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1.Executive Summary

This baseline socioeconomic survey of Kashmore district provides key data for assessing the impact of
any future SRSO programmes and interventions in the district. The survey is based on a questionnaire
and methodology which has been developed using draft instruments provided by RSPN and which were
modified as per the requirement of UCBPRP. The purpose of the survey was twofold:

e To provide representative socio-economic characteristics, including of income, expenditure,
assets, incidence, depth and severity of poverty in rural households district Kashmore;
e Tosetabenchmarkforassessing the impact of UCBPRP interventions on the living standards of
participantsin the programme (CO members), in 4to 5 years from now.

A total 576 households were surveyed in 12 union councils, with 3 villages selected from each union
counci.l In each village, 16 households were selected at random, using the community organization
membership register as the sampling universe. The sampled households were a combination of those
that have benefited from UCBPRP and those that have not. Ideally, households that have benefitted
should not have been part of the sample. However, this was not possible due to the situation on the
ground.

Distance of Infrastructure/Services from Each Village: Sample villages are poorly connected with the
social and economic infrastructure and services, with the availability of mobile telephone service being
the sole exception in this regard as there is 100% coverage in all the sampled villages. On average, the
villagers have to travel 3.3 km to access any social or economic infrastructure or service. Metalled roads
and primary education are available in almost all villages while very few villages have piped water or
drains.

Profile of Respondents: The average age of the respondents is 41.2 years, with a standard deviation of
13.2 years. Most of the respondents (60%) are illiterate. The highest percentage of literate respondents
(11.7%) have post matric qualifications. This is followed by 11.5% of respondents with primary
education only. 54% of the respondents are involved in farming followed by 28% of the respondents
involved in casual labor.

Demographic Composition: The average household is comprised of 6.7 persons, with an average of 7.6
persons in poor and an average of 5.8 persons in non-poor households. Survey results indicate an
inversely proportional relationship between family size and per capita income. Male to female ratio in
the sample is 112:100. This is much higher in non-poor households (115:100) as compared to in poor
households (106:100). This difference, on the basis of the Chi-square test, is insignificant. On the other
hand, the much higher male to female ratio may be a sign of the “missing women” phenomenon. The
percentage share of the adult population is 40.4% while children (less than 18 years) constitute 57.6% of
the total population.

Work Status of Households: 52% of the working population work on their own farms followed by 28%
of the working population working as casual laborers. Less than 3% of the working population runs a
business and 4.35% of the working population works in the services sector. Over 29% of the population
over 10isinvolved in household work.

Adult Literacy and Schooling of Children: Overall 75% of the population is illiterate (58.% men and
92.5% women). The proportion of illiterate personsin poor households is higher than the proportion
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of illiterate persons in non-poor households. Among the literate, most have only attended primary
school (26%), followed by those who have attended matric (19%), followed by those who have attended
intermediate (15.4%). 56% of the children do not attend school at all. The situation is even worse in case
of females as 72% of them do not attend school whereas in case of boys this proportionis 56%. Overall, a
higher percentage of children from poor households (65%) do not attend schools as compared to
children from non-poor households (31%).

Health Status and Physical Environments: Almost all of the population (99.4%) considers itself in a
healthy state while a small proportion (0.7%) reported experiencing chronic or acute illness. There is
negligible difference between the percentage of poor and non-poor people who consider themselves to
be in good health. A majority of the households have a Katcha structure (78.26%) followed by Mixed
(13.73%) and Pucca (8%) structures. Survey statistics indicate that a slightly higher proportion of the
non-poor households have Pucca structure (8.7%) as compared to poor households (7.6%). The average
number of rooms per household is 2. A majority of households (61%) do not have indoor latrines and
75% of the households do not have drainage facility. Electricity however is largely available (74%). Only
4% of the households have access to piped water and most of the households (91%) depend on hand
pumps. The same patternis observedin poor and non-poor households without exception.

Household Incomes, Inequality and Poverty: According to the survey data, the per capita income in
Kashmoreis Rs. 1,519 per month, which is slightly higher than the national poverty line of Rs. 1,504. The
per capita income is lower in case of poor households (Rs. 1,043) as compared to the participating
households (Rs. 2,362). 64% of the total households in the survey earned a monthly per capita income of
less than Rs. 1500. The largest concentration of poor households (50%) is in the Rs 901 to Rs. 1,300 per
month income bracket. Similarly, the highest concentration of non-poor households (90%) is in the Rs.
1,501 toRs. 3,500 per month income bracket.

Crop cultivation is the single largest source of income followed by labor. These two have a combined
share of more than two-thirds (77.5%), the remaining being shared amongst various sources such as
services, business, pension, rent and remittances etc. Major contributors to off-farm income are service
activities (5.32%) and business (3.48%). The concentration ratio identified with Gini Coefficient'is 0.27,
which shows a less unequal distribution of incomes among households.

Household Expenditure and Consumption: The average annual household expenditure is Rs. 120,769,
as shown in Table 15. The average monthly per capita expenditure is Rs. 1,583, which is higher than the
average per capita income. In non-poor households the per capita expenditure is higher than in poor
households. Most of the expenditure (75%) in on purchasing food. This behavior is seen across both the
sub samples. The next biggest expenditure is on healthcare (7.43%), followed by clothing (5.06%) and
social functions (4.6%). The total per capita calorie intake per day is 2,460 calories for the overall sample.
The calorie intake per day is less in the case of poor households (2,177) and more in the case of non-poor
households(3,116).

'Gini co-efficient vary anywhere from 0 (perfect equality) to 1 (perfect inequality). Gini co-efficient for countries
the highly unequal distribution typically lies between 0.5 and 0.7, while for countries with relatively equal
distribution;itisinthe order of 0.20to0 0.35. Gini co-efficient can be expressed in percentage terms.



Household Assets, Value and Distribution: The average value of assets per household is Rs. 270,802. The
average value for poor households is Rs. 185,590 and the average value for non-poor households is Rs.
421,564. Consumer durables, comprising of houses and transport, are the largest contributor to total
asset value (54%) while productive assets, comprising of land, trees, livestock and machinery etc,
account for 44.39% of assets.

Land and Livestock Holding: 78% of the total households do not own any land. A higher percentage of
poor households do not own any land as compared to non-poor households (80.5% poor vs. 73.3% non-
poor). The majority of land ownership is in the up to 1 acerage category, with the average size of a
landholding being 2.4 acres and with little variation between poor and non-poor households. Over 28%
of the households do not own any livestock. However, there is a difference in the percentage between
poor and non-poor households in this case (32% percent poor vs. 22% non-poor). The average number of
livestock per householdis

Household Loans, Utilization and Sources: The average loan taken during the last 12 months stood at Rs.
3,361 per household. The average loan amount per poor household was almost the same as the average
loan amount per non-poor household (Rs. 3,125 vs. Rs. 3,859). Out of a total of 576 households, more
than 65% had taken out a loan during the last 12 months. There was a difference in the percentage of
poor and non-poor households, which had taken loans (75% poor vs. 47% non-poor). Out of atotal of 576
households, almost 76% had taken out a loan during the last 12 months. Interestingly, in this district, 67%
of the non-poor households had taken aloan during the last 12 months as compared to only 51.5% of the
poor households. Overall, community organizations provided most of the loans (65%). This was true in
the case of both poor and non-poor households. This was followed by friends or relatives (17.5% overall)
and shopkeepers (12.3% overall), for both poor and non-poor

Perceptions on Problems and Household Level Decision Making: Men rated employment and poverty
as the two most serious issues while the women rated poverty and healthcare as the two most serious
issues. Onthe other hand, both menand women did not think that there were any issues related to water
supply, social cohesion and organization. Both men and women considered non availability of electricity
asthe next leastimportantissue. A high proportion of everyday decision making (43% of total responses)
is through consensus, with men and women equally involved. Women seem to be the dominating
decision makers in the case of decisions involving CO membership, child rearing and household
expenditures, while men seem to be the dominating decision makers in instances of asset's sale and
purchase, loan taking and working outside the home.
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2 . Introduction:

The Rural Support Programmes Network (RSPN) was established in 2001 with the prime objective of
building the capacity of RSPs and for bringing programmatic innovations in their work with rural
households across Pakistan. RSPN's key role includes providing its partner RSPs with technical and
professional support in thematic areas of monitoring and evaluation (M&E), social mobilization and
effective advocacy within the government. Rural Support Programmes Network (RSPN) is a network of
ten Rural Support Programmes (RSPs) working with an estimated 3.2 million rural households in 105
districts.

The Sindh Rural Support Organization (SRSO) was established in 2003 with coverage in 9 districts of
Sindh. In 2009, SRSO in partnership with the Government of Sindh (GoS), initiated intensive Union
Council Based Poverty Reduction Programme (UCBPRP) in district Kashmore and Shikarpur. UCBPRP
seeks to have a high and verifiable impact on poverty through a focused programme that is for a specific
geographical area and includes activities targeted to specific bands of the poorest, the poor and non-
poor.

On the demand of SRSO, RSPN through its Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Unit (MER) planned to
conduct socio-economic baseline survey in District Kashmore and Shikarpur where the programme of
UCBPRP was being implemented. The main objective in conducting this baseline survey was off two
fold. Firstly, it would provide representative socio-economic characteristics, including the income,
expenditure, assets, incidence, depth and severity of poverty of rural household in the two UCBPRP
districts. Secondly, it would set a benchmark for assessing the impact of the UCBPRP interventions on
living standards of the participantsin the programme.

21. Sindh Rural Support Organization (SRSO)

SRSO, established in 2003, is the major Rural Support Programme (RSP) in Sindh in terms of outreach
and development activities. It is a not-for-profit organization registered under Section 42 of the
Companies Ordinance 1984.

SRSO's mandate is to alleviate poverty by harnessing people's potential and to undertake development
activities in Sindh. To ensure that people living in abject poverty are not excluded from the mainstream
process of development, SRSO has placed great importance on “organizations of the poor” to empower
people to redress their powerlessness themselves. Using a rural participatory development approach,
SRSO strives to help the voices of the poorest to be heard through interventions aimed at removing the
hurdlesthey face in their day-to-day lives.

At the time of its establishment, SRSO was present in 5 district of Upper Sindh Sukkur, Gothki, Khairpur,
Shikarpur and Jacobabad. Its outreach has now extended to include an additional four districts, namely
Naushero Feroz, Kashmore-Kandhkot, Qambar-Shadadkot and Larkana.

SRSO has successfully organized 406,447 rural households into 21,875 Community Organizations (COs).
The total savings of these COs amounts to over Rs 50 Million. SRSO has also federated most of these COs
into 3681 Village Organizations (VOs). In February 2009, SRSO in partnership with the Government of
Sindh, initiated an intensive Union Council Based poverty Reduction Programme (UCBPRP) in the
districts of Kashmore-Kandhkot and Shikarpur, with a total budget of Rs. 3 billion. UCBPRP seeks to have
a high and verifiable impact on poverty through a focused programme thatis
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for a specific geographical area (i.e. a Union Council) and includes activities targeted to specific bands of
the poorest, the poor and the non-poor. Various components of the Union Council Based Poverty
Reduction Programme (UCBPRP) of SRSO are given in Box-1.

22.  Objective of Current Assignment

This socio-economic baseline survey was conducted in the districts of Kashmore-Kandkot and Shikarpur,
where the UCBPRP is being implemented by SRSO. The survey was conducted by Apex Consulting, on
behalf of the Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Unit of RSPN, on demand of SRSO. The main objective
of conducting this survey was two-fold:

e To provide representative socio-economic characteristics, including the income, expenditure,
assets, incidence, depth and severity of poverty in rural households in the two UCBPRP districts of SRSO;
and

e Tosetabenchmark for assessing the impact of UCBPRP interventions on the standard of living

of participantsinthe programme (CO members)in4to 5 years from now.

