorest and poverty rates 
is taken from “A simple poverty scorecard for Pakistan” constructed by Mark Schreiner. 

                                                 

3 Union Council (UC) or Village Council in Pakistan is the lowest tier of an elected local government body, 
and headed by a UC Nazim (which is equivalent to a mayor) and a UC Naib Nazim (deputy). 

4 Community Resource Persons (CRPs) are the local volunteer cadre of village activists who have the 
essential skills of social mobilisation and are committed to organise the local communities into community 
organisations (COs).  
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Poverty scorecard for Pakistan is constructed to help development programs in Pakistan 
to target services, track changes in poverty over time, and report the households’ poverty 
rates. 
 
Indicators in the scorecard were derived from the 15,503 households in the 2001 Pakistan 
Integrated Household Survey (PIHS). Selection criteria included: 
• Inexpensive to collect, easy to answer quickly, and simple to verify 
• Liable to change over time as poverty status changes 
• Strongly correlated with poverty 
 
All scorecard weights are positive integers and scores range from 0 (most-likely “poor”) 
to 100 (least-likely “poor”). The scorecard is easy to understand, and field workers can 
compute scores by hand, on paper, in real time. A participant’s score corresponds to a 
“poverty likelihood”, that is, the probability of being poor. For a group, the overall 
poverty rate (the so-called “headcount index”) is the average poverty likelihood of the 
individuals in the group. For a group over time, progress (or regress) is the change in its 
average poverty likelihood. In particular, the scorecard is highly practical to use. Also, it 
accurately and objectively estimates the likelihood of having income below the national 
poverty line. (Mark Schreiner 2006).  
 
Identification of poorest, poor and non-poor households: Each household was 
administered the 10 questions poverty scorecard, and the scores of all question were 
added up to calculate the total scores of each household. The households were then 
categorised into poorest (households scoring less than 25 on poverty scorecard), poor 
(households scoring between 25-34 scores on poverty scorecard) and non-poor 
(households scoring more than 34 scores on the poverty scorecard). (For more detail see 
Annex-IV) 
 
Estimation of overall poverty incidence or rate: The overall poverty incidence in the 
union council was calculated by calculating the average of likelihoods of poverty for the 
whole union council and individual villages.  

5. Presentation of Results  
This section of the paper presents the major findings, while the rest of the details are 
presented in the appendix. Two important features of the presentation of results in this 
paper are: Firstly, the report splits the population into three categories, non-poor, poor 
and poorest. Secondly the information is provided in members5 and non-member 
households. It is useful to examine how many households fall in different groups of 
poverty, and how many of the households in each group have been organised into 
community organisations. This will help in designing and implementing targeting poverty 
alleviation programmes to meet the needs of each group; as each of the groups need 
different sorts of poverty reduction strategies according to their individual needs. In 
addition to this it is helpful for programme implementers and policy makers to monitor 
the effectiveness of programme interventions in reducing the intensity of poverty among 

                                                 
5 Households who have membership with the community organisations 
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various socioeconomic groups of the poor. The appendices also include detailed village 
wise poverty incidences and even the poverty status of each household in the union 
council.  
 
Table 1 gives information regarding the overall poverty incidence in union council Jamal 
Chapri and distribution of the population into different poverty groups. The overall 
poverty incidence is 43 percent in Jamal Chapri. Out of the total of 3392 households 47 
percent of the household fall in the poorest category, 26 percent in poor and 27 percent 
are in non-poor category.  
 
Table 1: Poverty incidence in Jamal Chapri as of May 2008 

Households Non-poor  Poor Poorest Total  
Number of Households  915 895 1,582 3,392 
Percent of Households  27 26 47 100 
Overall poverty Incidence  43 
 
Table 2 provides distribution of households by members and non-members across 
poverty groups. Out of the total 3,393 households 1083 (32 percent) households have 
been organised as of May 2008 while the rest of the 2,309 households (68) need to be 
organised. Two-third of the poorest and with equal proportion of the poor households are 
still not in the community organisation.   
 
Table 2: Poverty wise household coverage in UC Jamal Chapri Layyah as of May 2008 

Households Non-poor  Poor Poorest Total  
Non-member Households 642 604 1063 2309 
Member Households 273 291 519 1083 
Percentage Coverage 30 33 33 32 
 
Table 3 compares the distribution of households by non-poor, poor and poorest categories 
in the union council and community organisations. The distribution is somewhat neutral 
between the union council and community organisation. Keeping the purpose of poverty 
reduction through social mobilisation in mind it is mandatory to have a higher proportion 
of coverage in poorest and poor households in community organisations than the union 
council. But currently there is no significant difference in the distribution of households 
by poverty status in the union council and community organisations. 47 percent of 
households in the former and 48 percent in the latter group fall in the poorest category. 
Similarly, 26 percent of households in the overall union council and 27 percent of 
households in the community organisations are categorised as poor. 
 
Table 3: Distribution of households in different poverty groups by UC and CO in UC Jamal 
Chapri Layyah as of May 2008 
 Categories  Non-poor  Poor Poorest Total 
Union Council 27 26 47 100 
Community Organisation  25 27 48 100 
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Table 4 provides the distribution of UC households into twenty cut-off groups with the 
poverty likelihoods by member and non-member households. The results provide an 
interesting and meaningful basis for policy makers to design their programmes according 
the cut-off scores and poverty likelihoods. During field visits and data triangulation it was 
found that households scoring in the first two categories (score less than 10) are mostly 
destitute, widows and women headed households. Therefore they may need different 
programme interventions than households with higher scores and less likelihood of 
poverty. For example households in the poorest category may need more safety-net 
interventions and households in the poor category may need micro-credit with subsidised 
rates of interest. Different cut-off scores enable the policy makers to be more focused in 
targeting poverty given their scarce resources, or to prioritise their interventions 
according to different poverty groups.  
 
Results presented in table 4 shows that majority of the households (73) have scores less 
than 34 and their likelihood of falling in poverty range from 30 to 85 percent, while the 
rest of the households scored more than 34 on the poverty scorecard and their likelihood 
of falling in poverty ranges from 0 to 23 percent.   
 
