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Executive Summary 
This report presents validation of comparative results of the impact of Community Investment 

Fund (CIF) and Benazir Income Support Programme (BISP) which was measured by the Sindh 

Rural Support Organization (SRSO). This study was conducted by Sustainable Development 

Policy Institute (SDPI) upon the request of Sind Rural Support Organization (SRSO). The research 

scope covers two districts of Shikarpur and Kashmore-Kandhkot and its purpose was to 

determine the hard impacts of the CIF and BISP and also to examine the trend of utilization of 

these transfers. 

In comparison, SRSO has concluded that both interventions_ CIF and BISP - have a significant 

impact on community to get above the poverty line. It also showed that CIF has the maximum 

impact in many forms that includes starting of economic activity at household level till its 

expansion through multiple cycles. It is also claimed that CIF helped in assets creation and also 

supported in creating pool of funds at village level by revolving grants. The chances of 

sustainability of any community level grass root institution majorly rely on financial 

sustainability and once community members learn this they can not only sustain but can 

expand their activities on their own.  In this study, it is also mentioned that CIF grant of PKR 

14.4 million is currently revolving within the community as ‘revolving fund’, which helps and 

strengthens some households for doing economic activities. Rest of the amount is also in bank 

accounts of the same community institutions to be re-disbursed to cover new beneficiaries who 

are yet to be covered. On the contrary, there is no concept of revolving funds in BISP.  

According to the survey, CIF grant of 14 million rupees has been disbursed in 1,273 households 

while for 1,007 BISP beneficiaries of same villages, approximately 58 million rupees have been 

disbursed as BISP grant. The survey showed that average investment per household in CIF 

intervention is only 11 thousand rupees. However, the average investment per household in 

BISP Intervention is PKR 58,000 (in past five years which will increase with passage of time as 

long as the beneficiary is in the BISP cycle). In conclusion, the PSC Graduation rate in only CIF 

beneficiaries is 63% over the period of 5 years while PSC Graduation Rate in only BISP 

beneficiaries is 36% for over a period of 5 years.  

In order to carry out the exercise, SDPI was provided with the list of all UCs, villages and the 

beneficiaries along with the list of Union Councils (UCs) and village organization (VOs) of the 

two districts of Shikarpur and Kashmore-Kandhkot. The exercise covers the said 2 districts, all 4 

union councils, which makes the total sample to 100 percent. Out of the 42 VOs, 21 were 

selected which is almost 50 percent of total. Total number of beneficiaries is 263 from 21 

sample VOs have been randomly selected to find out the maximum and accurate information.  
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According to the key findings of the study, in K-Kandhkot 46 percent of beneficiaries received 

CIF intervention and 25 percent received. Similarly in Shikarpur out of total beneficiaries 31 

percent received CIF interventions and 44 percent received BISP interventions. It was also 

examined that annual income of the selected (CIF and BISP) beneficiaries were greater than the 

annual expenditure which clearly predict that these interventions have positive impact on the 

beneficiaries to get above the poverty line. In 96 CIF beneficiaries 1.02 million rupees has been 

disbursed while in 96 BISP beneficiaries 4.8 million rupees has been disbursed as BISP grant. 

According to SDPI analysis average size of the CIF amount received per household became 

10,594 rupees and BISP is 50,357 rupees. From selected CIF beneficiaries 63 to 80 percent have 

utilized CIF fund in purchasing livestock while 85 percent of BISP beneficiaries have been 

utilized BISP grant in purchasing routine domestic products.  

According to 2015 score of the CIF selected beneficiaries, only 12 (13 percent) were living under 

the ‘extremely poor’, category while 34 (35 percent) left in the category of ‘chronically poor’. 22 

(23 percent) moved the next category of ‘transitory poor’ and 28 (29 percent) non-poor. A total 

of 52% beneficiaries came out of the basic poverty bands and moved to the higher categories. 
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Introduction 
The Sindh government has initiated two projects/activities to alleviate poverty in the province. 

These are Union Council Based Poverty Reduction Programme (UCBPRP), and Benazir Income 

Support Programme (BISP). 