2.3. Survey Methodology

Assignment structuring was the first step in our methodology. Our survey team leader worked with the
client to fully understand the survey's objectives, its use, the level of effort envisioned. All relevant
documents were also secured. Draft instruments were provided by RSPN. Our team leader, along with
their key team members, jointly refined the survey questionnaire. The quantitative researcher recruited
the field enumerators and supervisors, and trained them on the questionnaire. After pre-testing of the
guestionnaire, the field teams were mobilized for the field work. Travel and logistical arrangement were
made by the field manager along with the assignment coordinator. Our data manager developed a data
entry programme and the data entry was started simultaneously to the field work. Finally, the
consultants prepared the baseline survey report and submited italong with other deliverables.

24.  Sampling and Enumeration

The basic approach to considering sample size requirements for a population is: n =(Z/2) 2 *(p) (1-
p)/(d)2 * design effect. Where “d” is the difference between upper and lower limit of interval



estimate, “p” is prevalence i.e. the probability of the indicator to be measured, and “n” is the
number of observations. According to convention, one wants 95% confidence (Z/2 = 1.96) that the
true value for an indicator would be within two standard error. of prevalence (p). Since we do not
know the actual value of prevalence, we assume it to be 50% (i.e. 0.5). Other parameters assumed
are explained as: n = (1.96)2 (0.5) (1-0.5)/ (0.05)2*1.5= 576

The consultants selected 576 households from district Kashmore. The list of all union councils with
UCBPRP interventions was developed and 12 union councils were selected randomly from this list 3
villages were then selected from each union council using random number tables 16 households from
each village were then selected using the random sampling approach. The community Organization
(CO) beneficiary register was used as the sampling universe.

Table 1 : Sample Selection Criteria

Name  of Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Districts
Total Clusters per 36 Clusters per Total HH interviews per 16 Respondents per
District District District Cluster/village
Kashmore 576/16=36 Using Random 576 Using Random
Sampling Sampling

The draft instruments were provided by RSPN. They were further refined and some new parameters
were added to them as per the requirement of UCBPRP. The questionnaire was divided into two parts,
where part one deal with village level information which was filled by a group of well informed village
persons while part two deals with household level information. The household questionnaire was filled
by a male member of the same households. The household questionnaire included a women
guestionnaire, which looked at specific indicators such as constraints to women development and
household level decision-making.

Field researchers were identified using in-house
database and were further interviewed by the
guantitative researcher. The interviews were arranged at
Sukkur, Two survey teams of six male and female
enumerators were deployed in district Kashmore, with a
combination of male and female researchers and| .
supervisors. After the hiring of survey teams, a four days / 8
customized training was arranged at Sukkur. All the -
participants were trained on the same location, to ensure (o %:
uniformity upon various technical terms and to reduce =

H s Field Teams being briefed about project background by
variation from the collected data. The training was Mt Abdal Sammad District Cfficer SRSO

provided by the quantitative researcher, who possesses over two decades worth of experience in
conducting surveys and research studies across the Pakistan. He interacted with all the team members
to check their skills and knowledge on enumeration methods, understanding of questionnaires, field
work management skills, quality assurance and data security. On second and third day of training
practice sessions were arranged for survey teams. The senior management of SRSO also interacted with
training participants to brief them about the project background, to motivate them for honesty, hard
work, and to make realise them the importance of data quality.
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3. Profile of Sample Villages

3.1. Community Organizations in the Sample Villages

SRSO extended its programme to Kashmore District in February 2009 and, bt the time of the
survey in June-July 2010, had formed 64 COs with a total membership of 1,124. The average
membership per CO (17) remained constant over this period. Savings of CO members, on the
other hand, increased from an average of Rs. 35 per member to Rs. 153. Currently, the total
savings with the COs are Rs. 192,960, with an average saving of Rs. 3,015 per CO. SRSO is also
providing micro-loans to its members in this district. So far, total loans amounting to Rs.
2,323,950 have been extended; the average loansize isRs. 1,868 per member.

Table 2: Profile of Sample Communit y Organizations

No Indicators Updated as on
June 30, 2010

Number of COs 64
Number of Members 1124

at start 1117

at present 1124

3 Average Number of Members per CO (June 30,2010) 17
at start 17

at present 17

Total savings on June 30, 2010 192960

5 Average CO saving 3015
at the start (Rs.) 696

at the present (Rs.) 3015

6 Average saving per CO member 153
at the start (Rs.) 35

at the present (Rs.) 153

7 Total no of loans 295
8 Total amount of loan Disbursed (Rs.) 2323950
9 Total amount of loan Outstanding (Rs.) 2100000
10 Average loan per CO (Rs.) 32812
11  Average loan per CO member (Rs.) 1868

3.2. Distance of Infrastructure/Services from Sample Villages

This section of the report presents information about the access of the sampled villages to different
social and economic infrastructure facilities. This is recorded in terms of distance in kilometers. The
overall results in Table-3 indicate that the villages covered in this survey do not have access to many of
the physical, economic and social infrastructures and services close to them. On average, a villager has
to travel 3.29 km to access any one of the services listed in Table-3. The villagers typically have to travel
the farthest to visit the agriculture office, railway station or to seek education at high school or college
level. On the other extreme, a few services like metalled roads and primary education, are available
right at the village level (on average, villagers have to travel a distance of 4 km to get to a private college
and adistance of 2.11 kmto the nearest primary school).



Similarly, the villagers have to travel an average of
3.08 km to the nearest post office and an average
of 3.5km to the nearest bank. Some basic social
services are available at relatively closer distances.
For example, the average distances to various
types of health facilities range from 2.83km to
3.31km. In case of basic education services, girls
on average have to travel more than boys to go to
school. However, in the case of high schools, the f"

distances to male and female institutions are ; ; e :
Village level information is being collected from a group
similar. of key informants at Kashmore

The data in Table-3 shows the availability of basic amenities of life in the sampled villages. Out of the
total 36 villages surveyed, only 27 have electricity and only 2 have access to telephony or the internet.
Similarly, only 4 villages have access to piped water. On the other extreme, the presence of mobile
telephony services is ubiquitous (100% coverage). Similarly, few villages have paved paths or drains.
Only 4 of the 36 villages have drains and 11 out of 36 villages have paved paths. Almost 36% of the
villages (13) have a market or shops, and 44% of the villages (16) have a tube well.

Table 3 Village Infrastructure, June 2010

Yes No Total 40 -
Electricity 27 9 36 35 —+
Piped Water 4 32 36 30—
Drains 4 32 36 22T I
Telephone 2 34 36 ig I ENENEN]
Tube well 16 20 36 10 -
Cobbled Path 1 25 36 s —1— I -
Mobile 36 0 36 ) = S =
Hand Pump 35 1 36 &‘o‘c‘&ﬁdﬁ" ég*‘:zﬁ T é\gs*“qﬁ & &
Shops/Market 13 23 36 Ty Q@“;@e\ ‘°
Internet 0] 36 36

Figure 3.2-1: Village Infrastructure,
June 2010



Table 4: Physical and Social Infrastructure and Services in Sample Villages

Infrastructure services uptol >1-3 >3-5 >5 Average Distance
km
Metalled Road 18 11 4 1.78
Bus/wagon Stop 8 13 7 2.42
Railway Station 0 1 5 30 3.81
Mandi/Market 0 0 5 31 3.87
Factory 0 8 6 22 3.39
Post Office 5 5 8 18 3.08
PCO 5 5 7 19 3.11
Bank 0 6 6 24 3.5
Agriculture Office 0 1 5 30 3.81
Veterinary Office 2 2 5 27 3.58
Dispensary 5 9 9 13 2.83
BHU/RHC 5 6 8 17 3.03
Medical Store 2 6 8 20 3.28
Private Doctor's Clinic 3 5 7 21 3.28
Lady Health Worker/Visitor 3 5 6 22 3.31
NGO/MFI 0 1 5 30 3.81
Utility Store 0 7 5 24 3.47
Govt Primary School (M) 21 12 2 1.53
Govt Primary School (F) 12 10 5 9 2.31
Govt Primary School (Mix) 13 6 3 14 2.5
Govt Middle School (M) 6 9 8 13 2.78
Govt Middle School (F) 2 6 8 20 3.28
Govt Middle School (Mix) 2 4 5 25 3.47
Govt High School (M) 5 5 8 18 3.08
Govt High School (F) 1 5 6 24 3.47
Govt College (M) 0 3 5 28 3.69
Govt College (F) 0 0 5 31 3.86
Govt Library 0 0 4 32 3.89
Private Primary School 0 3 6 27 3.67
Private Middle School 0 3 5 28 3.69
Private High School 0 0 5 31 3.86
Private College 0 0 3 33 391
Private Library 0 0 3 33 3.67
Internet cafy 0 1 5 30 3.81







4.Profile of Sample Households
Survey Results

4.1. Age, Education and Profession of Respondents

The data presented in the tables below depicts a relatively young group of respondents, a majority of
whom areilliterate (almost 60%). In addition, there are a very small number of respondents who claim
to be literate (3.5%) without having had any formal schooling. Most of them (82%) earn their livelihood
through subsistence farming and/or by working as wage laborers. The average age of the respondent in
Kashmore was 41.2 years, with a standard deviation of 13.2 years. Data presented in Table 5 shows that
a major portion of the respondents (55.7%) fall in the age bracket 26 to 45 years. Only 13% of the
respondents are older than 55 years. A comparison between the age brackets between poor and non-
poor households shows that a higher percentage of poor respondents are in the age bracket of 26 to 55
years.

Table 5: Age of Respondents

Poor Non Poor All Households
Average Age 41.23 41.14 41.20
Total No. of Respondents 368 208 576
Respondents % Age Group
16-25 10.1 14.1 12.1
26-35 31.3 29.1 30.2
36-45 27.2 23.8 25.5
46-55 20.1 18.9 19.5
56-65 6.3 10.2 8.25
>65 5.5 3.9 4.7
Total 100 100 100

Table 6 shows the literacy level of the survey respondents in percentage terms. Most of the respondents
(60%) are illiterate. There is a small percentage of respondents (3.5%) who claim to be literate without
having had any schooling while only 30% of the respondents are literate. The literacy level is similar, with
only a difference of 2 percentage points for poor households (60.6%) when compared to non-poor
households (58.5%). Most of the literate people (11.5%) have only completed primary education. In case
of the non-poor group, 15% of the respondents have more than ten years of education compared to 8%
of the poor group.

Table6: Literacy Level of Respondents (Percent)

Respondents Poor  Non Poor All Households
Not Literate 60.66 58.54 59.60
Literate but no schooling 4.10 2.93 3.51
Primary 12.84 10.24 11.54
Middle 4.92 5.85 5.39
Matric 9.29 7.32 8.30
Post Matric 8.20 15.12 11.66

Total 100 100 100
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Table-7 provides information about the respondents
professions. Most earn their livelihood through
farming (54.38%) while the second largest group
(27.78%) is dependent on casual labor. In case of
poor households a much larger percentage (33.61%)
is dependent on casual labor as compared to the
non-poor households (21.95%). Only 4.6% of the
poor have jobs and almost 6.28% of the poor
respondents do not have any means of earning their
livelihood. In case of non-poor households, a much :
larger proportion of respondents (10.7%) Household Interview being Observed by Field Manager

have jobs as compared to the poor respondents (only 4.6%). Interestingly, in this district a higher
percentage of poor have their own business as compared to the non-poor, though the difference is only
about 1%.