Table 4: Poverty Ranking of Member and Non-member HHs as of May 2008   

Scores  
Poverty 
Likelihoods  Members  Non-Members  Total  

Poverty 
Status  

0-4 85 3 3 3 

5-9 75 10 10 10 

10-14 68 13 12 12 

15-19 60 11 10 11 

20-24 54 10 11 11 

Total Poorest (%) 48 46 47 

Total Poorest (numbers) 519 1063 1582 

Poorest 
  

25-29 36 11 13 12 

30-34 30 16 13 14 

Total Poor (%) 27 26 26 

Total Poor (number) 291 604 895 

Poor 
  

35-39 23 9 8 8 

40-44 18 4 7 6 

45-49 12 4 4 4 

50-54 6 3 2 3 

55-59 3 2 2 2 

60-64 1 1 1 1 

65-69 4 1 1 1 

70-74 0 1 1 1 

Non-poor 
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75-79 9 1 1 1 

80-84 0 0 0 0 

85-89 0 0 0 0 

90-94 0 0 0 0 

95-100 0 0 0 0 

Total Non-Poor (%) 25 28 27 

Total Non-Poor (number) 273 642 915 

Grand Total  1083 2309 3392   
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Figure 1: Village-wise poverty incidence in UC Jamal Chapri  
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Figure 1 presents village wise incidence of poverty in the union council. 342 TDA village 
emerges with the highest and 324 TDA with the lowest level of poverty incidence. The 
former has a poverty rate of 61 percent while the latter one has 26 percent. Villages with 
higher (50-61) poverty incidence include: 342 TDA, STKJ, 369 TDA, 328A TDA, 
327TDA, 328 TDA, 343 TDA and 323TDA with a combined share of nearly one-third of 
total households in UC. While villages like 324 TDA, 326 TDA, 345 TDA, 325 TDA and 
329 TDA have lower levels of poverty incidence ranging between 26 to 33 percent. The 
combined share of households in this group is one-fifth of the total households of the 
union council. The rest of the 12 villages have poverty incidence in the range of 33-49 
percent and account for 47 percent of the households of the union council. 
 
Figure 2 gives the data on the poorest households in each village. A total of 1582 
households out of 3392 households are in the poorest category. The highest percentage of 
poorest households fall in village 342 TDA and 369 TDA with as high as three-fourth of 
the total households in the village fall in poorest category. At the other end the lowest 
percentage of poorest households (10 percent) live in village 324 TDA. Data presented in 
figure 2 will be an eye opener especially for those who design and implement social 
protection and safety net programmes for the poorest segment of the society.  
 
Figure 2: Village-wise percentage of poorest households 
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Table 5 presents information regarding further distribution of the households among 
more specific poverty bands. This can allow the policy makers and programme 
implementers to design and implement more specific poverty products for each group 
according to their needs and productive capacity. The Government of Pakistan has 
defined poverty into six bands based on the poverty line income. In similar fashion the 
RSPs also define poverty into six bands, but the basis of the RSPs definition is on  
participatory poverty ranking. An attempt is also made to define poverty into six bands 
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using the poverty scorecard method. Keeping the poverty likelihoods in mind the poverty 
scorecards arbitrary score cut-offs were taken corresponding to each of the poverty 
definitions of GoP and RSPs in Pakistan. The results presented in tables 5, show that 
more than one-third of the households fall in very poor category followed by more than 
one-fourth of the households in the category of poor and 13 percent of the households are 
destitute. Only 2 percent of the households scored in the range of 70-100 and are 
considered as rich. A higher proportion of the households are in better off (18 percent) 
positions as compared to 7 percent of the households who in the well to do category.  
 
Table 5: Bands of Poverty in UC Jamal Chapri Layyah as of May 2008 

PSC Cut-Offs GoP Def: RSP's Def No of Households  Percentage 

70-100 Non-poor Rich 68 2 

55-69 Transitory non-poor Well to do 139 4 

35-54 Transitory vulnerable Better off 708 21 

25-34 Transitory poor Poor 895 26 

10-24 Chronically poor Very Poor 1150 34 

0-9 Extremely poor Destitute 432 13 

Total Households 3392 100 
 
Table 6 presents the quintile distribution of poverty. We listed the households according 
to poverty likelihoods in descending order first and then distributed the list into five 
quintiles with 20 percent of households in each quintile. The next step was then to 
calculate the poverty incidence or average of poverty likelihoods in each quintile. Results 
presented in table 6 reveal that the bottom 20 percent of households have a poverty 
incidence (probability of being poor) of 74 percent, which is almost seven times higher 
than the poverty incidence in top 20 percents households (11 percent). The concentration 
ratio or Gini-coefficient6 calculated on the poverty likelihoods of households turned out 
to be 0.32, which shows quite a skewed distribution of poverty likelihoods across the 
households in the union council. This can further be showed with the Lorenz curve 
presented in figure 3.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
6 The Gini coefficient is a measure of inequality developed by the Italian statistician Corrado Gini and published in his 
1912 paper "Variabilità e mutabilità". The Gini coefficient is a number between 0 and 1, where 0 corresponds with 
perfect equality (where everyone has the same likelihood of poverty in this case) and 1 corresponds with perfect 
inequality. We have used the following site to calculate Gini-coefficient of poverty likelihoods in this paper.  Wessa, P. 
(2008), Free Statistics Software, Office for Research Development and Education, version 1.1.23-r1, URL 
http://www.wessa.net 
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Table 6: Quintiles distribution of poverty likelihood 
Quintiles  Poverty likelihoods (%) 
Bottom (20 percent) 74 
Lower-middle (20 percent) 61 
Middle (20 percent) 41 
Upper-middle (20 percent) 27 
Top (20 percent) 11 
 
Figure 3: Lorenz Curve of Poverty likelihood distribution 

 
 
 

6. Concluding Remarks 
The poverty scorecard is one of the simplest, cost effective and time efficient tools for the 
identification of poor households for poverty targeting programmes. Administering a 
baseline of all households through poverty scorecard prior to the implementation of a 
programme is extremely useful; as it results in increased efficiency and the fact that the 
right people can be targeted without leakages in programme interventions to the non-poor 
households.   
 
Poverty scorecard provides an individual poverty status of each household and of each 
village; therefore helping in focused poverty targeting and resource allocation according 
to the poverty status of each village and household.  
 
