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1. BACKGROUND AND DESIGN OF STUDY

1.1 Impact Orientation of IFAD-assisted Projects

1. The project evaluation methodology used by tHe®©of Evaluation (OE) seeks to evaluate
impact on rural poverty in terms of six impact damsaand three overarching factors, some of which
can be further sub-divided. At least one impaatdim (impact on institutions, policies and the
regulatory framework) and one overarching factondivation and replicability/scaling up) cannot be
analyzed readily with the kind of household fochatthas been adopted for this study. With this
qualification, the impact domains that are normaflynterest to OE may be outlined as follows:

* Impact on physical and financial assets

* Impact on human assets

* Impact on social capital and people’s empowerment

* Impact on food security

* Impact on the environment and communal resource bas

* Impact on institutions, policies and the regulativaynework

» Overarching factors: sustainability; innovation aeglicability/scaling up; impact on gender
equality and women’s empowerment

2. Not surprisingly, these impact domains are velosely related to the components and
interventions financed through IFAD-assisted prigiecBetween 1979 and the start of the Country
Programme Evaluation (CPE), IFAD had approved Zhdoto Pakistan. The last of these loans,
approved in 2006, was exceptional in that it wadiakged to the reconstruction needs of communities
affected by the earthquake of October 2005. Ofé¢hsaining 20 loans, 12 were for area development
projects, four focused on credit and four on irtiga, agriculture and livestock development. Alét
area development projects approved since 1990 inaltedled components for irrigation, agriculture
and livestock development, as well as savings amditc roads, social mobilization and women’s
development. Thus, area development projects septeéhe broadest scope of impacts that can be
registered through an IFAD loan.

3. Two area development projects were selectethftusion in this assessment in line with the
Terms of Reference (TORs) for the study (Annéx Both of them are located in the rainfed areas of
the country, which IFAD includes among the lesofaed areas in which it has tended to concentrate
over the years. More specifically:

(&) The Barani Village Development Project (BVDP) innfab was approved in 1998, closed in
2007 and covered six tehsils (sub-district admiaiiste units).

(b) The second project is in the North West Frontie@vifice (NWFP) and is cofinanced by the
Asian Development Bank (AsDB). Called the NWFP @wrArea Development Project
(NWFP Barani), it was approved in 2001 and covérdigtricts of the province and one tribal
agency. Its Mid-Term Review (MTR) took place ir0Z0

4, Each of these projects represents a wide rarigeural and agricultural development
interventions that are found in most of the IFABiaged area development projects in Pakistan. The
interventions, with corresponding targets, areedisin the most recent physical progress reports for
these projects, which are reproduced in Annexdt @8VDP) and Annex Ill (for NWFP Barani).
Taken as a whole, each project is expected to genéne rural poverty impacts indicated above in
paragraph 1. Project components and correspoffidizugcial allocations are summarized in Table 1.

! The TORs proposed in the Approach Paper for thE @Bre modified somewhat at a later stage; Annex |
reproduces the final TORs.



Table 1: Components and Financial Allocations in Tw Selected Projects

Agric. Rural Community PMU/
Small scale Develop./ finance/ and women | institutional
Project Rural road$ infra- NRM/ microenter- | development support
structuré Livestock prise’
NWFP Barani 39.97 22.01 11.12 12.83 11.13
BVDP 16.10 3.21 4.72 1.12
Notes:

! These allocations include the contributionsFfD as well as the cofinancier, namely, the AsDB.
2 Feeder roads are included in NWFP Barani unthatlscale infrastructure.

% In BVDP, infrastructure is included under agricuétl development as well as community and wor

development.

* The line of credit provided in NWFP Barani for mitinance could not be utilized and was realloc&ted
infrastructure during the Mid-Term Review in Jul§g®®. In BVDP, the revolving fund for credit workegkll
and has been entrusted to the National Rural Stuppogramme at the close of the project in Jun& 200

nen

1.2

Previous Evaluations and Self-Assessment

5. Three evaluations of IFAD operations have tagkate in Pakistan between 1995 and the
2007 CPE, but OE did not undertake a field-baseduation since 1995. The last OE evaluation

(IFAD 1995) was a Country Portfolio

Evaluation, as broad in scope as the 2(
CPE, albeit, with a very different methodolog
in which each sector represented in t
portfolio (e.g., irrigation, credit, etc.) wa
analyzed in the prevailing policy and soci
economic context. The emphasis was

selected issues, such as beneficia
participation, targeting, sustainability and ke
technical issues, rather than rural pove
impact. The lack of sustainability, includin
sustainability of impacts and beneficiarn
organizations, was highlighted as a patrticu
problem in this evaluation.