Table7: Profession of Respondent

Respondents Poor Non-Poor All Households
Farming 49.73 59.02 54.38
Labour 33.61 21.95 27.78
Service 4.64 10.73 7.69
Business 3.83 2.93 3.38
Other work 1.91 1.46 1.68
Not working 6.28 3.90 5.09
Total 100 100 100

4.2. Demographic Structure of Households and
Work Status of Household Members

Population of the total sample size is 4,010 with 2,125 males and 1,884 females. The average household
size is 6.96, which is higher than that of rural Pakistan (6.72), but almost identical to the average
household size for rural Sindh (6.972). Male to female ratio in the sample is 113:100. This is higherin non-
poor households (116:100) as compared to in poor households (106:100). The percentage share of the
adult population is 40.4% while that of children (less than 18 years) constitutes 57.6% of the total
population.

Table 8. Demographic Composition of Households

Sex and Age Poor Non-Poor All Households
Number of households 368 208 576
Total Population 2801 1209 4010
Male 1502 623 2125
Female 1298 586 1884
Male: Female 115.72 106.31 112.79
Male (%) 53.60 51.50 53

? pakistan Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES 2007-08)



Female (%) 46.34 48.47 46.98%

Adult (#) 1047.00 573.00 1620
Adults (%) 37.38% 47.39% 40.40%
Adult/HH 2.85 2.75 2.81
Male 530 297 827
Female 517 276 793
Over 55 years in Population (%) 4.36 6.29 5.32
Children 1753 636 2389
(%) 62.58 52.61 57.60
Male 972 326 1298
Female 781 310 1091
Up to 10 Years in Population (%) 46.77 36.48 41.62
Average Size of Household 761 5.81 6.96

The dependency ratio is 88% in the sample households, with 5.32% of the population in the >55 years age
bracket and 41.62% of the population in <10 years age bracket. In case of non-poor households, the >55
population is 6.29% while in poor households, the >55 population is 4.36%. The percentage of <10 age
bracket in poor and non-poor households varies by about 10 percentage points (46.7%) in poor
households and 36.5% in non-poor households). The household size is higher (7.61) in poor households
as compared to noon-poor households (5.8). This indicates that there is an inversely proportional
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relationship between family size and per capitaincome. Q-l_g
=

Table 9: Work Status of Households 8 £

Sex and Age Poor Non-Poor All Households 0 n“‘:’-

All over 10 years 1643 814 2457 5?

Not Working 353 151 504 e 3

=

>55 Years 57 28 85 U:) "7%

> 18-55 60 23 83 1 @
>10-18 236 100 336
Household Work 485 227 712
>55 Years 17 13 30
> 18-55 340 173 513
>10-18 128 41 169
Working 805 436 1241
>55 Years 48 35 83
> 18-55 596 338 934
>10-18 161 63 224
% Own Farm 50.43 54.36 51.81
% Farm Labor 7.83 9.40 8.38
% Off-farm Labor 31.68 21.56 28.12
% Service/Job 2.73 7.34 4.35
% Business 2.61 3.21 2.82
% Multiple Work 4.72 4.13 4.51

* It is the ratio of the population in the age groups of up to 10 years plus over 55 years to the population of
those in the age groups of over 10 to 55 years.
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The data in Table 9 shows the work status of the sample household members vis-a-vis age. Household
members of working age >10 years have been further segregated into classes: not-working, engaged in
household work, and working engaged outside the house. Work status data has been further
categorized into three age groups of 10 to 18 years, 18 to 55 years and >55 years. Almost half of the
sampled population (50.5%) works outside their homes. This is followed by those involved in household
work (29%) and those who do not work at all (20.5%). These proportions are nearly the same in both
poor and non-poor households. The data in Table 8 further shows that three-forth (75%) of the working
age population (>10 years) falls in the active age group (18 55 years). This is followed by the 18% in the
10to 18 yearsage groupand 7% in the >55 years age bracket.

The working population is further categorized in to six farm and off-farm categories. These include own-
farm, farm labor, services/jobs, off-farm labor, business and multiple works. Table 8 indicates that a vast
majority (54%) of the working population is engaged in on-farm activity. Only 1.5% have jobs in the
public or private sectors while an even smaller percentage (0.64%) is involved in business activities.

4.3. Adult Literacy and Schooling of Children

A majority of the adult rural population in the sample is illiterate (74.75%). The proportion of illiterate
personsis slightly higher amongst the poor population (75.6%) as compared to in the non-poor (73.1%).
Similarly femaleilliteracy (92.4%) is higher than maleilliteracy (57.8%).

Table 10: Adult Literacy in Households

Literacy Level Poor Non-Poor All Households
Not Literate Adults (No) 792 419 1211
% of adult population not literate 75.60 73.10 74.75
% of not literate Male Adults 60.00 53.90 57.8
% of not literate Female Adults 91.70 93.80 92.4
Literate Adults 255 154 409
% of adult population literate 24.36 26.88 25.25
% of literate Male Adults 40.00 46.13 42.2
% of literate Female Adults 8.20 6.16 7.57
Percent of Literate
Literate 9.80% 8.44% 9.29%
Primary School 28.24% 21.43% 25.67%
Middle School 12.94% 14.94% 13.69%
Matric 21.96% 13.64% 18.83%
Intermediate 14.51% 20.13% 15.40%
Degree 8.63% 20.13% 12.96%
Not In School 3.92% 1.30% 2.93%

Among the literate, most have only attended primary school (25.67%), followed by those with Matric
qualification (18.83%), followed by those with twelve years of education (15.4%). With respect to
literacy levels, there are large variations between the poor and non-poor households. Data regarding
schooling of childrenis givenin Table 11. More than 56% of the children do not attend school at all, which
is quite discouraging. The situation is even worse in the case of females (72.36% do not attend school)
whereas in case of boys, this proportion is 56.35%. Overall, less children from poor households (35%)
attend school compared to children from participating households (69%).



Table 11: Schooling of Children

Children in School Poor Non-Poor All Households
All Children (school age) 1359 497 1856
Male 764 267 1031
Female 595 230 825
Children not in school 885 155 1040
% of children not in school 65.12 31.19 56.03
Male children not in school 443 138 581
% of male children not in school 57.98 51.69 56.35
Up to 5 Years 29.80 29.71 29.76
>5-10 Years 45.37 39.86 42.62
> 10 - 18 Years 24.83 30.43 27.63
Female children not in school 442 155 597
% of female children not in school 74.29 67.39 72.36
Up to 5 Years 24.89 31.61 28.25
>5-10 Years 44.8 46.45 45.63
> 10 - 18 Years 30.32 21.94 26.13

44, State of Health and Physical Environment

On the basis of information provided by the respondents, sample households have been divided into
three categories depicting the health status of households Good, Fair (both depicting a healthy
household) and Poor (depicting the presence of an acute or chronicillness in the household). Table 12
indicates that most of the population (99.4%) considers itself in a healthy state while a small proportion
(0.7%) reports experiencing chronic or acute iliness. There is no difference in the proportion of people
from poor and non-poor households who consider themselves healthy. Surprisingly, there have been no
deaths during the last year in any of the households surveyed. Note: The statistics on household health
were compiled on the basis of information provided by the respondents only. No actual tests for
measuring health of the household members were carried out.

Table12: Health Status of Household Members

Health Status of HH Members Poor  Non-Poor All Households
Percent in good health 95.20 95.00 95.14
Male 51.00 49.00 50.40
Female 44.20 46.00 44.74
Adults 35.90 45.90 38.91
Children 59.30 49.10 56.22
Percent in fair health 4.20 4.40 4.26
Male 2.30 2.10 2.24
Female 1.90 2.30 2.02
Adults 3.60 4.00 3.72

Children 0.70 0.40 0.61
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Percent in poor health 0.70 0.70 0.70

Male 0.40 0.50 0.43
Female 0.30 0.20 0.27
Adults 0.50 0.70 0.56
Children 0.20 0.00 0.14

The data also shows that a higher proportion of males (50.4%%) is considered in to bea state of good
health while a higher percentage of children (56.2%) are considered to be healthier than adults (38.9%).
Table 13 shows data on different amenities of life available to the households included in the survey. A
majority of the households have a Katcha structure (78.26%), followed by Mixed (13.73%) and Pucca
(8%) structures. A slightly higher proportion of non-poor households have Pucca structure (8.7%)
compared to the poor households (7.6%).

Table13: Facilities for Household Members

Housing Facilities Poor Non-Poor All Households

All Households (N) 368.00 208.00 576.00

% Pucca Structure 7.60 8.70 8.00

% Katcha Structure 78.60 77.70 78.28

% Mixed Structure 13.80 13.60 13.73
Average number of rooms 1.28 1.90 1.59
% Households with :

Up to 2 rooms 98.10 91.60 95.76

3-4 rooms 1.60 7.40 3.68

5 or more rooms 0.30 1.00 0.55
Water supply

% Piped 4.60 2.90 3.99

% Canal 1.60 1.50 1.56

% Well 0.50 0.00 0.32

% Hand Pump 87.80 92.70 89.56

% Others 5.40 2.90 4.50
Latrine:

% Inside 36.00 44.20 38.95

% Outside 14.40 8.30 12.21

% Open fields 49.60 47.60 48.88
Drainage:

% Yes 21.1 31.1 24.69

% No 78.9 68.9 75.31
Electricity

% Yes 71.5 78.6 74.05

% No 28.5 21.4 25.95
Fuel Used

% Gas 3.5 4.9 4.00

% Wood 76.7 77.7 77.06

% Others 19.8 17.5 18.97




More than 95% of the households have up to 2
rooms, 3.68% have between 3 and 4 rooms, and only
0.55% have 5 or more rooms. On average, each
household has 2 rooms. As far as the basic amenities
of life are concerned, a majority of households (61%)
do not have indoor latrines and 75% of the
households do not have drainage facility. Electricity
however is largely available (74%). Wood is mainly
used as a fuel, with 77% of the households using it as
their only source of energy. The supply of clean
water is lacking, with only 4% of the households -
having access to piped water and the majority (91%) Household Interview at Kashmore

of households depending on hand pumps and canal water. This is similar to the rest of rural Kashmore,
where only 3% the households have access to tap water and 87% of the households rely on hand pumps?
The same pattern is exhibited across both sub-samples, with the only exception being a large difference
inthe availability of latrines and drainage systems in poor and non-poor households.

4.5. Household Incomes, Inequality and Poverty

According to the survey data, the per capitaincome in Kashmoreis Rs. 1,519 per month, which is slightly
higher than the national poverty line of Rs. 1,504, and the average monthly per capita income for rural
Sindh, Rs. 1,494’ The per capitaincome is lower in the case of poor households (Rs. 1,043) compared to
participating households (Rs. 2,362). 64% of the total households in the survey earned monthly per
capitaincome of less than Rs. 1,500 per month. The largest concentration of poor households (50%) is in
the Rs 901 to Rs. 1,300 per month income bracket. Similarly, the highest concentration of non-poor
households (90%) isinthe Rs. 1,501 to Rs. 3,500 per monthincome bracket.