Given the results of poverty scorecards there is a need of more concentrated social 
mobilisation for the poor and poorest households and increased coverage in community 
organisations. Currently the overall coverage is only one third of the total households in 
the union council and the proportion of poor and poorest households in community 
organisation are not different than their proportion in the union council. Keeping the pilot 
project of CIF in the UC it is mandatory to increase the coverage of poor and poorest 
households into community organisations.  
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Annexure 

Annex-1: Results of Poverty Scorecard-UC Jamal Chapri Layyah as of May 2008 

 
Table 1: Poverty wise household coverage in UC Jamal Chapri Layyah as of May 2008 

 Categories  Total HHs Member HHs % Coverage 

Non Poor  915 273 30 

Poor 895 291 33 

Poorest 1,582 519 33 

Total  3,392 1,083 32 
     
Table 2: Poverty Status at UC Jamal Chapri Layyah by Categories as of May 2008 

Categories  Member Non-Member Total  Overall poverty rate 

Non-poor  25% 28% 27% 

Poor 27% 26% 26% 

Poorest 48% 46% 47% 

Total  100% 100% 100% 

43 

 
Table 2B: Proportion of Poor in UC and CO in UC Jamal Chapri Layyah as of May 2008 

 Categories  UC  CO 

Non Poor  27 30 

Poor 26 33 

Poorest 47 33 
     
Table 3: Poverty Status at UC Jamal Chapri Layyah by Categories as of May 2008 

Categories  Non-Poor  Poor Poorest  
Total 

Total 915 895 1582 
3392 

CO members 273 291 519 
1083 

Non-members 642 604 1063 
2309 

% CO members  30 33 33 32 
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Table: 4: Poverty Ranking of Member and Non-member HHs as of May 2008     

Member  Non-Member Total  
Scores 
  Likelihood # Percent # Percent  # Percent  

Poverty 
Category 

0-4 85 37 3 59 3 96 3 

5-9 75 108 10 228 10 336 10 

10-14 68 139 13 273 12 412 12 

15-19 60 123 11 240 10 363 11 

20-24 54 112 10 263 11 375 11 

Poorest 

Total Poorest  519 48 1063 46 1582 47   

25-29 36 114 11 294 13 408 12 

30-34 30 177 16 310 13 487 14 
Poor 

Total poor 291 27 604 26 895 26   

35-39 23 93 9 188 8 281 8 

40-44 18 43 4 154 7 197 6 

45-49 12 44 4 100 4 144 4 

50-54 6 30 3 56 2 86 3 

55-59 3 18 2 40 2 58 2 

60-64 1 13 1 28 1 41 1 

65-69 4 12 1 28 1 40 1 

70-74 0 8 1 18 1 26 1 

75-79 9 6 1 19 1 25 1 

80-84 0 5 0 4 0 9 0 

85-89 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 

90-94 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 

95-100 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 

Non-poor 

Total non poor 273 25 642 28 915 27   

Grand Total  1083 100 2309 100 3392 100   



iii 

Table 5: Village wise HHs Coverage (%) in UC Jamal Chapri as of May 2008 

Village  Member  Non-Member  Total HHs 

318 TDA 59 41 172 

319 TDA 55 45 130 

323 TDA  34 66 145 

324 TDA 53 47 109 

325 TDA  33 67 190 

326 TDA 29 71 157 

327 TDA 0 100 102 

328 TDA 42 58 135 

328A TDA 39 61 103 

329 TDA 57 43 129 

330 TDA 57 43 112 

331 TDA 21 79 150 

342 TDA 26 74 50 

343 TDA 68 32 117 

344 TDA 48 52 142 

345 TDA 29 71 138 

346 TDA 31 69 58 

347 TDA 8 92 132 

350 TDA  0 100 137 

369 TDA 44 56 153 

370 TDA 43 57 82 

370A TDA 67 33 87 

370B TDA 16 84 87 

STKJ 0 100 263 

STKS 9 91 312 

Grand Total 32 68 3392 
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Table 6: Village wise poverty distribution (%) as of May 2008  

Village  Non-Poor Poor Poorest Total HHs 

318 TDA 31 23 45 172 

319 TDA 28 25 47 130 

323 TDA  18 23 59 145 

324 TDA 54 36 10 109 

325 TDA  47 23 29 190 

326 TDA 60 16 24 157 

327 TDA 11 25 64 102 

328 TDA 13 22 64 135 

328A TDA 2 29 69 103 

329 TDA 35 40 25 129 

330 TDA 38 25 38 112 

331 TDA 43 17 40 150 

342 TDA 8 16 76 50 

343 TDA 22 16 62 117 

344 TDA 35 15 50 142 

345 TDA 58 15 27 138 

346 TDA 31 33 36 58 

347 TDA 30 32 39 132 

350 TDA  20 25 55 137 

369 TDA 6 18 76 153 

370 TDA 34 38 28 82 

370A TDA 11 55 33 87 

370B TDA 29 32 39 87 

STKJ 7 27 66 263 

STKS 12 38 50 312 

Grand Total 27 26 47 3392 
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Table 7: Village wise distribution of Poverty by Members and Non-Members as of May 2008   

Member HHs (%) Non-Member HHs (%) All HHs (%) 

Village Non-poor  Poor Poorest  Total HHs  Non-poor  Poor Poorest  Total HHs  Non-poor  Poor Poorest  Total HHs  
318 TDA 25 24 51 101 41 23 37 71 31 23 45 172 
319 TDA 23 28 49 71 34 22 44 59 28 25 47 130 
323 TDA  6 31 63 49 24 20 56 96 18 23 59 145 
324 TDA 40 52 9 58 71 18 12 51 54 36 10 109 
325 TDA  42 19 39 62 50 25 25 128 47 23 29 190 
326 TDA 31 22 47 45 71 13 15 112 60 16 24 157 
327 TDA 0 0 0 0 11 25 64 102 11 25 64 102 
328 TDA 4 14 82 57 21 28 51 78 13 22 64 135 
328A TDA 3 23 75 40 2 33 65 63 2 29 69 103 
329 TDA 34 42 23 73 36 38 27 56 35 40 25 129 
330 TDA 33 22 45 64 44 29 27 48 38 25 38 112 
331 TDA 55 16 29 31 40 17 43 119 43 17 40 150 
342 TDA 8 38 54 13 8 8 84 37 8 16 76 50 
343 TDA 25 13 63 80 16 24 59 37 22 16 62 117 
344 TDA 41 12 47 68 28 19 53 74 35 15 50 142 
345 TDA 68 18 15 40 54 14 32 98 58 15 27 138 
346 TDA 33 22 44 18 30 38 33 40 31 33 36 58 
347 TDA 10 40 50 10 31 31 38 122 30 32 39 132 
350 TDA  0 0 0 0 20 25 55 137 20 25 55 137 
369 TDA 3 19 78 68 8 18 74 85 6 18 76 153 
370 TDA 31 34 34 35 36 40 23 47 34 38 28 82 
370A TDA 3 57 40 58 28 52 21 29 11 55 33 87 
370B TDA 14 29 57 14 32 33 36 73 29 32 39 87 
STKJ 0 0 0 0 7 27 66 263 7 27 66 263 
STKS 0 46 54 28 13 37 49 284 12 38 50 312 
Grand Total 25 27 48 1083 28 26 46 2309 27 26 47 3392 
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Table8: CO wise Coverage in Jamal Chapri as of May 2008   
Village Name Name of COs Non-Poor Poor Poorest Total 