6. Lack of sustainability was alsq
highlighted by the Independent Extern
Evaluation (IEE) of IFAD, under which g
Country Working Paper (CWP) was prepars
for Pakistan in 2004(ITAD 2004). Some of
the other main findings of the CWP af
summarized in Box 1. One finding, il
particular, has implications for methodology

Box 1: Summary of Relevant Findings from the
IEE of IFAD, 2004

Overall, IFAD projects were found to have
substantial effectiveness, although the efficienfy
PFCADP, with an overall ERR well below 10
percent, was modest and there are serious ques
about the sustainability of both projects. Benéfigs

appreciated what the projects had done and atik
most benefits to

the projects (the expected

performance of [NWFP Barani] being assessed

largely on what transpired with the precurspr
Mansehra Village Support Project (MVSP)). They

particularly appreciated this first opportunity to
contribute  to  decisions about

community

investments. For the first time women feel some

modest degree of control over their welfare, altioy
the achievement on gender is only the beginning
the  beginning. Notwithstanding
achievement of objectives, there are a number
project and programme
consequently opportunities, mainly with respect
sustainability, targeting, implementation,
innovativeness, and the role of IFAD.

and that is the recognition, reproduced in B

in the section on methodology.

UX
1, that “beneficiaries ... attribute most benefitghe projects.” This point is further discussetbbe

substantipl

weaknesses, and

7. The IEE had selected two projects for qualiaimd quantitative surveys, namely, the NWFP

Barani and the Pat Feeder Command Area DevelopPmject (PFCADP).

2 pakistan was one of the 10 countries selectefiedrwork during the IEE.

The PFCADP was



completed in 2003, but the activities of NWFP Baraad barely started by the time the IEE took
place. Therefore, the evaluation team decidedopiathe Mansehra Village Support Project (MVSP)
as a proxy for NWFP Barani, on the grounds thatfthmer was the precursor to the latter. The
MVSP was approved in 1992 and closed in 2000. @th projects had been closed for some time
before the CWP was prepared, the evaluation wass tabbbserve the lack of sustainability more
clearly than evaluations of ongoing projects wawbdmally allow.

8. In 2006, OE completed an Evaluation of IFAD'sgi@al Strategy for Asia and the Pacific
(EVEREST), which also included the preparation &\WP for Pakistan. In this case, however, the
CWP was not based on any field work but includedrinews with project officials, among others.
On the basis of these and a desk review, the EVERBESP provided an assessment of impacts for
three projects, including the BVBP On a scale of 1-4, with 4 being the highest, @WP rated
BVDP as 4 in terms of its overall impact on ruralverty. Subsequently, however, all ratings that
were based only on desk work were discarded frakorgng in the EVEREST

9. A comprehensive self-assessment that discusggscts is also available in addition to the
evaluations mentioned above. Called “A Strategei®w of the IFAD Programme in Pakistan,” this
was prepared by IFAD’s Asia and Pacific Division)(id 2007 and shared with the CPE team as PI's
input for the CPE. It spans the period since thgirining of IFAD operations in Pakistan and relies
mainly on Project Completion Reports (PCRs) forintgpact assessment. It does not refer to the
impact assessments and related issues highlightadyi of the above-mentioned evaluations, other
than to quote two favourable observations fromli®@5 evaluation.

10. The main impacts and outcomes highlighted Ia gdlf-assessment for Pakistan (Chapter Il
of the report) may be summarized as follows:

(a) reaching three million rural households (through thosed projects onfy)and generating
average increases in income of 14% to 143%;

(b) an economic rate of return (ERR) to investmenti$359%, but much lower (15%-19%) in
rainfed areas compared with irrigated afeas

(c) a large increase in social capital, accompaniedhbyempowerment of the poor and their
participation in planning and resource mobilization

(d) including women in development, empowering them amidiancing their status, in particular,
by means of organization, credit and the recruitneériemale staff in technical departments
of the government;

(e) a large increase in human capital, resulting framttaining of more than 100,000 men and
women (this number is for closed projects only);

() improvement in poor people’'s access to marketajdirbabout by roads, greater bargaining
power and training and credit;

(g) improvements in the condition of natural resourdes|uding reduced waterlogging and
salinity, and development of forestry, agro-forgstnd horticulture, with a particular focus
on rainfed areas. In one case, a “dramatic reglucin litigation within the farming
community” was also reported as a result of inggoéing reduced in water supply;

® The other projects assessed for impact were thth&im Areas Development Project and the AJK Conityun
Development Project, both of which were also onggirojects.