Table14: Household Income 2009-10

Household Income Poor Non-Poor All Households
Average / HH (Rs.) 93,827.36 157,109.99 116,679
Average / Capita (Rs.) 12,516.60 28,342.96 20,429.78
Per Capita/month (Rs.) 1,043.05 2361.91 1,702.48

Percent household with per capita per
month income of:

Up to Rs. 700 11.92 7.65
Rs. 701 to 900 17.89 11.48
Rs. 901 to 1100 27.37 17.57
Rs. 1,101 to 1,300 22.49 14.43
Rs. 1,301 to 1,500 20.33 13.04
Rs. 1,501 to 2,000 48.06 17.22
Rs. 2,001 to 2,500 23.79 8.52
Rs. 2,501 or 3,000 12.14 4.35

* pakistan Social and Living Standards Measurement Survey (PSLM) 2008 -09

> HIES 2007-08
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Rs. 3,001 to 3,500 5.83 2.09

Rs. 3,501 to 4,000 4.37 1.57
Rs. 4,001 to 4,500 1.46 0.52
Rs. 4,501 to 5,500 291 1.04
Rs. 5,501 to 6500 0.49 0.17
Rs. 6,501 or over 0.97 0.35
Percent share in income
Crops 44.24 57.37 49.00
Fruits/Forest 0.24 0.08 0.19
Livestock 10.69 10.15 10.50
Service 3.99 7.70 5.32
Pension 0.39 0.00 0.25
Labor 34.13 18.30 28.45
Business 3.79 2.92 3.48
Remittances 0.01 0.37 0.13
Rental Income 0.05 0.13 0.08
Cash/Gifts 0.52 0.56 0.53
Other 0.88 0.50 0.74

Table 14 also tabulates the various different on and off-farm sources that contribute to household
income. Crop cultivation is the single largest source of income followed by labor. These two have a
combined share of more than two-thirds (77.5%), the rest being shared amongst various sources such as
services, business, pension, rent and remittances etc. Major contributors to off-farm income are service
activities (5.32%) and business (3.48%).

A comparison between poor and non-poor households indicates that contribution of total on-farm
income is greater in the non-poor group (67.6%) than in the case of the poor group (55%). On the
contrary, the contribution from business activities is greater in the case of the poor group (3.79%) than
inthe case of the non-poor group (2.92%).

Data regarding the incidence of poverty and income inequality is given in Table 15. More than half of the
sample households (64%) and 70% of the total sample population lives in poverty. The monthly per
capitaincome of non-poor households (Rs. 2,362) is more than double the monthly per capitaincome of
poor households (Rs. 1,043).

Table15: Incidence, Depth and Severity of Poverty in Households

Total Number of Households 576
Poor Households 368
Non-poor Households 208

Total Population 4010
Poor Population 2801
Non-Poor Population 1209

% of Households in Poverty 64%

Poverty Gap Ratio (%) 30.65%

% of Population in Poverty 70%




Per capita/month Income

All Households 1,519
Poor Households 1,043
Non -poor Households 2,362

There are several measures of inequality. In this case, we used the Gini Coefficient as a measure of
income inequality. The top 10% of the population has a share of 23% of the total income while the
bottom 10% only has a 4% share in the total income. Similarly, the top 20% of the population's share in
the total income is more than 3.5 times the share of the bottom 20% of the population. The
concentration ration identified with Gini Coefficient is 0.27, which shows a less unequal distribution of
incomes among households. Despite this less unequal distribution of income, a large difference
between the average income of poor and non-poor is observed: the average monthly per capitaincome
of poor householdsis Rs. 1,043 while the average monthlyincome of the non-poorisRs. 2,362.

Table 16: Quintile Distribution of Income

Quintiles Percentage of Total Average Per Capita

Sample Income Per Month (PKR)
1st 4% 619
2nd 6% 843
3rd 7% 1,002
4th 7% 1,078
5th 8% 1,274
6th 9% 1,367
7th 10% 1,524
8th 12% 1,814
9th 15% 2,213
10th 23% 3,460

Gini Coefficient = 0.27

Figure 4.5-1Lorenz Curve
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4.6. Household Expenditure and Consumption

The average annual household expenditure is Rs. 120,769 as shown in Table 17 average monthly per
capita expenditure is Rs. 1,583, which is higher than the average per capita income (the reported
average monthly per capita expenditure for rural Sindh is Rs. 1,374). In non-poor households, the per
capita expenditure is higher than it is for poor households. In the case of poor households, the monthly
per capita expenditure is greater than the monthly per capitaincome, while the reverse is true in case of
non-poor households.

Table17: Household Expenditures

Expenditures Poor Non-Poor All Households
Average / HH (Rs.) 110,542 138,863 120,769
Average / Capita (Rs.) 9,212 11,572 10,064
Per Capita /Month (Rs.) 1,264 2,147 1,583
% share of household expenditure
o) \g Food 78.04 70.13 75.23
o) £ Clothing 4.99 5.18 5.06
2
'g ; Housing 0.60 3.17 1.52
g o Health Care 6.91 8.36 7.43
) E Education 0.64 1.52 0.95
L ‘5 Social Functions 3.83 5.98 4.60
= (2] “;' Transport 2.43 3.53 2.83
QF 5 -
E - ] 3 Remittances 0.02 0.00 0.01
8 8 . = Cash/Gifts 0.02 0.12 0.06
o 0
q_m é‘ @ Fuel (wood, gas, electricity and 1.48 2.26 1.76
O > ‘E’ kerosene)
Q o -] Other Expense 0.15 0.25 0.19
T
o) = £ Z
E(D 21 Most of the expenditure (75%) in on purchasing food. This behavior is seen across both the sub samples.
n . . . . .
- = The next biggest expenditure in on healthcare (7.43%), followed by clothing (5.06%) and social
N

functions (4.6%). (In contrast, according to HIES 2007-08 approximately 53% of the household
expenditure in rural Sindh is on food).The survey instrument also had a section on food consumption in
each sample household. The information thus obtained has been used to calculate the per capita

consumption of a number of food categories. This
information, in conjunction with the prevailing local
food prices, has allowed us to calculate the average
daily per capita expense basis. Lastly, the daily per
capita calorie intake has also been estimated using
conversion factors from Khan 2004. Estimates of daily
per capita food consumption (with calories) and
expenditures on food are shown in Table 18.

Inthe sampled households the total per capita calorie
intake per day is 2,460 calories for the overall sample.
The calorie intake per day is less in the case of poor
households (2,177) and more inthe case

Household Interview at Kashmore

® HIES 2007-08



of non-poor households (3,116). Overall, the maximum proportion (56%) of the daily calories come
from grains, followed by (12%) from oils. 30% of the daily per capita expenditure of poor households is
onfood whileitis 36% in case of the overall sample.

Table 18: Daily Consumption of Food in Household

Poor Non-Poor All Households
Daily per capita intake
Grains (Grams) 2848.60 2848.50 2848.57
Calories 9715.82 9741.86 9725.22
Pulses (Grams) 127.32 169.45 142.53
Calories 423.98 564.25 474.63
Fat/oil (Grams) 224.45 257.64 236.43
Calories 1962.58 2252.76 2067.37
Vegetables (Grams) 534.65 549.93 540.17
Calories 323.46 332.71 326.80 E ..3
Fruits (Grams) 58.65 157.42 94.32 _g E
Calories 50.27 134.91 80.83 3 g
Meat (Grams) 40.75 70.21 51.39 = E
Calories 56.43 97.25 71.17 £ g
Milk (Grams) 876.56 1104.72 958.95 D %
Calories 926.52 1167.66 1013.60 o= S
Egg (Grams) 3.87 0.00 2.47 g 3 E
Calories 0.41 0.00 0.26 w& 58
Sugar (Grams) 263.45 319.35 283.64 ‘5 >j°; S
Calories 979.78 1187.66 1054.85 0?5
Total Cal. /Capita/Day 16568.95 18107.76 17124.63 % g E %
% from grains 58.64 53.80 56.89 =N § H
% from oils 11.84 12.44 12.06 .2
% from grains + oils 70.48 66.24 68.95 =
Daily per capita food expenditure (%) 29.90 47.67 36.32

47. Household Assets, Value and Distribution

The assets of the sampled households, with poor and non-poor bifurcation, along with constituents of
assets and sale/purchase details, are shown in Table 19. For the overall sample, the average value of
assets per household is Rs. 270,802. The average value for poor households is Rs. 185,590 and the
average value for non-poor households is Rs. 421,564. Consumer durables, comprising of houses and
transport, are the largest contributor to total asset value (54%) while productive assets, comprising of
land, trees, livestock and machinery etc, account for 44.39% of assets. Agricultural land, livestock and
house structures are the three biggest asset sources and jointly account for 99% of the total assets.

Non-poor households own a larger percentage of productive assets while poor households own a larger
portion of consumer durables. Non-poor households purchase much more assets than poor
households. However, the sale of assets is similar.



Table 19: Assets of Households

Assets Poor Non-Poor All Households

Value of assets (Rs.):

Per HH 185,589.46 421,563.59 270,802
Per Capita 26,802.83 74,797.38 44,133
Constituents of assets:
% Productive 38.34 55.24 44.39
Land 13.78 19.11 16.69
Trees 0.21 0.08 0.16
Livestock 27.11 40.01 31.73
Machinery 0.65 0.79 0.70
Business 0.00 0.00 0.00
% Consumer durables 56.14 49.86 53.89
House and other 51.4 45.27 51.36
Others 4.74 4.59 2.53
© @
re) k] % Savings 5.52 5.1 1.72
-CCJ 2 Cash/account 2.41 0 1.11
(7)) E Loans given 0 0 0
g f"é Jewelry 3.01 3.41 3.15
- ; Others 0.1 0.13 0.11
Q 7)) g' Purchase/sale of assets
b
g‘s a % of HHs assets purchased 26.8 38.8 311
n £ % of HHs assets sold 0.8 1 0.9
© Ot 3
Ny S 2 Value of assets purchased/sold
Xss
(e
(o] >,E£. E Purchased (Rs./HH) 10473 24212 16613
k) qé % 2 Sold (Rs./HH) 10666 5500 8600
== 3
= ¢
2 2Ll Table-20 above shows a highly skewed distribution of assets amongst the sampled households. The
o O
S0 owest 10% of the households own only 0.5% of the assets while the last 10% of the population own
< y pop
]

60% of the assets. Out of the 576 households sampled, one does not own any assets while the highest
assets owned by a household are valued at Rs. 8 million.

Table20: Distribution of Assets

Quintiles Percentage of Quintiles Percentage of
Assets Owned Assets Owned
1st 0.48% 6th 3.85%
2nd 1.21% 7th 4.94%
3rd 1.86% 8th 7.82%

Table 21 shows the household status for the two important assets. of land and livestock. 78% of the total
households do not own any land. A higher percentage of poor households do not own any land when
compared to non-poor households (80.5% poor vs. 73.3% non-poor). The majority of land ownership is
in the up to 1 acre acerage category, with the average size of a landholding being 2.4 and with little
variation between poor and non-poor households.



Table21: Land and Livestock Holding of Households

Land and Livestock Holdings Poor Non-Poor All Households
Percent of households not owing land 80.50 73.30 77.90
Percent of owner households

up to 1 acre 9.50 6.30 8.30
>1to 2 acre 4.90 7.80 5.90
>2 to 5acre 4.10 8.70 5.70
>5to 12.5 acre 0.80 3.90 1.90
>12.5 to 25 acre 0.30 0.00 0.20
Average size of Land holding per owner 1.85 2.38 2.07
Percent of households not owing livestock 32 21.8 28.32
Average number of livestock/HH 1.94 2.16 2.39

Over 28% of the households do not own any livestock. However, there is a difference in percentage
between poor and non-poor households in this case (32% percent poor vs. 22% non-poor). The average
number of livestock per householdis 2.39.