The UCBPRP was an intensive program initiated with the help of Sindh Rural Support 

Organization (SRSO) in 2009.The program was initially launched in Kashmore-Kandhkot and 

Shikarpur districts which later expanded to Jacobabad with a total budget of over Rs.4 billion. It 

was also replicated in some targeted union councils of Sukkur and Khairpur districts with the 

core funding provided by SRSO. The programme seeks to cushion a high and verifiable impact 

on poverty through a focused programme for a specific geographical area (i.e. a union council) 

and includes activities targeting specific bands of the poorest, the poor and the non-poor. 

Amongst various components of the UCBPRP, a major intervention conceived was the 

Community Investment Fund (CIF). The main objective of the CIF was to finance the demand-

driven individual and collective livelihood sub-projects for the benefit of the poor. At district 

level, the targeted population was accessed and selected on the basis of the percentage of 

lower income populations, including percentage of scheduled tribe, scheduled caste, and 

backward caste. At village level, a participatory identification of the poor was conducted. Funds 

were also allocated keeping in view the state of poverty.  

Benazir Income Support Programme (BISP) was launched in October 2008 to help the poorest 

families to cushion the negative effects of rising prices of food and fuel. The basic purpose of 

the programme was to provide food utilities and other basic necessities to the vulnerable and 

the poorest segments of society. Like CIF, a door-to-door survey using the Poverty Scorecard 

was conducted to determine the number of the poor. A cash grant of Rs 1,000/- per month is 

provided as a minimum income support package to the under-privileged and marginalized 

segments falling in the 0-16 PSC bracket. 

Methodology 
The main purpose of the study has to validate the results of a comparative study of CIF and BISP 

conducted by SRSO in 2015 in which the organization has claimed that the CIF has maximum 

impact in different forms. These forms include initiation of economic activity at household level 

till its expansion through multiple cycles. It also helped in assets creation and supported in 

creating a pool of funds at village level by revolving grants. 

Objective of the Study 

The main objectives of the study are as follows: 

 To validate  the comparative results of the SRSO Survey 
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 To analyze CIF and BISP interventions  

 To estimate the trend of utilization of both  financial activities 

 To  assess the creation and current worth of assets with their status 

 To measure the long lasting impact on the lives of masses/beneficiaries----a comparative 

analysis. 

 To find out the lessons learnt from both the CIF and BISP interventions for the better 

utilization of funds in the future  

 

Target Population 

The target population in this study is comprised of all the eligible beneficiaries who had 

received CIF or BISP or both CIF & BISP in the following districts. 

1. Kashmore-Kandhkot 

2. Shikarpur 

Descriptions Total 

UCs 4 

VOs 42 

No. of Total Households in villages 2,709 

No. of Eligible Households (0-18) 1,830 

No. of Beneficiaries from CIF, BISP & both 1,757 

# of households who received CIF Only 1,273 

# of BISP Beneficiaries 1007 

# of CIF + BISP (Both) Beneficiaries 523 

 

Sample Design 

A Two-stage Stratified Random Sampling with Population Proportion to the Size has been 

adopted to achieve a good representative sample from the target population. This sampling 

technique is useful when there is a need to subdivide each stratum into further strata and also 

it is convenient to reduce the heterogeneity of the target population. In the first stage, 21 VO’s 

have been randomly selected on the basis of geographical classification which is 50% of the 

total VO’s. In the second stage; eligible households having an age range of (0-18) have been 

selected within each VO by using simple random sample. 

 

Primary Sampling Unit (PSUs): 

The randomly selected VO’s from two districts i.e. Kashmore and Shikarpur will be taken as 

primary sampling units (PSUs).  
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Secondary Sampling Unit (SSUs):  

The registered beneficiaries (Male, Female) within each VO have been considered as secondary 

sampling units.  

Sample Size and Allocation 

It is presumed that any sample cannot represent population perfectly. Although such “Sampling 
error” cannot be avoided, it can be reduced by obtaining a sample of sufficiently large size and 
by using “appropriate Sampling technique”. An appropriate sample size of 192 has been 
considered to identify the exact information and the sample size is calculated on the basis of 
following factors: 
 

 Level of Significance: which describes the level of uncertainty in the sample mean or 
prevalence as an estimate of the population mean or prevalence, will be 95%. 

 Margin of Error (MOE): indicates the expected half-width of the confidence interval. The 
smaller the margin error, the larger the sample size needed.For this project it will be 
0.05, which will be 5% of the total population. 

