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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. Purpose. The present report presents the findings of the final impact survey for the IFAD-financed Southern 
Punjab Poverty Alleviation Programme 2 (SPPAP2), a USD 52.5 million project that became effective in 
September 2011 and whose overall goal was “to reduce of poverty in selected Union Councils of the Southern 
Punjab districts of Bahawalpur, Bahawalnagar, Muzaffargarh and Rajanpur by increasing the incomes of 80,000 
poor households through enhancing employment potential and increasing agriculture productivity and 
production”. The main purpose of this impact survey, which is not a mandatory IFAD requirement, was to collect 
quantitative information on the socio-economic conditions of a sample of project beneficiaries after they have 
received project support and attempt to measure SPPAP2 impact. 

2. Methodology. This impact survey was supervised by SPPAP2 M&E staff, who organized data collection, with 
long distance support and guidance from an international consultant1 who helped design the questionnaire, 
tabulated and analyzed the data and prepared the survey report. Data was collected from a sample of 705 
households randomly selected following a two-stage, cluster random sampling method. 

3. Sample characteristics. The sample consisted of 705 households, representing a total of 5,196 persons. 
The average household’s size in the sample is 7.3 persons, a figure which is broadly in line with the national 
average of 6.45 persons. Of these households, 137 (or 19%) were headed by a woman and 568 (or 80%) were 
headed by a man. The large majority of the heads of households in the sample have never attended school 
(67%), while only 2% have reached Class 11, college or beyond. The proportion of household’s heads who have 
never attended school is larger among female-headed households (79%), compared with male-headed 
households (64%). Around 94% of interviewed households had some school-aged children at home, but only 
27% were able to send all of their children to school, while 13% of households could not afford to school any of 
their children.  

4. Overall, some 44% of households’ heads are deriving their primary income source from the agricultural sector, 
either as agricultural workers (26%), farmers (12.8%) or livestock breeders (6%). Some 10% of households’ 
heads are further engaged in petty trade, followed by 7% of civil servants and 6% of private sector employees. 
Only 3% of sample heads of households derive their key source of livelihoods from aid or assistance and less 
than 1% receive a pension or other benefits. Additional data show that, for some 91% of survey households, at 
least one adult was contributing to the family’s income in addition to the main income earner, and only 1% of the 
respondents mentioned that there was only one income winner in the household. For 10% of respondents, a child 
is also contributing to the family’s income, including a child below the age of 16 in 4% of the cases. An important, 
final characteristic of the sample is that, for 61% of respondents, SPPAP2 has been the only source of external 
support. This means that it may be reasonably possible, to attribute some of the measured changes in 
respondents’ socio-economic status to SPPAP2 interventions. 

5. Changes in incomes.  The average monthly income of respondents is estimated at PKR 10,797 (or USD 
97), with a median income at PKR 10,000. There is a difference between the average monthly incomes of female 
and male-headed households (PKR 9,523 against PKR 11,106, or 17% difference) and a marked difference in 
the median monthly income of female-headed households (PKR 8,000 against PKR 13,000, or 63% difference). 
Highest income levels were reported by the 160 beneficiaries of community infrastructure (PKR11,666), followed 
by vocational trainees (PKR 11,575) and the beneficiaries of small ruminants (PKR 10,532). The lowest average 
monthly income (PKR 9,444) is reported for beneficiaries of the small housing units, which seems to confirm that 
the project has managed to reach out to extremely poor households for this specific set of activities, as intended, 
but also that these households are still comparatively worse-off compared with other categories of beneficiaries.  

6. Collected data on income was cross-checked with data on monthly food expenditures and findings were found 
consistent. Thus, survey households responded that they spend PKR 10,394 (or USD 94) to pay for their monthly 
expenditures (which is consistent with the reported monthly income of PKR 10,797), with again a difference 
between female-headed households (PKR 9,310), compared with male-headed households (PKR 10,602). 

                                                      
1 Maria Donnat, M&E Expert 
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7. Due to the lack of baseline data, it is not possible to compare current reported incomes with incomes earned 
before SPPAP2 support. However, asked whether their participation in SPPAP2 activities helped them improve 
their income, 17% reported a significant increase and 62% a moderate increase in income. Considering that only 
21% did not report any increase in income thanks to project support, this is a considerable achievement. The 
analysis by categories of beneficiaries did not yield any conclusive results as per the type of activity that was the 
more likely to help increase income, except that the proportion of households not claiming any increase in income 
was lowest among ex-vocational trainees (17%) and community infrastructure beneficiaries (15%), against, 
respectively, 26% and 23% for small ruminants’ package and housing units beneficiaries. 

8. Changes in savings. Overall, 45% of survey households reported that they have been able to accumulate 
some savings over the past two years, with the majority (95%) further claiming that this was due to their 
participation in SPPAP2 activities. For 43% of respondents, SPPAP2 was reported as having had a considerable 
contributor to their ability to accumulate savings. Again, this is a considerable achievement, even though the 
average amount of savings accumulated remained limited (PKR 17,364, or USD 156, equivalent of one month 
of income). The proportion of female-headed households among the families able to accumulate some savings 
was significantly lower than for male-headed households (14% against 86%), suggesting once again the greater 
financial vulnerability of these families. The proportion of respondents able to save money was highest among 
the beneficiaries of the small ruminant packages (32%), followed by the beneficiaries of community infrastructure 
(28%), and it was lowest for ex-vocational trainees (18%), and small housing units’ beneficiaries (22%). 

9. Data on the intended use of accrued savings reveal that the majority would use them in case of emergencies 
(29%), followed by investments in an income-generating activity or in tools, raw material or agricultural inputs 
(27%), in home improvement (15%), in children education (15%) and for social occasions (12%). 

10. Changes in food security. Overall, only 13% of survey households have reported that they have faced at 
least one period of food insecurity in the past 2 years, which is much below the provincial average2. Those 
households were further asked if their food security situation had improved thanks to their participation in 
SPPAP2 activities, and 22% reported no change, 19% a reduced food insecurity period and 2% that they were 
no longer food insecure. These findings may point to a positive, albeit perhaps moderate, project impact on the 
food security situation of supported households, but there are no baseline or control data to ascertain this. There 
is a slight difference between the ex-vocational trainees (8% facing food insecurity) and the other three categories 
of beneficiaries, (between 14% and 18%), probably reflecting a different economic status; and between female 
and male-headed households (18% against 12% for male-headed households), highlighting again a gender gap.  

11. The food insecurity period faced by certain households had an average duration of 13 weeks. Although 
female-headed households tended to be slightly more likely to have faced at least one period of food insecurity, 
the duration of these periods tended to be slightly shorter than in the case of male-headed households (10 
weeks/year against 12 weeks/year). Among the households who claimed that they have faced a period of food 
insecurity, the shortest period of food insecurity is recorded among the ex-vocational trainers (4 weeks/year), 
which is also consistent with previous findings, while the longest average duration was reported among 
community infrastructure beneficiaries (21 weeks/year). 

12. Impact of “Small ruminants” activities. Of the 200 sample households who were provided with small 
ruminants’ packages, 100% had a poverty scorecard below 18, which means that the project was successfully in 
reaching out to the intended poverty group, and 20% were female-headed households. Overall, 93% of 
respondent households still own some livestock, 71% of which own goats. Only 2% of SPPAP2 small ruminants’ 
package beneficiaries could not afford to keep the animals due to the high cost of fodder and only 7% could not 
keep them alive, which is, overall, a very encouraging finding possibly highlighting the success and sustainability 
of this specific project component. Of the households who no longer own livestock, 58% mentioned that the goats 
provided by SPPAP2 died, 23% that they had to sell the animals provided by the project to cover unexpected 
expenses, 15% because they could no longer pay for fodder or animal medicine/vaccination and 4% that the 
animals were stolen or lost.  

                                                      
2 2009 estimates from WFP show that 38.5% of the population in Punjab was food insecure (with 48.6% of the population being food insecure 

nationwide). 
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13. Data further reveal that goats are the types of livestock the most frequently owned by survey households 
(79%), followed by cows (37%), buffalos (15%) and chicken (9%). 34% of respondents reported selling at least 
one animal in the past 12 months, most frequently goats (81% of respondents), for an average value of PKR 
16,968 (or USD 153, which is equivalent to one-month of income). A marked difference is noted between the 
amount collected by female-headed households (PKR 13,821) and by male-headed households (PKR 17,867).  

14. Overall, 70% of all respondents have reported that their income from livestock activities has increased in the 
past year, while only 26% responded that there was no change and 4% reported a decreased income. Among 
the key factors which have contributed to an increase in their income from livestock, 46% of concerned survey 
households reported that they were able to sell more animals because more were born and survived, 36% that 
this was due to an improvement in animal productivity or health and 13% this was due to better prices or because 
they were able to sell their animals when prices were highest. Overall, 50% of respondents further reported that 
SPPAP2 has been a major contributor to the increase in their livestock income, 47% that the project had some 
contribution and only 3% that the project had no contribution. Finally, the large majority of respondents (93%) 
reported that they have received vaccination or animal-health services, highlighting once again the post-project 
sustainability of this specific activity.  

15. Impact of vocational training activities. Of the 15,998 persons who participated in the vocational and 
entrepreneurial training activities (among whom 50% were women), 178 were randomly selected for the survey 
(including 13% of women). Before joining SPPAP2 activities, some 63% of respondents used to be jobless and 
32% were employed as casual or daily labourers. After the training, there has been a significant reduction in the 
unemployment rate (only 21% or ex-vocational trainees are still unemployed, or a 41% reduction) and 10% 
reduction in the percentage of persons working as casual/daily labourers, while 49% became self-employed 
(against only 4% before the training).  

16. The survey further reveals that, before the training, 55% trainees did not have any income, while those with 
an income were gaining between PKR100 and 300 per day, or the lowest income range. Since the training, 
survey findings point to a significant decrease in the percentage of trainees with no income (from 55% to 17%). 
The majority of those with an income are still in the lowest income range of PKY 100-300 (45% post training), but 
33% of the trainees are now gaining between PKR 301-500 (from only 2% before the training in this income 
range). 

17. These results are overwhelming very positive, showing that SPPAP2 was successful in imparting sufficient 
levels of skills to allow trainees to start their own business or income-generating activity. However, there are 
marked variations between male and female-headed households, both regarding their pre- and post-project 
situation. Thus, the reduction in unemployment rate was much more modest for female trainees (from 56% to 
40%, or a 16% reduction), and a lesser percentage was able to become self-employed after the training (40%, 
against 51% of men). Further, 32% of female trainees remained without an income after the training against only 
15% of men. This may highlight the need, for future similar activities to ensure a more targeted support to girls 
and women, and perhaps some post-training support and coaching, so that they may find income generating 
opportunities.  

18. Of the 178 ex-trainees interviewed who have started their own business or income-generating activities, 23% 
have reported that they have recruited (formally or not), at least one full-time employee. The majority of 
respondents has recruited, or is being helped by, one fulltime person, 11% have reported recruiting 3 employees, 
and 15% have recruited up to four employees. This is another important achievement of the project. Out of these 
41 respondents, however, only one was a woman, showing once again the greater difficulties faced by female 
ex-trainees. 

19. Impact of the small housing units’ sub-component. Specifically designed to benefit landless women in the 
poverty score card band 0-11, the Small Housing activities have benefited in total some 1,089 beneficiaries who 
were provided with a small land plot and a small housing unit. The sample included 167 small housing beneficiary 
households, of which 39 (or 23%) were headed by a woman. The majority (63%) of surveyed households have 
been living in the SPPAP2-provided housing unit since 2016, while respectively 25% and 12% of sample 
households received the house in 2015 and 2017. Only 3 respondents (or 2%) had a poverty scorecard above 
11 at the time of their selection which confirms, by and large, the efficiency of SPPAP2 targeting strategy and 
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mechanisms and that the project managed to reach out to poorest households as expected. Further, collected 
data show that only respectively 5% and 6% of beneficiaries used to own or rent their previous home, while the 
majority was either living with family members (35%), had other types of informal, precarious arrangements with 
landlords (41%), or were living in huts or illegal squats (6%). 

20. The survey searched to reconstruct the pre-project situation and included several questions on the living 
conditions of the small housing units’ beneficiaries before their participation in project activities. By and large, 
collected data demonstrates the precarious and poor living conditions of these households prior to SPPAP2 
support:  the majority of respondents lived in simple mud houses (54%) or brick houses (30%), used to live in a 
one-room accommodation (83%), with no access to safe sanitation (71%), while only 58% had access to 
electricity. Because of these precarious living conditions, 78% of respondents further reported the frequent 
occurrence of diarrhea and other water-induced diseases in their previous accommodation. The only fact that the 
project provided them with a small, but safe home with access to water, sanitation and electricity represents, in 
itself, a major improvement in the daily life of concerned households. For the small percentage of beneficiaries 
who used to live with landlords in exchange of free labor, the impact is even far greater, as these are now able 
to seek paid employment and were driven out a quasi-slavery condition thanks to SPPAP2 interventions. 

21. Because this Sub-Component did not aim at improving beneficiaries’ income, the survey searched to inquire 
about the current well-being of SPPAP2 beneficiaries more than changes in their economic status. The 
overwhelming majority of respondents (98%) felt strongly that their new house was fulfilling their need for a 
permanent shelter, that it made them understand for the first time what it means to own something (91%) and 
that they were feeling a strong sense of security (90%). Overall, 89% also responded that it gave them a strong 
sense of freedom, while they felt strongly that their family’s social status had improved (87%). A relatively smaller 
percentage of respondents felt strongly that the project had a positive impact on their ability to live a comfortable 
life (70%) or had empowered the family’s head (76%). Lastly, only 62% of respondents felt strongly that their 
participation in SPPAP2 activities had expanded their income-generating opportunities, highlighting indeed that 
this particular aspect has not been dealt with in SPPAP2 design under this sub-component. 

22. Another project achievement is yet the fact that the majority of respondents reported that there are rare 
problems in their community (38%) or only problems that may occur sometimes but are easily resolved (46%). 
This highlights that the resettling of SPPAP2 beneficiaries in new communities was socially well accepted. Only 
9% of survey households have reported the frequent occurrence of problems involving many families, while the 
remaining 7% reported that there are frequent problems but involving few families. When conflicts occur, 70% of 
respondents reported that the main source of conflicts was related to private or interpersonal matters.  

23. Impact of community infrastructure. SPPAP2 included activities aiming at providing households below the 
poverty band 0-23 with access to community infrastructure, such as sanitation, drinking water, irrigation feeder 
roads and culverts or solar energy. In total some 902 schemes had been completed by January 2017. This 
infrastructure may have been constructed in places where some households also received other benefits from 
other project components, or in places where no other type of support was provided by the project. Also, 
constructed schemes may have benefited only some households in the selected villages, or the entire community. 

24. The sample included 160 direct beneficiaries of community infrastructure schemes, but questions related to 
this specific topic or project activity were also asked to all survey households. Overall, 23% of the entire sample 
households reported that they were not living in a community which benefited from an SPPAP2 infrastructure. In 
the communities which benefited from an SPPAP2 infrastructure, the type of infrastructure the most frequently 
encountered was private latrines (45%), followed by link roads (17%), irrigation schemes (5%), food banks (3%), 
solar energy systems (2%) and domestic water supply (2%). For the sub-sample of 160 beneficiaries who only 
benefited from a community infrastructure schemes, this distribution does not diverge much, with the majority 
reporting that they have benefited from private latrines (54%), followed by link roads (31%), irrigation schemes 
(6%), domestic water supply (3%) and from solar energy systems (3%). 

25. The large majority (71% to 76%) of those households who reported that their community had received some 
infrastructure support from SPPAP2 mentioned a significant improvement in their living conditions and the health 
conditions of community members, while between 21% and 27% of respondents reported only a modest 
improvement in these areas. Only less than 2% of respondents, overall, did not report any improvement. These 
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are significant achievements in terms of improving the well-being of targeted community members, although 
these benefits are more intangible than economic ones. 

26. Irrigation schemes were the only types of infrastructure with the potential to raise incomes. Of the smaller 
sample of households who benefited directly from an irrigation schemes, respectively 72% reported a significant 
improvement and 28% a modest improvement in the area under irrigation, which is a positive finding showing 
that newly constructed or renovated irrigation schemes are functional and were used for the intended purposes. 
Further, respectively 67% of irrigation schemes beneficiaries reported a significant improvement in agricultural 
production and 33% a modest improvement, which is again a significant project achievement.   

27. Overall, however, only 16% of sample households have reported an increase in the area of agricultural land 
under irrigation in their community, 26% of respondents claimed a modest improvement, while the majority (58%) 
claimed there was no improvement. This highlights the fact that irrigation schemes were not the most frequent 
type of community infrastructure constructed by SPPAP2, with the implication that project impact on expanding 
the area under irrigation and agricultural productivity in the project target area was overall limited. 

28. Similarly, data show that provided infrastructure had little measurable impact, overall, in improving or 
expanding income-generating opportunities, as only 13% of respondents reporting a significant improvement, 
26% a modest improvement and 61% no improvement at all. The largest proportion of respondents claiming a 
significant enhancement in income-generating opportunities is in fact found among the beneficiaries of irrigation 
schemes (61%), followed by the beneficiaries of domestic water supply (33%) and solar energy systems (25%) 
although, for the last two categories of beneficiaries, findings may not be statistically significant given the small 
number of respondents (respectively 6 and 4 respondents). Similarly, only 18% of respondents claimed a 
significant improvement in community members’ income, 45% a moderate improvement and 37% no 
improvement. Under the community infrastructure sub-component, SPPAP2 was more successful in reducing 
community conflicts, with 18% of respondents reporting a significant improvement, 51% a modest improvement 
and only 31% no improvement at all. 

29. Beneficiaries’ satisfaction. The last question of the survey was related to beneficiaries’ satisfaction with 
regard to project services and activities. It is reassuring to note that the large majority of respondents (65%) 
reported that they were highly satisfied with project services and 34% that they were satisfied, while only 1% of 
respondents mentioned that they were not satisfied. The proportion of highly satisfied beneficiaries was highest 
among the small housing units’ beneficiaries (80%), followed by community infrastructure beneficiaries (79%), 
and small ruminants and vocational training beneficiaries (63% for each category). 