48. Household Loans, Utilizations and Sources

Inthis section the data onloans, their sources and their utilization is presented. At the time of the survey,
the average loan taken during the last 12 months stood at Rs. 3,361 per household. The average loan
amount per poor household was almost the same as the average loan amount per non-poor household
(Rs.3,125vs.Rs. 3,859).

Out of a total of 576 households, almost 76% had taken out a loan during the last 12 months.
Interestingly, in this district 67% of the non-poor households had taken a loan during the last 12 months
as compared to only 51.5% of the poor households. Overall, community organizations provided most of
the loans (65%). This was true in the case of both poor and non-poor households. This was followed by
friend/relatives (17.5% overall) and by shopkeepers (12.3% overall), for both poor and non-poor
households.

Table22: Loan Taken by Households

Loans Poor Non-Poor All Households
Average loan per HH (Rs.) 3,125.00 3,859.57 3,361.45
% HH taken loans 51.56 67.31 57.22
% of loans amount from:

Friends / Relatives 18.19 15.91 17.47
Shopkeepers 14.11 8.37 12.27
Banks 0.00 0.00 0.00
NGOs 0.73 0.00 0.50

Table-23 shows the percentage utilization of loans in a number of activities ranging from purchases of
land, machinery, livestock and farm inputs to housing, healthcare and social activities like weddings.
42% of the loans are used for productive purposes and nearly 40% of the loans taken are used for
consumption smoothening. A relatively high percentage (8%) of the loans is spent on healthcare
expenses. This behavior is witnessed in both poor and non-poor households. Nearly 3.5% of the overall
loans are spenton repayingloans while nearly 4% are spent on social functions like weddings.
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Table 23 : Use of Loans by Households

Use of Loans Poor Non-Poor All Households

% of loan amount used:

Productive purpose 34.76 57.55 42.04
Land 0.00 0.76 0.24
Livestock 29.17 44.77 34.15
Machinery 0.52 0.76 0.59
Farm Inputs 3.51 7.03 4.63
Business 2.18 5.15 3.13

Housing 0.36 0.71 0.47

Consumption 48.03 20.38 39.2

Social Function 4.74 2.05 3.88

Health Care 8.69 7.03 8.16

Education 0.11 0.46 0.22

Repaying Loan 1.68 7.34 3.49

Other purpose 1.48 3.6 2.16

B Productive purpose
All Households

® Housing
m Consumption

W Health Care

m Education
Poor

‘ [ M Repaying Loan

T I I I
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49. Household Debt

Table-24 shows the current status of household debt in terms of the total outstanding amounts as well
asinterms of the number of households in debt. At the time of the survey 68%, of the households were
in debt and the total outstanding debt per household stood at Rs. 21,700. In this district, the percentage
of non-poor households in debt was larger (74%) as compared to in poor households (64%).



Table24: Current Debt of Households

Debt Poor Non-Poor All Households
Average amount of debt/HH (Rs.) 22,710.69 19,910.65 21,699.56
% of households in debt 64.08 74.43 67.81
% of debt owed to
Friends 16.22 21.05 17.86
Shopkeeper 35.14 10.53 26.79
Banks 0 5.26 1.79
NGO 10.81 5.26 8.93
Community Organization 24.32 42.11 30.36
Others 13.51 15.79 14.29

The highest percentage of debt owed was to community organizations (30%), followed by shopkeepers
(27%) and friends (18%). The average net worth (value of assets minus debt) is Rs. 249,102, which is
high. Similarly, the overall debt to income ratio is 18.6% with a higher ratio of 24% in the poor
householdsand 12.67% in the non-poor households.

Table25: Distribution of Debt

Quintiles Percentage of Debt Quintiles Percentage of Debt
1st 0.00% 6th 5.68%
2nd 0.00% 7th 6.52%
3rd 0.37% 8th 10.78%
4th 3.49% 9th 15.93%
5Sth 5.03% 10th 52.20%

Table-24 shows a highly skewed quintile distribution of debt. 147 households in the survey sample
do not have any debt while the largest debt amount owed by a single household is Rs. 568,000. The
10th quintile owes almost 52% of the total debt.

4.10. Perception of Household about Housing Facilities

This section presents information about the
perceptions of the problems faced by men and
women with regards to everyday household
facilities/issues. Table 26 presents men's and
women's perceptions with regards to household
facilities. Questions were asked of men and women
separately to capture their perception of important
household problems. Each problem was rated from
0to 4 with “0” indicating no problem, “1” indicating
slight problem, “2” indicating serious problem, “3”
indicating very serious problem and “4” not sure.
There are some differencesin how men and
women perceive the seriousness of different issues. Men rated employment and poverty as the two
most serious issues, while the women rated poverty and healthcare as the two most serious issues. On
the other hand, both men and women did not think that there were any issues related to water supply,
social cohesion and organization. Both men and women considered the non availability of electricity as
the next leastimportantissue.

Household Interview at Kashmore
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Table 26 : Perception of Households about Housing Facilities All Households

All Households
Men's Perceptions Women's Perceptions
0 1 2 3 4 Responses 0 1 2 3 4 Responses

Education 100 73 221 179 3 576 90 74 212 193 7 576
Health Care 60 52 252 208 4 576 45 61 214 249 7 576
Water Supply 348 75 73 77 3 576 342 69 70 88 7 576
Drainage 107 9 242 128 3 576 107 113 230 119 7 576
Street Pavement 75 107 270 121 3 576 86 116 260 105 9 576
Transport 68 117 250 138 3 576 59 141 234 134 8 576
Fuel Supply 144 189 171 69 3 576 118 218 158 75 7 576
Electricity 173 177 97 125 4 576 174 165 107 123 7 576
Income (Poverty) 25 84 211 253 3 576 16 75 222 255 8 576
Jobs/Employment 45 79 200 238 14 576 49 83 211 205 28 576
Savings 56 81 211 204 24 576 45 78 202 213 38 576
Access to Credit 127 163 165 98 23 576 117 135 162 124 38 576
Social Cohesion 395 83 52 43 3 576 425 56 54 34 7 576
Organization 445 71 30 23 7 576 456 71 15 21 13 576

4.11. Perceptionand Problems of Household Level
Decision making

The perception of women about decision making at household level is presented in Table-25. Data in
Table-25 indicates that a high proportion of everyday decision making (43% of total responses) is
through consensus with men and women equally involved. 31% of the total responses indicate that the
decision making is by men only. On the other hand, 4% of the responses indicate that decision making is
by women only. Women seem to be the dominating decision makers in case of decisions involving CO
membership, children's rearing and household expenditures while men seem to be the dominating
decision makersininstances of asset's sale and purchase, loan taking and working outside the home.

Socio-economic Baseline Survey of Kashmore Districts
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Table27 : Perception of Women about Decision Making All Households

All Households
Men Mainly  Women  Mainly  Both Response

only Men only Women  Equally
Household Expenditures 177.00  93.00 30 17 257 574.00
Children's Education 139.00 105.00 13 16 303 576.00
Children's Marriages 124.00 105.00 27 24 296 576.00
Assets Purchase 235.00 145.00 19 3 172 574.00
Assets Sale 247.00 142.00 19 7 161 576.00
Loan Taking 233.00 124.00 24 19 176 576.00
Utilize Loan 198.00 104.00 5 16 253 576.00
Family Planning 196.00 102.00 18 25 235 576.00
Working Outside Household 306 127 20 9 114 576.00
Child Rearing 79 27 35 75 360 576.00
Access to Health 124 85 9 57 301 576.00
CO membership 92 108 36 13 327 576.00
Total 2150 1267 255 281 2955 6908

Total % 31% 18% 4% 4% 43% 100%




4 12. Households Benefited from UCBPRP Activities

The survey also collected data about the number of households that have benefited from
various UBPRP activities. An overwhelming proportion of households has not benefited from
any of the UBPRP activities. The largest proportion of beneficiaries (49.5%) benefited from the
Community Investment Fund (CIF) followed by Community Organization Training (35.5%) and
Micro Health Insurance (24.3%). This pattern is observed across both poor and non-poor
households.

Table28 : Household Benefited from UBPRP Activities

Poor Non-poor All Households
Yes No Total  Yes No Total Yes No Total

Income Generation Grants (IGG) 11.10 88.90 368 870 9130 208 10.23 89.77 576
(in kind / Non-cash)
Community Investment Funds (CIF) 50.10 49.90 368 4850 51.50 208 49.52 50.48 576

Vocational Training Scholarship 15.70 84.30 368 17.00 83.00 208 16.17 83.83 576
Community Physical Infrastructure 17.60 82.40 368 16.00 84.00 208 17.02 82.98 576
(CP1)

Village Model School 1.60 98.40 368 150 9850 208 156 98.44 576
Low Cost Housing Scheme (LCHS) 9.80 90.20 368 7.80 9220 208 9.08 90.92 576
Community Organization Training 33.90 66.10 368 38.30 61.70 208 3549 64.51 576
Micro Health Insurance 23.80 76.20 368 25.20 7480 208 2431 75.69 576
Productivity Enhancement Training 41 959 368 53 947 208 453 95.47 576
Traditional Birth Attendant (TBA) 6.2 938 368 9.2 908 208 7.28 92.72 576
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sjoLs|g a1owyse)y| Jo ASAING Suj[aSey IJWOU0IS-0]20S
yodey Aeaing sujjeseq

aul AjJ1anod Jo uoneulwlialag
| Xauuy €€




Determination of Poverty Line

FY Annuallnflation Poverty Line (PKR)
Rate (%)
2005 -06 - 948
2006 -07 7.7 1,020
2007 -08 12 1,143
2008 -09 20.8 1,380
2009 -10 9 1,504
(Projected)
References:

page 127

page-131.
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1. 2005-06 Poverty Line: Economic Survey of Pakistan 2009-10, chapter-9,

2. Annual Inflation Rates:Economic Survey of Pakistan 2009-10, table 9.2,
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APEX

Soclo- Economic Basellne Survey [n Shikarpur & Kashmaore Districts &
VILLAGE QUESTIONNAIRE
[~ gt Vg il g 2 o 5
SECTION L VILLAGE IDENTIFICATION
QI01. District Name:  »b 18 oS jud ||
QIO2. Tehsil Name:  allS (oo |
Q103. Union Council: ab'S Jui S Sy Ll
QI04. Village Nanie RELYPY -
Q106 Respondent's Name. 2l 'S saisd o
Cell Number sl U e
DD MMYYYY
QI07. Dateof interview @S w8 |t 2101110
o & QI08.  Name of interviewer 1Sy, 8
Q 1
c £ Interviewer Code 3518 jp, 80 ]
il =
> o Q1700. VILLAGE INFRASTRUCTURE
t & Availability codes: Yes=1, No=2
s 8 Infrastructure | Avalability | Infrastructure Availability | Infrastructure Avatlabihity
8 "i 1701 Electricity 1702 Piped Water 1703, Drains
- O i S Sl b
(o T 1704. Telephone | 705. Tubewell 1706, Cobbled Path
c 2 U gyt Sy
O« 1707 Mobile
® S a Uity 1708 Hand Pump 1709, Shops/Market
= £ q;)' T 1710 Internet e Ly S e il
5Eq -
D29
C &=
C 023
<038 a Q1800 DISTANCE TO INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES (kM)
({=]
i Infrastructure /Service Distance | Infrastructure/Service Distance
(KM) KM
Metalled Road S e S Govt Pnimary School (M)
BusWagon Stop b Ry 60 Govt Pnmary School (F)
Railway Station Gl 2 L5 Govt Primary School (Mix)
Mandi/Market S e ¢ 5k Govt Middle School (M)
Factory s 54 Govt Middle School (F)
Post Office s &5 Govt Middle School (Mix)
PCO St Govt High School (M)
Bank S Govt High School (F)
Agriculture Office B Y Govt College (M)