 Baseline Levels of Indicators (BLI): elaborates the estimated prevalence of the risk 
factors within the target population. Values closest to 50% are the most conservative, so 
in our study it will be 0.5.  

 Design Effect (Deff): describe the loss of sampling efficiency due to using a complex 
sample design, in this project it will be recommended as 1.0.   

 Variation in target population (based on secondary population)  

 Available resources for this study (Calculated in budget portion). 

 Time frame. 
 

Formula for the calculation of Sample Size: 

2

(1 ,1)

2 2 2

(1 ,1) (1 ,1)

( )( (1 ))

( )( 1) ( )(1 )

inv N
n

N inv inv



 

  

  



 




  
 

n=           required sample size  
invx2=  the tabulated value of inverse chi-square for 1 degree of freedom at the desire     

confidence level. 
N=          the population Size. 
α=           degree of accuracy (expressed as a proportion) 
 
 

Allocation of Sample Size 

Sample size allocation according to the population proportion to the size as give below 
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District CIF Beneficiaries BISP Beneficiaries Total Beneficiaries 

KASHMORE 50 71 121 

SHIKARPUR 46 25 71 

Grand Total 96 96 192 

 

District Wise Coverage 

Sample has been taken from each district according to the interventions applied by the Sindh 

Rural Support organization. The district wise sample has been segregated as: sample of 121 has 

been taken from the Shikarpur which is 63% of the total sample while 71 from Kashmore-

Kandhkot which is 38% of total sample as mentioned in the following graph . 

 

UC wise Coverage 

In order to get maximum and accurate information, the sample of each district has been further 

divided according to the UCs which is as follows: 

District UC CIF BISP Total 

KASHMORE 

GULWALI 26 8 34 

TANGWANI 20 17 37 

Sub-Total 46 25 71 

SHIKARPUR 

MUNGIRANI 21 42 63 

RUSTAM 29 29 58 

Sub-Total 50 71 121 

Grand Total 96 96 192 

 

62%

38%

District wise Coverage

Shikarpur K-Kandhkot
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Marital Status of the Respondent 

The graph given below reveals the marital status of the respondents in Shikarpur and Kashmore 

Kandhkot districts.  Maximum respondents of both districts belong to Married category which is 

almost 98 percent and 93 percent of the total sample respectively. However, 1 percent of the 

respondents are single in both districts. Six percent from Shikarpur and 1 percent of the 

respondents from K-Kandhkot are widows. Rests of the respondents are divorced which is 1 

percent in Shikarpur and almost zero percent are from K-Kandhkot.   

 

 

Education Status of the Respondent 

Education status of a respondent is an important indicator for any kind of statistical analysis.  In 

this study, the majority of the respondents are illiterate in both Shikarpur and K-Kandhkot 

districts, which constitute 90 percent of the total respondents from Shikarpur district and 96 

percent of the total respondents from Kandhkot district.  Only 9 percent of the total 

respondents are literate - considering their literacy level as primary pass - in Shikarpur while 2 

percent are in K-Kandhkot. Out of the total sample, 1 percent respondents are middle pass in 

both districts. Only one percent of the respondents having Metric education in K-Kandhkot 

district while the percentage for Shikarpur district is almost zero percent.  

1%

93%

6%
1%1%

98%

1% 0%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

Single Married Widow Divorced

Marital Status of the Respondent

Shikarpur K-Kandhkot
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Profession of the Respondent 

Profession of a respondent is also an important indicator for measuring livelihoods and income 

source of households. In this study most of the respondents belong to the labor profession 

which is almost 49 percent of the total respondents from K-Kandhkot district. The Farming 

profession constitutes 43 percent of the respondents which is also the second most important 

mode of earning. However in Shikarpur district, the majority of respondents belong to three 

different professions that are farming, labor and household work, forming percentage 

constitution of 33 percent, 33 percent and 31 percent of the total respondents respectively. 