Al-Madina  6 2 7 15 
Al-Makka 4 3 6 13 
Al-Marwa 1 4 9 14 
Al-Minna 7 3 6 16 
Al-Nimra 3 4 9 16 
Al-Quba 0 6 7 13 
Al-Suffa  4 2 8 14 

HHs need to be 
organized 29 16 26 71 

318 TDA 

Total 54 40 78 172 
Al-Badar 4 4 2 10 
Al-Damam 0 2 6 8 
Al-Madni  3 1 8 12 
Haram Sharif 1 4 4 9 
Madina Sharif  2 4 5 11 
Roshan  3 0 4 7 
Zamzam 3 5 6 14 

HHs need to be 
organized 20 13 26 59 

319 TDA 

Total 36 33 61 130 
Aftab Wali 0 3 7 10 
Barkat Wali 1 3 6 10 
Chandni 0 2 5 7 
Roshni 2 4 5 11 
Shahid Wali 0 3 8 11 

HHs need to be 
organized 23 19 54 96 

323 TDA  

Total 26 34 85 145 
324 5 3 1 9 
Allah Wali 4 7 2 13 
Chapri Wali 4 7 0 11 
Madiny Wali 5 4 2 11 
Noor Wali 5 9 0 14 

HHs need to be 
organized 36 9 6 51 

324 TDA 

Total 59 39 11 109 
325 7 1 3 11 
325 B 2 0 9 11 
Al Menhaj 2 0 3 5 
Amina 3 4 1 8 
Chaman 7 1 0 8 
Gulshan 2 5 4 11 
Waseeb 3 1 4 8 

HHs need to be 
organized 64 32 32 128 

 
 
 
       325 TDA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Total 90 44 56 190 



vii 

Village Name Name of COs Non-Poor Poor Poorest Total 
Al Badar  8 2 1 11 
Al Khair 3 0 7 10 
Al Makka 1 3 1 5 
Shadab  2 3 2 7 
Tasmia 0 2 10 12 

HHs need to be 
organized 80 15 17 112 

326 TDA 

Total 94 25 38 157 

HHs need to be 
organized 11 26 65 102 327 TDA 
Total 11 26 65 102 
Bahar  0 1 8 9 
Khushhal 2 1 9 12 
Nargis 0 2 11 13 
Raunaq 0 3 8 11 
Roshan  0 1 11 12 

HHs need to be 
organized 16 22 40 78 

328 TDA 

Total 18 30 87 135 
Chandni 0 0 7 7 
Gul-dasta 0 3 5 8 
Khushboo 0 1 6 7 
Mehak 0 1 6 7 
Phool 1 4 6 11 

HHs need to be 
organized 1 21 41 63 

328A TDA 

Total 2 30 71 103 
329 10 2 8 20 
Gul Bahar 2 7 4 13 
Gulab 0 5 0 5 
Iqra 5 5 0 10 
Roshni 7 4 5 16 
Chistee 1 8 0 9 

HHs need to be 
organized 20 21 15 56 

329 TDA 

Total 45 52 32 129 
330 5 2 12 19 
Arooj 6 2 5 13 
Ikhlaaq 6 6 5 17 
Muslim Sheikh 4 4 7 15 

HHs need to be 
organized 21 14 13 48 

 
330 TDA 

Total 42 28 42 112 
Bismillah 6 2 4 12 
La Jawab 7 1 3 11 
Ujala 4 2 2 8 

331 TDA 

HHs need to be 
organized 48 20 51 119 
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Village Name Name of COs Non-Poor Poor Poorest Total 
Total 65 25 60 150 
342-Mix 1 1 3 5 
Alim  0 4 4 8 

HHs need to be 
organized 3 3 31 37 

342 TDA 

Total 4 8 38 50 
343 2 1 12 15 
Anmol 1 1 3 5 
Gulab 0 0 5 5 
Kainat 4 0 3 7 
Kiran 1 1 3 5 
Konian 4 2 6 12 
Mushkil Kusha 5 0 0 5 
Roshni 1 0 3 4 
Tasmia 2 2 3 7 
Umeed 0 0 7 7 
Urooj 0 3 3 6 
Chistee 0 0 2 2 

HHs need to be 
organized 6 9 22 37 

343 TDA 

Total 26 19 72 117 
344 9 3 5 17 
Allah Akbar 7 1 3 11 
Bismillah 0 0 13 13 
Muqadas 5 3 8 16 
Roshni 7 1 3 11 

HHs need to be 
organized 21 14 39 74 

344 TDA 

Total 49 22 71 142 
Allah ho Akbar 5 1 1 7 
Bait Ullah 6 2 1 9 
Gul-dasta 4 4 0 8 
Takbeer 9 0 0 9 
Ya Muhammad 3 0 4 7 

HHs need to be 
organized 53 14 31 98 

345 TDA 

Total 80 21 37 138 
Al Fatima 6 4 5 15 
346 Mix 0 0 3 3 

HHs need to be 
organized 12 15 13 40 

 
 
 
346 TDA 
 Total 18 19 21 58 

347-F 1 4 5 10 

HHs need to be 
organized 38 38 46 122 

347 TDA 

Total 39 42 51 132 
HHs need to be organised  20 25 55 137 350 TDA 
Total  20 25 55 137 
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Village Name Name of COs Non-Poor Poor Poorest Total 
369-F 1 5 7 13 
Al Fatima 1 3 8 12 
Bhati 0 1 9 10 
Ferdos 0 0 10 10 
Sahara  0 3 6 9 
Shabnum 0 1 13 14 

HHs need to be 
organized 7 15 63 85 

369 TDA 

Total 9 28 116 153 
Khushboo 2 4 3 9 
Shaheen 6 3 6 15 
Umeed 3 5 3 11 

HHs need to be 
organized 17 19 11 47 

370 TDA 

Total 28 31 23 82 
370A 0 12 4 16 
Gulab 0 6 5 11 
Gul-dasta 1 3 3 7 
Mehak 0 4 3 7 
Phool 0 4 3 7 
Ujala 1 4 5 10 

HHs need to be 
organized 8 15 6 29 

370A TDA 

Total 10 48 29 87 
Al Marrium  2 4 8 14 

HHs need to be 
organized 23 24 26 73 

370B TDA 

Total 25 28 34 87 

HHs need to be 
organized 19 70 174 263 STKJ 
Total 19 70 174 263 
Khushboo 0 4 1 5 
Mehak 0 2 6 8 
Roshni 0 7 8 15 