30. Change in poverty status. In order to identify beneficiaries of monthly cash grants, with a target of reaching 
out to 6 million families, the BISP conducted in 2010 a country-wide poverty census using Poverty Score Card 
(PSC). As these PSC were also used by SPPAP2 for the initial selection of its beneficiaries, the completion 
survey soughed to collect the exact same data, which were then used to calculate the new PSC of all 
respondents. The comparison between the PSC score before and after project participation shows a remarkable 
reduction in the percentage of households in the category “extremely poor” (from 58% to only 4%), and an 
important reduction in the percentage for “chronically poor” (from 36% to 21%). For the category “transitory poor”, 
a reverse trend in noted, with an increase in the proportion of SPPAP2 beneficiaries (from 7% to 24%). Moreover, 
if none of the survey households had a poverty score of 24 or above, some 51% of SPPAP2 beneficiaries are 
now in the categories “transitory vulnerable” (35%), “transitory non-poor” (15%) and “non-poor” (1%). Unlike for 
other dimensions measured, there were no significant differences between female and male-headed households.  

31. This set of data clearly demonstrates an important increase in SPPAP2 beneficiaries’ assets and a remarkable 
improvement in their poverty status over the past few years. In the absence of counterfactual or of a control 
group, one may not be in a position to establish a firm causality link between these improvements and SPPAP2 
activities. By and large, however, survey findings are indications that this may well, indeed, be the case, in 
particular those related to beneficiaries’ perception of SPPAP2 contribution to increased incomes, savings or 
productivity. 

32. Conclusion. Overall, project success is evidenced by the high reported level of beneficiaries’ satisfaction with 
regard to project services and activities. By and large, survey findings show that SPPAP2 has been successful 



8 
 

in targeting and selecting the intended target groups (female-headed and extremely poor households) under its 
small housing units, small ruminant package, vocational training and community infrastructure activities. Survey 
data further reveal an overall positive impact of SPPAP2 on beneficiaries’ incomes, savings and/or assets. 
Overall, 79% of survey respondents have thus reported a modest or significant increase in incomes, while 45% 
were able to accumulate some savings, for an average amount equivalent of one-month income or expenditures. 
The comparison between the PSC score before and after project participation also shows a remarkable 
improvement in the poverty status of SPPAP2 beneficiaries and the quasi-elimination of extreme poverty among 
them.  SPPAP2 impact on the food security situation of its beneficiaries is also evident.  

33. Among the four types of activities covered by the survey, vocational training activities were largely successful 
in leading to employment or self-employment of SPPAP2 beneficiaries, while the small ruminant support activities 
have demonstrated their sustainability and profitability. Both the small housing unit and community infrastructure 
components have considerably improved the living conditions of SPPAP2 beneficiaries, and/or reduced intra-
community conflicts. 

34.  In order to improve future, similar interventions, survey results have further highlighted the need for vocational 
trainees to be linked with credit sources, and the need to support small housing units’ beneficiaries in the 
development of their own income-generating activities. Also, in order to address the specific socio-economic 
constraints faced by female-headed households, and to some extent, all female beneficiaries, all future 
interventions should devise specific measures targeting female beneficiaries in particular, in an attempt to 
enhance their chances to access credit, the labor market or consumers’ markets. 
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INTRODUCTION 

35. The Southern Punjab Poverty Alleviation Programme Phase 2 (SPPAP2) was approved by IFAD’s Executive 
Board in December 2010 and became effective in September 2011. With a budget of USD 52.5 million, its overall 
goal is “to reduce poverty in selected Union Councils of the Southern Punjab districts of Bahawalpur, 
Bhawalnagar, Muzaffargarh and Rajanpur by increasing the incomes of 80,000 poor households through 
enhancing employment potential and increasing agriculture productivity and production”. Completed in 
September 2017, with a post-completion assessment report prepared in March 2017, a new project phase was 
approved until September 2019.    

36. In order to document and quantify project outcomes and impact, the PMU undertook an impact survey in 
October 2017, with long-distance support from an international consultant3, among a representative sample of 
705 households randomly selected. The purpose was thus to gather data on their current socio-economic 
conditions and living standards and to collect SPPAP2 beneficiaries’ perception of changes attributable to project 
interventions. Also, it was expected that some useful lessons learned may be identified in order to improve future, 
similar interventions. Survey results and findings are presented in this report.  

METHODOLOGY 

37. Data collection was completed under the overall supervision of the SPPAP2 M&E Unit by a team of externally 
recruited enumerators and survey supervisors. Long-distance support and guidance was provided throughout 
the process by an international consultant who helped design the questionnaire, tabulated and analyzed the data 
and prepared the survey report.  

38. Questionnaire: The questionnaire included two main parts (see Annex 1). Part 1 included the questionnaire 
used by the Pakistan Government in the framework of the 2010 Nationwide Poverty Scorecard Survey, during 
which the welfare status of survey respondents was determined using a scale between 0-100. Because data on 
the PSC status of SPPAP2 beneficiaries was available, the intent was to measure the new PSC of SPPAP2 
survey respondents, using the same methodology, in order to analyze changes in welfare status post-project. 
Part 2 of the questionnaire included a series of questions for all respondents, as well as a set of specific questions 
for each of the four different categories of SPPAP2 beneficiaries included in the sample. 

39. Sampling frame. A two-stage, cluster random sampling method was used for the survey, using the “revenue 
village” and the “project activities” as clusters4. In a first stage, a sample of 40 revenue villages (10 villages per 
district) were randomly selected from the list of 185 revenue villages covered by the project). 

Table 1.  Distribution of clusters 

Type of activities 
Number of 

revenue villages 
Number of households to 

be selected in each district 
Number of households to 

be selected in each village 

Small ruminants 10 50 5 

Vocational training 10 45 5 

Low cost housing 10 40 4 

Community Physical Infrastructure 10 40 4 

Total 40   

40. In a second stage, the lists of project beneficiaries were used to randomly select, in each selected locality, 
the 705 survey households, according to the distribution presented in the next table.  

 Table 2. Distribution of sample households, by categories of beneficiaries  
Small Ruminants Housing Vocational Training Community Infrastructure Total  

 Count % Count % Count % Count %  

All respondents 200 28% 167 24% 178 25% 160 23% 705 

Female-headed households 39 20% 39 23% 23 13% 36 23% 137 

Male-headed households 161 80% 128 77% 155 87% 124 78% 568 

                                                      
3 Maria Donnat, M&E Expert. 
4 See Annex 2 for the rationale for selecting these four types of project activities (Small ruminants, Vocational training, Low cost 

housing and Physical community infrastructure). 
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41. In case, in a given district, the adequate number of beneficiaries could not be found in the 10 randomly-
selected villages, additional villages were selected so that the expected quota of households could be reached 
in each district. In so doing, a convenience sampling method was followed, whereby additional villages 
accounting for a large number of beneficiaries and located in the vicinity of some of the 10 initially-selected were 
included until the expected quota of households could be identified. 

42. Data collection. Data collection was done by a team of 12 experienced investigators (4 teams composed 
each of 1 female and 2 male enumerators and 1 supervisor) recruited by the PIU. As a preparatory step and 
before the start of the field work, a workshop was organized in order to familiarize the investigators and 
supervisors with the survey’s questionnaire.  During this workshop, the list of randomly selected survey villages 
was presented to the supervisors so that the logistics arrangements may be organized in advance. Following this 
workshop, pre-testing of the questionnaire took place in one or two locations (among 4 to 6 households), in order 
to verify that all questions and related menu of responses were clear and relevant and that the questionnaire was 
not too long. Based on the results of this pre-test, the questionnaire was finalized in Urdu and English, and the 
database for future data entry was developed. Data collection work took place between in July-August 2017 and 
data entry was finalized by end October 2017. Data tabulation and analysis was completed in December 2017 
by the international consultant, and the first draft report prepared in March 2018. 

43. Data quality and limitations: Overall, collected and recorded data were of good quality and marginal data 
cleaning was required. The only exception concerns the answers provided in relation to the item “others”, in the 
pre-defined lists of answers, which were not entered in the database and could therefore not be tabulated or 
analyzed.  

44. For some of the more detailed analyses made, or for a few sub-questions, the related sub-samples were 
sometimes found too small for results to hold statistical significance. This is in particular true for the analysis by 
categories of beneficiaries and gender of household’s head (in which case the sample of female-headed 
households was small, between 23 and 39 respondents in each category); and for the analysis by type of 
community infrastructure constructed (in which case the sub-samples for domestic water supply, solar energy, 
sewage and food banks are small, from 10 to 34 respondents). Whenever relevant, cautionary notes regarding 
the robustness and statistical significance of findings were included in the report. 

45. The questionnaire did not, unfortunately, include any question to ask for the gender of the project beneficiary. 
Instead, it included a question on the gender of the head of household and the gender of the survey respondent. 
As such, the survey cannot be used to derive solid findings on the targeting efficiency of the project, for example 
if SPPAP2 managed to reach out to the intended target groups.  Also, it may be that, for some questions or topics 
and in cases where the male household’s head was the project beneficiary, this may have negatively impacted 
on data reliability, assuming that the female respondent may not have been in a position to provide accurate 
answers. This may explain some of the non-responses, certain questions having higher non-response rates than 
others.  

46. The inclusion of a question on the gender of the household’s head was seen as important, given the social 
and economic hardship usually faced by poor female-headed households in rural Pakistan. Survey results are 
thus systematically presented for the whole sample, and for male-headed and female-headed households 
separately. It is however important to take note that it is probable that a proportion of female respondents may 
have hesitated to declare themselves as head of their household, even in the case of actual widows or divorcees, 
given the social stigma associated with the status of female-headed household in South Punjab. As such, the 
number of female-headed households among survey sample may be under-estimated.  

47. A brief analysis of survey results by gender of respondents proved largely inconclusive in terms of deriving 
any interesting or reliable conclusions, for example showing gender biases in the answers provided. If such 
biases exist, they are hard to identify and would be even harder to interpret. The detailed datasets by gender of 
respondents are nevertheless presented in Appendix 1.  
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KEY FINDINGS 

1) General description of the population surveyed  

A) Sample size 

48. This survey collected information from a sample of 705 households, representing a total of 5,196 persons. Of 
these households, 137 (or 19%) were headed by a woman and 568 (or 80%) were headed by a man. The 
distribution of sample households by category of beneficiaries is presented below and is in line with survey design 
expectations.  

Table 3. Sample households’ distribution, by category of beneficiaries  
Small 

Ruminants 
Small 

housing units 
Vocational 
Training 

Community 
Infrastructure 

Total 
respondents 

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents 200 28% 167 24% 178 25% 160 23% 705  

Female-headed households 39 20% 39 23% 23 13% 36 23% 137 19% 

Male-headed households 161 81% 128 77% 155 87% 124 78% 568 81% 

49. As shown below, the majority of small ruminant packages and vocational training beneficiaries received 
project support in 2016, while most of the beneficiaries of the small housing units were supported in 2017. 

Table 4. Year of project support 

 2015 2016 2017 

Small Ruminants 171 69 26 

Small housing units 40 108 16 

Vocational Training 107 90 3 

50. As shown in the next table, the great majority of survey respondents were women (82%, against 18% of male 
respondents). As mentioned earlier, an analysis by gender of respondents was not found useful, given that 
gender biases in answers provided could not be easily and reliably interpreted. The only firm conclusion that may 
be derived is that only a minority of men were available in the family compound when the interview took place. 

Table 5. Distribution of sample households, by sex of respondents   
Small 

Ruminants 
Housing Vocational 

Training 
Community 

Infrastructure 
Total 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents 200  167  178  160 705 705  

Female respondents 197 99% 166 99% 90 51% 126 79% 582 82% 

Male respondents 3 1% 1 1% 88 49% 34 21% 126 18% 

51. The average household’s size in the sample is 7.3 persons, a figure which is broadly in line with the findings 
of the 2017 national census which showed an average size of household of 6.45 persons in the whole of Pakistan. 
In the sample, the average household’s size is slightly higher for male-headed households (7.6 persons) 
compared with female-headed household (6.6 persons).  

52. More precisely, 23% of sample households have up to 2 dependents (i.e. a person under the age of 18 or 
over the age of 65 years), 35% have between 3 and 4 dependents, 30% have between 5 and 6 dependents, and 
10% have 7 dependents or more. Female-headed households tend to have relatively fewer dependents 
compared with male-headed households. 

Table 6. Number of dependents in sample households  
1 to 2 persons 3 to 4 persons 5 to 6 persons 7 persons and + 

Count  %  Count  %  Count  %  Count  %  

All respondents  164 23% 249 35% 214 30% 76 11% 

Female-headed households 48 35% 46 34% 29 21% 13 10% 

Male-headed households 116 20% 203 36% 185 33% 63 11% 
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B) Educational level and child’s education 

53. As shown below, most household’s heads in the sample have never attended school (67%), while only 2% 
have reached Class 11, college or beyond. The proportion of household’s heads who have never attended school 
is larger among female-headed households (79%), compared with male-headed households (64%), and only 8% 
of the female heads of households have attended up to class 5, compared with 23% of male heads of households. 
This reflects the gender gap in literacy rates that is found also elsewhere in the country, with a national literacy 
rate of 45.8% for women and 69.5% for men aged 15 or older5. 

Table 7. Highest educational level of sample heads of households  
Never attended 

school 
Less than class 

1 to class 5 
Class 6 to class 

10 
Class 11, college 

or beyond 

Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Total respondents  474 67% 141 20% 75 11% 15 2% 

Female-headed households 109 80% 11 8% 15 11% 2 1% 

Male-headed households 365 64% 130 23% 60 11% 13 2% 

 

54. The next table and chart show the responses to a question on the number of children currently attending 
school. Around 94% of interviewed households had some school-aged children at home. Asked if all school-aged 
children in the household were attending school, only 27% of the sample household responded by the positive, 
while 52% claimed that they were only able to send some of their children to school. Overall, 13% of respondent 
households are not able to send any of their children to school. This proportion is slightly larger among female-
headed households (15% compared with 13% among male-headed households), but, at the same time, female-
headed households are also more likely to send all their children to school (34% against 26% for male-headed 
households). 

Table 8. Number of children aged between 5 and 16 years are attending school in sample households  
There are no children 

aged 5 to 16  
All the children 
attend school 

Only some of the 
children  

None of the 
children   

Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Total respondents  43 6% 195 28% 373 53% 94 13% 

Female-headed households  14 10% 47 34% 55 40% 21 15% 

Male-headed households  29 5% 148 26% 318 56% 73 13% 

                                                      
5 Source: The World Factbook". CIA, 2016. 
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C) Primary occupation of household’s head 

55. As shown in the chart and table below, some 44% of households’ heads are deriving their primary income 
source from the agricultural sector, either as agricultural workers (26%), farmers (12.8%) or livestock breeders 
(6%). Some 10% of households’ heads are engaged in petty trade, followed by 7% of civil servants and 6% of 
private sector employees.  Only 2.6% of sample heads of households derive their key source of livelihoods from 
aid or assistance and less than 1% receive a pension or other benefits. Overall, some 23% of respondents 
claimed that they were engaged in an income-generating activity not included in the standard menu of options 
proposed in the questionnaire. This is a significant proportion, but, unfortunately, the alternative sources of 
incomes mentioned by the respondents have not been recorded in the final survey database and could not be 
tabulated. 

56. Compared with male-headed households, female heads of household tend to be less active in the agricultural 
sector (36% against 46%) and all other sectors (construction, public service, private sector), but they are slightly 
over-represented in the petty trade sector (11% against 8.5%) and as recipients of aid or assistance (7% against 
only 1% for male-headed households’ heads). A much larger proportion of heads of female-headed households 
have used the answer category “others” (33% against 20% for male-headed households), potentially reflecting 
the diversity of livelihood sources, most probably in the informal sector, for this category of respondents. 

Table 9. Main occupation of the primary income earner 
 

All respondents 
Female-headed 

households 
Male-headed 
households 

Count  %  Count  %  Count  %  

Farming 90 12.8% 14 10.2% 76 13.4% 

Livestock Breeding 40 5.7% 8 5.8% 32 5.6% 

Agricultural worker 183 26% 28 20.4% 155 27.3% 

Wood and wood products 2 0.3% - 0% 2 0.4% 

Handicraft 7 1% 1 0.7% 6 1.1% 

Petty Trade 63 8.9% 15 10.9% 48 8.5% 

Trade and other small businesses 7 1% 2 1.5% 5 0.9% 

Civil servant 52 7.4% 3 2.2% 49 8.6% 

Construction worker 33 4.7% 3 2.2% 30 5.3% 

Private Sector Employee 43 6.1% 7 5.1% 36 6.3% 

Pension or other benefits 4 0.6% - 0% 4 0.7% 

Aid/assistance 18 2.6% 10 7.3% 8 1.4% 

Others 161 22.8% 46 33.6% 115 20.2% 

No response 2 0.3% - 0% 2 0.4% 

Total 705 100% 137 100% 568 100% 

6.1%
10.2%

5.1%

27.7%
34.3%

26.1%

52.9%

40.1%

56.0%

13.3% 15.3% 12.9%

Total Respondents Female-headed
households

Male-headed
households

Number of children aged between 5 and 16 years are attending school in sample 
households

No school-aged children in the
house

All children go to school

Only some children

No children go to school
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57.  Asked about the secondary occupation of the primary income earner, and as shown below, most respondents 
(60%) could not find a relevant answer in the suggested menu of occupations and responded “other”. Again, 
actual answers were not collected and are not available for analysis. Among the households who have provided 
an answer to the question, the large majority mentioned that they were deriving a supplementary income from 
livestock breeding (13%), farming (9%) or being employed as agricultural workers (7%). 

 

58. Respondents were further asked if other persons - children or adults – in addition to the household’s head 
were contributing to the family’s income and answers are presented in the next chart and table. Overall, some 
91% of survey households have reported that at least one adult was contributing to the family’s income, in addition 
to the main income earner, and only 1% of the respondents mentioned that there was only one income winner in 
the household. For 10% of respondents, a child is also contributing to the family’s income, including a child below 
the age of 16 in 4% of the cases. The proportion of households having at least one adult contributing to the 
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Table 10. Secondary occupation of the primary income earner  

All respondents 
Female-headed 

households 
Male-headed 
households 

Farming 61 8.7% 9 6.6% 52 9.2% 

Livestock Breeding 94 13.3% 19 13.9% 75 13.2% 

Agricultural worker 50 7.1% 8 5.8% 42 7.4% 

Wood and wood products 3 0.4% - 
 

3 0.5% 

Handicraft 13 1.8% 2 1.5% 11 1.9% 

Petty Trade 14 2.0% 3 2.2% 11 1.9% 

Trade and other small businesses 2 0.3% 1 0.7% 1 0.2% 

Civil servant 1 0.1% - 
 

1 0.2% 

Construction worker 4 0.6% - 
 

4 0.7% 

Private Sector Employee 3 0.4% - 
 

3 0.5% 

 Pension or other benefits 2 0.3% - 
 

2 0.4% 

Aid/assistance 12 1.7% 6 4.4% 6 1.1% 

Other (Specify) 425 60.3% 85 62.0% 340 59.9% 

Zero respondents 21 3.0% 4 2.9% 17 3.0% 

Total 705 100% 137 100% 568 100% 
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household’s income, in addition to the main income winner, is slightly smaller for female-headed households 
compared with male-headed households (88% against 91%), while the proportion of children below the age of 
16 also working is slightly higher (6% against 4%). 