Rest of the respondents belong to other professions i.e. businesses, Govt service and any other 

as given in the graph below. 
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1% 0%

96%
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Source of Family Income 

Source of family income is also one of the major indicators which can measures the poverty 

score of the households. According to this study, majority of the selected households are 

engaged in labor making up 61 percent of the income sources and is considered a major source 

of income. The second highest income source of household is farming which generates 32 

percent of the family income. However rest of the household receives government services 

forming 1 percent; own businesses form2 percent and being unemployed forming 3 percent of 

the total family income as shown in the graph 

 

 

Comparison of Annual Income and Expenditure 
Annual income and expenditure are one of the best indicators for impact evaluation of any 
intervention. They can help us in finding exact status of the household before and after the 
intervention. In this study we have utilized these indicators to compare the status of the 
household who received either CIF or BISP.  

Annual HH Income for last 12 monthsof CIF Beneficiaries 

The below graph depicts the information of annual Household income of CIF beneficiaries for 
the last 12 months. According to the graph, most of the household’s annual income lies in range 
of 0 to 400,000 rupees. The annual average income of the household is 1,08,618.58 with 
standard deviation of 86498.55. 

2%

61%

0%

32%

1%

3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Business/Shop

Labour

Driver

Farming

Govt Service

None

Source of Family Income
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Annual HH Expenditure for last 12 months of CIF Beneficiaries 

The graph below presents the annual expenditure of households for the last 12 months. The 

maximum number of the households having expenditures lies in the range of 0 to 400,000 

rupees. The average annual expenditure of the household is 1,06,239.02 with standard 

deviation of 97498.156.  

 

Comparison of Annual income and Expenditure of CIF Beneficiaries 

 

According to the annual income and annual expenditure graphs, the maximum number of 

household lies in the same range of Rs. 0 to 400,000 rupees, which clearly shows that the 
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households have almost same income and expenditure for the last 12 month. However, annual 

average expenditure is slightly less than the average annual income. According to this 

difference, a CIF beneficiary could save approximately Rs. 2,400 per annum. This is because 

most of the CIF beneficiaries invest this amount in economic activities and earn more income 

which not only elevated them above the poverty line but also helped them to save more 

amounts as compared to their expenditure.   

 

Annual HH Income for last 12 monthsof BISP Beneficiaries 

The  graph below shows the information of annual Household income of BISP beneficiaries for 

the last 12 months. According to the graph, most of the household’s annual income lies in range 

of 0 to 300,000 rupees.The annual average income of the household is 97,583.33with standard 

deviation 78313.629. 

 
 

Annual HH Expenditure of BISP Beneficiaries for the last 12 months 

The graph below presents the annual expenditure of BISP beneficiaries’ households for the last 

12 months. The maximum number of the households expenditures lies in range of Rs. 0 to 

300,000. This range is less than the CIF range but similar to the annual income of BISP 

beneficiaries. However, average annual expenditure of the household is 97,307.29 with 

standard deviation 66408.938 as given in the graph. 
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Comparison of Annual income and Expenditure of BISP Beneficiaries 

 

The range of income and expenditure of BISP beneficiaries is between Rs.  0 to 300,000 rupees 

in both graphs, which clearly shows that BISP beneficiaries have almost the same income and 

expenditure for the last 12 month. However, the annual average expenditure is slightly less 

than the average annual income, which indicates that each BISP beneficiary could save 

approximately Rs.270 per annum. This may be due to the change in income status of the BISP 

beneficiaries. If we compare this amount with the amount 2400 per annum saved by the CIF 

beneficiary’s then BISP amount is less than that of the former. This is because BISP amount is a 

grant amount and 95 percent of BISP beneficiaries utilize their 100 percent of BISP amount in 

their social activities while CIF is a microfinance investment therefore maximum part of CIF 

amount is utilized by CIF beneficiaries in economically activities. Therefore, CIF beneficiaries 

could save more amounts as compared to the BISP beneficiaries. 

Poverty Score Card (PSC) 
All over the world, Poverty Score Cards are used to rank households on the basis of their 

poverty extent. As mentioned earlier, under the UCBPRP households are divided into four 

categories according to their poverty score cards. The lower the score on the PSC, the greater is 

the poverty level. SDPI conducted PSC survey in all the villages that were assigned to it by SRSO. 