“ It was observed that all such ratings, from Pakists well as other countries, were systematitadjiger than
those assessed on the basis of both desk revietiedthavork.

® The Government's 2001 Household Income and ExpemdiSurvey estimated that there were 7.3 million
households in the two categories classified as flmarexcluding the ultra poor) and vulnerable heeategory
accounting for about one-half of this total. Thigans that about 3.6 million households were po&001.
Given the limited scale of operation of IFAD inagbn to the country as a whole, it is highly ddubthat the
three million beneficiaries of IFAD-assisted prdgwere either entirely or mainly drawn from theopo

® However, the ERR estimated by the IEE CWP (Bokdva) is 10% for the PFCADP, which was operating in
an irrigated area. The IEE based this estimat@nandependent survey, which is not the norm in £CR



(h) positive impact on crop yields, cropping intensitignd diversification in the agriculture
sector, supported by a range of new technologisices and credit; and,
(i) pro-poor policy impact as well as innovation in fte¢d of credit/microfinance.

1.3 Scope and Methodology of Study

11. The lack of evaluative evidence in general, ahihdependent impact data in particular,
provides the main rationale for undertaking thipact assessment study. The TORs for the study
(Annex 1) envisage sampling beneficiaries and a@drgroups in two administrative units of each of
the two selected projects. The choice of projeutsl, of administrative units within the projectase
was motivated by the following line of thinking:

(a) BVDP is the third IFAD-assisted area developmenfgut in the barani areas of Punjab, the
first two being the Barani Area Development Projeqproved 1980) and the Second Barani
Area Development Project (approved 1990). Frompitiat of view of IFAD as well as the
government, this project may be expected to refleetiearning that has taken place over 25
years in designing, supervising and implementingfiraactoral rural development projects.

(b) The NWFP Barani is an expansion and upscaling of eéarlier projects, one of which, the
NWFP Barani | (approved 1992) was financed by tls®B and operated in four districts,
and the other, the MVSP (also approved 1992) weastied by IFAD and worked in only one
district. Thus, this project too is based on langerience—15 years—of working with
multi-sectoral projects. Unlike the BVDP, howeverjs spread over 10 districts and one
tribal agency, which adds a high degree of compfdgi project management.

(c) Haripur district in NWFP Barani was also includedthe first phase of this project, starting
circa 1995. It represents, therefore, an area thatekpsrienced about 12 years of social
mobilization, supported by a wide range of otheterventions. In the same project,
Battagram district is a very recent addition to ¢benmunity-based multi-sectoral approach.

(d) Of the two tehsils selected from BVDP, Gujar Khamne of the more accessible, prosperous
and dynamic parts of the barani areas of Punjable iindi Gheb is relatively more remote
and backward.

12. In line with the TORs, the survey sampled amaéqgumber of project beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries (or control group) in each of therfeelected administrative units. The total sanspte
was 484 respondents (Table 2), equally divided éetwfemale and male respondents in each project:

Table 2: Number of Respondents Included in the Sanig Survey

Project and Administrative Unit | Beneficiaries | CahiGroup | Total
BVDP:
e Gujar Khan 61 59
» Pindi Gheb 62 59

Sub-total 123 114 241
NWEFP Barani:
e Haripur 62 60
e Battagram 61 60

Sub-total 123 12( 243
Total 246 238 484
13. The large majority of the villages were seldat@ndomly based on information provided by

the two projects, in order to represent the ovegatigraphical coverage of a project in a particular
tehsil or district. The official Survey of Pakistanaps were consulted in the field for selectireséh
villages. It was also realized, however, that ¢hare some villages in which the project is



implementing the majority of its components. Wtiile help of project staff, one or two villages from
among this category were selected in each projeet aln addition, one or two villages were also
selected where a project had introduced the highesber of interventions within a component. For
the control group, villages were selected that iagrior NWFP Barani/BVDP (or similar project)
activity in the past. Particular attention wasegivto selecting villages that had general condition
similar to those of the beneficiary villages

14. The questionnaire for the survey (Annex IV) weganized around the following five parts:

(@) Part 1 explained the 1-6 rating scale (as elabdrateOE’'s CPE methodology, with 1
standing for a negative change) in English and Wodthe benefit of the enumerators.

(b) Part 2 contained control data for various stepgh@idata management process.

(c) Part 3 was for collecting some basic data on tepamdent and the household. Most of the
variables here concern the socio-economic chaistitsrof the respondent-household and its
access to key services. These data are analy£&kipter 2 of the report.