Table 11. Contribution by other family members to the family income  
Children below 
the age of 16 

Children above 
the age of 16 

Adults 

Count  %  Count  %  Count  %  

All respondents  29 4.2% 36 5.2% 633 90.7% 

Female-headed households 8 6.0% 8 6.0% 119 88.8% 

Male-headed households 21 3.7% 28 5.0% 514 91.3% 

 

D) External support 

59. For an impact survey, it was important to understand if the sample of project beneficiaries had, or not, received 
any other additional external support since their participation in SPPAP2 activities. Overall and as shown in the 
next table, data reveal that 61% of interviewed households have only received support from SPPAP2, while 28% 
have received some support from Government and the remaining 10% from an NGO. This may mean that, for 
most sample households, any improvement or change in socio-economic status may be at least in part be 
attributable to SPPAP2 interventions. There is a marked difference between male and female-headed 
households, as 64% of male-headed households have not received any other support, against 49% of female-
headed households. Compared with male-headed households, female-headed households are thus more likely 
to have received support from the Government (36% against 26%) or from an NGO (14% against 9%). This may 
suggest an easier access to support services by female-headed households in virtue of their personal status 
(they may be widows or in charge of a disable husband), or perhaps of their financial status (they may be poorer 
and therefore eligible to a larger array of support and social services). 
 

Table 12. External support received other than from SPPAP2  
No other 

external support 
Yes, from the 
Government 

Yes, from an 
NGO 

Count  %  Count  %  Count  %  

Total respondents  432 61% 199 28% 71 10% 

Female-headed households  68 50% 50 36% 19 14% 

Male-headed households  364 64% 149 26% 52 9% 

 

4% 6% 4%5% 6% 5%

91% 89% 91%

Total Respondents Female-headed households Male-headed households

Do other family members contribute to the family income?

Children below 16 Children above 16 Adults

61.5%
49.6%

64.4%

28.3%
36.5%

26.4%

10.1% 13.9% 9.2%

Total Respondents Female-headed households Male-headed households

External support received other than from SPPAP

No other support Yes, from the Government
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2) Changes in incomes and savings 

60. Income and consumption are the most direct measures of living standards; yet reliable data are difficult to 
collect for these two indicators. The measurement of income is thus confronted with methodological issues (e.g. 
sources of income may be multiple and continually changing, or it may be difficult to estimate monthly incomes 
from seasonal agricultural activities or irregular, informal activities), not to mention the widespread reluctance 
among respondents to disclose information on income to survey enumerators. For this impact survey, sample 
households were nevertheless asked to estimate their average monthly cash income, with data on monthly 
expenditures being also collected to cross-check income data.  

61. In so far as responses provided are truthful and reliable, and as displayed in the table below, the average 
monthly income of respondents is estimated at PKR 10,797 (or USD 97), with a median income at PKR 10,000. 
There is a difference between the average monthly incomes of female and male-headed households (PKR 9,523 
against PKR 11,106, or 17% difference) and a marked difference in the median monthly income of female-headed 
households (PKR 8,000 against PKR 13,000, or 63% difference). 

62. Looking at the three main different categories of SPPAP2 beneficiaries included in the survey, results further 
reveal that the highest income was reported by the 160 beneficiaries of community infrastructure (PKR11,666), 
followed by vocational trainees (PKR 11,575) and the beneficiaries of small ruminants (PKR 10,532), while the 
beneficiaries of the small housing units claimed the lowest average monthly income (PKR 9,444). The latter figure 
seems to confirm that the project has managed to reach out to extremely poor households for this specific set of 
activities, as intended. However, these households are still comparatively worse off compared with other 
categories of beneficiaries 

63. As for the income data related to the beneficiaries of community infrastructure, a figure higher than for other 
categories of beneficiaries, it is not easy to analyze given the diversity of the infrastructure provided, on the one 
hand, and the fact that not all types of infrastructure were productive (e.g. private latrines or sewage works were 
intended to improve hygiene and health, not economic conditions). In addition, some of the infrastructure 
schemes constructed were benefiting the whole community (e.g. roads or sewage), while others were only for 
private use and benefit (e.g. private latrines, domestic water supply6). At the same time, the small size of some 
sub-samples (in particular for the beneficiaries of solar energy, sewage, irrigation schemes) means that an 
analysis of results by type of infrastructure may not yield robust findings. Therefore, it may be hazardous to derive 
any specific conclusion on whether or not there is a link between reported income and type of infrastructure 
received. However, available data suggest that today, these beneficiaries are better-off in comparison with other 
categories of beneficiaries, but there is no baseline data to tell us if this was the case in the pre-project situation. 

Table 13. Average and median income (in PKR)  
Average Median Range 

Low High 

All respondents  10,797 10,000 1,000 50,000 

Female-headed households  9,523 8,000 1,000 50,000 

Male-headed households  11,106 13,000 2,000 50,000 

By category of beneficiaries: 

Small ruminants 10,532 9,000 3,000 50,000 

Housing 9,444 9,000 1,000 37,000 

Vocational training 11,575 10,000 2,000 25,000 

Community infrastructure 11,666 10,000 2,500 50,000 

                                                      
6 The questions on community infrastructure were asked to all households living in a community which benefited from one of the 
few community infrastructure (some of which for private use), but not all of these respondents may have directly benefited from 
this infrastructure (e.g. households living in a community where irrigation schemes were constructed may not all have benefited 
directly from the scheme). Arguably, and of the list of project-supported community infrastructure, only the road, sewage works 
and to some extent irrigation schemes may have concerned the entire community, while other types of infrastructure may have 
concerned a smaller number of beneficiaries within the community (in particular private latrines, solar energy systems and 
domestic water systems). Therefore, deriving any conclusion on project economic impact on community infrastructure 
beneficiaries may be too risky. 
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64. As mentioned earlier, monthly food expenditures may be used as a proxy for household’s income, and 
respondents were asked to estimate the amount of money that they spend each month to pay for food, fuel, 
education, health, clothing, and farmer equipment or inputs. On average, survey households responded that they 
spend PKR 10,394 (or USD 94) to pay for their monthly expenditures, with a median amount of PKR 10,602. 
These data are broadly consistent with data on income. There is again a difference between the average 
expenditures reported by female-headed households compared with male-headed households (PKR 9,310 
against PKR 10,602, or a 14% difference), and in the median expenditures (PKR 8,000 against PKR 10,925 for 
male-headed households, or a 37% difference). 

Table 14. Average monthly expenditures   

Average Median 
Range 

Low High 

All respondents  10,364 9,500 400 40,000 

Female-headed households  9,310 8,000 400 40,000 

Male-headed households  10,602 10,925 2,000 40,000 

 

65. The questionnaire prompted respondents to estimate if their participation in SPPAP2 activities had helped 
them increase their income, and, if so, the extent of such an increase. As shown in the next chart and table, 
overall, 79% of all respondents have claimed that the project has helped them increase their income, which is a 
considerable achievement. For 17% of all survey households, this increase in income was reported to be 
significant, while it was moderate for 62%. Only 21% reported no increase. The percentage of respondents 
claiming a significant increase is much larger among male-headed households compared with female-headed 
households (19% against 9%), while the proportion of female-headed households claiming no change in income 
is higher (34% against 17% for male-headed households), showing again an important gap.  

66. An analysis of answers by category of SPPAP2 beneficiaries shows that there is a slightly larger proportion 
of respondents claiming a significant increase in their income among the beneficiaries of the small ruminants 
(19%) and vocational training (17%) sub-components, compared with the other two categories (15% 
respectively). The beneficiaries of small ruminants’ support are however also more likely to report no increase in 
their incomes (26%), followed by the beneficiaries of the small housing units (23%), while this proportion is lower 
for ex-vocational trainees (17%) and the beneficiaries of community infrastructure schemes (15%). As for the 
proportion of households claiming a moderate increase in their incomes thanks to the project, it is relatively higher 
among the beneficiaries of community infrastructure (69%), followed by ex-vocational trainees (64%), and small 
housing beneficiaries (61%). In conclusion, it is difficult to claim that any specific sub-component has been more 

10,797 

9,523 

11,106 

All respondents

Female-headed households

Male-headed households

A
ve

ra
ge

 in
 P

K
R

Average household's monthly cash income

10,532

9,444

11,575

11,666

Small ruminants

Housing

Vocational training

Community infrastructureA
ve

ra
ge

 in
 P

K
R

Average household's monthly cash income
(by category of beneficiaries)

10,364 

9,310 

10,602 

All respondents

Female-headed households

Male-headed households

P
K

R

Average monthly expenditures 



18 
 

successful than the other in raising beneficiaries’ income, but it is reassuring to note that some 75% of 
beneficiaries, overall, are claiming an increase of income thanks to their participation in project activities. 

Table 15. Extent of income increase thanks to SPPAP2 support  
Significant 
increase 

Moderate 
increase 

No increase in 
income 

Decrease in 
income 

Count  %  Count  %  Count  %  Count  %  

All respondents  112 17% 409 62% 136 21% 3 0% 

Female-headed households  11 9% 71 57% 43 34% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  101 19% 338 63% 93 17% 3 1% 

By category of beneficiaries: 

Small ruminants 37 19% 105 55% 49 26% 0 0% 

Housing 23 15% 93 61% 36 23% 1 1% 

Vocational training 29 17% 107 64% 29 17% 1 1% 

Community infrastructure 23 15% 104 69% 22 15% 1 1% 

 

 

67. The survey also intended to capture the extent to which SPPAP2 beneficiaries have been able to accumulate 
savings in the past two years. Overall, and as shown in the next table and chart, some 45% of survey households 
responded that they have been able to accumulate some savings. The proportion of female-headed households 
among those able to accumulate some savings was significantly lower than for male-headed households (14% 
against 86%), suggesting once again the financial vulnerability of these families.  

68. Among the various categories of beneficiaries, the proportion of respondents claiming that they have been 
able to accumulate some savings was highest among the small ruminant package beneficiaries (32%), followed 
by the beneficiaries of community infrastructure (28%). This ability was lowest for ex-vocational trainees (18%), 
while only 22% of housing beneficiaries were able to accumulate some savings. 

69. On average, annual savings amounted to PKR 17,364 (or USD 156) which is the equivalent of one month of 
income or one month of expenditures, a modest but non-negligible achievement. Compared with female-headed 
households, male-headed households have tended to accumulate a much larger amount of savings (USD 18,335 
against 11,339, or a 62% difference). The average amount of money saved was also much lower, on average, 
for the beneficiaries of housing units (PKR 9,151), compared with the other three categories of beneficiaries (from 
PKR 18,782 for the community infrastructure schemes to PKR 20,207 for ex-vocational trainees). This means 
that ex-vocational trainees were the least likely to accumulate savings but those who managed, accumulated a 
larger amount; while the beneficiaries of small ruminants’ package were both the more likely to accrue savings 
and accumulate larger amounts. 
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Table 16. Amount of savings mobilized in past 2 years  
Persons able to 
mobilize savings 

Average Median Range 

Count % 
  

Low High 

All respondents  317  45% 17,364 12,000 500 200,000 

Female-headed households  44  14% 11,339 10,000 1,000 50,000 

Male-headed households  273  86% 18,335 14,000 500 200,000 

By category of beneficiaries: 

Small ruminants 101 32% 20,188 12,000 1,000 200,000 

Housing 70 22% 9,151 6,0001 500 200,000 

Vocational training 58 18% 20,207 18,000 1,500 72,000 

Community infrastructure 88 28% 18,782 20,000 500 96,000 

70. When asked how they would use their savings, 29% of survey households responded that they would use 
them in case of emergencies (such as health issues) and 21% that they were planning to invest in an income-
generating activity. Considering the 6% of respondents who reported that they would invest in tools, raw material 
or agricultural inputs, some 27% of households, overall, will use their savings for investment purposes, which is 
a positive sign. Investing in home improvement (e.g. for the purchase of furniture or appliances) was reported by 
15% of respondent as the intended use of accrued savings, while another 15% will use this money to pay for 
children education, another positive outcome. Lastly, 12% of survey respondents will use their savings for social 
occasions, such as weddings or funerals.  

71. Looking at the differences between female and male-headed households, the former are much more likely to 
invest in an income-generating activity (35% against 19%) and buy tools, raw material or inputs (9% against 5%). 
While they are also less likely than male-headed households to use their savings for emergencies (22% against 
30% of male-headed households), a larger proportion of male-headed households responded that this money 
will be used for social occasions (14% against only 2% for female-headed households). 

Table 17. Intended purpose of accrued savings 
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%  21% 35% 19% 
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Table 17. Intended purpose of accrued savings 

  

All 
respondents 

Female-headed 
households 

Male-headed 
households 

Investment in home improvement 
Count  52 5 47 

%  15% 11% 15% 

Payment of children education 
Count  54 9 45 

%  15% 20% 15% 

For emergencies 
Count  102 10 92 

%  29% 22% 30% 

Social occasions 
Count  43 1 42 

%  12% 2% 14% 

Others 
Count  6 1 5 

%  2% 2% 2% 

 

72. Finally, asked if their participation in SPPAP2 activities had positively impacted their capacity to accrue 
savings, the overwhelming majority (95%) responded positively, which is very encouraging. SPPAP2 was 
reported as a major contributor to their ability to accumulate savings by 43% of respondents, while 52% reported 
that the project had only some contribution. Overall, only 5% of respondents reported that project contribution 
was nil. The proportion of households claiming that the project had a significant impact on their ability to 
accumulate savings is lower among female-headed households compared with male-headed households (35% 
against 44%). 

73. Of the four categories of beneficiaries included in the survey, the proportion of respondents claiming that the 
project made a significant contribution to their ability to accumulate savings is highest among community 
infrastructure beneficiaries (61%), followed by the beneficiaries of small ruminants’ package (50%), and it was 
lowest among ex-vocational trainees (22%). The proportion of beneficiaries claiming only a modest project 
contribution is conversely highest for ex-vocational trainees (72%), followed by the beneficiaries of small housing 
units (57%). Across all categories, the proportion of beneficiaries claiming that the project had no contribution 
only ranges from 3% to 6%. 

Table 18. SPPAP2's contribution to respondents' ability to accumulate savings  
The project was a 
major contributor 

The project had 
some contribution 

The project had 
no contribution 

Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  161 43% 194 52% 19 5% 

Female-headed households  17 35% 29 59% 3 6% 

Male-headed households  144 44% 165 51% 16 5% 

By category of beneficiaries 

Small ruminants 53 50% 46 44% 6 6% 

Housing 28 38% 42 57% 4 5% 

Vocational training 22 22% 72 72% 6 6% 

Community infrastructure 58 61% 34 36% 3 3% 

21%

35%

19%

6%
9%

5%

15%
11%

15%
15%

20%

15%

29%

22%

30%

12%

2%

14%

2% 2% 2%

All respondents Female-headed households Male-headed households

How will you use your saving?

Invest in IGA

Buy or agriculture inputs

Invest in home improvement

Pay for child education

For emergencies

For social occasions

Others
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3) Changes in food security 

74. Sample households were asked if they had been faced with one or more episodes of food insecurity (or 
“hungry seasons”) in the past 2 years, together with the duration of such episodes, food insecurity being defined 
as the inability to procure at least three nutritious meals per day to all households’ members. Results are 
presented in Table 19 below.  

75. Overall, only 13% of survey households have reported that they have faced at least one period of food 
insecurity in the past 2 years. This is much below the provincial average, with 2009 estimates7 showing that 
38.5% of the population in Punjab was food insecure (with 48.6% of the population being food insecure 
nationwide). This finding may point to a positive project impact on the food security situation of supported 
households, but there are no baseline or control data to ascertain this. Looking at the difference between female 
and male-headed households, the former tended to be a larger proportion to report at least one period of food 
insecurity (18% against 12% for male-headed households), highlighting again an important gender gap. 

76. Across the four categories of beneficiaries included in the sample, the highest proportion of households 
claiming a period of food insecurity is found among the beneficiaries of housing units (18%), again 14%, 
respectively, for the beneficiaries of the small ruminants’ packages and community infrastructure. Conversely, 
ex-vocational trainees are the least likely to report a period of food insecurity (8%). 

Table 19. Households experiencing food insecurity in the past 2 years 

 At least one episode 
of food insecurity 

No period of food 
insecurity 

Count % Count % 

All respondents  90 13% 587 87% 

Female-headed households  24 18% 107 81% 

Male-headed households  66 12% 480 88% 

By category of beneficiaries: 

Small ruminants 26 14% 165 86% 

Housing 30 18% 134 82% 

Vocational training 14 8% 161 92% 

Community infrastructure 20 14% 127 86% 

                                                      
7 Source: Food insecurity in Pakistan, 2009, WFP 
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77. As per the results presented in the next chart and table, the food insecurity period faced by certain households 
had an average duration of 13 weeks. Although female-headed households tended to be slightly more likely to 
have faced at least one period of food insecurity, the duration of these periods tended to be slightly shorter than 
in the case of male-headed households. 

78. Among the households who claimed that they have faced a period of food insecurity, the shortest period of 
food insecurity is recorded by ex-vocational trainers (4 weeks/year), which is also consistent with previous 
findings, while the longest average duration was reported among community infrastructure beneficiaries (21 
weeks/year). 

Table 20. Duration of food insecurity periods (in weeks/year)  
Average  Median  

All respondents  13 6 

Female-headed households  10 6 

Male-headed households  12 3.5 

By category of beneficiaries: 

Small ruminants 11 4 

Housing 13 10 

Vocational training 4 4 

Community infrastructure 21 16 

 

 

79. In order to collect data on the diet of respondents claiming that they have faced a period of food insecurity, 
these were asked how frequently they consume meat or fish, eggs, milk, pulses, vegetables and fruits. Detailed 
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results are shown in Table 22 below. Overall, some 23% of survey households claimed that they were consuming 
meat, fish or eggs only exceptionally, while 52% were rarely consuming these food items. Pulses, on the other 
hand, is a food item often consumed by 86% of survey respondents, followed by milk (51%) and vegetables 
(55%). Fruits are often consumed by only 5% of respondents. Overall, it seems that survey respondents claiming 
to have faced at least one period of food insecurity have a diet that is poor in proteins form meat or fish and in 
fruits. This is somehow compensated by the consumption of pulses, which are rich in proteins, and vegetables.   