It must be noted here that this PSC survey was undertaken in the areas where SRSO had already 

conducted PSC. This was done to validate SRSO’s PSC records under UCBPRP.  
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PSC Comparison of CIF & BISP Beneficiaries 

PSC of CIF Beneficiaries 

The CIF beneficiaries have continuously utilized the CIF amounts in livestock; agriculture and 

enterprise while promoting savings and asset creation at household level. These beneficiaries 

also responded to increased access of their children to schools; regularly sending their children 

to schools and their access to the use of latrines have also been reported as ‘improved’.  

District wise break up of PSC Graduation in CIF BHHs (Numbers) 

District  PSC 2009 Band PSC 2015 Band 

0 to 
11 

12 to 
18 

19 to 
23 

24 to 
100 

Graduation 

K-Kandhkot Sub-Total 46 3 18 11 14 35 

0 to 11 32 1 10 9 12 31 

12 to 18 14 2 8 2 2 4 

  

Shikarpur Sub-Total 50 9 16 11 14 38 

0 to 11 40 7 13 9 11 33 

12 to 18 10 2 3 2 3 5 

                

 

District wise break up of PSC Graduation in CIF BHHs (percentage) 

District PSC 2009 Band PSC 2015 Band 

0 to 
11 

12 to 
18 

19 to 
23 

24 to 100 Graduation 

K-
Kandhkot 

Sub-Total 100% 7% 39% 24% 30% 63% 

0 to 11 70% 3% 31% 28% 38% 97% 

12 to 18 30% 14% 57% 14% 14% 29% 

  

Shikarpur Sub-Total 100% 18% 32% 22% 28% 66% 

0 to 11 80% 18% 33% 23% 28% 83% 

12 to 18 20% 20% 30% 20% 30% 50% 
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Overall PSC Graduation of CIF beneficiaries (numbers and percentage) 

District PSC 2009 Band PSC 2015 Band 

0 to 
11 

12 to 
18 

19 to 
23 

24 to 100 Graduation 

Numbers Sub-Total 96 12 34 22 28 73 

0 to 11 72 8 23 18 23 64 

12 to 18 24 4 11 4 5 9 

  

Percentage Sub-Total 100% 13% 35% 23% 29% 63% 

0 to 11 75% 11% 32% 25% 32% 89% 

12 to 18 25% 17% 46% 17% 21% 38% 

  

 

If the results given in above table are compared with the baseline data of 2009; in K-Kandhkot 

district a total of 3 (7 percent) beneficiaries remained in the ‘extremely poor’ category and 18 

(39 percent) in the chronically poor category in 2015. There was no beneficiary in ‘transitory 

poor’ and non-poor categories in 2009. A total of 11 (24 percent) and 14 (30 percent) 

beneficiaries elevated to the transitory poor and non-poor categories, respectively. Similarly in 

Shikarpur district a total of 9 (18 percent) beneficiaries remained in the ‘extremely poor’ 

category and 16 (32 percent) in the chronically poor category in 2015. There was no beneficiary 

in ‘transitory poor’ and non-poor categories in 2009. A total of 11 (22 percent) and 14 (28 

percent) beneficiaries elevated to the transitory poor and non-poor categories respectively. 

However, a total of 63 percent CIF beneficiaries from K-Kandhkot district and 66 percent from 

Shikarpur district graduated from Low poverty to line to above poverty line.   Overall, 63% CIF 

beneficiaries averagely have moved out of poverty line in both districts.  

PSC of BISP Beneficiaries 
 

BISP beneficiaries have partially managed their domestic needs by utilizing the BISP amount on 

temporary basis. Secondly, an important factor which is their family rosters, have significantly 

raised the PSC bands. And in fact like CIF beneficiaries, BISP beneficiaries started to send their 

children to schools which have significantly improved their PSC results. If we compare this with 

the CIF beneficiaries, we see that CIF beneficiaries have sustained their livelihood options and 

large proportion of respondents have reported creation of assets at their households levels 

which is a permanently and effective way to alleviate extreme poverty. 
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District wise break up of PSC Graduation I BISP BHHs (Numbers) 

District PSC 2009 Band PSC 2015 Band 

0 to 
11 

12 to 
18 

19 to 
23 

24 to 
100 

Graduation 

K-Kandhkot Sub-Total 25 3 11 6 5 21 

0 to 11 23 2 10 6 5 21 

12 to 18 2 1 1     0 

                

Shikarpur Sub-Total 71 25 22 13 11 41 

0 to 11 64 23 17 13 11 41 

12 to 18 7 2 5     0 

                