(d) Before asking respondents about the benefits optbgct, enumerators used Part 4 to ask
beneficiaries as well as the control group aboetdhanges they had experienced in various
impact domains during the last five-to-six yeahgse are analyzed in Chapter 3 of the report.
As noted above, this has been a period of rapida@ growth, declining levels of poverty
and increasing inequality in Pakistan.

(e) Part 5 was for beneficiaries only, and it askedrthe rate the changes they attribute to the
project in terms of various impact domains; thessponses are analyzed in Chapter 4. The
same impact domains and rating scale have beenimdgeatts 4 and 5 of the questionnaire,
except that questions on sustainability were adial&rt 5.

15. As indicated above, attribution may be a pnwobilesofar as project beneficiaries are expected
to over-state benefits or incorrectly attributenthe the project. This problem was noted, but left
unresolved, in both the project areas covered &yER (ITAD 2004), in the following words:

(@) In the PFCADP: “The study beneficiary survey shatvat the beneficiaries themselves
perceive that the income gains are largely attaiblat to the project. However, this might be
expected from respondents from groups expressiyddrto benefit from a project. Since
there was little else under implementation in thejgrt area at the time, and since the
command area is located in an arid area, attributiight appear somewhat easier than in
most projects.”

(b) In the MVSP: “As a proxy for attribution, the Maiga, or any other, project experience is
probably of little value. However, for what it isovth the majority in Mansehra did attribute
the benefits almost entirely to the project.”

16. Baseline surveys that might have helped addhesattribution problem were not available
for the CPE. Location-specific secondary data loa impact domains are also not available.
Although NWFP and Punjab have carried out wide-regnd/ultiple Indicator Cluster Surveys with
the assistance of UNICEF and the Federal Bure&iatistics:

(@) These surveys include a wide range of informatiorath districts of a province but do not
focus on the kind of rural poverty impacts that e@atral to the OE evaluation methodology.

(b) The information is for a single year (e.g., 2006 ®MWFP and 2003-04 for Punjab), which
does not help with any kind of trend (e.g., “befand “after”) analysis.

1.4 The Macro Context of the Study
17. Under the circumstances, the best (and adnyitiegberfect) cross-checks available are from

higher-level secondary data. These are usefupairticular, in highlighting trends in economic
growth in recent years, the incidence of poverty e extent of inequality. Growth has been broad,



and it has extended to all the major sectors oéttmmomy (Table 3). It has also been associatdd wi
a turn-around in agriculture between 2001-02 ar@tbA1y .

Table 3. Pakistan. Growth Rates in Real Gross Dorséic Product, 2001-02 and 2006-0]

Growth Rate in: | 2001-02 | 2006-07
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 3.1% 7.0%
Agriculture 0.1% 5.0%
(major crops) (-2.5%) (7.6%)
Industrial Sector 2.7% 6.8%
Services Sector 4.8% 8.0%

Source:

Pakistan Economic Survey 2006-07, Statistical Apjperp. 11

18.

Agricultural growth has the greatest impactpowerty reduction in Pakistan. The poverty

head count decreased from 34.5% in 2001 to 23.9200% (Table 4). According to official statistics
aggregated by agro-climatic zones by Malik 2005:

(a) In the rainfed areas of Punjab, the poverty heauacou2002 was 26%, and only 14% of
household income came from livestock and agricelturhis zone of Punjab accounted for
only 3% of the rural poor of the country.

(b)

In the agro-climatic zone of NWFP that includestBgtam and Haripur, the 2002 poverty

headcount was 47% and the zone’s share 14% amermngrtd poor of the country. The rural
economy is a little less diversified than in Punjadrani, with livestock and agriculture
providing 23% of household income.

Table 4: Pakistan. The Incidence of Poverty in 2062001 and 2004-05

Definition in Relation to Adult Equivalent Povertyne

Percent of Population in

In Rupee Ternls Category
Category In Percent Terms 2000-2001 | 2004-2005 2000-2041  2004-20
Extremely poor < 50% <Rs 361.7 <Rs 439.3 1.19 %1.0
Ultra poor > 50%, < 75% Rs 361.7 — 5426 Rs 43%59:0 10.8% 6.5%
Poor > 75%, < 100% Rs 542.6 — 7234 Rs 659.0 -6878. 22.5% 16.4%
Vulnerable > 100%, < 125% Rs 723.4-904.3 Rs 8+8.698.3 22.5% 20.5%
Quasi non-poor > 125%, < 200% Rs 904.3 — 1446.8 10R8.3 — 1757.3 30.1% 35.0%
Non-poor > 200% > Rs 1446.8 >Rs 1757.3 13.0% 20.5
Poverty level: As defined in Note 1
° Urban areas 22.7% 14.9%
° Rural areas 39.3% 28.1%
°  Overall 34.5% 23.9%
Note:

! The adult equivalent poverty line was Rs 723.2(60-2001 and Rs 878.6 in 2004-05.