80. The main differences in the diets of the households headed by men or women are the fact that female-headed 
households tend to be a greater percentage to rarely consume eggs, meat or fish, while they are a smaller 
proportion to report a frequent consumption of milk. Their diet is therefore much poorer in animal proteins, 
compared with male-headed households.  

Table 21. Frequency and types of food consumed by food-insecure households  
All respondents Female-headed households Male-headed households 

Often Rarely 
Almost 
never 

Often Rarely 
Almost 
never 

Often Rarely 
Almost 
never 

Meat or fish 4 52 23 1 10 9 3 42 14 

Eggs 7 50 23 2 8 10 5 42 13 

Milk 41 33 6 7 10 3 34 23 3 

Pulses 69 10 1 16 4 0 53 6 1 

Vegetables 4 53 22 3 10 7 1 43 15 

Fruits 4 52 23 1 10 9 3 42 14 

          

Meat or fish 5% 66% 29% 5% 50% 45% 5% 71% 24% 

Eggs 9% 63% 29% 10% 40% 50% 8% 70% 22% 

Milk 51% 41% 8% 35% 50% 15% 57% 38% 5% 

Pulses 86% 13% 1% 80% 20% 0% 88% 10% 2% 

Vegetables 55% 45% 0% 70% 30% 0% 50% 50% 0% 

Fruits 5% 67% 28% 15% 50% 35% 2% 73% 25% 

81. Asked if their food security situation had improved thanks to their participation in SPPAP2 activities, 22% have 
reported no changes, while 19% reported a reduced food insecurity period. Only 2% reported that they are no 
longer food insecure. Strikingly, there are no differences between the answers of female and male-headed 
households, perhaps an indication that the two sub-samples may have been too small.  

82. A potential conclusion is that if, overall, the project seems to have positively influenced the food security 
situation of some of its beneficiaries, a few of them would still require additional support to become food self-
sufficient throughout the year.  

Table 22. Changes in food security situation thanks to SPPAP2 support  

Worse food 
security 
situation 

Unchanged 
situation 

Reduced 
insecurity 

period 

No longer food 
insecure 

 
Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  0 0% 41 53% 34 44% 3 4% 

Female-headed households  0 0% 10 53% 8 42% 1 5% 

Male-headed households  0 0% 31 53% 26 44% 2 3% 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Often Rarely Almost never

All

Frequency and types of food consumed by food-insecure 
households

Meat or fish Eggs Milk Pulses Vegetables Fruits
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4) Impact of “Small Ruminants” Sub-Component 

83. SPPAP2 activities under Assets’ Creation Sub-Component intended to provide women from extremely and 
chronically poor households in the poverty band 0-18 with a package of two goats as a means of immediate asset 
building and income generation. As reported by the project at completion, some 30,079 persons were reached 
under this activity.  

84. Of the 705 survey respondents, 200 were beneficiaries of small ruminant activities. These households were 
asked a specific set of questions related to the number of animals they still own and raise, sales of livestock, 
changes in income and access to veterinary or animal health services. A first finding is that, of these 200 
beneficiaries, 100% had a poverty scorecard below 18, which means that the project was successfully in reaching 
out to the intended poverty group. Further, some 20% of the beneficiaries of the goat package were female-
headed households. 

A) Livestock ownership 

85. As shown in the tables and charts below, 93% of respondent households still own some livestock, 71% of 
which own goats (as shown in table 23 below). Among the 26 households who reported that they no longer own 
any animal, 58% mentioned that the goats provided by SPPAP2 died and 4% that the animals were stolen or 
lost. As shown in the table below, the remaining households reported that they had to sell the animals to cover 
unexpected expenses (23%) or because they could no longer pay for fodder or animal medicine/vaccination. This 
means that out of the 200 households who were provided with a goat package, only 2% could not afford to keep 
the animals due to the high cost of fodder and only 7% could not keep them alive. Overall, this is a very 
encouraging finding, possibly highlighting the sustainability of these specific supported activities. 

Table 23. Percentage of households still owning some livestock 

 Yes % No % 

All respondents  186 93% 14 7% 

Female-headed households  33 85% 6 15% 

Male-headed households  4 2% 5 3% 

 

Table 24. Key reasons for which respondents no longer own any livestock  
Sold to pay for 

unexpected 
expenditures 

I sold the animals 
because I could not pay 
for fodder or vaccination 

The animals 
became sick 

and died 

The animals 
were stolen or 

lost  
Count  %  Count  %  Count  %  Count  %  

All respondents  6 23% 4 15% 15 58% 1 4% 

Female-headed households  2 33% 0 0% 4 67% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  4 20% 4 20% 11 55% 1 5% 

53% 53% 53%
44% 42% 44%

4% 5% 3%

All respondents Female-headed
households

Male-headed households

Did your food security situation improve thanks to the project?

It has worsened It is unchanged
Reduced food insecurity Our family is no longer food insecure

93% 85%

2%7% 15%
3%

All respondents Female-headed
households

Male-headed
households

Do you currenly own livestock or animals?

Yes No
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86. The next table and chart present, for 8 different types of livestock, the respective number of households which 
own them. Goats are the types of livestock the most frequently owned by survey households (79%), followed by 
cows (37%), buffalos (15%) and chicken (9%). Ownership of sheep and horse/donkeys was marginal, 
concerning, respectively, only 4% and 3% of sample households. The key difference between female-headed 
and male-headed households is the fact that the former tend to be more likely to still own some goats (79% 
versus 75% for male-headed households), while a much larger proportion of male-headed households own some 
cows (37% against 24%). 

Table 25. Livestock ownership, by type of livestock 

 
All respondents 

Female-headed 
households 

Male-headed 
households 

Count % Count % Count % 

Buffalo  28 15% 4 12% 24 15% 

Cows  68 37% 8 24% 60 37% 

Sheep  7 4% 0 0% 7 4% 

Goats  147 79% 26 79% 121 75% 

Horse/donkeys  6 3% 0 0% 6 4% 

Chicken/Pigeon  16 9% 1 3% 15 9%  
Average Median  Average Median  Average Median  

Nb. of animals 3.64 4.00 2.64 2.00 3.88 4.00 

 

B) Sales of livestock 

87. As shown below, survey households were asked if they had sell any animal in the past 12 months. Of the 132 
households who own some livestock and gave an answer, 68 (or 34%) reported selling at least one animal in the 
past 12 months. Goats are the animals that were the most frequently sold (81%), followed by cows (12%) and 
horse/donkey (7%), while the sale of other types of animals was marginal. There are no major differences 
between male and female-headed households, except that the proportion of female-headed households who 
reported the sale of cows or buffalos was much smaller, while a larger percentage of female-headed households 
reported selling goats (86% against 80% f male-headed households). 

88. Overall, these results are an indication that the SPPAP2 goats’ recipients are still generating incomes from 
the sale of the offspring of the animals received, which is an indication of the success and sustainability of project 
activities. 
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Table 26. Households reporting selling at least one animal in the past 12 months 

  
  

All respondents 
Female-headed 

households 
Male-headed 
households 

Count % Count % Count % 

Buffalo  3 4% 0 0% 3 6% 

Cows  8 12% 1 7% 7 13% 

Sheep  3 4% 1 7% 2 4% 

Goats  55 81% 12 86% 43 80% 

Horse/donkeys  5 7% 1 7% 4 7% 

Chicken/Pigeon  1 1% 0 0% 1 2% 

 

89. Some 63 respondents gave information on the value of the animal(s) they have sold in the past 12 months. 
On average, this amount was PKR 16,968 (or USD 153), with a median at PKR 13,000. This is roughly equivalent 
to one month of average income. The lowest amount reported was PKR 1,500 and the highest PKR 90,000. A 
marked difference is noted between female and male-headed households, the amount collected by the former 
being 30% lower than male-headed households (PKR 13,821, against PKR 17,867).  

Table 27. Average sale prices for animals sold in the past 12 months 

  
Count % Average 

Median  Range 

Low High 

All respondents  63 53% 16,968 13,000 1,500 90,000 

Female-headed households  14 11% 13,821 12,000 1,500 30,000 

Male-headed households  49 39% 17,867 13,000 2,500 90,000 

  

C) Income from livestock 

90. Overall, and as shown in the chart and table below, 70% of all respondents have reported that their income 
from livestock activities has increased in the past year, while only 26% responded that there was no change and 
4% reported a decreased income. The proportion of households reporting an increased income is smaller among 
female-headed households (64% against 71%), but they were a larger proportion to report no change in income 
(36% against 24% for male-headed households). This finding is somehow consistent with the findings on average 
amount collected from the sale of animals, also lower among female-headed households, possibly highlighting 
the fact that these households may face more marketing challenges than male-headed families. 

Table 28. Change in income from livestock activities  
Increased income Decreased income No change  
Count  % Count % Count % 

All respondents  122 70% 7 4% 138 79% 

Female-headed households  21 64% 0 0% 12 36% 

Male-headed households  101 71% 7 5% 34 24% 
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91. Among the key factors which have contributed to an increase in their income from livestock, 46% of concerned 
survey households responded that they were able to sell more animals because more were born and survived 
and 36% reported that this was due to an improvement in animal productivity or health. Only 13% reported that 
this was due to better prices or because they were able to sell their animals when prices were highest. There are 
only marginal differences between female and male-headed households, with a relatively smaller proportion of 
female-headed households reporting an increase in the number of animals born and surviving (43% against 
47%), while a relatively higher proportion of female-headed households reported that the increase in livestock 
income was primarily due to an improvement in animal health or productivity. 

Table 29. Key factors contributing to an increase in your income from livestock  
Better productivity 
or animal health 

More animals born 
and surviving 

Better prices 
per animal 

Able to sell when 
prices are highest 

Others 

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  50 36% 64 46% 17 12% 1 1% 6 4% 

Female-headed households  9 39% 10 43% 3 13% 1 4% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  41 35% 54 47% 14 12% 0 0% 6 5% 

 

92. As displayed in the following chart and table, only 50% of concerned survey respondents reported that 
SPPAP2 had a major contribution to the reported increase in income from livestock, while 47% reported a more 
modest contribution. This is an encouraging finding, overall, considering that only 3% of survey households 
reported that the project had no contribution at all. Noteworthy, the proportion of households reporting a major 
project contribution is significantly smaller among female-headed households (37% against 52% male-headed 
households), while a larger proportion reported a modest contribution (57% against 45%). There is no difference 
in the percentage of households reporting that SPPAP2 had no impact.    

Table 30. SPAP contribution to changes in income from livestock raising  
Major contribution Some contribution No contribution 

Count  % Count  % Count  % 

All respondents  72 50% 67 47% 5 3% 

Female-headed households  9 39% 13 57% 1 4% 

Male-headed households  63 52% 54 45% 4 3% 

70% 64% 71%

4% 5%
26%

36%
24%

All respondents Female-headed
households

Male-headed
households

Change in income from livestock activities

Increased income Decreased income No change

36% 39%
36%

46% 43%
47%

12% 13% 12%

1%
4%

0%
4% 5%

All respondents Female-headed
households

Male-headed
households

Key factors contributing to an increase in income from livestock

Better productiviy or animal
health
More animals born and surviving

Better prices per animal

Able to sell when prices are
highest
Others
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D) Access to animal health of vaccination services 

93. Asked if they have received vaccination or animal health services in the past 12 months, the large majority 
(88%) responded by the positive, which is an encouraging finding, showing that SPPAP2 beneficiaries have 
adequate access to these important services. Only 7% of survey households could not access these services 
when they needed them. Access by female-headed households however appears to have been slightly more 
difficult than for male-headed households, as 85% reported receiving vaccination or animal health services 
(against 88% of male-headed household), while 9% could not access these services when needed (against 6% 
of male-headed households). Although there is some room for improvement, these findings are quite 
encouraging. 

Table 31. Access to vaccination/health services in the past 12 months  

Yes 
No, although I 
needed them 

No, as I had no need 
for them  

Count  % Count  % Count  % 

All respondents  155 88% 10 6% 12 7% 

Female-headed households  28 85% 2 6% 3 9% 

Male-headed households  127 88% 8 6% 9 6% 

 

5) Impact of Vocational Training activities 

94. Under Component 1, the Vocational and Entrepreneurial Training activities aimed at assisting low-paid 
agricultural households with a PSC score 0-23 to engage in remunerative off-farm employment activities, with a 
target of 11,555 persons to be reached by completion date (including 50% women). In total, SPPAP2 has 
reportedly trained 15,998 persons. Training topics included management skills, agricultural production, livestock 
and NRM and credit management. Entrepreneurial training was imparted to 3,582 persons. 

95. The sample included 178 ex-trainees, including 13% women, which is a low percentage given that women 
reportedly accounted for 50% of all trainees. Given this low percentage of women respondents8, survey findings 
related to female-headed-households in the next paragraphs may not be entirely representative of all such 
households. 

                                                      
8 The questionnaire did not include a specific question asking the gender of the training beneficiaries. It is assumed that, in a 

female-headed household, training beneficiaries were women. Within a male-headed household, however, the training may have 
benefited the wife of the male household’s head. 
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E) Changes in income 

96. In order to understand if their participation in SPPAP2 training had resulted in an improvement of their daily 
income, survey respondents were asked to estimate this income, if any, before and since the training. Results 
are presented in the table and charts below. 

Table 32. Daily income range before and since the training  
PKR 100 to 

300 
PKR 301 to 

500 
PKR 501 to 

700 
PKR 701 to 

1000 
PKR 1001 
and more 

No income 

Count  % Count  % Count  % Count  % Count  % Count  % 

Income before the training: 

All respondents  69 38% 4 2% 2 1% 1 1% 5 3% 100 55% 

Female-headed households  11 44% 2 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 12 48% 

Male-headed households  58 37% 2 1% 2 1% 1 1% 5 3% 88 56% 

Income after the training: 

All respondents  80 45% 59 33% 1 1% 6 3% 2 1% 80 45% 

Female-headed households  11 44% 4 16% 0 0% 1 4% 1 4% 11 44% 

 Male-headed households 69 45% 55 36% 1 1% 5 3% 1 1% 69 45% 

 

 

97. Overall, survey findings show that slightly more than half of the trainees (55%) did not have any income prior 
to the training, while those with an income were gaining between PKR100 and 300 per day, or the lowest possible 
income range.  Since the training, survey findings point to a significant decrease in the percentage of trainees 
with no income (from 55% to 17%).  The majority of those with an income are still in the lowest income range of 
PKY 100-300 (45% post training), but 33% of the trainees are now gaining between PKR 301-500 (from only 2% 
before the training in this income range). Based on these figures, one can safely conclude that their participation 
in SPPAP2 training has allowed a large number of trainees to either find an employment or source of income, or 
to double their daily income. 

98. Survey results further reveal that female trainees have tended to face more difficulties in finding a source of 
income after the training: thus, although a greater proportion of men used to be without income before the training 
(56% of men without income against 48% of female trainees), 32% of female trainees remained without an 
income after the training against only 15% of men. This gender disparity is also seen in the fact that a relatively 
larger proportion of male trainees have managed to increase their daily income to reach the income range of 
PKR 301-500, against only 16% of female trainees. Noteworthy, a relatively larger percentage of female trainees 
are now reporting an income range of PKR 701-1000 (4%, against 3% of men) and PKR 701-1001 (4%, against 
1% for men) since the training, but this result may not be statistically significant. 

A) Employment situation before and after the training 

99.  The following charts and table present the employment situation of survey households before the training 
imparted by SPPAP2 and after they have received this training. Overall, there has been a marked reduction in 
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the percentage of unemployment among ex-trainees, from 63% to 21% (or a 42% reduction).  The reduction in 
the percentage of casual or daily workers has also reduced, albeit in a lesser proportion (-10%), from 32% to 
22%. Overall, 49% of ex-trainees were self-employed, against only 4% before the training, representing a 46-
percentage point increase. Self-employment was the most frequent development for the majority of trainees, as 
only 6% of the trainees became employees after the training. These results are overwhelming very positive, 
showing that SPPAP2 was successful in imparting sufficient levels of skills to allow trainees to start their own 
business or income-generating activity. 

100. There are marked variations between male and female-headed households, both regarding their pre- and 
post-project situation. Thus, before the training, male trainees tended to be over-represented in the category 
“jobless” (64% against 56%) and under-represented in the category “self-employed”, while a greater proportion 
of female trainees tended to be casual or daily workers (36% against 31% for male trainees). After the training, 
the reduction in unemployment was substantial for male trainees (from 64% to 18%, or a 46% reduction), while 
the reduction was much more moderate for female trainees (from 56% to 40%, or a 16% reduction). Conversely, 
while the proportion of casual workers has decreased by 28% for female trainees, this decrease was more 
moderate for male trainees (from 31% to 25%, or a 7% reduction). Further, if there was a substantial increase in 
the percentage of trainees becoming self-employed after the training (+48%), this increase, while still significant, 
was more modest for female trainees (+32%). Female trainees, however, proved relatively more successful than 
male trainees in finding an employment (12% post-training, from 0%, against 6% for male trainees). As a 
conclusion, survey results show that female trainees tended to face more difficulty in creating their own 
employment or income-generating activities, and 40% of female trainees remained jobless after the training 
(against only 18% of men).  This may highlight the need, for future similar activities to ensure a more targeted 
support to girls and women so that they may find income generating opportunities after the training. 

Table 33. Job situation before and after the training  

Jobless Employee 
Self-

Employed 
Casual/Daily 

Laborer 

Count  %  Count  % Count  % Count  %  

Job situation after the training: 

All respondents  115 63% 2 1% 7 4% 58 32% 

Female-headed households  14 56% 0 0% 2 8% 9 36% 

Male-headed households  101 64% 2 1% 5 3% 49 31% 

Job situation after the training: 

All respondents  38 21% 13 7% 89 49% 40 22% 

Female-headed households  10 40% 3 12% 10 40% 2 8% 

Male-headed households  28 18% 10 6% 79 51% 38 25% 
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Male-headed
households

Job situation before the training
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40%

18%22%

8%
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Male-headed
households

Job situation since the training

Jobless Casual/daily laborer

1% 0% 1%4%
8%

3%
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Job situation before the training
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6%

49%
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B) Use of additional income 

101. As shown in the next chart and table, asked what use they have made of the additional income they have 
earned since their participation in SPPAP2 training, the majority (48%) replied that the money was used to invest 
in house improvement, followed by an investment in their business (22%) and the payment of medical 
expenditures (14%). Only respectively 6% and 8% have reportedly used this money for the purchase of food or 
the payment of school expenditures. There are some measurable differences between female and male ex-
trainees. Thus, a much larger proportion of female trainees have reportedly used their additional income to pay 
for children’s education (25% versus 7% for male trainees), while a smaller percentage have used it to invest in 
their business (8%, against 23% for men) or to pay for house improvements (42%, against 49% for men). 