 

District wise break up of PSC Graduation in BISP BHHs (Numbers) 

District PSC 2009 Band PSC 2015 Band 

0 to 
11 

12 to 
18 

19 to 
23 

24 to 100 Graduation 

K-
Kandhkot 

Sub-Total 100% 12% 44% 24% 20% 46% 

0 to 11 92% 9% 43% 26% 22% 91% 

12 to 18 8% 50% 50% 0% 0% 0% 

                

Shikarpur Sub-Total 100% 35% 31% 18% 15% 32% 

0 to 11 90% 36% 27% 20% 17% 64% 

12 to 18 10% 29% 71% 0% 0% 0% 

                

 

Overall PSC Graduation of BISP beneficiaries (numbers and percentage) 

District PSC 2009 Band PSC 2015 Band 

0 to 
11 

12 to 
18 

19 to 
23 

24 to 100 Graduation 

Numbers Sub-Total 96 28 33 19 16 62 

0 to 11 87 25 27 19 16 62 

12 to 18 9 3 6 0 0 0 

                

Percentage Sub-Total 100% 29% 34% 20% 17% 36% 

0 to 11 91% 29% 31% 22% 18% 71% 

12 to 18 9% 33% 67% 0% 0% 0% 
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A comparison of the BISP data of 2009 and 2015 shows that in K-Kandhkot district a total of 3 

(12 percent) beneficiaries remained in the ‘extremely poor’ category and 11 (44 percent) in the 

chronically poor category in 2015. There was no beneficiary in ‘transitory poor’ and non-poor 

categories in 2009. A total of 6 (24 percent) and 5 (20 percent) beneficiaries elevated to the 

transitory poor and non-poor categories respectively. Similarly in Shikarpur district a total of 25 

(35 percent) beneficiaries remained in the ‘extremely poor’ category and 22 (31%) in the 

chronically poor category in 2015. There was no beneficiary in ‘transitory poor’ and non-poor 

categories in 2009. A total of 13 (18 percent) and 11 (15 percent) beneficiaries elevated to the 

transitory poor and non-poor categories respectively. However, from selected BISP 

beneficiaries 46 percent from K-Kandhkot and 32 percent from Shikarpur graduated from low 

poverty line to above poverty line. Overall graduation rate in BISP beneficiaries remained 36% 

on average. 

Graduation: 
1. Overall Graduation: 
General rate of graduation in all three categories (i-e CIF only, BISP only and CIF and BISP both) 
is 50%.  
2. CIF Graduation: 
Graduation rate in CIF only BHHs is 63%  
 

PSC 2009 Band PSC 2015 Band 

0 to 11 12 to 18 19 to 23 24 to 100 Graduation 

Total 96 12 34 22 28 73 

0 to 11 72 8 23 18 23 64 

12 to 18 24 4 11 4 5 9 

 
Total 100% 12 34 22 28 63% 

0 to 11 75% 11% 32% 25% 32% 89% 

12 to 18 25% 17% 46% 17% 21% 38% 

 
3. BISP Graduation: 
 
Graduation rate in BISP only BHHs is 36%  

PSC 2009 Band PSC 2015 Band 

0 to 11 12 to 18 19 to 23 24 to 100 Graduation 

Total 96 28 33 19 16 62 

0 to 11 87 25 27 19 16 62 

12 to 18 9 3 6 0 0 0 

 
Total 100% 29% 34% 20% 17% 36% 
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Comparison of CIF and BISP Grant Sizes: 
 

Sample Profile: 

Sample taken from:    21 villages 

CIF beneficiaries:     96 

CIF disbursed:     PKR 1,017,000 

BISP recipients:    96 

BISP Portfolio:     PKR 4,834,300 (in last five years) 

   

Following is the comparison of average grant size received by beneficiaries of all three 

categories: 

Interventions # of Beneficiaries Average Size of Grant 
received per Household 

CIF 96 10,594 

BISP 96 50,357 
 

Annual Income & Expenditure (Average) 

Intervention Annual Income Annual Expenditure Difference 

CIF PKR 108,618 PKR 106,239 PKR 2,400 

BISP PKR 97,583 PKR 97,307 PKR 270 

 

Types of Interventions 

In order to mitigate the vulnerability and poor segment of districts i.e. Shikarpur and K-

Kandhkot, the Sindh Rural Support Organization (SRSO) and Government of Sindh had initiated 

two major interventions: Community Investment Fund (CIF) and Benazir Income Support 

Programme (BISP). 