Source:

Pakistan Economic Survey 2006-07. Islamabad: Gowent of Pakistan, Finance Division, Economic

Adviser’'s Wing.




19. There is also a concern, however, that inetfyubis increased since the late-1980s, when
structural adjustment was put into force in Pakistnd also during the more recent period of rapid
growth, much as it did in the 1960s (Table 5). §hhe overall context within which IFAD-assisted
projects have been working in recent years is dne ligh rate of economic growth, a declining
incidence of poverty (including rural poverty) aagbarently increasing inequality.

Table 5: Pakistan. Growing Income Inequality, 1988- 2002

Socio-economic group 1988 1999 2002
Richest 20% of the population 44% 47% 48%
Poorest 20% of the population 8.8% 7.8% 7.0%

Source: Planning Commission, Government of Pakisf@aium-Term Development Framework 2005 — 2010




2. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

2.1 Basic Data on Respondents and Their Households

20. This chapter analyzes basic data on the resptmdnd their households (Table 6) drawn
from Part 3 of the questionnaire (Annex V). Somk the important characteristics of the
respondents, their households and access to semigg be summarized as follows:

(a) About one-third of the respondents felt that tHeawusehold was in the lower half of the
village in terms of overall well-being. An overwimeng majority (71%) owned cultivated
area of less than 1 ha each. Only 23% of the sardpw most of its income from
agriculture, with 37% drawing most of their incofmem salaries and wages.

Almost half the respondents (47%) were illiteratel 29% lived in poor quality dwellings
(tents/ramshackle/katcha houses). Surprisinglyever, 92% of the houses had access to
electricity for lighting, though 93% depended onog@r cow dung as fuel for cooking.

More than one-half of the sample (52%-63%) livethini 1 km of a pakka road and a school
for girls, and got their drinking water from a tappump of some kind. For 40%, however,
the nearest health facility was more than 3 km aweffecting perhaps the fact that Basic

(b)

(c)

Health Units are intended to serve several villagiésin a Union Council.

Table 6: Basic Data on Respondents and Their Housels
Variable | Percentage falling in the following three categsirie
Respondent’s age (years) Up to 25 years 26-50 years 51years and above
19% 44% 38%
Respondent’s education (years) | llliterate Up to 5 years More than 5 years
A47% 14% 39%
Family size (persons) Up to 3 persons 4-6 persons More than 6 persons
7% 33% 60%
Condition of house (%) Kutcha/jhuggi/tent Semi pakka Pakka
29% 54% 18%
Main source of lighting (%) Kerosene lamp LPG cylinder Electricity
8% 0% 92%
Main fuel for cooking (%) Wood/cow dung Kerosene/coal/gas Electricity
93% 6% 1%
Main source of drinking water (%) River/stream/pond Well/tubewell Tap/any kind of pum
10% 37% 52%
Nearest pakka road (km) Up to 1 km 1-3 km More than 3 km
54% 26% 20%
Nearest health facility (km) Up to 1 km 1-3 km More than 3 km
22% 38% 40%
Nearest girls’ school (km) Up to 1 km 1-3 km More than 3 km
63% 28% 9%
Average agricultural land (ha) Upto1lha 1-2 ha More than 2 ha
71% 12% 17%
Percent income from agriculture | Up to 50% 51%-75% More than 75%
7% 8% 15%
Percent income from salaries Up to 50% 51%-75% More than 75%
63% 14% 23%
Percent households in village bettetUp to 50% 51%-75% More than 75%
off than respondent’s household | 65% 21% 15%
Note:
! The totals across the three columns may notadd 100% because of rounding off.




21. Several observations from the sample indidae the two projects, taken together, focused
on the relatively better off households in theiojpct areas. More specifically, the statistically
significant differences between the beneficiaried the control groups in neighbouring areas are as
follows:

(@) More of the control group (44%) than the benefiemn(29%) felt that they were worse off
than the majority of the village.

(b) More of the control group (52%, as opposed to 4abdheneficiaries) were illiterate, and the
average educational level was higher among theficearees.

(c) More of the control group (25%, as opposed to 18¥eficiaries) lived more than 3 km from
a pakka road.

(d) And more of them (13%) depended for drinking waterrivers, streams and ponds than did
the beneficiaries (8%), but this is a small (Idest10%) numerical difference.