Table 34. Utilization of additional income  
Purchased 
more food 

Paid medical 
expenditures 

Paid education 
expenditures 

Business 
investment 

House 
improvement 

Paid for 
social events 

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  8 6% 18 14% 11 8% 29 22% 64 48% 2 2% 

Female-headed households  1 8% 1 8% 3 25% 1 8% 5 42% 1 8% 

Male-headed households  7 6% 17 14% 8 7% 28 23% 59 49% 1 1% 

 

C) Job creation 

102. As shown below, of the 178 ex-trainees interviewed who have started their own business or income-
generating activity, 23% have reported that they have recruited (formally or not), at least one full-time employee. 
The majority has recruited, or is being helped by, one fulltime person, 11% have reported recruiting 3 employees 
and 15% have recruited up to four employees. This is another important achievement of the project. Out of these 
41 respondents, only one was a woman, showing once again the greater difficulties faced by female ex-trainees. 

Table 35. Number of employees newly recruited by former vocational trainees      
One employee Two employees Three employees Four employees  
Count  % Count  % Count  % Count  % 

All respondents  41 75% 0 0% 6 11% 8 15% 

Female-headed households  1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  40 74% 0 0% 6 11% 8 15% 

 

103. The respondents who reported that they have not been able to start their own business or become self-
employed were further asked what the key reason for this was. Overall, and as presented below, close to half of 
the respondents (48%) have reported that their primary constraint has been the lack of investment capital or 
credit, followed by the lack of equipment, tools or raw material (42%). The lack of technical expertise, 
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development skills or linkages with market were marginally reported as a primary reason by respectively 4% of 
all respondents. There are no significant differences between male and female ex-trainees.  

Table 36. Key constraints for not being able to start own business or become self-employed   
Not enough 

technical 
expertise 

Lack of business 
development 

skills 

No access to 
investment 

capital or credit 

Lack of tools 
or raw 

material 

Lack of customers 
or linkages with 

markets 

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  3 4% 3 4% 40 48% 35 42% 3 4% 

Female-headed households  0 0% 0 0% 6 46% 6 46% 1 8% 

Male-headed households  3 4% 3 4% 34 48% 29 41% 2 3% 

 

6) Impact of the “Small Housing” Sub-Component 

104. Specifically designed for extremely poor, landless women, particularly widows, in the poverty score card 
band 0-11, the small housing Sub-component was expected to benefit some 1,600 persons. At project 
completion, Small Housing activities have reportedly benefited in total some 1,089 families who were provided 
with a small land plot and a small housing unit. These housing units were constructed in brick and cement, and 
comprise a large living room, a kitchen, a bathroom with running water and a solar energy system. 

105. The sample included 167 small housing beneficiary households, of which 39 (or 23%) were headed by a 
woman. The majority of surveyed households have been living in the SPPAP2-provided housing unit since 2016 
(63%), while respectively 25% and 12% of sample households received the house in 2015 and 2017. Only 3 
respondents (or 2%) had a poverty scorecard above 11 at the time of their selection. By and large, this information 
confirms the efficiency of SPPAP2 targeting strategy and mechanisms and that the project managed to reach out 
to poorest households under this Sub-component. The higher percentage of female-headed households and the 
fact that 99% of respondents were women are also indications that this specific sub-component managed to 
reach out to women, as intended.  

Table 37. Year of small housing unit hand-over to beneficiaries   
2015 2016 2017  

Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  40 25% 102 63% 19 12% 

Female-headed households  11 30% 22 59% 4 11% 

Male-headed households  29 23% 80 64% 15 12% 
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A) Housing conditions in previous house 

106. Survey households were asked several questions in order to understand what their housing conditions were 
prior to receiving a housing unit from SPPAP2. In the absence of baseline data, the objective was to measure 
the difference with their current living conditions. The first question was concerned with the type of tenure they 
had over their previous house. As shown in the chart and table on next page, only a minority of respondents 
reported being the owners (5%) or legal renters (6%) of their previous house. The remaining households did not 
own or rent a home, but had other types of informal, precarious arrangements with landlords (41%), were living 
with family members (35%), or in huts or illegal squats (6%). These data are largely consistent with an effective 
targeting of poorest, most vulnerable households. 

Table 38. Type of tenure over your previous house  

Owner 
Living with 

family 
members 

Tenant/renter 

Living in house 
provided by 

landlord against 
free work 

Huts, illegal 
squat 

Others 

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  8 5% 56 35% 10 6% 10 6% 9 6% 65 41% 

Female-headed households  2 5% 23 62% 3 8% 1 3% 0 0% 8 22% 

Male-headed households  6 5% 33 27% 7 6% 9 7% 9 7% 57 47% 

 

107. The 12 households (representing some 7% of the sample housing beneficiaries) who reported that they 
were previously provided with an accommodation for free in exchange of unpaid work, or other in-kind 
contribution, were further asked what this contribution was. The majority reported that, in exchange for a roof, 
adults were obliged to work without pay (52%) or to work for reduced wages (39%). In 9% of the cases, children 
were obliged to work without pay. Fortunately, none of the respondents mentioned that their previous landlord 
was preventing them to send their children to school or to travel far from the house without his/her explicit consent. 
There was no statistically significant difference between female and male-headed households. 

Table 39. Bonding relationships with previous landlord for households living with landlord for free  
Adults obliged 

to work 
without pay 

Children 
obliged to work 

without pay 

Children not 
permitted to 

attend school 

Household 
forbidden to travel 
away from house 

Forced to work 
with reduced 

wages  
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  12 52% 2 9% 0 0% 0 0% 9 39% 

Female-headed households  0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 

Male-headed households  12 55% 2 9% 0 0% 0 0% 8 36% 
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108. As shown in the next table and chart, before they became SPPAP2 beneficiaries, the majority of 
respondents lived in simple mud houses (54%), brick houses (30%) or wooden houses (14%), while none of 
them lived in concrete or stone buildings. The proportion of households living in simple mud houses was much 
higher among female-headed households (70%, against 49% for male-headed households). Conversely, male-
headed households were more likely to have lived in a brick house (35%, against 14% of female-headed 
households). 

Table 40. Main building material in the former house  
Bricks Concrete Wood Stone Soil Other 

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  48 30% 0 0% 23 14% 3 2% 86 54% 0 0% 

Female-headed households  5 13% 0 0% 6 16% 0 0% 26 70% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  43 35% 0 0% 17 14% 3 2% 60 49% 0 0% 

 

109. The next tables and charts provide information on the number of rooms and type of toilets in the previous 
house inhabited by survey respondents. Prior to receiving a housing unit as SPPAP2 selected beneficiaries, most 
respondents used to live in a one-room accommodation (83%), and respectively 12% and 5% lived in a 2-room 
and 3-room house. There are no significant differences between female and male-headed households. Overall, 
71% of respondents reported that they did not have access to any toilet in their previous accommodation and 
13% had access to dry pit latrines, while only 13% had flush toilets connected to the public sewerage. The 
proportion of households with no toilets in the house was slightly larger among male-headed households (73%, 
against 65% for female-headed households). 

Table 41. Number of rooms in previous house  
1 room 2 rooms 3 rooms 

Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  123 83% 18 12% 7 5% 

Female-headed households  31 84% 3 8% 3 8% 

Male-headed households  92 83% 15 13% 4 4% 

 

Table 42. Types of toilets did you use in former house  
Flush connected 

to public sewerage 
Dry pit latrine 

No toilet in 
house 

Others 

Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  21 13% 21 13% 113 71% 4 2% 

Female-headed households  5 13% 7 19% 24 65% 1 3% 

Male-headed households  16 13% 14 11% 89 73% 3 2% 
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What was the main building material in the former house?

Bricks Concrete Wood Stone Soil

83% 84% 83%

12% 8% 14%5% 8% 4%

All respondents Female-headed
households

Male-headed
households

Number of rooms in previous house

1 room 2 rooms 3 rooms



35 
 

 

110. As shown in the next table and chart, only 58% of respondent households used to have electricity in the 
house they inhabited previously, with a slightly larger proportion of female-headed households claiming such an 
access (62%, against 57% for male-headed households). 

Table 43. Did you have electricity in your former house?  
Yes No 

Count % Count % 

All respondents  68 58% 49 42% 

Female-headed households  16 61% 10 38% 

Male-headed households  52 57% 39 43% 

 

 

111. Because the lack of hygiene and poor access to potable water may have adverse consequence on human 
health, particularly among infants and young children, survey households were asked if their family members 
used to suffer from diarrhea or other water-induced diseases in their previous accommodation. By and large, this 
was the case, as 78% of respondents responded that their family members, in particular children, used to suffer 
from diarrhea and other water-induced disease in their former house. 

Table 44. Occurrence of diarrhea and water-induced 
diseases in previous accommodation  

Yes No 

Count % Count % 

All respondents  123 78% 34 22% 

Female-headed households  28 78% 8 22% 

Male-headed households  95 79% 26 21% 

 

112. By and large, the earlier set of data demonstrates the precarious and poor living conditions of small housing 
units’ beneficiaries prior to benefiting from SPPAP2 support. The only fact that the project provided them with a 
small, but safe home with access to water, sanitation and electricity represents, in itself, a major improvement in 
the daily life or concerned households. For the small percentage of beneficiaries who used to live with landlords 
in exchange of free labor, the impact is even far greater, as these are now able to seek paid employment and 
were driven out a quasi-slavery condition thanks to SPPAP2 interventions. 
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B) Own perception of current living conditions, sense of security and social status 

113. Because the Small Housing Sub-Component did not aim at improving beneficiaries’ income, the survey 
questionnaire included only one question on the economic status of respondents, and the survey focused on 
inquiring about the current well-being of SPPAP2 beneficiaries and their perception of the changes that have 
occurred in their living conditions. The overwhelming majority of respondents (98%) reported that they strongly 
felt that their new house was fulfilling their need for a permanent shelter, that it made them understand for the 
first time what it means to own something (91%) and that they were feeling a strong sense of freedom. Overall, 
90% also responded that it gave them a strong sense of security, while they felt strongly that their family’s social 
status had improved (87%). If none of the respondents disagreed that the project had a positive impact on their 
ability to live a comfortable life or had empowered the family’s head, a relatively smaller percentage of 
respondents reported that they felt strongly that it was the case (70% and 76% respectively). Lastly, only 62% of 
respondents felt strongly that their participation in SPPAP2 activities had expanded their income-generating 
opportunities. Overall, therefore, it appears that the Small Housing Sub-component was much more successful 
in improving beneficiaries’ sense of security and freedom as well as social status, than in empowering them 
economically, which comes as no surprise. In effect, earlier reported survey findings have shown that the small 
housing units’ beneficiaries have still the lowest incomes and savings level compared with other types of 
beneficiaries. 

114. There are no statistically significant differences between female and male-headed households, except that 
the percentage of female-headed households reporting that they strongly felt that the project had expanded their 
income-generating activities was relatively smaller (54% against 64% for male-headed households), while only 
54% of female respondents felt strongly empowered as heads of their families (against 74% of male-headed 
households). Again, this point to the greater difficulties that women face in becoming economically active or 
starting an income generating activity. 

Table 45. Respondents’ perception about current condition of life, sense of security, ownership and social status  
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree 

Count % Count % Count % Count % 

We can now meet our basic need of shelter: 

All respondents  154 98% 3 2% 0 0% 0 0% 

Female-headed households  35 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  119 98% 3 2% 0 0% 0 0% 

We now have a comfortable life  

All respondents  118 76% 38 24% 0 0% 0 0% 

Female-headed households  27 77% 8 23% 0 0% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  91 75% 30 25% 0 0% 0 0% 

 We now know what it means to own something 

All respondents  143 91% 12 8% 2 1% 0 0% 

Female-headed households  31 89% 4 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  112 92% 8 7% 2 2% 0 0% 

It gave us a sense of security 

All respondents  141 90% 16 10% 0 0% 0 0% 

Female-headed households  31 89% 4 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  110 90% 12 10% 0 0% 0 0% 

Our life is now less stressful, and we enjoy more freedom 

All respondents 140 89% 17 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Female-headed households 30 86% 5 14% 0 0% 0 0% 

Male-headed households 110 90% 12 10% 0 0% 0 0% 

It gave us a sense of belonginess and improved the social status of the family 

All respondents  136 87% 20 13% 0 0% 0 0% 

Female-headed households  30 86% 5 14% 0 0% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  106 88% 15 12% 0 0% 0 0.0% 

It gave us new economic or income-generating opportunities 

All respondents  96 62% 59 38% 1 1% 0 0% 

Female-headed households  19 54% 16 46% 0 0% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  77 64% 43 36% 1 1% 0 0% 

It has empowered me as a poor woman head of family 

All respondents  109 70% 47 30% 0 0% 0 0% 

Female-headed households  19 54% 16 46% 0 0% 0 0% 

Male-headed households  90 74% 31 26% 0 0% 0 0% 
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C) Intra-community relations 

115. As SPPAP2 beneficiaries did not have any pre-existing bonds between them and were provided with a land 
plot and a small housing unit in a new geographical area, albeit usually in the vicinity of their previous location, it 
was important for the survey to investigate about the social interactions and new social fabric in their new 
communities. To this end, the survey questionnaire included a number of questions on potential conflicts between 
neighbors and community members.  

116. As shown in the next chart and table, it is reassuring to note that the great majority of respondents reported 
that there are rare problems in their community (38%) or only problems that may occur sometimes but are easily 
resolved (46%). Only 9% of survey households have reported the frequent occurrence of problems involving 
many families, while the remaining 7% reported that there are frequent problems but involving few families. There 
are slightly different perceptions between female and male-headed households. Thus, there is a slightly greater 
proportion of female-headed households reporting the sporadic occurrence of problems that are easily resolved 
(66%, against 41% for male-headed households), while a greater proportion of male-headed households reported 
that there are rare problems in their peaceful community (42%, against 23% for female-headed households). On 
the other hand, male-headed households are also more likely to report the frequent occurrence of problems 
involving many families (10%, against 3% for female-headed households). 

Table 46. Occurrence of problems and conflicts within the community  
Frequent 

problems involving 
many families 

Frequent 
problems, but 

with few families 

Some problems 
sometimes, but 
easily resolved 

Rare problems, 
our community is 

peaceful 

Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents 14 9% 11 7% 74 46% 60 38% 

Female-headed households 1 3% 3 9% 23 66% 8 23% 

Male-headed households 13 10% 8 6% 51 41% 52 42% 

 

117. As shown in the next table, the large majority of respondents (70%) reported that the main source of conflicts 
between community members, when they occur, are related to private or interpersonal matters. Further, access 
to water was reported as the main source of conflict by 11% of survey households, access to external support by 
9%, and access to agricultural or pasture land by 7% of respondents. Other responses received marginal 
answers. The main differences between female and male-headed households is the fact that the former are a 
slightly larger proportion to report private or interpersonal matters as the main source of conflict within the 
community (78%, against 67% for male-headed households), while male-headed households tend to report more 
frequently access to water as the primary source of conflict (14%, against 4% for female-headed households). 
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Table 47. Main sources of conflicts between community members  

Access to 
water 

Access to 
agriculture or 
pasture land 

Access to 
public areas 

Access to 
external 
support 

Private of 
interpersonal 

matters 

Politics or 
access to local 

power  
Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  11 11% 7 7% 1 1% 9 9% 69 70% 1 1% 

Female-headed households  1 4% 3 11% 0 0% 1 4% 21 78% 1 4% 

Male-headed households  10 14% 4 6% 1 1% 8 11% 48 67% 0 0% 

 

118. The survey included a final question in order to understand the level of beneficiaries’ contribution to the 
construction of their housing unit. As shown in the table below, 47% of respondents, overall, have reported that 
they have built a boundary wall at their own cost, which demonstrates some sense of ownership. 28% further 
reported that they have monitored the construction of the house and 16% that they have contributed with labor. 
Female-headed households were a much larger proportion to report the construction of a boundary wall (69% 
against 41%), perhaps highlighting that this is more important for them to ensure their privacy from outsiders’ 
look or to ensure the security of their household. Only 3% of female-headed households were able to contribute 
with their labor for the construction of the house (against 20% of male-headed households), perhaps suggesting 
that this type of contribution is difficult to expect from a woman, a lesson that may be learned for future, similar 
interventions. 

Table 48. Beneficiaries’ type of contribution to the construction of the house  
Constructed 

boundary wall 
at own cost 

Contributed 
labor work 

Monitored 
construction 

Others 

Count % Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  74 47% 26 16% 45 28% 13 8% 

Female-headed households  24 69% 1 3% 9 26% 1 3% 

Male-headed households  50 41% 25 20% 36 29% 12 10% 

 

7) Impact of community infrastructure 

119. SPPAP2 included activities aiming at providing households below the poverty band 0-23 with access to 
community infrastructure, such as sanitation, drinking water, irrigation, feeder roads and culverts or solar energy. 
Some of these schemes benefited only some households in particular (e.g. toilets), while others benefited the 
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whole community (e.g. feeder roads). In the latter case, selection criteria were applied to identify beneficiary 
villages (e.g. a village lacking irrigation infrastructure), rather than beneficiary households. In total, some 902 
schemes had been completed by January 2017. This infrastructure may have been constructed in places where 
some households also received other benefits from other project components, or in places where no other type 
of support was provided by the project. 

120. The survey sample included 160 direct beneficiaries of community infrastructure schemes whose answers 
will also be presented separately in the next paragraphs, but questions related to this specific topic or project 
activity were asked to all survey households. All respondents considered, and as shown in the next chart and 
table, 23% of all survey households reported that they were not living in a community which benefited from an 
SPPAP2 infrastructure. The majority of those living in a beneficiary community reported that the project had 
constructed private latrines (45%), followed by the improvement of link road conditions (17%), irrigation schemes 
(5%), food banks (3%), solar energy systems (2%) and domestic water supply (2%). The comparison between 
male and female-headed households shows that the former tend to be over-represented among the households 
that reported the construction of private latrines (46%, against 37% for female-headed households), while female-
headed households tended to be a proportional larger number to report that they did not benefit from any 
community infrastructure (30%, against 21% for male-headed households).  