Copynghts © 2010 ACP Islamabad Cffice
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RSPN Soco Economic Baseline Survey In Shikarpur & Kastomore Districts &
Infrastructure /Service Distance | Infrastructure/Service Distance |
(KM) KM
Veterinary Office Govt College (F)
Dispensary Govt Library
BHU/RHC Private Pnmary School
Medical Store Private Middle School
Private Doctor’s clinie Private High School
Lady Health Worker/Visitor Private College
NGOMF] Library
Utility Stor Intemnet cafe
m 3
2
Q1900. VILLAGE PRICES (RATES) s 3
= B
o i:;t::tm:iuf b. Price o kG d. Price -E E
= Rs./LUM unit equivalent dozen
Wheat grain L o %
. Y
Wheat Flour o o c%
: (V]
Rice Jila [ %
S2 8
Rice Flour B J e o2 e
=<3t
Maize/Com 2 S S 5 g Ug) g
i s c 2 § §
Pulses wlls 2 8 % .g
o o
Millets »als N
Barley s
Fats/(il Gs P P
Vegetables b s
Cotton oS
(Green Fodder s b e
Sugarcane us
Mango al
Banana pES

Copyrights € 2010 ACP Islamabad Office Page 2 of 4



APEX

RSPN Soclo-Econonilc Basellne Survey In Shikarpur & Kashmore Distriets .
Item E:::fuﬂ:l::lo[ b. Price e kG d. Price
(LUM) (Rs./LUN umit) | equivalent | kg/dozen

Lemon S

Oranges P o

Guava syl
Date Palms IS
Grapes Pr.e
Jaman pla
Jujube G
2
8 £ Water/sweet melon
3 a SRR IR
o
> o Papaya s
£ E pay 3
q>, § Falsa paalld
-
> Y -
“6 § Cheeko Sa
7]
c 2 Mulberry Gl
Sz
® S a Appricot T
c £
-_— = 0
X £ g 2 Other fruits Syp K
8593
E k' % g Beef b S5
<0é3 .
3 Mutton i S e
™
Pﬁulu}' d" A
Eggs 23
Fish s
Milk axg
Sugar N
Tea s
Nuts o
Fodder sl

Trees for Fuel 3% .S %

Copyrights © 2010 ACP Isiamabad Office Page 3of 4



APEX

RSPN Soclo-Economic Baseline Survey In Shikarpur & Kashmaore Districts &
01900, VILLAGE PRICES (RATES)
Price per "
; Real Estate Price per
’ 1
Code o o | SOV CO Ve v i)
B i Sl S e iy
Cow L No.
Horse N
I% '”S IND.
Ox o No v
Bull Lig, | No Farm land
{cultivated) | Acre
Buffalo g | No SIS
Sheep B [No Barren
land Acre

Goat kS [ No U]
Camel iy | No
Poultry Birds £+ | No
Ducks gals [ No
Donkey s
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Socio-economic Baseline Survey of Kashmore Districts

=
2
. _ S
Number of Members — a;f
2 S g e é @
CO Savings (Rs) At start At Present c 8=
CoarS g c o2
Loans Disbursed Number Amount (Rs.) < @
o b 0 LS 1o 6 &
Loans Outstanding Number Amount (Rs.)
s Uy g S
Community Physical Infrastructure Number Value (Rs)
Schemes (CPls)
(5! oot ) afas oSl 8 S8 T o
Community Investment Eunds_f(_‘lli“; . Number Amount
(= ) S Sl B
No of Households given VTP Trainings Number
S f o iy ula Juni S gl 8
No of Commumty Organizations (CO) Trainings Number
sland (S 80 5 5 e
No of Households given Micro Health Insurance Number
et on a3 i g 5 8 06

Checked by [ Re-checked by:

Coded by ] Entered by l
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APEX

RSPN Sodo-Fconomic Baseline Survey [n Shikarpur & Kashmaore Districts &

HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE (For Men)
[rolllsw o S s 30 Sla8]

o 0 o 9 S U S by iV 1 54 S S ) S S iy 01 ) e 501503
ol ~1BL8, i oS UL Sy s i 30 S0l m o ) b Sl i o il S £t oy S o lnglee o o LS B LS
Budga Sud g iichils 8 i Sl S48 p uitiBulsS ol il S s o9 mipdos s gl o sl o 8108 78 0 4138 S5 s oS
PR 3. 908 5T S P B O 3R PO S N PP PO ST NP 0 . VPP I K 1 RSO JETPL 0
e o patd 3w gl ol S w B a1l e gme W3 o g

Interviewer's Statement

I, the undersigned. have explaitied 1o the respondent i the language he understands, the procedure to be followed in the
assigrunent, and the tisks and benefils ivolved

Signature of Enumerator

Q100. HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION

Q101. District Name: 418 C€ A8 |

Q102 Tehsil Name PER L Py

Q103. Union Counci| #418 Jusi € Sasy

QI104, Village Name P8 )8 | !

Q103 Household Number =y i 48 L]

Q106. Respondent’s Name. i S saisssl i
Line # from roster

Q106.A. Cell Number el ya
DD MM YYYY
QI07. Date of inferview &S 5y s ] 2101110
QI08. Name of interviewer A1 ypy 58l
Interviewer Code IS8 0y 50
Checked by _ I Rechecked by |
Coded by e Entered by _
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APEX

Soce Economic Baseline Survey [n Shikarpur & kashmaore Distrlcts
RSPN *
Q109, Household Roster: List all family membets residing in the household SISl s Dy g lyd
110 - . :
¢ Tostaal members in this households s ol S sl (B S i |
Q111 Q2 QI3 Qi QIs Q116 Q17T
Line | Name of Household | Relationshipwith Sex Age Education Occupation/ | Health Status
No member Head of Y s adal Profession s Sla
A Sl S 8 Household (encircle Foy Sy
i Salpps | choices)
(See codesbelow | 1 Male | Completed | (See codes | (See codes (See codes
in (uble) 2 Femule years helow iitable) | below intable) | below in table)
1 Pia
02 a2
03 Ly 2
4 b2
= © 3
Ik -
06 T a -1 a
: > o
07 I 2 = .E
:, © @
08 - > N
! (o) s
019 I3 a >
: Y E
10 12 o 3
: c 2
11 L2 O
. - 2 3
2 It 2 Cga
13 i 2 i
| xE5¢
" 1] 2 Q5o 8
! C = £ ¢
. T 2
15 BE cCoay
: <0Oada
Note: Mease attach addib onal sheet if houwsehold members are more than 20 g
Q112 (Refationship Codes):
1. Self 02 Spouse 03, Father Mother D4F-Mein-Law 08, Son’ Daughter:
ig S Pt ks At
06, §/Deipr-law 07 Brother/Sister 08 BeS-ii-liw 09 Nephew/Niece 10. Gtandchild
jidali e da o ulpig L il STy
11 Notrelsed  3a3% | 77 Others (specify) (5 canliy)
Q) Q112 (Education Codes);
(L. Noliterate sl ald 02 Notm Schiool S» o df= | 03 Literate =3 | 04 Primary  wiy | 05 Middle
above |8 years) (1 1o 18 vears) (above 18 ycars) (Grade 110 5) (Grade 610 8)
(6. Matric 07, Intermediale 08 Degiee 09, Diploma:Othier
Grade (910 10) (Girade 111012) (Girade 14 or higher) sl e ]
Q116 (OceupationProfession Codes):
01. HH Work 02 Own Farming 03, Farm Labouwr 04 Off-farm skilled Iabour 05 Off-furm unskilled Labour
gl s b ey ST IR Sp e igm ) 2 I¥peEe gk B B
0. Covt. Service 07 Private job (8, Business 00 Other Work 10, Unemployed (not working)
e plleg i 2 Jeg S M Mgy
11 Oldhandicap (not working) 12 Sturdent (not working) 13, Others (mot working) 14, Not Applicable for less
Lly/ jpme dovdh | o B S0 sy gy o5 | then S yewrs of age)
St e s et Y

0117 (Health Status Codes):
[ 0L Good Health s o' [ 02 Fair Health  camavsl 6 | 63 Poce Health s fay/ i |

Copyrights © 2010 ACP Islamabad Office Page 20f 12



o APEX

RSP Soclo Economiic Baseline Survey In Shikarpur & Kashmare Districts 'S
Q118 Life & Death Status
[ olond S ol i e s Slale s L3 g S B8 Sl ) £ pfcdy S 0]
Juek] [ S al] | e T08B8] | Jho 1885,10] [ w55 18] | Je35]
[ 1< [ | 15,00
uptol Over 1to5 | Over Sto 10yrs | Over 1010 I8 yrs | over 181055 | over 55 vis
£

[«.'-Ih J]
Death

Q200 Household Food Consumption (in kg last week)
e8] il S ol 31 ) e S 0 0 U e IS s 58

Column 1
Item

Flour
4]
Rice
[

"Rice Nour

CIFR

Tea
e

[ Pulses
[]

Vegetable
5

[t 3o
Fruits
[ha 5]

(<))
c
-l
P
t
Q
>
(o]
o
(TE
(o]
c
(@)
=
(3]
=
£
| .
()]
wid
[¢}]
(]

Socio-economic Baseline Survey of Kashmore Districts

Baseline Survey Report

X
()
c
c
<
<
<

Beef
(13

Q216. Total (A): Total of column # 4

Note: 1)  Ignore the dark shaded column #a land b1
2) Fill i the light shaded column # 4 and # 7 when the interview is completed using village prices
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2 APEX

Socto- Feonomic Baseline Survey [n Shikarpur & Kastmore Districts &

Q300 Annual HH Crops Production/Income (Rs. in last 12 months)
[( 22320 il 5 8 28 0 5 S a5y Bl 53 S e K]

Q301 Tolal Land (acres)
Q302 Total Farm Area (acre)
(2303, Owned (acres)

(2304 Share cropping (acres)
(0305 Leased (acres)
Column1 | Column2 | Column olumr Column
3 .
S (@06 |Qo7, Qi .
# |Crops/Veg |Land Producti alue of i Price "
ctables’  [devoted | on Per : [ Q@ 3
/ u.:a}\...d] (actes) &.ﬁ] sgetables ¢ (Rs .E b
oS g | Somne| S0 JEEREHE st ~ S
(o] cedun|  [Jhhs [REaE s : -E‘ g
(59 Rs) | S . S %
I | Wheat ]
¥ I ol
2 [Rice © 3
s | c
3 [ Coton - 253
oA | e
—_c e
4 | Sugarcane - =-=gE
| x E3¢
5 | Barley - o2t
- = 4
» | . C o029
6 [Maize - <Qd a3
S <
7 | Millet -
2k
-
alls
dr; -
ﬁ 1
10 | Vegetables -
e .
11| Fodder (all |
types) |
12 | Others -
| (specify) ._
Q315,
Value of crops production = Total of column #
S, #8 and #9

Note: The shaded column # 5 and # § and the last cell of column 9 should be filled in after the interview. Also note that values in
column S can be calculated with this formula Column S = (village prices) X (values In column 3). And values in column 9 should be
calculated by adding up values i column § and column 8, i.¢.. Column 9 = (values ln column £ + values in column §)
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X
[
c
c
<
©
<

(<))
c
-l
P
t
Q
>
(o]
o
(TE
(o]
c
(@)
=
(3]
=
£
| .
(<))
wid
<))
(]

Baseline Survey Report

Socio-economic Baseline Survey of Kashmore Districts

RSPN

Soclo-Economic Baseline Survey [n Shikarpur & Kashmore Districts

2 APEX

*

Q400. Annual Household Fruits/Forests Production/Income (Rs. in last 12 months)
() isel B S 208 54 S s S 2 By Slaoga g S Jue il

Value of Fruits / trees production = Total of column # 5

Column | Column 2 Column 3
Q401 Q402 Q403.
Fruits and Forest trees and their Numberof Pmdu e :
S# trees/acre (nKe)  |Unit®
kit e e
1 | Mango (Kg) o | Tree
2 | Banana (Kg) s Acre
3 | Lemon(Kg) Al | Tree
4 | Omangesiother (Kg) =% | Tree
5 |Guava (Kg) A Tree
6  [Date palms (Kg) s | Tree
1 [Jaman (Kg) s | Tree
8 | Jujube (ben)}<(Kg) G Tree
9 Water Mclon'Melop (kg) o A
RPN AP
10 | Papaya (Kg) Gy Tree
11 | Falsa (Kg) i | Acre
12 | Chicku (Kg) S| Tre
13 Mulberry (Kg) i Tree
14 | Any other (specify) 5.5 34
Trees for fuel wood (Kg)
5 i
RS S e
16 By-Products (if any)
eladl 5 40
Q406.