HHs need to be 
organized 38 106 140 284 

STKS 

Total 38 119 155 312 
Grand Total 915 895 1582 3392 
Total Households need to be organised (Nos) 630 589 1050 2269 
Total Households need to be organised (%) 69 66 66 67 
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Table 9: Village wise CIF Beneficiaries (Nos) in Jamal Chapri as of May 2008   
Village Name Non-poor* Poor Poorest Total Beneficiaries 
318 TDA 3 2 7 12 
319 TDA 0 0 8 8 
328 TDA 0 0 16 16 
328A TDA 0 1 11 12 
343 TDA 2 1 9 12 
344 TDA 2 4 12 18 
Grand Total 7 8 63 78 
Note: * As per policy of CIF the CIF fund should only go to the poorest (households scoring <=24 scores 
on PSC) and poor (households scoring 25-34 scores on PSC) households. In the case of CIF Layyyah 7 
non-poor households were also given CIF. According to the local CRP and RSPN staff verification these 
households were found poor even scoring more than 34 on PSC. Further investigation of data reveals that 
most of the non-poor beneficiaries are old poor couples with out children therefore score 23 on the first 
question of PSC.   
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Table 10: CO wise CIF Beneficiaries (Nos) in Jamal Chapri as of May 2008  
Village Name CO Name Non-Poor Poor Poorest Total Beneficiaries 

Al-Madina  0 1 1 2 
Al-Makka 0 0 2 2 
Al-Marwa 0 0 1 1 
Al-Minna 0 0 1 1 
Al-Nimra 1 0 1 2 
Al-Suffa  2 1 1 4 

318 TDA 

Total  3 2 7 12 
Al-Madni  0 0 2 2 
Haram Sharif 0 0 2 2 
Madina Sharif  0 0 1 1 
Roshan  0 0 2 2 
Zamzam 0 0 1 1 

319 TDA 

Total  0 0 8 8 
Bahar  0 0 2 2 
Khushhal 0 0 5 5 
Nargis 0 0 2 2 
Raunaq 0 0 2 2 
Roshan  0 0 5 5 

328 TDA 

Total  0 0 16 16 
Chandni 0 0 2 2 
Gul-dasta 0 1 2 3 
Khushboo 0 0 1 1 
Mehak 0 0 4 4 
Phool 0 0 2 2 

328A TDA 

Total  0 1 11 12 
343 0 0 1 1 
Anmol 0 0 1 1 
Kainat 2 0 1 3 
Konian 0 1 1 2 
Roshni 0 0 2 2 
Tasmia 0 0 1 1 
Urooj 0 0 2 2 

343 TDA 

Total  2 1 9 12 
344 0 0 1 1 
Allah Akbar 1 1 1 3 
Bismillah 0 0 6 6 
Muqadas 0 2 2 4 
Roshni 1 1 2 4 

344 TDA 

Total  2 4 12 18 
Grand Total 7 8 63 78 
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Table: 11: List of CIF Beneficiaries in Jamal Chapri as of May 2008    
S.N
O 

Name of 
Village  

Name of 
CO Name of HHH 

Name of 
Beneficiaries  

PSC 
score 

Poverty 
category 

1 Sakina Bibi  Skina Bibi 34 Poor 

2 
Al-Madina  

Shahfaqat Ali  Shabana Kosar 24 Poorest 

3 Habib Massi  Shagufta Massi 23 Poorest 

4 
Al-Makka 

Muhammad Hanif  Zahida Parveen 18 Poorest 

5 Al-Marwa Murad Ali  Naseem Bibi 17 Poorest 

6 Al-Minna Abdul Rasheed  Sakina 18 Poorest 

7 
Ghulam Hussain 
Jattu  Naseem Bibi 37 Non-Poor 

8 

Al-Nimra 
Muhammad 
Mittha  Sakina Bibi 11 Poorest 

9 Abdul Hameed  Hajira Bibi 32 Poor 

10 Asgher Ali  Shamim Akhtar 11 Poorest 

11 
Muhammad 
Mukhtar  Khalida Nisar 53 Non-Poor 

12 

318 TDA 

Al-Suffa  

Shamim Akhtar  Shamim Akhtar 47 Non-Poor 

13 Inayatan Bibi  Inayat Bibi 15 Poorest 

14 
Al-Madni  

Manzoran Bibi  Manzooran Bibi 11 Poorest 

15 Nusrat Bibi  Nusrat Bibi 18 Poorest 

16 

Haram 
Sharif Razia Sultana Razia Sultana 15 Poorest 

17 
Madina 
Sharif  Rukhsana Kauser Rukhsana Kauser 18 Poorest 

18 Azra Bibi Azra Bibi 18 Poorest 

19 
Roshan  

Khadim Hussain Sufia Bibi  15 Poorest 

20 

319 TDA 

Zamzam Sughra Bibi Sughra Bibi 15 Poorest 

21 Hajra Bibi Hajra Bibi 8 Poorest 

22 
Bahar  

Haq Nawaz Allah Wasayi  8 Poorest 

23 Khurshed Bibi  Khursheed Bibi 11 Poorest 

24 M Nawaz  Phanir Mai 8 Poorest 

25 Nasreen Bibi Nasreen Bibi 8 Poorest 

26 Noor Bakht Noor Bakht 11 Poorest 

27 

Khushhal 

Salah Khaton Salah Khaton 8 Poorest 

28 Musarrat Bibi Musarrat Bibi 8 Poorest 

29 
Nargis 

Zeenat Bibi Zeenat Bibi 8 Poorest 

30 Khalida Safder Khalida Safder 11 Poorest 

31 
Raunaq 

M Iqbal Suriya   8 Poorest 

32 Bhaag Bharri Bhaag Bharri 20 Poorest 

33 Naseem Mai Naseem Mai 11 Poorest 

34 Rehmat Mae Rehmat Mae 8 Poorest 

35 

328 TDA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Roshan  

Riaz Bibi Riaz Bibi 8 Poorest 
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S.N
O 