(e) Access to electricity for lighting was available 36% of the beneficiaries and 88% of the
control group. This too is a small difference umrerical terms.

2.2 Differences Between and Within Project Sub-sanhgs

22. A comparison between the samples drawn from tth@ project areas suggests that
respondents from the NWFP Barani area were somepduaer but better served by public services
than those in the BVDP area. The statisticallyigicant differences are that in the NWFP Barani:

(a) More of the respondents see themselves as belotmithg lower half of the village in terms
of overall well-being.

(b) Their average cultivated area is 0.9 ha, only 56%eaverage of BVDP respondents.

(c) They rely to a greater extent on income from salatiyer than other sources.

(d) They are closer to health facilities and girls’ @ols.

(e) The average household size (8.2) is larger, witmermoen and more women, than in the
BVDP area (average of 7.4).

23. Within BVDP, a comparison between project biersies and respondents in the control
group shows the following statistically significatifferences:

(a) Beneficiaries had a higher average educationall Iéahough literacy levels were not
significantly different).

(b) They had greater access to electricity for lighting

(c) They also had more diversified sources of incontedepended less on agriculture.

24, As expected, there are some important differeetween the Gujar Khan and Pindi Gheb
tehsils in the BVDP area. The statistically sigrift ones are:

(a) Lack of literacy is less of a problem in Gujar Kh&0%) than in Pindi Gheb (55%).

(b) Gujar Khan had better quality dwellings, safer searof drinking water, greater access to
electricity, and easier access to pakka roadsthhtzadilities and girls’ schools.

(c) InPindi Gheb, however, the average cultivated a@salarger.

25. In the NWFP Barani sample, more of the bersfies than those in the control group
perceived themselves to be poor in comparison thighvillage as a whole. As in BVDP, however,
the beneficiaries were also more fortunate thancthrol group in some ways. The significant
differences are that:

(a) Beneficiaries had higher levels of literacy.
(b) They had easier access to pakka roads, girls’ $elaod the safer sources of drinking water.



(c) They depended less on salary income than did thieat@roup.

26. Not surprisingly, the significant differencested between Haripur and Battagram show the
former to be ahead in some ways. More specificédfripur reported:

(a) Dbetter quality of dwellings;
(b) higher literacy levels; and,
(c) easier access to pakka roads and health facilities

27. Based on the above-mentioned observationssubesamples are consistent with what is
generally known about the development status ofdheadministrative units included in the survey.
There are some indications, however, that projenehciaries represented a more privileged segment
of the population than the control group. The @athrs pointing consistently in this direction are
literary/education and access to one or more puaivices such as electricity, pakka roads, health
facilities and girls’ schools. In NWFP Barani, hewer, more of the beneficiaries than the control
group perceived themselves to be poor in compamstnthe village.

" Among project beneficiaries in all four adminisive units included in the survey, respondents fidamipur
reported the best access to pakka roads and lieailities.
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3. ANALYSIS OF TRENDS IN THE PROJECT AREAS

3.1 Scheme of Analysis

28. This chapter analyzes data from Part 4 of thestipnnaire. This part of the questionnaire
asked respondents—beneficiaries as well as theatambup—to rate changes observed during the
last five-to-six years. The questions werecbanges in conditionsn general, rather than on project
impact. Respondents rated the changes on aafcil6, in almost the same way in which they were
subsequently asked to rate project impact (refé?ad 1 of the questionnaire). The impact ratings,
however, reflect the attribution of benefits to theoject by the beneficiaries. Separating the
assessment of trends from project impact analyaislm useful for two reasons, namely:

(a) understanding the developments that have takere @aca result of changes in the macro
context as well as location-specific initiativesauding the two projects); and,

(b) enabling cross-checking between the two sets qforeses, as well as available secondary
data, in order to fine-tune the attribution of bigisehrough triangulation.

29. The survey asked 56 questions through Part theofjuestionnaire. These covered all the
impact domains mentioned in paragraph 1 (excepaisiability, which was addressed only in Part 5)
that can be investigated through a survey of timd.kMore specifically, Part 4 included:

» 12 questions on changes in the ownership of hold@hysical and financial assets;

* nine questions on changes in the income and exjpeagiatterns of the household;

» 13 questions on changes in access to public audtprservices in and around the village;

* six questions on changes in selected indicatotiseo€ondition of household human assets;

» eight questions on changes in food security, adeaged by the production and consumption
of food; and,

» eight questions on changes in the environment anahnal resource base.