Note-1: The shuded column # 4 and & Sand the last cell of column § should be filled in after the mterview. Also note that values i
column 5 can be caleulated with this formida: Column £ = (vllage prices) X (values in column 3),

Copyrights ¢ 2010 ACP Isamabad Office
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APEX

Sodo Economic Basellne Survey [n Shikarpur & Kashmore Distriet
RSPN ! ' i ¢

Q500 Annual Houschold Livestock/Pouliry Production/Income (Rs. in last 12 months)
[(=252) wind 8 S 368 5 slass oS p g sl wplinge Jha ) 0 S s i

Col. 1 Col 2 | Col 3 Col.4 [Col 5 |Col 6 Col. 7 |Col8 | Col 9 [Col 10] Col 11
Q501 Q502 Q503 No | Q504, | Q505 No | Q506! Q507 Q508 | Q509 Q510, Q511.
Livestock | Total | of Milking | Total  [of months | Total Number of | Valne | Number of | Valoe | Total Value
animals number | /Lying milk’  |(ammals’ [valueof |Animals, | (inRs) | Ammals. | (inRs) | imRe

poultry anirmul eeges bird gave | ymilkes fish & birds Durds &
hirds Hird per day [milk epes| epas(Rs) |<lmghiered fish sold
per :
wpadde | 8] Zwaaw | ammal il | L Sz b an | Sl Sap 8
JE (s [ gpsds ) bird  |os e SYGRRERREN ool iy | Ushay | wssis | seonn | ol
PLC S S TN ) Y T S ussda [ Sy ‘Cd.s"'
finlast |2 | 28 el age Y )3 col §+
months) | (ke [ue 2= col 10)
|| Cow
218
~7 (]
2| Buffaloes QO b5
=
3| Goats | 3
iy 1? o
T £=
4| Sheep o 2
Ui > X
- o =
S| Camel o :
&5 . ¢
6] Ox (o) a
o c 2
7| Bull 257
— ©ea
8| Poultry — 3 E
Rirds = U%) g
_ -
£ A 2oed
9 Ducks c ‘s E g
. <0éé
| Fish =
(Farms KJ;‘
"‘J.—"..:;?'-."-'"
1| Anv
1| other
A
Q512. Value of livestock production = Total of
col#6, 10 and 11

Note: The shaded column # 5 and # 8 and the lnst cell of column 7 should be filled in after the interview. Also note that values in
column 5 are to be caleulated with thus formula: Column 4 = (Village milk/egg prices) x (values in column 3) x (values in
column 4) x (30). And values in column § should be calenlated by adding wp values in column § and column 7, (2. Column 8
(values o column £+ values In column ™)
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RSPN Soda- Economic Basellne Survey In Shikarpur & kashmore Districts “. APEX

Q600. Annual HH Off-farm Incomes (Rs. in last 12 months) _
[(s) oo 2 35 g2 S S8 8 U 8 s il
]2 i |4 ‘ '
M | Annual F | Annual

(#) | income (#) | Income

(Rs) (Rs)
e TV D8
. o
(=2J) (=23) §
Q601. Govt. Service '
|
(602, Private job
[s00 5 S0 2 |

Q603. Total income from Services/jobs (Rs.)
(= sum of the above two categories of services/jobs) (Q601+Q602
Q604. Pension [ =] (Rs.)

Qa5 Skilled labour
[0 st gl s S5 Joa]

Q606. Unskilled labour
[og e s o2 ]|
Q607. Total income from laboring (Rs.)
(=sum of income from the skilled and unskilled laboring) (Q605+Q606

(608, Petty enterprise
[ JS B mbue S US|
Q609, Retail shop (in the local market)
S & 55 e S S0]
QG610 HH level enterprises (handicrafts food
rocessing elc )8 Sas pimha S 48]
Q611. Total Income from Business (Rs.)
(=Sum of Income from the above three Categories of Business) (Q608+Q609+Q610)
(2612 Remittances from abroad
[0 ol il )b |
Q613 Remuttances from within the country
[38) 55 slw e gy 3]
Q614. Total Remittances (Rs.)
(=sum of income from the above two types of remittances) (Q612+0)613)
(615, Shop’house rent (Rs ) [NS8 8 LSy

(<))
c
-l
>
t
Q
>
(o]
o
(TE
(o]
c
(@)
=
(3]
=
£
| .
(<))
wid
<))
(]

Socio-economic Baseline Survey of Kashmore Districts

Baseline Survey Report

X
()
=
c
<
0
<

(2616. Land/vestock/machinery leased'rented out (Rs.)
[ gl Sl dd iy 2 S
Q617. Total Rental Incomes (Rs,)
(sum of the above two types of rental incomes) (Q615+Q616)
618 Govt. Social Protection, BISP (Rs )
Moy p e e S S0 5 o Sty Ol iy 355
Q619. Local Philanthropy, (Rs.)
[ S/t il So i biouaad L S5
Q620 Total Income Received from Social safety net (Rs.)
(= sum of the above two types of social protections) (Q618+0619)
Q621. Income from Any Other Source (Rs.)
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APEX

Socio-Economic Basellne Survey [n Shikarpur & Kashmore Distriets &

RSPN

Q700. Total Annual Household Income (Rs. in last 12 months)
[(s) sl S S8 e S Je K

| Q1ul. Q102 Q73 Q704 Q703 Q706
Crops Fruits/ Livestock | Service | Pension Labour
= Forest | plpede |eide |0 Sur

i e L R
| Reduce Reduce Reduce | Value of | Value of Value of
40% of 40% of 30% of Q603 | Q604 Q607
Q315 Q406 Q512

Q707 Q708 Q709. Q710, Q711 Other
Business | Remittances | Rental Cash/Gifts'
JoudS| 1l e s | Incomes A T
e
| Reduce 33% | Value of Value of Value of Value of

i lofQen | Q614 Q617 Q620 Q621
o
®s)

Q712. Total Annual Houschold Income (Rs.)= Sub-total (a) + Sub-total (b)

Q800. Houschold Expenditure (Rs. in last 12 months)
[(t5) Sl 531 U5 S 5 8 e 8 s i
Jaiihy S 350 ga S A Y g o] gl aals s o ¥ VA 8 ) g 1A s ] gur] oS
Q80 Q803. Q804 (803,
Clothing | Housing Healthcare | Education

()
=
.|

>
t

(]

>

o
o
Y

o

c
e
id

©
=

S

[

(]
wid

(]
(m]

Socio-economic Baseline Survey of Kashmore Districts

Baseline Survey Report

X
)
c
c
<
(=2}
<

Slaple il S ga S 8 | eina s s el
P Sais
Q806 Q807 Q808 Q809 Q810 Q811
Social Functions | Transport | Remittances | Cash/Gifis" | Fuel (wood, | Other
G o ol | pbygad |l e 4E Mo adad € o | gasfelectric | 555 2y
Slake i 54 | Slal A Aiep o [ Sou ty kerosene | <ialal
oil)
Q812. Total Off-farm income (Rs.)= Sub-total (a) + Sub-tofal
(b)
“Notg: Take this value from Q. No. 218 by conventing the total weekly expenses into annual expenses. (i.e. 52 X grand total of Q 218)

"Incame received from Govi. Soclal Safety Net Instititioris (Zakat, Baitul Maal, etc) and Local Phulanthropy (Khairaal, Zakaat
)

i i .. X 1
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X
)
c
c
<
(=3
n

(<))
=
|

>
t

(]

>

(o]
o
[T

(o]

c
)
-

(3]
=

S

| .

(]
)

)]
(]

Baseline Survey Report

Socio-economic Baseline Survey of Kashmore Districts

RSPN

Soclo-Economic Baseline Survey [n Shikarpur & Kashmore Districts

(Q900. Household Assets ownership (write number and value at the time of survey)
_{,__1_»_.1_,_1;14} dad s N _._,_).S\_I),._.{_)J_

APEX

(Rs)

(cta) st

(3) e 8

Copyrights © 2010 ACP Istamabad Office.

(001 Qo2 (003 Q904 QY05 (2906 Qo7 Q008
Land Total value | Fruits trees | Total value | Forest Total value | Large Total
(acres) (Rs.) (#) (Rs.) trees(#) | (Rs) animals (#) | value
Take value (Rs)
from Q 303 g Culle S oDl allS | deh Cylle (K
cule 8 e S s (=3 Sufs i (=42 Julp (=12
=35 (=3) alsh Sl
Q009 Q10 Qo11 Q12 Q13 | o4 Q15 W16
Small Total value | Poultry Total value | Tractor | Total d]l.ll. Thresher | Total
animals (%) cula (K | birds (#) e 08| (#) s (K| (#) value
e (=30) | (Ssad)ie e (=12) Ay (=12) S|l
(o ad) lads e =20
Qo17 Q918 Q919 Q920 Q921 Qo2 Qo23 Q924
Carfjeep | Total value | Motoreyele | Total value | Bieycle | Totalvalue | Cart/Trolley | Total
3l cula K] S g culla K Sl ulla 2 5y S36 | value
(220) (=32 (25| oBLS| il
(230)
Q925 Q926 Qa7 Q928 Q929 Q930 QO3] Qo32
Computer | Total value | Mobile Total value | House (#) | Total value | Animal Total
(#) culs (8 | phone (%) lle 8 # ulla 5| Sheds (%) | value
Fus ()| uhdbp (=232) (a)) [ ~o iy |oy)) il 8
(933 (934 ()935 (936 Qu37 (2938 (2939 (2940
Other Total value | Sewing Total value | TV/Dish | Totalvalue | VCR/CD | Total
structure machine (¥) (#) calls K Player (#) [ value
(#) Sl S| Gpmapda oS Syl (=2 s €
G50 (£22) (=) (=0)
o
2941 Q042 (943 Qo44. QU5 [ (Q946. Qo47. Q948.
RadioTap | Total value | Tubewell’ | Total value [Shopibus | Jewellery | Savings  [Loans
Recorder (#) pump (¥#) iness (Rs) (Rs.) givento
e sk |(Rs) s | (20 <+ |others (Rs)
25 15| (=) Sl | (=) BITS L3 IR P 3 = f
wul] (=) Aisrgs
Q949 Total cash in hand | Q950. Other assets (Rs))