121. For the sub-sample of 160 beneficiaries who only benefited from a community infrastructure (CI) scheme, 
the distribution by type of infrastructure scheme does not diverge much, with the majority reporting that they have 
benefited from private latrines (54%, against 45% of non-CI beneficiaries), followed by link road works (31%, 
against 17% of non-CI beneficiaries). 6% of CI beneficiaries further benefited from irrigation schemes, 3% from 
domestic water supply and 3% from solar energy systems. 

Table 49. Type of community infrastructure schemes constructed 
 All categories of beneficiaries Community 

infrastructure 
beneficiaries only 

All 
respondents  

Female-headed 
households 

Male-headed 
households 

No community infrastructure was built 
Count 158 40 118 0 

% 23% 30% 21%  

Domestic water supply 
Count 11 3 8 4 

% 2% 2% 1% 3% 

Livestock water points 
Count 0 0 0 0 

% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Irrigation schemes 
Count 34 8 26 10 

% 5% 6% 5% 6% 

Solar energy systems 
Count 12 2 10 4 

% 2% 1% 2% 3% 

Sewage and community sanitation 
Count 10 1 9 4 

% 1% 1% 2% 3% 

Private latrines 
Count 307 50 257 86 

% 45% 37% 46% 54% 

Food banks 
Count 18 2 16 1 

% 3% 1% 3% 1% 

Link road soling 
Count 119 23 96 50 

% 17% 17% 17% 31% 

Others 
Count 20 6 14 0 

% 3% 4% 3% 0% 
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122. Those households who reported that their community had received some infrastructure support from 
SPPAP2 were further asked a series of questions on possible changes, positive or negative, that were brought 
in their living conditions or communities following the introduction of the new community infrastructure. As shown 
in the chart below, the large majority of respondents reported a significant improvement in the living conditions 
in the community (77%). For 21% of the remaining respondents, the improvement in living conditions was only 
moderate, while the percentage of households reporting no improvement was almost nil (1%). There appears to 
be no statistically significant difference in responses between male and female-headed households, nor between 
overall results and the findings specific to the 160 households who directly and solely benefited from the 
infrastructure. 

123. As shown in Annex 2, and although the small size of some of the sub-samples concerned may question the 
validity of these findings, the proportion of respondents reporting a significant improvement in living conditions 
appears highest in the communities provided with domestic water supply (91%) and solar energy systems (83%), 
followed by link road soling (76%), food banks (72%) and private latrines (72%). Conversely, the proportion of 
beneficiaries reporting a significant improvement in their living conditions in their community was lowest among 
beneficiaries of sewage and community sanitation infrastructure (30%), while these specific beneficiaries also 
recorded the largest proportion of respondents reporting no improvement at all in their community (10%). 

Table 50. Change in living conditions  
Significant 

improvement 
Moderate 

improvement 
No 

improvement 

Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  458 77% 127 21% 8 1% 

Female-headed households  88 79% 22 20% 2 2% 

Male-headed households  370 77% 105 22% 6 1% 

Community infrastructure 
beneficiaries only 

127 79% 32 20% 1 0% 

 

124. Asked if the infrastructure constructed by the project had brought any change to the health community 
members, in particular children, the majority of respondents reported as a significant improvement (71%). A 
moderate improvement was reported by 27% of respondents while only 2% reported no improvement. Female-
headed households tend to represent a slightly larger percentage of respondents claiming a significant 
improvement (74%, against 71% for male-headed households), but this difference may not be statistically 
significant. The same applies for the slight differences between findings recorded for the entire sample and the 
findings of the sub-sample of CI direct beneficiaries. 

125. Looking at the type of infrastructure and insofar as related findings are robust enough given the small size 
of some sub-samples, Annex 2 shows that the largest percentage of respondents reporting a significant 
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improvement is highest in communities that benefited from domestic water supply schemes (90%), followed by 
food banks (83%) and solar energy systems (73%), showing the particular direct impact of this type of 
infrastructure in improving access to drinking water, food or energy, leading to improved health status. It is 
worthwhile to note that 30% of the beneficiaries of sewage and community sanitation reported no improvement 
in health conditions, against 1% of beneficiaries of private latrines, while the provision of both types of 
infrastructure was intending to improve hygiene and health status of concerned households. Again, these findings 
may not be robust enough given the small sub-sample size. 

Table 51. Improve health conditions, especially for children  
Significant 

improvement 
Moderate 

improvement 
No 

improvement 

Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  419 71% 160 27% 9 2% 

Female-headed households 78 74% 27 25% 1 1% 

Male-headed households 341 71% 133 28% 8 2% 

Community infrastructure 
beneficiaries only 

116 73% 42 27% 0 116 

 

126. As shown in the next charts and tables, only 16% of sample households, overall, reported an increase in 
the area of agricultural land under irrigation in their community, 26% of respondents claimed a modest 
improvement, while there was no improvement for 58% of all respondents. Although this question was arguably 
only relevant for the 34 beneficiaries of irrigation schemes, other categories of beneficiaries reported some 
improvement in the area of land under irrigation, such as the beneficiaries of domestic water supply (with 38% 
reporting a significant increase and 13% a modest increase), solar energy systems (25% for significant increase 
and 25% modest increase), and road soling (15% and 40% respectively). Despite the smaller size of the 
respective samples, and therefore the lesser statistical significance of findings for this more detailed analysis 
(see Annex 2), this seems to hint that beneficiaries of domestic water supply may have also used this water for 
agricultural purposes, while beneficiaries of solar energy systems may have also used this source of energy to 
pump water or irrigate. Also, it seems that the improved road access may have allowed farmers to access 
additional land stretches for agricultural purposes. 

127. Overall, however, only 14% of respondents reported a significant increase in the area of land under 
irrigation, 25% reported a modest improvement while 61% reported no improvement at all. Similar trends are 
noted in the responses provided by the 160 households which only benefited from community infrastructure. 
These results show that SPPAP2, through its limited investments in irrigation schemes and domestic water supply 
(which accounted for less than 10% of the schemes constructed), had only a very modest impact on agricultural 
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productivity. In other words, the impact may have been significant at the level of concerned households, but it 
was limited in scope. 

Table 52. Increased in land under irrigation and agricultural productivity 

Increased in land under irrigation  
Significant 

improvement 
Moderate 

improvement 
No improvement 

Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  69 16% 109 26% 243 58% 

Female-headed households  16 23% 23 32% 32 45% 

Male-headed households  53 15% 86 25% 211 60% 

Community infrastructure 
beneficiaries only 

34 30% 12 11% 68 60% 

Improved agricultural productivity due to irrigation 

All respondents  58 14% 104 25% 250 61% 

Female-headed households  12 18% 24 35% 32 47% 

Male-headed households  46 13% 80 23% 218 63% 

Community infrastructure 
beneficiaries only 

23 21% 17 16% 67 63% 

 

128. The survey included a question on the extent to which the infrastructure that was constructed in their 
community had had a positive impact on their income-generating opportunities. Overall, only respectively 13% 
and 26% of respondents reported a significant and moderate improvement, while there was no improvement for 
61% of survey households. There is a marked difference between male and female-headed households: the 
proportion of households not claiming any improvement is much larger among male-headed households (64% 
against only 48% of female-headed households), suggesting that female-headed households have tended to 
benefit more, in terms of economic empowerment, although this may have been arguably from a much lower 
base. Looking at the responses provided the smaller sample of households who directly benefited from 
community infrastructure schemes, results show a slightly higher proportion of respondents claiming a significant 
improvement in their income-generatin opportunites (18%, against 13% overall), but, at the same time, a slightly 
larger proportion of households claiming no improvement (64%, against 61% overall) or only a modest 
iprovement (18%, against 26% overall), which makes findings difficult to analyze. 

129. As displayed in Annex 2, the largest proportion of respondents claiming a significant enhance in income-
generating activities is found among the beneficiaries of irrigation schemes (61%), followed by the beneficiaries 
of domestic water supply (33%) and solar energy systems (25%) although, for the last two categories of 
beneficiaries, findings may not be statistically significant given the small number of respondents (respectively 6 
and 4 respondents). With a larger sample of 103 respondents, findings related to the beneficiaries of link road 
soling show that respectively 26% and 45% of respondents reported a significant and moderate improvement in 
income-generating activities, demonstrating once again the positive impact of this type of infrastructure. 
Conversely, investment in food banks, private latrines and sewage did not have any such impact, which appears 
to make sense given the nature of these types of infrastructure. 
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Table 53. Enhance income-generating opportunities  
Significant 

improvement 
Moderate 

improvement 
No 

improvement 

Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  52 13% 107 26% 248 61% 

Female-headed households  11 16% 24 36% 32 48% 

Male-headed households  41 12% 83 24% 216 64% 

Community infrastructure beneficiaries only 19 18% 19 18% 67 64% 

 

130. The survey questionnaire also included a question on change in incomes due to community infrastructure, 
even though this question may not have been relevant for all types of schemes. Overall, only 18% of respondents 
claimed a significant improvement, 45% a moderate improvement and 37% no improvement. Unsurprisingly, the 
proportion of respondents claiming a significant increase in income was highest among the beneficiaries of 
irrigation schemes (47%), with another 53% of them claiming a moderate improvement. Female-headed 
households were relatively less likely than male-headed households to report a significant increase (14% against 
19% for male-headed households) but were a much larger proportion to claim a moderate improvement (51% 
against 44%).  

131. While comparing these data with data on changes in income-generating opportunities, one may note some 
similar trends for the proportion of respondents claiming a significant improvement, but diverging trends for the 
percentage of respondents claiming a moderate improvement (45% moderate increase in income vs. 26% 
moderate increase in IGA) and no improvement (37% claiming no improvement in income vs. 61% claiming no 
improvement in IGA). In other words, improvement in incomes may have taken place even though there was no 
improvement in income generating opportunities, possibly suggesting that beneficiary households were able to 
decrease expenditures (as in the case of drinking water or irrigation schemes or solar energy systems) or 
improved their productivity while remaining engaged in the same type of IGA. 

132. Among the households who benefited directly from an infrastructure scheme, findings show a slightly larger 
proportion of respondents claiming a significant increase in income (22% against 18% overall), but also a slightly 
larger proportion of households claiming no improvement at all (40%, against 37% overall). 

Table 54. Change in incomes  
Significant 

improvement 
Moderate 

improvement 
No 

improvement 

Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  76 18% 192 45% 156 37% 

Female-headed households  10 14% 36 51% 24 34% 

Male-headed households  66 19% 156 44% 132 37% 

Community infrastructure beneficiaries only 25 22% 42 38% 45 40% 
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133. As shown in the chart and table below, sample households were also asked if SPPAP2 community 
infrastructure support had led to a reduction in the occurrence of conflicts within the community. Overall, only 
18% of respondents reported a significant decrease in the occurrence of such conflicts but 51% reported some 
moderate improvement. The proportion of households claiming no reduction in community conflict was larger 
among male-headed households compared with female-headed households (32% against 26%). This proportion 
was also larger for the smaller sample of households who benefited only from community infrastructure (37%, 
against 31% for the entire sample), but the proportion of households who claimed a significant improvement was 
also slightly larger in this group, making it difficult to draw firm conclusions. 

134. Among the various types of community infrastructure constructed, the data in Annex 2 further reveal that 
the proportion of households reporting a reduction in the occurrence of community conflict was much larger 
among beneficiaries of irrigation schemes, with only 3% of households claiming that there was no improvement, 
followed by the beneficiaries of link road soling (only 22% of households claiming no improvement). All of 
beneficiaries of domestic water supply reported some improvement, but the sample is too small to be hold 
statistical relevance. The largest proportion of households claiming that there was no improvement is found 
among the beneficiaries of sewage and community sanitation (70%) and of private latrines (39%), suggesting 
once again that these types of infrastructure were the least favored or had the smallest impact.  

Table 55. Reduction in community conflicts  
Significant 

improvement 
Moderate 

improvement 
No 

improvement 

Count % Count % Count % 

All respondents  75 18% 216 51% 132 31% 

Female-headed households  12 17% 39 57% 18 26% 

Male-headed households  63 18% 177 50% 114 32% 

Community infrastructure beneficiaries only 23 21% 47 42% 41 37% 

 

8) Change in poverty scores 

135.  Launched originally in 2009, the Benazir Income Support Program (BISP) was designed to provide monthly 
cash grants to the poorest 20% of the population, equivalent to more than 6 million families across the country. 
In order to identify beneficiaries, the BISP conducted a country-wide poverty census using Poverty Score Card 
(PSC) in 2010. This nation-wide survey collected information on the various characteristics of the households 
and its assets in order to determine the welfare status of the household on a scale between 0-100. 

136. These PSC were also used by SPPAP2 for the initial selection of its beneficiaries. For this completion 
survey, the questionnaire included the exact questionnaire used under the BISP; and collected data were used 
to calculate the new PSC, using the same method9. The comparison between the original poverty score of 
SPPAP2 beneficiaries and their new PSC is highly useful to quantify the exact project impact in changing the 
poverty status of project beneficiaries. Results are presented in the next tables and paragraphs. 

 

                                                      
9 The consultant could not verify the newly calculated scores but was reassured on many occasions that the consulting 
firm in charge of data collection and data entry - which had been involved in the BISP survey - was well acquainted 
with the methodology to be used for the calculation of the new PSC. 
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Table 56. Change in poverty scores for SPPAP2 beneficiaries 

Poverty score bands Old PSC New PSC 

Non-poor Score 60-100 - - 5 1% 

Transitory non-poor Score 35-59 - - 104 15% 

Transitory vulnerable Score 24-34 - - 248 35% 

Transitory poor Score 19-23 46 7% 171 24% 

Chronically poor Score 12-18 251 36% 146 21% 

Extremely poor Score 0-11 408 58% 31 4% 

 

137. The comparison between the PSC score before and after project participation shows a remarkable reduction 
in the percentage of households in the category “extremely poor” (from 58% to only 4%), and an important 
reduction in the percentage for “chronically poor” (from 36% to 21%). For the category “transitory poor”, a reverse 
trend in noted, with an increase in the proportion of SPPAP2 beneficiaries (from 7% to 24%). Moreover, if none 
of the survey households had a poverty score of 24 or above, some 51% of SPPAP2 beneficiaries are now in the 
categories “transitory vulnerable” (35%), “transitory non-poor” (15%) and “non-poor” (1%).  

138. The next table provides some additional details on changes in PSC by presenting the distribution of survey 
households by PSC band and category of beneficiaries. In the pre-project situation, data show that the largest 
proportion of households in the poorest poverty band (“extremely poor”) was found among the small housing 
units beneficiaries (98%), against 42% to 48% for the other three types of beneficiaries surveyed. Of the four 
categories of beneficiaries, vocational trainees accounted for the largest proportion of “transitory poor” (16%), 
followed by community infrastructure households (11% in the same poverty band), suggesting that these 
households, at the time of their selection, were better off than the small housing units and small ruminant package 
beneficiaries. By and large, this reinforces previous findings. 

139. In the post-project situation, 66% of the ex-vocational trainees have a PSC of 24 or above, which means 
that they no longer belong to the “poor” category and have been lifted above the poverty line. A similar change 
took place for the other categories of beneficiaries, albeit to a lesser extent (51% of community infrastructure 
beneficiaries and 43% of the other two types of beneficiaries). In the case of the small housing beneficiaries, this 
is a remarkable improvement, given that 98% of them used to belong to the poorest poverty band before their 
participation in SPPAP2. 
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Table 57. Changes in PSC, by category of beneficiaries 

Poverty scores 

Before 
SPPAP2 

After SPPAP2 

Count % Count % 

Small ruminant package: 

(…) Score 24 and above 0 0% 86 43% 

Transitory poor Score 19-23 0 0% 58 29% 

Chronically poor Score 12-18 105 53% 46 23% 

Extremely poor Score 0-11 95 48% 10 5% 

Housing units: 

(…) Score 24 and above 0 0% 72 43% 

Transitory poor Score 19-23 0 0% 37 22% 

Chronically poor Score 12-18 3 2% 47 28% 

Extremely poor Score 0-11 164 98% 11 7% 

Vocational training: 

(…) Score 24 and above 0 0% 118 66% 

Transitory poor Score 19-23 28 16% 31 17% 

Chronically poor Score 12-18 76 43% 26 15% 

Extremely poor Score 0-11 74 42% 3 2% 

Community infrastructure: 

(…) Score 24 and above  0% 81 51% 

Transitory poor Score 19-23 18 11% 45 28% 

Chronically poor Score 12-18 67 42% 27 17% 

Extremely poor Score 0-11 75 47% 7 4% 

140. As shown in the next table, there are no significant differences in the PSC among female and male-headed 
households before their participation in SPPAP2, except for a slightly over-representation of female-headed 
households in the poverty band 24-34 post SPPAP2 participation (40%, against 34% for male-headed 
households). These findings are not fully in line with other survey findings related to incomes and savings, as 
female-headed households have tended to report a lesser level of income and savings. A possible explanation 
is the fact that the PSC methodology is chiefly based on ownership of physical assets (number of rooms in the 
house, ownership of home appliances, vehicles, livestock and land), not income or monetary assets. A possible 
conclusion, therefore, may be that not all female-headed beneficiary households may have managed to improve 
their incomes or savings thanks to SPPAP2 activities, but all have built their assets. 

Table 58. Changes in PSC, by gender of household’s head 

 Before SPPAP2 After SPPAP2 

Count % Count % 

Female-headed households 137     

Score 60-100 0 0% 1 1% 

Score 35-59 0 0% 18 13% 

Score 24-34 0 0% 55 40% 

Score 19-23 13 9% 40 29% 

Score 12-18 46 34% 20 15% 

Score 0-11 78 57% 3 2% 

Male-headed households 568     

Score 60-100  0% 4 1% 

Score 35-59  0% 86 15% 

Score 24-34 0 0%  193 34% 

Score 19-23 33 6% 131 23% 

Score 12-18 205 36% 126 22% 

Score 0-11 330 58% 28 5% 

141. It may be further noted that the fact that SPPAP2 has provided some beneficiaries with a small housing unit 
equipped with toilet has automatically allowed these households to “climb” the PSC “ladder”, as these two items 
are being included in the PSC questionnaire. To a lesser extent, this also applies to the livestock package 
beneficiaries, since the PSC questionnaire also included a question on livestock ownership. For the other 2 
categories of beneficiaries, however, SPPAP2 has not provided any of the assets that are considered under the 
PSC methodology, with the implication that the recorded increase in their assets after their participation in project 
activities was primarily due to an improvement in their income (and therefore their ability to purchase new assets).  
Again, other survey findings confirm that these two categories of beneficiaries are the ones with the highest 
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reported levels of income and savings and the ones who tend to be a greater proportion to report an increase in 
income thanks to SPPAP2 participation. 