0 to 11 91% 29% 31% 22% 18% 71% 

12 to 18 9% 33% 67% 0% 0% 0% 
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CIF:  
Livestock:   71% 
Agriculture inputs:  8.75% 
Enterprise Development: 6.25% 
Others: 13.75% 

(“Others” includes utilization/consumption of CIF amount in Social gatherings, marriages, 
transportation, house maintenance, health etc.)  
Types of Livestock purchased in CIF: 43% Goats, 24.5% sheep, 18% buffalo, 14.5% cow/calf)  

BISP: (almost 24 tranches in 5 years): 85% domestic consumption, 8% house 

maintenance, 3% Health, 3% Education and 2% others)  

Assets Creation: on average 47.5% CIF beneficiary households have created and retained assets 

from CIF. 23% CIF recipients reported to save assets from cycle -1, 43% from cycle 2, 47% from 

cycle 3 and 77% from cycle 4) 

Current worth of existing assets: the cumulative current worth of existing assets in all cycles is 

PKR 3,697,100. Average current worth per asset is PKR 18,485. Following is the cycle wise break 

up of assets worth:  

Cycle -1:  PKR 1,100,200 

Cycle-2:  PKR 1,464,700 

Cycle-3:  PKR 805,000 

Cycle-4:  PKR 257,200   

 

According to this study, in K-Kandhkot 46 percent of beneficiaries received CIF intervention, 25 

percent received BISP while 30 percent received both CIF and BISP interventions. Similarly, in 

Shikarpur out of total beneficiaries, 31 percent received CIF interventions, 44 percent received 

BISP interventions and 25 percent received both CIF and BISP interventions as mentioned in the 

graph below.  
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Disbursement of CIF Funds: 
 

CIF is a revolving fund at the village level which is given to the poorest of the poor especially 

women. It is an interest free loan for beneficiaries but a grant for and managed by VOs. Women 

falling in 0-18 PCS bands are eligible to get these loans with zero or flexible service charges that 

are to be determined by the community itself. CIF is designed in order to promote small 

enterprise and small scale economic activities at household levels to improve livelihood of the 

poor.  

In this study, we have randomly selected 96 CIF beneficiaries from both K-Kandhkot and 

Shikarpur districts. According to the respondents they have received an amount of more than 

1.02 million rupees from CIF. The district wise breakup of received CIF fund is given as:  

 

District Total CIF Given to Vo’s 

CIF Portfolio 

# of CIF Beneficiaries CIF Amount 

K-Kandhkot 5,575,000 50 409,000 

SHIKARPUR 9,153,000 46 608,000 

Grand Total 14,728,000 96 1,017,000 

Disbursement of BISP Grant 
In both districts 96 BISP beneficiaries were randomly selected and after in depth interview we 

came to know they have received a total of 4.8 million rupees from BISP grant in the last five 

years. The district wise breakup of received BISP grant is given as  
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District 

BISP Portfolio 

# of BISP Beneficiaries BISP Amount 

K-Kandhkot 71 1,508,300 

SHIKARPUR 25 3,326,000 

Grand Total 96 4,834,300 

 

Utilization of Community Investment Fund (CIF) 
The main objective of CIF is to provide micro-credit loan to the poorest women, which not only 

increases their income generation power but also builds up their confidence and capabilities. It 

also helps them in identifying much needed capital for their survival. According to our study the 

majority of the beneficiaries have utilized 63 to 80 percent of CIF fund in purchasing livestock in 

each cycle of investment as shown in the graph. The main reason for this is that purchasing 

livestock is one of the most popular earning mode for the women and because the nature of 

the investment is such, women have to wait until their livestock has either grown so that they 

can sell it or until their livestock has given offspring so that it can be sold. Another reason for 

investing in livestock is based on the general perception that the income from the livestock will 

be the income of the women of households and third reason is the exponentiation of the 

investment said by one of the CIF beneficiaries. 