30. The analysis below revolves closely arounditierating scale. The scheme of analysis is to
present three sets of signals observed in thegirajeas, as described below:

(@) The first part of the presentation is signs of distress and inequalitas observed in the sub-
sample for each project. This part highlights im@ot negative changes (a beneficiary rating
of 1) in the condition of members of the community.

(b) The second part is arigns of stagnation This focuses on ratings of 2 (no increase indke
five-to-six years) and 3 (negligible incre3seSuch responses are highlighted if negligible or
no change was reported by at least 50% of the nelgmds in the overall sample.

(c) The third and last part of the analysis repaigns of progress This part draws upon
beneficiary ratings of 4, 5 and 6 (some increagggh level of increase and very high increase,
respectively). Progress is acknowledged if attl@@86 of either the beneficiaries or the
control group in the sample rated a change a4 65

3.2 Signs of Distress and Inequality

31. In the BVDP sub-sample:

(&) None of the project beneficiaries reported a deserea the area of land owned, but 3.4% of
the control group did so.

8 “Negligible increase” was translated into Urdulie questionnaire as honay key barabar izafaTranslated
back into English, this means “an increase thatjigal to not existing.”
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(b) 9% of the control group also reported a decreasleeimwnership of cows and buffaloes; this
was significantly higher than the 2% decrease tedoby the beneficiaries. At the same
time, 41% of the sub-sample increased their owngdhthese livestock.

(c) Moreover, 20% of the control group (but only 7% tbe beneficiaries) decreased their
holdings of savings and jewellery in the last fteesix year& During the same time, 60% of
the sub-sample increased their holdings of thesetas

(d) During the same time period, 28% of the sample hvatmost no difference between
beneficiaries and the control group) could notéase their overall consumption or purchase
of food'®. But approximately two-thirds of the sub-sammparted increases in overall food
consumption as well as in the consumption of midgetable and chicken.

(e) Some deterioration in the communal resource basealsm reported: 10% reported this for
the overall condition of the forest, and 7% for gnazing areas used by the village.

32. The signs of degradation of natural resourcesyere widespread in the NWFP Barani sub-
sample, but the overall picture in terms of digtrasad inequality among households appears to be
more reassuring than in the BVDP dfeaMlore specifically, in NWFP Barani:

(a) Deterioration in the overall condition of the faresas reported by 29% of the respondents, in
grazing areas by 17%, in soils by 10% and in tleeigrareas of the village by 14%. In all
these cases, the reported deterioration was mompnced among the control group.

(b) 10% of the respondents reported a decrease intthership of cows and buffaloes.

(c) 9% could not increase their food consumption dutirgglast five-to-six years.

3.3 Signs of Stagnation

33. This section highlights indicators of well-bgjrtaken from Part 4 of the questionnaire, in
which at least 50% of the respondents reportedigiblgd or no change during the last five-to-six
years. This threshold defines the term “stagnatasiused here. The findings in relation to the
BVDP sub-sample are as follows:

(a) Respondents reported stagnation in the ownershid afut of the 12 physical and financial
assets included in the questionnaire (savings @ndliery being the exception). This might
reflect the difficulty faced by most villagers ircamulating assets, even in favourable
economic conditions, over a period of five-to-seays.

(b) Although overall income increased for a large mgjoof the respondents, income from
business and from salaries and wages stagnateds isThard to explain in view of the
economic growth experienced by the country as deyhmless residents of this project area
depend on marginalized non-agricultural occupatitwas were largely bypassed by recent
growth.

(c) The respondents also faced stagnating serviceedglim 10 out of the 13 public and private
services included in the questionnaire (the exoeptivere roads and schools for both boys
and girls). This is consistent with the fact tlaatess to rural areas is increased slowly,
especially by the public sector, even in timesrofgh.

(d) Children’'s health and the education of both girtsd aboys experienced widespread
improvements, but the three other indicators rdladehuman assets showed stagnation. It is

° At least some of the liquidation of assets suclaag, cattle, savings and jewellery would be duednditions
of distress, particularly among the categoriesedallextremely poor” and “ultra poor” in Table 4 whi
accounted for about 8%-12% of the population dugig1-2005.

19 The official rural poverty headcount for Pakisistimated in 2005 was also 28% (Table 4). Theiaffi
poverty line is food-based (that is, based on tipee equivalent of a specified intake of calories).

1t should be noted, however, that effective prbjaterventions are also a source of inequalityveein the
beneficiaries and the non-beneficiaries. In the MRABarani, there are statistically significant eliéfhces
between the two groups in 31 out of 56 variablesd, ia BVDP there are significant differences inviiables.
These are analyzed in Chapter 4.
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(e)
(f)

34.

hard to explain why access to information is regubrio be stagnating, when recent years
have seen very large country-wide expansions itulael phone connections and the
electronic media network.