142. This set of data clearly demonstrates an important increase in SPPAP2 beneficiaries’ assets and a 
remarkable improvement in their poverty status over the past few years. In the absence of counterfactual or of a 
control group, one may not be able to establish a firm causality link between these improvements and SPPAP2 
activities. By and large, previous survey findings - in particular those related to beneficiaries’ perception of 
SPPAP2 contribution to increased incomes, savings or productivity - are indications that this may well, indeed, 
be the case. 

9) Beneficiaries’ satisfaction with project services and benefits  

143. The last question of the SPPAP2 impact survey included a question on beneficiaries’ overall satisfaction 
with project services and activities. A shown below, 65% of all respondents reported that they were highly satisfied 
with project services and 34% that they were satisfied. Only 1% of respondents mentioned that they were not 
satisfied, and no respondent claimed to be highly unsatisfied.  

144. If there are no marked differences between the answers of male and female-headed households, the level 
of satisfaction varies greatly between the various types of project beneficiaries. Hence the percentage of 
households reporting a high satisfaction level is highest for the beneficiaries of the small housing component 
(80%) and community infrastructure (79%), followed by the beneficiaries of the small ruminant package (63%). 
Conversely, only 34% of vocational trainees responded that they were highly satisfied with project services, but 
63% of them were just satisfied. Across all categories of beneficiaries, it is reassuring to note that the percentage 
of respondents not satisfied ranges from only 1% to 2%, highlighting SPPAP2 success, overall. 

Table 59. SPPAP2 beneficiaries' satisfaction with project services and activities  
Highly 

Satisfied 
Satisfied 

Not 
Satisfied 

Highly 
Unsatisfied 

All respondents  65% 34% 1% 0% 

Female-headed households  67% 31% 2% 0% 

Male-headed households  65% 34% 1% 0% 

 

Table 60. Satisfaction with project services and activities, by type of beneficiaries 

  Highly 
satisfied 

Satisfied 
Not 

satisfied 
Highly 

unsatisfied 

Small ruminant 126 63% 70 35% 2 1% 0 0% 

Housing 134 80% 13 8% 1 1% 0 0% 

Vocational training 60 34% 113 63% 3 2% 0 0% 

Community infrastructure 126 79% 34 21% 0 0% 0 0% 
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10) Targeting 

145. As mentioned earlier, the questionnaire did not ask for the gender of the project beneficiary. Instead, it 
included a question on the gender of the household’s head and the gender of the survey respondent. As such, 
the survey cannot be used to derive findings on the targeting efficiency of the project, for example if SPPAP2 
managed to reach out to the intended target groups, as summarized below. 

Table 61. Targeting criteria (as per project design) 

 Percentage of 
women beneficiaries 

Focus on female-
headed households? 

Poverty 
score-card 

Small ruminant packages 100% no 0-18 

Small housing units 100% yes 0-11 

Vocational training 50% no 0-23 

Community infrastructure n/a n/a n/a 

146. However, and as shown in the table below, the analysis of the proportion of female-headed households and 
female respondents among the four categories of project beneficiaries brings some interesting findings to light. 
Thus, the proportion of female-headed households is largest among the beneficiaries of the small housing units 
(23%), showing at least some focus on widows, in line with design expectations. Further, among the beneficiaries 
of the small housing units and small ruminant packages, 99% of respondents were female, which is another 
indication that women were preferential targets for these two activities. Conversely, the proportion of female 
respondents (51%) and female-headed households (13%) was lowest among the beneficiaries of vocational 
training, but it is not possible to derive conclusions as per the extent to which the 50% women beneficiaries target 
was met. 

Table 62. Proportion of female/male respondents and female/male-headed households  

  Small ruminant 
packages 

Small housing 
units 

Vocational 
training 

Community 
infrastructure 

Total 
respondents 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Total respondents 200   167   178   160   705   

Female respondents  197 99% 166 99% 90 51% 126 79% 581 82% 

Male respondents 3 2% 1 1% 88 49% 34 21% 127 18% 

Female-headed households 39 20% 39 23% 23 13% 36 23% 138 20% 

Male-headed households 161 81% 128 77% 155 87% 124 78% 570 81% 

147. While an important lesson is that a future, similar questionnaire should include a question on the gender of 
the project beneficiary, current survey results nevertheless seem to point to a successful strategy for reaching 
out to women and female-headed households under the “small housing units” and “small ruminants” activities. 

148. As far as poverty targeting is concerned, survey results show that SPPAP2 was most successful in reaching 
out to chronically and extremely poor households, which represent 100% of project beneficiaries under the small 
ruminants, small housing activities and vocational training activities and 89% of beneficiaries under the 
community infrastructure beneficiaries. 

Table 63. Poverty profile of SPPAP2 beneficiaries 

 Poverty score-card (as 
per design expectations) 

% of actual beneficiaries 
in this poverty band 

Small ruminant packages 0-18 100% 

Small housing units 0-11 100% 

Vocational training 0-23 100% 

Community infrastructure n/a 89% between 0-18 

CONCLUSIONS 

149. The data collected during this impact survey is found of good quality and a reliable basis to draw some 
conclusions on SPPAP2 effectiveness. Overall, project success is evidenced by the high-reported level of 
beneficiaries’ satisfaction regarding project services and activities. By and large, survey findings show that 
SPPAP2 has been successful in targeting and selecting the intended target groups (female-headed and 
extremely poor households) under its small housing units, small ruminant package, vocational training and 
community infrastructure activities. Survey data further reveal an overall positive impact of SPPAP2 on 
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beneficiaries’ incomes, savings and/or assets. Overall, 79% of survey respondents have thus reported a modest 
or significant increase in incomes, while 45% were able to accumulate some savings, for an average amount 
equivalent of one-month income or expenditures.  

150. The comparison between the PSC score before and after project participation also shows a remarkable 
reduction in the percentage of households in the category “extremely poor” (from 58% to only 4%), and an 
important reduction in the percentage for “chronically poor” (from 36% to 21%). This is a considerable 
achievement and demonstrates SPPAP2 impact on reducing poverty and eliminating extreme poverty. SPPAP2 
impact on the food security situation of its beneficiaries is less evident, but the survey showed that the proportion 
of food secure households among project beneficiaries is higher than the regional average. 

151. The success of each of the four types of activities covered by the survey is evidenced in various ways. The 
sustainability of the small ruminant activities is demonstrated by the fact that 93% of the beneficiaries still own 
some livestock several months, or years, after receiving the initial livestock package, and that they are still able 
to access veterinary or livestock vaccination services. The project supported-activities have resulted in an 
increase in livestock income for most beneficiaries (70%). The vocational training activities were successful in 
reducing the unemployment among beneficiaries, and only 21% of beneficiaries remained unemployed after the 
training (from 63% before the training). Overall, some 49% of ex-vocational trainees became self-employed and 
21% have recruited at least one full-time employees, leading to the creation of some 83 additional jobs. The 
beneficiaries of the small housing units were successfully taken out of extreme poverty. For this category of 
beneficiaries, project impact was most significant in terms of providing households who used to live under 
extremely difficult conditions with a safe, hygienic home of their own, thereby significantly increasing their social 
status and sense of security, albeit with more modest results in terms of improvement in incomes or income-
generating opportunities. Lastly, there is ample evidence that the community infrastructure component has 
positively impacted on the living conditions and health status of SPPAP2 beneficiaries, and that it has resulted in 
a reduction of conflicts within the concerned communities. However, and except for the irrigation schemes, there 
is little documented evidence of an increase in incomes. 

152. Across all four types of activities, survey results have further demonstrated that female-headed households 
tend to be discriminated against in their access to assets, markets and income-generating activities. Compared 
with male-headed households, female-headed families were thus gaining a smaller income, were less susceptible 
to report an increase in incomes thanks to SPPAP2 support, were significantly less likely to be able to accumulate 
savings and were slightly more likely to face food insecurity. 

153. If survey results are, by and large, quite positive, they have also highlighted several issues that should be 
considered in the design of future, similar interventions. Thus, the primary constraint faced by vocational trainees 
for establishing their own business was the lack of access to investment capital or credit, highlighting that future, 
similar interventions should strive to link vocational trainees to MFIs or other credit sources. Secondly, providing 
extremely poor, quasi-homeless households is certainly a necessary step to help them escape from absolute 
poverty, however, this may not be sufficient to expand their income-generating opportunities. There is therefore 
room for improvement and similar, future interventions may need to include some IGA training or linking 
beneficiaries with credit sources. Similarly, specific support should be systematically provided to female 
beneficiaries, in order to overcome some of specific the socio-economic constraints that they face in terms of 
access to income-generating activities, livestock services, credit, the labor market and consumers’ markets. 
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Annex 1 – Survey questionnaire 

 

 

 IMPACT SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE – IFAD SPPAP2 

 

Questionnaire 
Number 

(For data entry staff): 
 

 …………………… 

  

A SHORT INTRODUCTION:  
My name is ……………………………………….. As you may know, SPPAP2 has been active in this 

community and has supported a number of activities. This survey seeks to explore the impact that 

the project has had on its beneficiaries and their opinions on the activities implemented. Your 

contribution will help us improve the design of a future, similar project.   

  

 

NAME OF INVESTIGATOR: ………………….…………………………………………………………. 

  DATE: ………..……..…………. 

  

  NAME OF UNION COUNCIL: …………………………………………….………………………………………………….………….. 

 

MOZA/REVENUE VILLAGE………………………………………………… 

 . 

  NAME OF DISTRICT: 

……………………………………………………………………………………………..…………………………..……. 

  

  NAME OF THE RESPONDENT: ………………………………………………………………..……………..…………… 

 

  AGE OF THE RESPONDENT: ……………………………… years 

 

CNIC NO ………………………………………….     HOUSEHOLD NO--------------------------------------- 

 

  GENDER OF RESPONDENT:           1 (   ) Male                    2 (   ) Female  

 

  FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLD?:   1 (   ) Yes                    2 (   ) No 

  

 

  

HOUSEHOLD’S POVERTY SCORE (AS PER BISP CLASSIFICATION): ……………………………………. 

 

  

 

COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION NAME……………………. 

 BENEFICIARY TYPE (SMALL RUMINANTS, HOUSING, VOCATIONAL TRAINING, CPI)………….. 
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A. POVERTY SCORE (ALL RESPONDENTS) 

A0. Total people living in the house………………….. (Don’t include guests)    

A1. How many people in the household are under the age of 18 or over the age of 65? 

1 (   )  0 to 2 persons 

2 (   )  3 to 4 persons 

3 (   )  5 to 6 persons  

4 (   )  7 or more 

A2. What is the highest educational level of the head of the household (completed)? 

1 (   )  Never attended school 

2 (   )  Less than class 1 to class 5 included 

3 (   )  Class 6 to class 10 included  

4 (   )  Class 11, college or beyond 

A3. How many children in the household between 5 and 16 years old are currently attending school? 

1 (   )  There are no children between age 5 to 16 years in the household 

2 (   )  All the children between 5 and 16 years are attending school 

3 (   )  Only some of the children between 5 to 16 years are attending school  

4 (   )  None of the children between 5 and 16 years are attending school 

A4. How many rooms in the house per member (Divide the total rooms on the total members of the 

house?) 

1. More than 0 & equal to or less than 0.2 

2.  More than 0.2 & equal to or less than 0.3 

3. More than 0.3 & equal to or less than 0.4 

4. More than 0.4 

 

A5. What kind of toilet is used by the household?  

1 (   )  Flush connected to a public sewerage, a pit or an open drain 

2 (   )  Dry raised latrine or dry pit latrine 

3 (   )  There is no toilet in the house 

A6. Does the household own at least one refrigerator, freezer or washing machine? 

                 1 (   ) Yes          2 (   ) No  

A7. Does the household own at least one air conditioner, air cooler, geyser or heater? 

                 1 (   ) Yes          2 (   ) No  

A8. Does the household own at least one cooking stove, cooking range or microwave oven?  

                 1 (   ) Yes          2 (   ) No  

A9. Does the household own the following engine driven vehicles?: 

1 (    )  At least one car / tractor and at least one motorcycle / scooter 

2 (   )  At least one car / tractor but no motorcycle / scooter 

3 (   )  No car / tractor but at least one motorcycle / scooter 

4 (   )  Neither car / tractor NOR motorcycle / scooter 

A10. Does the household own at least one tv? 

                 1 (   ) Yes          2 (   )  No  
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A11. Does the household own the following livestock...?  

1 (   )  At least one buffalo / bullock AND at least one cow / goat / sheep 

2 (   )  At least one buffalo / bullock BUT NO cow / goat / sheep 

3 (   )  No buffalo / bullock BUT at least one cow / goat / sheep 

4 (   )  Neither buffalo / bullock NOR cow / goat / sheep 

A12. How much agricultural land does the household own? (converted into acres): 

1 (   )  0 acre 

2 (   )  Up to 12.5 acres 

3 (   )  More than 12.5 acres 

B. PARTICIPATION IN PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

A13. From which of the following SPPAP2-supported activities did you benefit from; and in what year? 

( If the respondent is confused or not sure about the name of the project, talk about the Community 
 Organization and project activities) 
 

Type of activities Year of support 

Agriculture/livestock:  

1. Provision of poultry    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

2. Provision of goats     1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

3. Provision of large ruminants    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

4. Agricultural crop training    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

Skills’ development:  

5. Vocational training    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

 Specify which of vocational training 
(e.g. mechanics, tailoring, weaving, 
etc.): 

…………………..…………………….  

6. Entrepreneurship training    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

Housing:  

7. Provision of small land plots    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

8. Low cost housing    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

Community infrastructure:  

9. Provision of hand pumps    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

10. Village irrigation    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

11. Village roads    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

12. Food bank    1 (   ) Yes           2 (   ) No                

13. Other: (Specify)  

 

 

 

A14. Since your participation in SPPAP2 activities, have you benefited from other external support? 

1 (  )   No, no other support 

2 (   )  Yes, from Government (Please state type of 

support):……………...……………………………… 

3 (   )  Yes, from an NGO (Please state type):……………………..………………………………… 
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C. INCOME AND SAVINGS (ALL RESPONDENTS) 

B1. What is the main occupation of the primary income earner (household’s head)? 

1 (   )  Farming 

2 (   )  Livestock breeding 

3 (   )  Agricultural worker (e.g. agriculture) 

4 (   )  Wood and wood products 

5 (   )  Handicraft 

6 (   )  Petty trade 

7 (   )  Trade and other small businesses 

8 (   )  Civil servant  

9 (   )  Construction worker 

10 (   )  Private sector employee 

11 (   )  Pension or other benefits 

12 (   )  Aid/assistance 

13 (   )  Other (please specify): ………………………….. 

B2. What is the secondary occupation of the primary income earner (household’s head)?  

1 (   )  Farming 

2 (   )  Livestock breeding 

3 (   )  Agricultural worker (e.g. agriculture) 

4 (   )  Wood and wood products 

5 (   )  Handicraft 

6 (   )  Petty trade 

7 (   )  Trade and other small businesses 

8 (   )  Civil servant  

9 (   )  Construction worker 

10 (   )  Private sector employee 

11 (   )  Pension or other benefits 

12 (   )  Aid/assistance 

13 (   )  Other (please specify): ………………………….. 

B3. How many other family members contribute to the family income? 

…………children below 16 …………children age 16 +   …………adults 

B4. What is the average monthly (or yearly) cash income of your household?  

              Yearly income………………… PKR    or        Monthly income……………………PKR 

  

B5. What are you monthly expenditures (for food, clothing, education, health, etc.)?  

 ………………….…  PKR / month 

B6. Did your participation in SPPAP2 activities help you improve your family’s income? 

1 (   ) Yes, our income has increased significantly  

2 (   ) Yes, our income has increased moderately 

3 (   ) No, our income has not increased / is the same 

4 (   ) No, our income has decreased 

B7. How much were you able to save annually in the past 2 years? …………………… PKR  

( If the interviewee does not save, write “0” and go to Section C)   
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B8. How will you use your savings? (Please tick as many as relevant) 

1 (   ) I will invest in an income-generating activity 

2 (   ) I will buy tools/raw material/agricultural inputs 

3 (   ) I will invest in home improvement (furniture, appliances, etc.) 

4 (   ) I will keep it to pay for children education  

5 (   ) I will keep the money in case of emergencies (health issues) 

6 (   ) I will keep this money for social occasions (wedding, funerals, etc.) 

7 (   ) Other (please specify)…………………………………….  

 

B9. Did your participation in SPPAP2 activities help you increase your savings?  

1 (   ) Yes, the project was a major contributor 

2 (   ) Yes, the project had some contribution 

3 (   ) No, the project had no contribution 

D. FOOD SECURITY (ALL RESPONDENTS) 

C1. In the past 2 years, have you had periods of food insecurity (i.e. not able to secure three meals/day 

for all family members?) 

1 (   )  Yes  2 (   ) No   ( Go to Section D, E, F or G) 

C2. If so, for how many weeks per year? 

      ………………….weeks/year 

C3. How often do your household’s members eat the following food items: 

 A. Often B. Rarely C. Almost never 

i) Meat, fish     

ii) Eggs    

ii) Milk    

iii) Pulses    

iv) Vegetables    

v) Fruits    

C4. Has your food security situation improved since you have benefited from the SPPAP2 project? 

1 (   ) No, it has become worse 

2 (   ) No, it has remained the same  

3 (   ) Yes, the period of food insecurity has reduced thanks to project activities 

4 (   ) Yes, our family is no longer food insecure thanks to project activities 

 Go to Section D, E, F or G 

E. LIVESTOCK BENEFICIARIES ONLY 
D1. Do you currently own livestock or animals?  

                 1 (   ) Yes   ( Go to D3)     2 (   )  No ( Go  

D2. What happened to the animals that you had received from SPPAP2? ( Ask question and go to 

Section G)  

1 (   )  I had to sell them to pay for unexpected expenditures  

2 (   )  I had to sell them as I could not afford fodder or vaccination costs 

3 (   ) They became sick and died 

4 (   )  They were stolen or lost  

D3. If so, how many animals do you own/raise? (Please Tick as many as relevant) 
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  D3.  Number of 
animals 

a. Buffalo 1 (   ) Yes  2 (   ) No  

b. Cows 1 (   ) Yes  2 (   ) No  

c. Sheep 1 (   ) Yes  2 (   ) No  

d. Goats 1 (   ) Yes  2 (   ) No  

e. Horses/donkeys 1 (   ) Yes  2 (   ) No  

f. Chicken/Pigeon 1 (   ) Yes  2 (   ) No  

D4. In the past 12 months, how many animals did you sell, and at what price did you sell them? 