Name of 
Village  

Name of 
CO Name of HHH 

Name of 
Beneficiaries  

PSC 
score 

Poverty 
category 

36 Shahadat Ali Dolat Bibi 11 Poorest 

37 M Abbas  Sardaran 8 Poorest 

38 
Chandni 

Safdar Ali  Shahnaz  Bibi 8 Poorest 

39 Arif  Irshad Bibi 11 Poorest 

40 Bashir Ahmed  Haleema Bibi 31 Poor 

41 

Gul-dasta 

M Abbas  Nasira Batul 11 Poorest 

42 Khushboo M Riaz   Kousar Bibi 0 Poorest 

43 Jameel Ahmed  Suriya Bibi 18 Poorest 

44 Liaqat   Rubina Bibi 8 Poorest 

45 M Shareef  Jamila Bibi 18 Poorest 

46 

Mehak 

M Younas  Khursheed Bibi 8 Poorest 

47 Allah Wasaya  Hayat Bibi 11 Poorest 

48 

328A TDA 

Phool 
Imam Bux  Azra Bibi 19 Poorest 

49 343 Niamat Ali  Suriya Bibi 23 Poorest 

50 Anmol Ghulam Abbas  Sakina Bibi 8 Poorest 

51 Akram Hussain  Khursheed Bibi 11 Poorest 

52 Ghulam Abbas  Mumtaz Bibi 43 Non-Poor 

53 

Kainat 
Muhammad 
Anwer  Nargis 53 Non-Poor 

54 M Iqbal   27 Poor 

55 
Konian 

Rub Nawaz   0 Poorest 

56 Khuda Bux  Sufia Bibi 24 Poorest 

57 
Roshni 

M Ramzan  Hameeda 11 Poorest 

58 Tasmia Mazhar Iqbal  Naseem 8 Poorest 

59 Allah Ditta  Amina 17 Poorest 

60 

343 TDA 

Urooj 
Noor Khan Maqsood Bibi 21 Poorest 

61 344 Kamla Bibi Kamla Bibi 20 Poorest 

62 Farzana Bibi Farzana Bibi 15 Poorest 

63 Irshad Bibi Irshad Bibi 58 Non-Poor 

64 

Allah 
Akbar 

Manzooran Bibi Manzooran Bibi 33 Poor 

65 Ahmad Nawaz Munawar Bibi  17 Poorest 

66 Allah Dad  Momina Bibi 11 Poorest 

67 Elahi Bux  Sahib Bibi 10 Poorest 

68 
Muhammad 
Nawaz  Rehmat Bibi 8 Poorest 

69 Muhammad Riaz  Shabana 0 Poorest 

70 

Bismillah 

Wahid Bux  Kousar Bibi 14 Poorest 

71 Bushra Bibi Bushra Bibi 11 Poorest 

72 

344 TDA 

Muqadas 

Farz-u-Nisa Farz-u-Nisa 29 Poor 



xiv 

S.N
O 

Name of 
Village  

Name of 
CO Name of HHH 

Name of 
Beneficiaries  

PSC 
score 

Poverty 
category 

73 Irshad Bibi Irshad Bibi 33 Poor 

74 Kalsoom Bibi Kalsoom Bibi 18 Poorest 

75 Farzana Bibi Farzana Bibi 56 Non-Poor 

76 Ghulam Abbas Bashiran Bibi  8 Poorest 

77 M.Serwer Shahid  Salma Bibi 29 Poor 

78 

Roshni 

Rukhsana Rani  Rukhsana Bibi 0 Poorest 
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Table 12A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 1( Do all children ages 6 to 17 attend school?) 
 Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  
No Children  27 27 2 15 
No, or 5 or more Children  16 16 77 44 
Yes, 3 or 4 Children 12 11 13 12 
Yes, 2 children 19 26 7 15 
Yes, 1 Child 26 20 2 13 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
     
Table 13A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 2: (What is the household's main source of drinking 
water?) 
Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  

Hand pump, open well, closed well, 
pond, canal, river, stream, spring, 
other, or no data  81 97 99 94 

Piped, motorized pump, or tube well 19 3 1 6 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
     
Table 14A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 3 (Does the household own a refrigerator or freezer?  
Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  
No 69 98 100 91 
Yes 31 2 0 9 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
     
Table 15 A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 4 (What type of toilet is used by the household?) 
Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  
All other 39 85 90 75 
Flush Connect to pit 54 14 10 23 
Flush-Public Sewerage 7 1 0 2 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
 
Table 16A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 5 (Does the household have purchased a cooking 
stove?  
Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  
No 81 99 100 94 
Yes 19 1 0 6 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
 
Table 17A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 6 (How many household members have salaried 
members?) 
Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  
None 67 90  92 85 
One 26 8 7 13 
Two or More 7 2 1 3 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
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Table 18A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 7 (Does the households holds any type of land?)  
Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  
No 2 3 16 9 
Yes 98 97 84 91 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
     
Table 19A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 8 (Does the household own any buff lows?)    
Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  
Rural, no buff lows 20 38  52 39 
Urban, with or with out buff lows 2 1 1 1 
Rural, buff lows 78 62 47 59 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
     
Table 20A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 9 (Does the household owns any Scoter or Motor 
cycle?  

Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  
No 62 91 98 87 
Yes 38 9 2 13 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
     
Table 21A: Responses of respondent HHs to Question 10 (Does the household own any Radio or Tape 
recorder? 
Responses  Non-poor Poor Poorest Total  
No 23 68 76 59 
Yes 77 32 24 41 
Grand Total 100 100 100 100 
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Figure 1: Poverty Status at UC Jamal Chapri by Cate gories as of May 2008  
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Figure 2: Proportion of Poor in UC and CO as of May  2008 
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Figure 3: Village wise Poverty Incidence (%) 
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Table 22: Total and Average Member and HHs Per CO by Villages in UC Jamal Chapri as of May 2008  
S. No Village  Total Members Av members/Co Total HHs Av HH/CO 
1 318 TDA Total 114 16 101 14 
2 319 TDA Total 100 14 71 10 
3 323 TDA  Total 69 14 49 10 
4 324 TDA Total 70 14 58 12 
5 325 TDA  Total 82 12 62 9 
6 326 TDA Total 61 12 45 9 
7 328 TDA Total 70 14 57 11 
8 328A TDA Total 63 13 40 8 
9 329 TDA Total 85 14 73 12 
10 330 TDA Total 69 17 64 16 
11 331 TDA Total 45 15 31 10 
12 342 TDA Total 29 15 13 7 
13 343 TDA Total 140 12 80 7 
14 344 TDA Total 78 16 68 14 
15 345 TDA Total 59 12 40 8 
16 346 TDA Total 18 9 18 9 
17 347 TDA Total 11 11 10 10 
18 369 TDA Total 90 15 68 11 
19 370 TDA Total 36 12 35 12 
20 370A TDA Total 78 13 58 10 
21 370B TDA Total 17 17 14 14 

22 STKS Total  38 13 28 9 
Grand Total  1422 14 1083 10 
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Table 23: Total and average members and HHs per Co by Villages and CO in UC Jamal Chapri as of May 
2008       
S. No of villages Village  S.No of CO Co Name  Total Members Total HHs 