Page 9of 12



APEX

>3 Sodo-Fconomic Baseline Survey In Shikarpur & kashmore Districts &
RSPN
Q1000. Assets Acquired and Disposed or Sold (in the last 12 months)
[dajlae Blaie gl o 0 K0, il i Jgp S i)

QI001. Assets Reason for purchase and sold of Assets with amount (in RS)
Purchased (Rs.) QI002. Loan Q1003 Q004 QI003. Selling | Q1006
S Gpsual| [lus Sasd] | CashSaving | Git otherassets | Others [ £
(sl [ ] | [Bua s ad] S adipuag] | (specify)
lag A

Q1007 Assets Sold | QI008. Meet Q1009. Repay | QI010. To | QIO11 Meet  [Q1012

(Rs.) household Loan purchase | health and Others
Sl Saag ) | Expenditure other assets | education (speaify)
[mas—calle | gy sl o8, [LS T3] ~aca ] 01| 3« 2] expenses
[Sgr [ 25 A [ad )yl consa]

Q1100. Loans Taken and Outstanding Debt In Last 12 Months (Rs.)
[o8s 130y gl 2 A S by € P € e VY L]

o §
£ 3
3 ¢
Friends/Relatives(Rs. ) Shopkeepers (Rs)) Banks (Rs)) 'E E
[l e g s iyl s ] [l s gy )aiS o) W e S g 8
Q10 Q1102 Q1103 Q1104 Q1105 Q1106 0O 3
Amount taken | Amountowed | Amounttaken | Amountowed | Amount taken | Amount owed o >
aapd) | Apllaal] | e a0 sl S Ay sl ey g
[ (=20 =22 (=0 (= [0 c e
O3
w38
NGOs (Rs) Community Org (Rs) Others (Rs ) —cte
(8 e gl g S e g2 ] [ i S 5] [ e mm oyl ] = = 5
Q107 Q108 Q1109 QIT10, QI QNI 5 =38
Amount taken | Amountowed | Amounttaken | Amountowed [ Amount taken | Amount owed c Q82 $
s 5K a8l 'L-‘:“")"“EI A, esly) Az 5 a8 ¥l ) cC o % 3
[ 2212 (=2 =37 [ P=20) [0 i Oa o

n

1200 Use of Loans (Rs) (—s)) =558 ) 348 e aui Jlaial €5 5]

Q1201. Land Q1202 Livestock | Q1203 (1204, Farm | Q1203 1206, Housing
[um ]| [sus e J] | Machmery | Inputs Business Cugo S )
[ G igsa] [[ s 39y o2 5] [J05] [2£,
Q1207 Q1208 Q1209, Q1210, Q1211 Q1212
Consumption | Soctal Functions | Health Care [ Education Repay Loans | Other Uses
[ ) ] laa] | ] | [ e e pslad] | [LE sl y e ] ausha S ]
[ pwichy j8 [3hee [=£
Q1213 Q1214
Cash available | Total loan used
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APEX

Sodo-Economic Baseline Survey [n Shikarpur & Kashmore Districts &

Q1300. Housing Facilities (use appropriate codes) [ ol o suie o 18]

Q1301 Q1302 Q1303. QI304. Q1305. Q1306.
House Structure | Water Supply Latrine Drainage | Electricity | FuelEnergy
[l o€ 5] (dfiﬂltiﬂs)Is [Pl s tl] | [ s [ [or]
Use Codes: Use Codes: Use codes: Use codes: | Usecodes: | Use codes:
Pucca =1 Piped=1 Yes mnside the Yes =1 Yes=1 Gas=1
Katcha=2 Canal=2 house=1 No=2 No=2 Wood =2
P&K= Well=3 Yes outside the Kerosene oil
Hand/motor house=2 =3 Other=4
pump=4 No, open field =3
Others=S5 (specify)
" (Q1307. Total Number of Living Rooms (No)  [+a3 S 58]
QO &
£ 3
= ‘; Q1400. Major Constraints/Problems (appropriate code)| £ s 58 Uyl S Jla]
£ ¢ Q1401 QI QI403, Qa4
[ § Education Health care Water Supply Drainage )
> = [l s ] [Oie pwcma] | [l € b | Sl w8
o > Q1403 Q1406 Q1407 Q1408
“— Street Pavement Transport Fuel Supply Electricity
° 3 [ w0 S ) [k iy [ie o 2] [ e o]
g L= Q1409 Q1410, Q141 Q1412
= S § Income (Poverty) | Jobs/Employment Savings AccesstoCredit
_gScé [ 2ol ] [ Sl 551 [t ] [iha )55 5]
=.=%¢ Q413 Ql414
é g 35 Social Cohesion Orgamisation
co2% [(Sala sl [als s ]
C 085 Note: Rank each problem from 010 4, where O=no problem. I=slight problen:. 2=senous problem,
< () S ,?, 3=very serious problem and 4= not sure,
N
n

15 0= o i (5220 e Jpuna =] i o e = 0 8 i iy 080 () S Qe U il Sl 5 S 4y
[ = e

Q1500 Have any member of Household Benelited from:

Status
Activities under UCBPRP Yes =1
No =2
Q1501 Income Generation Grants (IGG)
(in kind’ Non-Cash)
Q1502 Community Investment Fund (CIF)
Q1503 Vocational Tramning Scholarship
Q1504 Community Physical Infrastructure (CPI)
Q1505 Village Model School
Q1506 Low Cost Housing Scheme (LCHS)
Q1507 Community Organization Training
Q1508 Micro Health Insurance
Q1509 Productivity Enhancement Training
Q1510 Traditional Birth Attendant (TBA)
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APEX

Soclo- Eeonomic Baseline Survey [n Shikarpur & Kashmore Districts &

HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE (for women)
g = 5 55 o8

Q1600 Identification of the Respondent| 2s'il S eassl

Q1601 (1602
Name of Respondent [.ine Number
from Roster

Q1700 Major Constraints/Problems (appropriate code) .
[88] pas 58 g g po il € Siina]

QI701 Q1702 Q1703 Q1704 "
Education Healthcare Water Supply Drainage g B
[ i lei] [Olais pwcona] | [Blaie u il € i) [3lake s o ] = 2
QI705. Q1706, Q1707. Q1708 o
Street Pavement Transport | Fuel Supply Electneity -E’ g
[Be U ] [aie s ] [Blaie s p] [ O @
QI7m Q710 Q7N Q72 3 =
Income (Poverty) [ Jobs/Employment Savings Access fo Credit o =
|espind 5] [ el 5] [ ] [ishe ) 5 mm 3] “
QI713. QITl4. ° 43
Social Cohesion Organisation g £
S | e =% 3
Note: Rank each problem from 010 4, g e @
where 0=no problem, |=slight problem; 2=serious problem. 3=very serious problem and 4= not sure. = .S a;f 'E
S e S0 ) S e e S S ] X Ea 5
[ aSy = b alioe gy =3 0 o i 1522 b b T peme =] o b a= 0 82.& 3
C V370
Q1800 Decision Making at Household Level (write appropriate code) <03a
[ i 3 s e il yy mboia S ] B
Q1801 Q1802 Q1803 Q1804
HH expenditures Children’s education Children’s mammiages Assets purchase
[l S xS [l oS 0 529] [t S o] [ oS ost]
QI80S Q1806 QI807. QIR08
Assets sale Take loan(s) Utilize loan (s) Famly Planning
[y 2 S o] G e ) ] eduid (S ]| sl Jial
[sxie [3lee
QI8 Q1810 QI811 QIs12
Work outside HH Childrearing Accessto Health CO membership
oo S5 s e | (B e s S U] | i s inea] [ s ptaii et
[Slaie
Note: Put appropriate code in the above, 1e.. 1= men only 2= mainly men 3= women only 4= mainly

women 5= both men and women equally
e =31 350 Pl =D (5 pe i pe=] S i8] eSS caldis @ SGS ] il SUlg i S ]
[0 s 55 i p=35 oy ol Jela=4 ol a

AN RN R L L RN AR RN
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List of Selected Village

Annex IV:
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SRS APE Union Villag Villages Name Visit Fiel Team

0] X Councils e Date d
SNO SNO SNO Day
2 21  Dari 1 channa muhallah 30- 1 Team
Jun A
21  Dari 2 naseerani 30- 1 Team
mohallah Jun B
21  Dari 3 basar khan ughai 1-Jul 2 Team
A
4 22 Ghouspur 4  ghulam gadir 1-Jul 2 Team
shah B
17 15 Gullanpur 5 allah dito solangi 2-Jul 3 Team
A
15  Gullanpur 6 mando malik 2-Jul 3 Team
B
15  Gullanpur 7 saleem jan khoso 3-Jul 4  Team
A
o = 25 17 Sodhi 8 sawan malik 3-Jul 4  Team
c = B
- ®
-~ 3 17  Sodhi 9 dikhano dushti 4-Jul 5 Team
> o A
v £
<) § 17  Sodhi 10 dakhan school 4-Jul 5 Team
> x B
O %
a > 24 16  Rasool Bux 11 ghulam haider 5-Jul 6 Team
ks g chachar khoso C
c 2 16  Rasoo | Bux 12  leno ghutalo 5-Jul 6 Team
(o] g = chachar D
= "]
© §' o 14 14  Geehalpur 13 abdul rasool 6-Jul 7 Team
> £ 2 E jakrani C
% = c% g 16  Rasool Bux 14 jan mehon 6-Jul 7 Team
g o2 $ chachar chachar D
(e "q's E -g 14  Geehalpur 15  dilijan jakrani 7-Jul 8 Team
<0z a C
8 14  Geehalpur 16  saeed ali jakrani 7-Jul 8 Team
D
12 13 Badani 17  kutub udin bhutto 8-Jul 9 Team
C
13 Badani 18 saiyandino 8-Jul 9 Team
shajan D
13  Badani 19  misri samejo 9-Jul 10 Team
C
34 19 Rassaldar 20 suleman ghutalo 9-Jul 10 Team
D
19 Rassaldar 21  adab hussain 10- 11  Team
bhotalo Jul A
19 Rassaldar 22 riyasat hussain 10- 11 Team
Jul B
37 24  Tangwani - 23 jahn muhammad 11- 12 Team
mari Jul A
24  Tangwani -~ 24  malhar bathain 11 - 12 Team
Jul B
31 18 Karampur 25  mehran khan 12 - 13 Team
digarani Jul A
24  Tangwani - 26  bhutttoma lik 12- 13 Team

Jul B




18 Karampur 27  bhagar khan 13- 14 Team
degarani Jul A

18 Karampur 28  misri lashari 13- 14 Team
Jul B

20 Akhero 29  abdul karim 14 - 15 Team
sohrani Jul C

20 Akhero 30 mughal khan 14 - 15 Team
golo Jul D

20 Akhero 31 soobhoVijh an 15- 16 Team
Jul C

23 Haibat 32  Perano chachar 15- 16 Team
Jul D

23 Haibat 33 sheral abad 16 - 17 Team
Jul C

23  Haibat 34  jan sunharow 16 - 17 Team
Jul D

22 Ghouspur 35 sodo chana 17 - 18 Team
Jul C

22 Ghouspur 36 miani kaiser 17- 18 Team
Jul D
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Rural Support Programmes

The PSPs’ aim is to reduce poverty and improve the quality of life of the rural poor by
harnessing the potential of pepole to manage their own development, though their own
institutions.
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