About 20% CIF beneficiaries from our selected sample shared that they could not utilize one or 

two cycles as per MIP and used CIF amount in either medication, house maintenance, children’s 

marriage or any other household expenses however, they returned CIF recovery and ensured 

proper utilization in rest of the cycles. 

Third and fourth utilization priorities of the CIF beneficiaries is to invest on the agriculture and 

EDP which is almost 10 to 20 percent of their received funds as given in the graph. 

These finding are almost similar which are given in the UCBPRP, NRSP and SRSO reports.  
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Furthermore, the below graph provides the breakup of livestock purchased and retained by the 

CIF beneficiaries as:Inthe first cycle, 47 percent of CIF beneficiaries focused purchasing while 53 

percent of CIF beneficiaries purchased other livestock’s i.e. Cows 24 percent, buffalo 18 percent 

and sheep 11 percent. In the second cycle 39 percent of the CIF beneficiaries purchased goats, 

22 percent purchased sheep, 19 percent buffalo and 19 percent of the beneficiaries purchased 

cows. In the third cycle livestock’s purchasing priorities are goat, sheep, buffalo and cow with 

37 percent, 32 percent, 17 percent and 15 percent respectively. In the fourth cycle most of CIF 

beneficiaries purchased goat which 50 percent of the total while 33 percent purchased sheep 

and 17 percent of the respondent beneficiaries purchased buffalos. 
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Utilization of BISP grant: 
Unlike CIF (which is given in cycles, mostly once in a year), the BISP amount has also been given 

in quarterly tranches however, in our sampled HHs, a total of 6 tranches were distributed so 

far. The basic eligibility criteria is almost the same as of CIF i.e. PSC score up to 16 (in case of CIF 

its 0-18) and for women. The utilization trend of BISP amount by the beneficiaries is given as 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The above results show that 85% cash grant has been consumed to cater routine domestic 

needs while 8% was utilized in house maintenance, 3% on health and 3% each on children’s 

education and other expenses like social gatherings, marriages, transportation during travel etc.  

Current Status of CIF assets 
It is evidently reported during the study that it is CIF amount which initiated the asset creation 

activity at the household level. Below graphs provides the cycle wise status of those all asset 

purchased with CIF amount. 

 

 

BISP Round/Tranches Education Health 
Domestic 

Use 
House 

maintenance Other 

Tranch-1 1% 6% 85% 6% 2% 

Tranch-2 2% 2% 89% 6% 2% 

Tranch-3 1% 0% 87% 10% 2% 

Tranch-4 11% 0% 73% 14% 3% 

Tranch-5 11% 4% 79% 7% 0% 

Tranch-6 0% 14% 86% 0% 0% 

Total 3% 3% 85% 8% 2% 
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The current status of CIF assets during the study was that, in cycle-1: 23% of the beneficiaries 

reported that they have retained their assets and existing at household level. The percentage of 

retained assets is reported expanding as 43%, 47% and 77% in cycle 2, 3 and 4 respectively. 

While the tendency of selling assets and consuming of assets is decreasing in all cycles. 

However the tendency of decaying of assets is also descending order for the four cycles. 

 

Recommendations 

1. A more comprehensive impact assessment is required for the targeted community and 

sector wise analysis of  interventions in future under UCBPRP 

2. Interventions, UCBPRP should be continued further to protect all three poverty bands. 

3. The beneficiary who has shifted to the non-poor category may also need to be taken 

care of in future SRSO interventions or may be excluded through phase-out strategy. 

Different nature of programs may also be designed to target non-poor category. 

4. Since social mobilization is a major factor besides financial assistance to alleviate 

poverty and empower women, it needs more focused investments. 

5. There is a need to conduct communication audit of the programme in order to devise a 

comprehensive communication strategy to reach out to beneficiaries in an effective 

manner. 

6. Also, there is a need to record success stories, where beneficiaries have benefitted from 

UCBPRP interventions in particular and the whole community in general. 

7. There is a need to develop proper mechanism for fund transferring to reduce the 

problems of beneficiaries which they always face at the time of receiving funds 

8. There is a need to initiate such type of successful poverty reduction programme in all 

over the country because poverty is a major challenge for the Pakistan which may cause 

many problems i.e. illiteracy, child labour etc. 

9. Government/Management should ensure the implementation of poverty reduction laws 

all over the country. 

 

 