1 Al-Madina 18 15 
2 Al-Makka 17 13 
3 Al-Marwa 15 14 
4 Al-Minna 18 16 
5 Al-Nimra 16 16 
6 Al-Quba 15 13 

1 

 
 
318 TDA 
 
 

7 Al-Suffa 15 14 
1 Al-Badar 17 10 
2 Al-Damam 9 8 
3 Al-Madni 16 12 
4 Haram Sharif 11 9 
5 Madina Sharif 13 11 
6 Roshan 17 7 

2 
 
319 TDA 
 

7 Zamzam 17 14 
1 Aftab Wali 13 10 
2 Barkat Wali 16 10 
3 Chandni 10 7 
4 Roshni 15 11 

3 
 
323 TDA 
 

5 Shahid Wali 15 11 
1 324 9 9 
2 Allah Wali 17 13 
3 Chapri Wali 15 11 
4 Madiny Wali 15 11 

4 

324 TDA 
 
 
 
 5 Noor Wali 14 14 

1 325 16 11 
2 325 B 15 11 
3 Al Menhaj 8 5 
4 Amina 9 8 
5 Chaman 10 8 
6 Gulshan 12 11 

5 

325 TDA  
  
  
  
  
  
  7 Waseeb 12 8 

1 Al Badar 14 11 
2 Al Khair 15 10 
3 Al Makka 10 5 
4 Shadab 9 7 

6 

326 TDA 
  
  
  
  5 Tasmia 13 12 

1 Bahar  14 9 
2 Khushhal 14 12 
3 Nargis 13 13 
4 Raunaq 13 11 

7 

328 TDA 
  
  
  
  5 Roshan 16 12 

1 Chandni 11 7 
2 Gul-dasta 11 8 
3 Khushboo 14 7 
4 Mehak 12 7 

8 

328A TDA 
  
  
  
  5 Phool 15 11 
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S. No of villages Village  S.No of CO Co Name  Total Members Total HHs 
1 329 20 20 
2 Chishtee 13 9 
3 Gul Bahar 17 13 
4 Gulab 6 5 
5 Iqra 11 10 

9 

329 TDA 
  
  
  
  
  6 Roshni 18 16 

1 330 19 19 
2 Arooj 14 13 
3 Ikhlaaq 21 17 

10 
330 TDA 
  
  
  4 Muslim Sheikh 15 15 

1 Bismillah 16 12 
2 La Jawab 14 11 11 

331 TDA 
  
  3 Ujala 15 8 

1 342-Mix 15 5 12 342 TDA 
  2 Alim  14 8 

1 343 34 15 
2 Anmol 9 5 
3 Chistee 2 2 
4 Gulab 5 5 
5 Kainat 14 7 
6 Kiran 8 5 
7 Konian 14 12 
8 Mushkil Kusha 14 5 
9 Roshni 7 4 
10 Tasmia 12 7 
11 Umeed 10 7 

13 

343 TDA 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  12 Urooj 11 6 

1 344 18 17 
2 Allah Akbar 12 11 
3 Bismillah 19 13 
4 Muqadas 17 16 

14 

344 TDA 
  
  
  
  5 Roshni 12 11 

1 Allah ho Akbar 10 7 
2 Bait Ullah 12 9 
3 Gul-dasta 13 8 
4 Takbeer 12 9 

15 

345 TDA 
  
  
  
  5 Ya Muhammad 12 7 

1 346 Mix 3 3 16 346 TDA 
  2 Al Fatima 15 15 

17 347 TDA 1 347-F 11 10 
1 369-F 15 13 
2 Al Fatima 12 12 
3 Bhati 14 10 
4 Ferdos 17 10 
5 Sahara  14 9 

18 

369 TDA 
  
  
  
  
  6 Shabnum 18 14 

19 370 TDA 1 Khushboo 9 9 
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S. No of villages Village  S.No of CO Co Name  Total Members Total HHs 
2 Shaheen 15 15   

  3 Umeed 12 11 
1 370A 18 16 
2 Gulab 14 11 
3 Gul-dasta 10 7 
4 Mehak 11 7 
5 Phool 13 7 

20 

370A TDA 
  
  
  
  
  6 Ujala 12 10 

21 370B TDA 1 Al Marrium 17 14 
1 Khushboo 8 5 
2 Mehak 12 8 22 

STKS 
  
  3 Roshni 18 15 

Grand Total 105   1422 1083 
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Table 24: Village wise distribution of households (numbers) in 6poverty bands in Jamal Chapri as of May 
2008 

Extremely 
Poor 

Chronically 
Poor 

Transitory 
Poor 

Transitory 
Vulnerable 

Transitory 
Non-poor 

Non-
poor Name of 

Villages 
(0 – 9) (10 – 24) (25 – 34) (35 – 54) (55 – 69) 

(70 – 
100) 

Total 

318 TDA 14 64 40 32 8 14 172 

319 TDA 0 61 33 27 6 3 130 

323 TDA  30 55 34 19 5 2 145 

324 TDA 1 10 39 53 5 1 109 

325 TDA  6 50 44 61 14 15 190 

326 TDA 4 34 25 79 13 2 157 

327 TDA 18 47 26 10 1 0 102 

328 TDA 19 68 30 16 2 0 135 

328A TDA 10 61 30 2 0 0 103 

329 TDA 7 25 52 38 4 3 129 

330 TDA 11 31 28 30 8 4 112 

331 TDA 16 44 25 38 20 7 150 

342 TDA 21 17 8 3 1 0 50 

343 TDA 25 47 19 21 4 1 117 

344 TDA 16 55 22 30 17 2 142 

345 TDA 16 21 21 53 15 12 138 

346 TDA 5 16 19 11 6 1 58 

347 TDA 4 47 42 38 1 0 132 

350 TDA  19 56 34 20 7 1 137 

369 TDA 31 85 28 9 0 0 153 

370 TDA 2 21 31 27 1 0 82 

370A TDA 9 20 48 10 0 0 87 

370B TDA 4 30 28 24 1 0 87 

STKJ 91 83 70 19 0 0 263 

STKS 53 102 119 38 0 0 312 

Grand Total 432 1150 895 708 139 68 3392 
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Table 25: Village-wise distribution of households (percent) in 6poverty bands in Jamal Chapri as of May 
2008 

Extremely 
Poor 

Chronically 
Poor 

Transitory 
Poor 

Transitory 
Vulnerable 

Transitory 
Non-poor 

Non-
poor Name of 

Villages 
(0 – 9) (10 – 24) (25 – 34) (35 – 54) (55 – 69) 

(70 – 
100) 