 D4.  Number of 
animals 

D5. Sale’s price per 
animal (in PKR) 

a. Buffalo  …………………….PKR 

b. Cows  …………………….PKR 

c. Sheep  …………………….PKR 

d. Goats 2 …………………….PKR 

e. Horses/donkeys  …………………….PKR 

f. Chicken/Pigeon  …………………….PKR 

D5. Of the new animals born in the past year, how many died or are sick? 

a. Nb of animals born in past 
12 months 

Of which 

b. Currently 
healthy or sold 

c. Currently sick d. Have died 

    

D6.  Did you receive animal vaccination/health services in the past 12 months? 
1 (   )  Yes      

2 (   )  No, although I needed them   

3 (   )  No, as I had no need for them  

D7. In the past one year, has your income from livestock activities increased, decreased or remained the 

same?  

1 (   ) Increased          

2 (   ) Decreased ( Go to Section G)    

3 (   ) Did not change ( Go to Section G)   

D8. What were the key factors contributing to an increase in your income from livestock?  

(Please tick as much as relevant):  

1 (   ) Better productivity or health of animals 

2 (   ) More animals born and surviving  

3 (   ) Better prices per animal 

4 (   ) Able to sell when prices are highest 

5 (   ) Other (please specify): ……………………………………………………………………………  

D9. Did project support contribute to this increase?   

1 (  )   Yes, project support had a major contribution 

2 (   )  Yes, project support has some contribution 

3 (   )  No, project support had no contribution 

( Go to Section G)   

F. VOCATIONAL TRAINING BENEFICIARIES ONLY 

E1. What was your job/work situation before the training? 

1 (   ) Jobless 
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2 (   ) Employee 

3 (   ) Self-employed (carpenter, mechanist, etc.) 

4 (   ) Casual/daily laborer 

E2. What was your income range before the training? 

1 (   ) 100 to 300 PKR/day 

2 (   ) 301 to 500 PKR/day 

3 (   ) 501 to 700 PKR/day 

4 (   ) 701 to 1000 PKY/day 

5 (   ) More than 1001/day 

6 (    ) No Income 

E3. What is your job/work situation now (since the training)? 

1 (   ) Jobless 

2 (   ) Employee 

3 (   ) Self-employed 

4 (   ) Casual/daily laborer 

  

E4. What is your income range now (since the training)? 

1 (   ) 100 to 300 PKR/day 

2 (   ) 301 to 500 PKR/day 

3 (   ) 501 to 700 PKR/day 

4 (   ) 701 to 1000 PKR/day 

5 (   ) 1001 and more PKR/day 

5 (   ) More than 1001/day 

6 (    ) No Income 

E5. If you have experienced an increase in income thanks to project intervention, what use did you make 

of this additional income? 

1 (   ) Purchased more food, improved diet 

2 (   ) Medical treatment, health expenses 

3 (   ) Education expenditures 

4 (   ) Investment in the business 

5 (   ) Housing improvements 

6 (   ) Social events, dowry, etc. 

E6. If you have started your business, how many full-time employees, beside yourself, do you employ? 

………………………… employees 

E7. If you were not able to start your own business or become self-employed, what were the key 

constrains?  

1 (   ) Not enough technical expertise/skills to become successful 

2 (   ) Not enough business development skills 

3 (   ) No access to investment capital or microfinance 

3 (   ) Lack of tools or raw material 

4 (   ) Lack of customers or linkages with market 

5 (   ) Others (Specify: ………………………………………………….) 
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G. SMALL HOUSING BENEFICIARIES ONLY 

F1. How long have you been living here as a household/family?  

 For ………………years                or       since the year: ……………..… 

F2. What was your previous tenure status over your previous house (before living in this current house)?   

1 (    ) Owner of the house   

2 (    ) Living with family members 

3 (   )  Renter 

4 (    ) Living in a house provided by landlord against free work  

5 (    ) Huts, illegal squat  

6 (    ) Other…………………………………………….     

F3. If living with landlord against in-kind contribution, what kind of bonding relationship did you have with 

this landlord? 

1 (    ) (Not previously living with a landlord) 

2 (    ) Adults obliged to work for landlord without remuneration   

3 (    ) Children obliged to work for landlord without remuneration   

4 (    ) Children not permitted to attend school 

5 (    ) Forbidden to travel away from home 

(    ) Forced to work on less wages 

F4. What was the main building material in this former house?  

1 (   ) Brick  

2 (   ) Concrete  

3 (   ) Wooden  

4 (   ) Stone  

5 (   ) Soil  

6 (   ) Other (specify)………………………………………………..  

7 (   ) I do not know  

F5.  How many rooms did you have your former house?      

                   ................... rooms 

 F6. What kind of toilet did you use in your former house?  

1 (   )  Flush connected to a public sewerage, a pit or an open drain 

2 (   )  Dry raised latrine or dry pit latrine 

3 (   )  There is no toilet in the house 

4 (    )  Other (Please, specify): .................................................................................   

F7. Did household members, in particular children, suffer from diarrhea and other water-induced 

diseases in your former house? 

    1 (   ) Yes        2 (   ) No            3 (   ) I don’t know 

F8. Did you have electricity in your former house?  

    1 (   ) Yes        2 (   ) No  
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F9. Since you live in this house, what were the main changes in your life? Do you strongly agree or 

disagree with the following statements?: 

 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree 

We can now meet our basic need of shelter (   ) (   ) (   ) (   ) 

We now have a comfortable life (water and electricity at home) (   ) (   ) (   ) (   ) 

We now know what it means to own something  (   ) (   ) (   ) (   ) 

It gave us a sense of security (   ) (   ) (   ) (   ) 

Our life is now less stressful and we enjoy more freedom (   ) (   ) (   ) (   ) 

It gave us a sense of belonginess and improved the social 

status of our family 
(   ) (   ) (   ) (   ) 

It gave us new economic or income-generating opportunities  (   ) (   ) (   ) (   ) 

It has empowered me as a poor woman head of family (   ) (   ) (   ) (   ) 

F10. Are there frequent problems or conflicts between households within this community? 

1 (   ) Frequent problems involving many families 

2 (   ) Frequent problems, but involving few families 

3 (   ) Problems occur sometimes, but they get easily resolved 

4 (   ) Rare problems or conflicts, our community members live peacefully together ( Go to G4) 

F11. What are the main sources of conflict between community members? 

1 (   ) Access to water 

2 (   ) Access to agriculture or pasture land 

3 (   ) Access to public areas 

4 (   ) Access to project or government support 

5 (   ) Private or interpersonal matters 

6 (   ) Politics or access to local power 

7 (   ) Others (Please specify): …………………………………………………………………………… 

 

F12: How did you contributed in the construction of house: 

(   ) Constructed boundary wall at own cost 

(   ) Did Labor Work  

(   ) Monitoring of constriction work 

 

(   ) Others (Please specify): …………………………………………………………………………… 

H. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE INFRASTRURE (ALL RESPONDENTS) 

G1. What type of infrastructure did the SPPAP2 construct in this community?   

     Type of infrastructure 

1 (    ) No community infrastructure was constructed in this community 

2 (    ) Domestic water system 

3 (    ) Livestock water points 

4 (    ) Irrigation schemes 

5 (    ) Solar energy systems 

6 (    ) Sewage and community sanitation 

7 (    ) Private latrines 

8 (    ) Food banks 

9 (    )  Link Road Soling 

10 (    ) Other: (Specify): 

 

G2. Did this new infrastructure bring any improvement in the following areas? 

 Significant 
improvement 

Moderate 
improvement 

No 
improvement 
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Improvement in living conditions (    ) (    ) (    ) 

Improved health conditions, especially for children (    ) (    ) (    ) 

Increase in land under irrigation (    ) (    ) (    ) 

Improved agricultural productivity due to irrigation     

Improved agricultural production due to irrigation (    ) (    ) (    ) 

Enhance income-generating opportunities (    ) (    ) (    ) 

Improved incomes (    ) (    ) (    ) 

Reduction in community conflicts (    ) (    ) (    ) 

I. SATISFACTION WITH PROJECT BENEFITS (ALL RESPONDENTS) 
H1. How satisfied were you with the services and activities offered by the SPPAP2 project? 

1 (   )  Highly satisfied  

2 (   )  Satisfied 

3 (   )  Not satisfied 

4 (   )  Highly unsatisfied  

 

THIS IS THE END OF THIS INTERVIEW. THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME!  

==================================================================== 

  

TO BE FILLED BY THE SUPERVISOR IN THE VILLAGE/LOCATION 

  

  Name and signature Date Time 

Supervised and checked by:   
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Annex 2. Methodological note 

Objectives. Based on a detailed questionnaire that will be developed for this specific purpose, a households’ survey will be 
conducted in selected “revenue villages”. The main purpose of the survey is to gather quantitative data on SPPAP2 outcomes 
and early impact on targeted beneficiary households. As no baseline data is available, the survey will include questions on 
changes in income, production, living conditions, social status and living conditions in the past 12 months; together with questions 
on whether these changes may be attributable to project interventions.  

Focus. The table below presents planned and achieved results, by component, type of activity and category of beneficiaries.  

Component Sub-Component Intervention 
Overall 
project 
target 

Cumulative 
progress 

% women 
beneficiaries 

Poverty 
Score Card 
eligibility 

Remarks 

Livelihood 
Enhancement 

Asset Creation 

Small 
Ruminant (Goat) 

35,500 33,278 100 % 
Women 

0-18 Completed 

Small Land Plot 
1,600 1,530 100 % 

Women 
0-11 Completed 

Vocational Training Organization (VTO) 14,555 13,142 50 % Women 0-23 Completed 

Enterprise Training Organization (ETO) 4,081 3,661 50 % Women 0-23 Completed 

Community 
Physical 
Infrastructure  

CPI 1126 914 Open 0-23 Completed 

Low Cost Housing 
1,600 1,293 100 % 

Women  
0-11 Completed 

Agriculture & 
Livestock 
Development 
  

Productivity Enhancement Initiatives 
(PEI) 

10,057 10,057 43 % Women 0-23 Discontinued at 
MTR 

Community Service Providers 368 368 Open 
 

Completed 

Food Bank 1,600 1,600 94% Women 0-11 Pilot; Revolving 
Activity Revolving Fund for Agriculture Input 

Supplies 
1,600 1,600 76% Women 0-23 

Para Vets Training 200 147 50% Women 0-23 Completed 

Given that some of these activities were discontinued after mid-term or will no longer be included in the next project phase, while 
others were only recently undertaken on a pilot basis, the survey will focus on activities that: (a) were targeting the largest number 
of beneficiaries, (b) were not dis-continued at MTR; and (c) that will be included in the next project phase.  

With these criteria in mind, it was decided that the survey will focus on the following activities: (a) Asset creation – Small ruminants; 
(b) Vocational training; (c) Low cost housing; and (d) Community Physical Infrastructure.  

Sampling framework. Given available time and financial resources, it is suggested that the total sample size would be 695 
households, with the following breakdown by type of activities:  

Type of activities Total number of 
beneficiaries 

Proposed 
sample size 

Confidence 
interval10 

Small ruminants 35339 200 6.91% 

Vocational training 13661 175 7.36% 

Low cost housing 1427 160 7.3% 

Community Physical Infrastructure 23034 160 7.72% 

Total 73461 695 3.69% 

The proposed sampling methodology for the survey is two-stage, cluster random sampling method, using the “revenue village” as 
cluster. In a first stage, a sample of 40 revenue villages (10 villages per district) will be randomly selected from the list of 185 
revenue villages covered by the project. In a second stage, beneficiary households will be selected randomly in these 40 sample 
villages, using the random number technique (given that complete lists of beneficiary households are available). 

Type of activities 
Number of 

revenue villages 

Number of households 
to be selected in each 

district 

Number of 
households to be 
selected in each 

village 

Small ruminants 10 50 5 

Vocational training 10 45 5 

Low cost housing 10 40 4 

Community Physical Infrastructure 10 40 4 

Total 40   

In case, in a given district, the adequate number of beneficiaries cannot be found in the 10 randomly-selected villages, additional 
villages will need to be selected so that the expected quota of households can be reached in the given district. In so doing, a 

                                                      
10 Or margin of error, using a confidence level of 95%.  
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convenience sampling method will be followed, whereby additional villages accounting for a large number of beneficiaries and 
located in the vicinity of some of the 10 initially-selected will be selected until the expected quota of households can be identified. 

Data collection. The survey will be based on a structured questionnaire specifically developed to capture the pre-project and 
current socio-economic conditions of sample households. It will be conducted by a team of 12 investigators (4 teams composed 
each of 1 female and 2 male enumerators and 1 supervisor) recruited by the PIU. Assuming that 1 enumerator will be able to 
conduct 8 to 9 questionnaires per day, 7 days will be necessary for 12 enumerators to conduct 695 questionnaires. 

As a preparatory step and before the start of the field work, a 1-day workshop will be organized in order to familiarize the 
investigators and supervisors with the survey’s questionnaire.  During this workshop, the list of randomly selected survey villages 
will also be presented to the supervisors so that the logistics arrangements may be organized in advance. Following this workshop, 
pre-testing of the questionnaire will take place in one or two locations (among 4 to 6 households), in order to verify that all questions 
and related menu of responses are clear and relevant and that the questionnaire is not too long. Based on the results of this pre-
test, the final questionnaire will be prepared in Urdu, and the database for future data entry will be developed. 

Data collection work will last for some 7 days. The Survey Supervisors will travel with the enumerators and will be responsible for 
day-to-day supervision and logistics, including contacting community leaders and arranging appointments with respondent 
households. The Supervisors will also perform quality controls on the information collected by his/her team, including randomly 
attending some 10-15% interviews. Before leaving each village, the Survey Coordinators will verify all questionnaires for clarity 
and consistency and any issue will be rectified in the field before the team moves on to the next village/location.  

If electronic tablets are used by the enumerators, the Supervisors will need to verify that proper data entry is made on the spot.  
If the enumerators use soft copies, the Supervisors will be responsible for organizing and tracking the daily supply of completed 
questionnaires to the Data Entry Specialist so that the data entry exercise can be done simultaneously to the data collection 
exercise. 

Data analysis will be performed by an IFAD consultant, who will also prepare the survey report. To this end, the full dataset will 
be sent electronically to the IFAD Consultant, while original questionnaires (if soft copies were used) will be retained by the PCU 
until report finalization. 
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Annex 2 – Changes in living conditions due to the construction of community infrastructure 

Type of infrastructure provided 

Improvement in 

living conditions 

Improvement in health 

conditions, especially for 

children's 

Increase in land 

under irrigation 

Improvement in 

agricultural productivity 

due to irrigation 

Improvement in 

income-generating 

opportunities  

Improvement 

in income 

Reduction in 

community 

conflicts 

Count % Count % Count % Count %       

Grand total 689 100% 585 85% 419 61% 410 60% 405 59% 422 61% 421 61% 

No community infrastructure was built 158 23% 77 13% 14 3% 14 3% 14 3% 15 4% 17 4% 

Significant 78 49% 72 94% 1 7% 1 7% 1 7% 2 13% 3 18% 

Modest 1 1% 4 5% 1 7% 1 7% 0 0% 2 13% 6 35% 

No improvement 0 0% 1 1% 12 86% 12 86% 13 93% 11 73% 8 47% 

Domestic water supply 11 2% 10 2% 8 2% 6 1% 6 1% 6 1% 6 1% 

Significant 10 91% 9 90% 3 38% 1 17% 2 33% 2 33% 1 17% 

Modest 0 0% 1 10% 1 13% 1 17% 0 0% 2 33% 5 83% 

No improvement 0 0% 0 0% 4 50% 4 67% 4 67% 2 33% 0 0% 

Irrigation schemes 34 5% 29 5% 32 8% 33 8% 33 8% 32 8% 31 7% 

Significant 20 59% 13 45% 23 72% 22 67% 20 61% 15 47% 13 42% 

Modest 8 24% 15 52% 9 28% 11 33% 13 39% 17 53% 17 55% 

No improvement 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 

Solar energy systems 12 2% 11 2% 4 1% 4 1% 4 1% 9 2% 8 2% 

Significant 10 83% 8 73% 1 25% 1 25% 1 25% 1 11% 1 13% 

Modest 2 17% 3 27% 1 25% 1 25% 1 25% 7 78% 7 88% 

No improvement 0 0% 0 0% 2 50% 2 50% 2 50% 1 11% 0 0% 

Sewage and community sanitation 10 1% 10 2% 10 2% 10 2% 10 2% 10 2% 10 2% 

Significant 3 30% 2 20% 1 10% 1 10% 1 10% 1 10% 1 10% 

Modest 6 60% 5 50% 3 30% 7 70% 4 40% 8 80% 2 20% 

No improvement 1 10% 3 30% 6 60% 2 20% 5 50% 1 10% 7 70% 

Private latrines 307 45% 305 52% 228 54% 222 54% 220 54% 224 53% 225 53% 

Significant 220 72% 211 69% 24 11% 19 9% 17 8% 24 11% 26 12% 

Modest 82 27% 90 30% 52 23% 46 21% 51 23% 103 46% 112 50% 

No improvement 4 1% 4 1% 152 67% 157 71% 152 69% 97 43% 87 39% 

Food banks 18 3% 18 3% 17 4% 17 4% 17 4% 17 4% 17 4% 

Significant 13 72% 15 83% 2 12% 1 6% 1 6% 3 18% 3 18% 

Modest 4 22% 3 17% 2 12% 0 0% 1 6% 3 18% 7 41% 

No improvement 0 0% 0 0% 13 76% 16 94% 15 88% 11 65% 7 41% 

Link road soling 119 17% 117 20% 100 24% 98 24% 95 23% 103 24% 101 24% 

Significant 91 76% 78 67% 13 13% 11 11% 8 8% 27 26% 25 25% 

Modest 23 19% 39 33% 40 40% 37 38% 37 39% 46 45% 54 53% 

No improvement 2 2% 0 0% 47 47% 50 51% 50 53% 30 29% 22 22% 

Others 20 3% 8 1% 6 1% 6 1% 6 1% 6 1% 6 1% 

Significant 9 45% 8 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 17% 

Modest 1 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 50% 5 83% 

No improvement 0 0% 0 0% 6 100% 6 100% 6 100% 3 50% 0 0% 
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