Over 
all 
poverty 
rate* 

318 TDA 8 37 23 19 5 8 40 
319 TDA 0 47 25 21 5 2 39 
323 TDA  21 38 23 13 3 1 50 
324 TDA 1 9 36 49 5 1 26 
325 TDA  3 26 23 32 7 8 33 
326 TDA 3 22 16 50 8 1 28 
327 TDA 18 46 25 10 1 0 52 
328 TDA 14 50 22 12 1 0 52 
328A TDA 10 59 29 2 0 0 54 
329 TDA 5 19 40 29 3 2 33 
330 TDA 10 28 25 27 7 4 38 
331 TDA 11 29 17 25 13 5 36 
342 TDA 42 34 16 6 2 0 61 
343 TDA 21 40 16 18 3 1 51 
344 TDA 11 39 15 21 12 1 41 
345 TDA 12 15 15 38 11 9 31 
346 TDA 9 28 33 19 10 2 38 
347 TDA 3 36 32 29 1 0 40 
350 TDA  14 41 25 15 5 1 46 
369 TDA 20 56 18 6 0 0 56 
370 TDA 2 26 38 33 1 0 35 
370A TDA 10 23 55 11 0 0 40 
370B TDA 5 34 32 28 1 0 40 
STKJ 35 32 27 7 0 0 56 
STKS 17 33 38 12 0 0 46 
Grand Total 13 34 26 21 4 2 43 
* The overall poverty rate is calculated through average of likelihoods    
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Annex-II: The Poverty Scorecard – (questionnaire) 

 
Note: This is the revised version of poverty scorecard, revised by Mark Schreiner after implementation of 
the poverty scorecards in the field by NRSP (see The Pakistan Poverty Scorecard: Implementation and 
Analysis Experience of the National Rural Support Programme written by Muhammad Thair Waqar), we 
did not administered the last portion of the questionnaire “information from micro investment plan” rather 
introduced one additional questions weather the household is member of the CO or Not.  
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Annex-III: The Poverty Likelihood (Revised*) 

Scores Poverty likelihood 

0-4 85.4 

5-9 74.9 

10-14 68.2 

15-19 60.2 

20-24 53.5 

25-29 35.5 

30-34 29.6 

35-39 23.2 

40-44 18.3 

45-49 11.7 

50-54 5.7 

55-59 3.2 

60-64 1.3 

65-69 4.2 

70-74 0 

75-79 9.2 

80-84 0 

85-89 0 

90-94 0 

95-100 0 
*Note: This is revised version of poverty likelihoods, revised by Mark Schreiner after implementation of 
the poverty scorecards in the field by NRSP (see The Pakistan Poverty Scorecard: Implementation and 
Analysis Experience of the National Rural Support Programme written by Muhammad Thair Waqar) 
Source: The poverty scores and likelihoods based on PHIS 2001 data� 
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Annex IV: Setting the Cut-off for poverty ranking   
A score is not a poverty likelihood (that is, the probability of being poor), but each score 
is associated with an estimated poverty likelihood Potential participants with scores at or 
below a targeting cut-off are labeled targeted and treated—for program purposes—as if 
they were poor. Those with higher scores are non-targeted and treated—again, for 
program purposes—as if they were non-poor. Having said that no scorecard is perfect, so 
some of the truly poor will not be targeted, and some of the truly non-poor will be 
targeted. Targeting is accurate to the extent that poverty status matches targeting status. 
In turn, this depends on the selection of a targeting cut-offs and how it balances accuracy 
for the poor versus non-poor. (Mark Schreiner, 2006). The standard approach uses a 
classification matrix and a net-benefit matrix (Adams and Hand, 2000; Hoadley and 
Oliver, 1998; Greene, 1993). The net-benefit matrix further applies 4 different 
approaches including: total accuracy, poverty accuracy, non-poverty accuracy. Given the 
objective of RSPs programmes -development programs, however, probably value correct 
targeting more for the poor than for the non-poor. (Mark Schreiner, 2006) in this study we 
applied the total accuracy techniques to determine the cut-offs for different poverty 
ranking. 
 
Poorest : Total Net benefit is the number of people correctly classified: A + D. Using this formula 
the total net benefit is greatest (75.9) for a cut off of 20-24. At that point the poverty segment 
matches poverty status for three out of four people. We used this cut-off to determine poorest. 
 
Poor: Valuing correct targeting more for the poor than for the non-poor. A simple, transparent 
way to reflect this valuation is to increase the relative net benefit. If relative net benefit �  of 
correctly classifying the poor. For example, if a program values correctly targeting the poor twice 
as much correctly not targeting the non-poor, then �  should be set twice as high as �  in the net 
benefit matrix. Then the new optimal cut-off is 30-34, the point where � .A + � .D = 2.A + D is 
highest (109.9).  
 
Setting the Cut-off for poverty targeting  

Truly poor 
correctly 
targeted 

Truly poor 
mistakenly non-

targeted  

Truly non-poor 
mistakenly 
targeted 

Truly non-poor 
correctly non-

targeted 
Score 

A B C D 

2xA + 
D 

A + 
D 

0 – 4 6.7 37.0 1.0 55.3 68.7 62 
5 – 9 14.1 29.6 3.2 53.1 81.3 67.2 
10 – 14 22.6 21.1 7.0 49.3 94.5 71.9 
15 – 19 27.6 16.1 9.4 46.9 102.1 74.5 
20 – 24 32.8 10.9 13.2 43.1 108.7 75.9 
25 – 29 35.9 7.8 19.0 37.3 109.1 73.2 
30 – 34 39.2 4.5 24.9 31.5 109.9 70.7 
35 – 39 41.1 2.6 30.7 25.6 107.8 66.7 
40 – 44 42.2 1.5 35.9 20.4 104.8 62.6 
45 – 49 42.9 0.8 40.2 16.1 101.9 59 
50 – 54 43.3 0.4 44.4 11.9 98.5 55.2 
55 – 59 43.5 0.2 47.0 9.3 96.3 52.8 
60 – 64 43.5 0.2 50.6 5.7 92.7 49.2 
65 – 69 43.6 0.1 52.4 3.9 91.1 47.5 
70 – 74 43.6 0.1 54.4 1.9 89.1 45.5 
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75 – 79 43.7 0.0 55.4 0.9 88.3 44.6 
80 – 84 43.7 0.0 56.1 0.2 87.6 43.9 
85 – 89 43.7 0.0 56.1 0.2 87.6 43.9 
90 – 94 43.7 0.0 56.3 0.0 87.4 43.7 
95 – 100 43.7 0.0 56.3 0.0 87.4 43.7 
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