Only two out of the eight indicators of food setyfvere reported to be stagnating. This is
consistent with the recent pattern of agricultgralwth in the country.

There was stagnation, however, in all eight indicapertaining to the environment and the
communal resource base. This is consistent witkraéstudies undertaken since 2BaBat
report either deterioration or no improvement ia tiountry’s bio-physical indicators.

Compared with the BVDP area, the overall sefis¢agnation is somewhat more pronounced

in the NWFP Barani area. This is consistent with 2002 estimates of poverty in the respective
agro-climatic zones (Malik 2005) reported aboveanagraph 18—26% for barani Punjab and 47% in
NWFP. Relevant features of the picture in NWFPaBaare summarized as follows:

(@)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(€)
(f)

3.4

35.

Respondents reported stagnation in the ownershigllaf2 physical and financial assets
included in the questionnaire.

Although overall income increases were reportedigespread, there was stagnation in
income from agriculture and business.

The respondents also faced stagnating serviceetiglin 11 out of the 13 public and private
services included in the questionnaire (the exoaptivere roads and girls’ schools).

As in the BVDP area, the education of both girld dmwys experienced widespread
improvements; however, the four other indicatofategl to human assets showed stagnation.
Only three out of the eight indicators of food s@guvere reported to be stagnating.
Somewhat surprisingly, environmental degradatioreprtedly not as widespread as in the
BVDP area: only five out of the eight indicatorse anoted to signify stagnation, and
widespread improvements are reported in the dismdssolid waste, availability of clean
water and, most surprisingly, the overall conditidriorests.

Signs of Progress

This section, in contrast to the two precedings, acknowledges progress in the conditions

faced by the respondents during the last fivetogears. Progress is acknowledged if at least @0%
either the beneficiaries or the control group the sample rated a change as 4, 5 or 6 (sotnease,
high level of increase or very high increase, regpely). The following signs of progress are fdun
in the BVDP sub-sample:

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

At least 20% of the respondents reported increaséise ownership of eight out of the 12
physical and financial assets included in the qoesaire, with about 50% reporting an
increase in electrical appliances (perhaps refigcthe cellular phone revolution of recent
years).

As many as 76% of the respondents reported anaseri overall income, with more than
20% reporting increases in all the specific categofagriculture, business, and salaries and
wages) included in the questionnaire. At the séame, 77% reported an increase in total
expenditure, with almost 60% experiencing increasesxpenditure on health and fuel and
electricity.

At least 20% of the sub-sample benefited from improents in eight out of the 13 public and
private services included in the questionnairehwiibre than 50% benefiting from improved
road access and girls’ and boys’ schools.

There were signs of progress in all six indicatofshuman assets, with more than 50%
respondents reporting improvements in childrenaltheand the education of both boys and
girls.

2 These include Miles 2000 and the Government ofseaik's 2005 State of Environment Report (GOP 2005b
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(e)

(f)

36.

Food security for at least 20% of the respondemigved an improvement in all eight relevant
indicators, with more than 50% respondents repptiicreases in the production of cereals
and milk, purchase of food, and consumption of migetable and food in general.
Improvements in environment and communal resouase hwwere few—in only three out of
eight indicators; two of these (drinking water aachitation) have been the focus of attention
from the highest levels of the government in regesatrs.

In terms of the signs of progress, the BVDP-safnple shows very few noteworthy

differences in comparison with NWFP Barani. In lduger:

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

3.5

37.

At least 20% of the respondents reported increasdise ownership of four out of the 12
physical and financial assets included in the dgoesaire; none of these improvements,
however, extended to a majority of the sub-sample.

As in BVDP, 76% of the respondents reported ancimee in overall income, with more than
50% experiences increases in salaries and wagethe Aame time, 88% reported an increase
in total expenditure, with more than 50% experiegdncreases in expenditure on health and
fuel and electricity.

At least 20% of the sub-sample benefited from inaproents in nine out of the 13 public and
private services included in the questionnairehwiibre than 50% benefiting from improved
access to girls’ schools and drinking water.

As in BVDP, there were signs of progress in all isidicators of human assets; more than
50% respondents reporting improvements in womemalth and, as in BVDP, in the
education of both boys and girls.

Food security for at least 20% of the respondemigved an improvement in all eight relevant
indicators, although increases in food productia@remot as widespread as in BVDP. In
consumption, however, as in BVDP, more than 50%hefsub-sample reported increases for
milk, vegetable and good in general.

Five of the eight indicators showed signs of pregre relation to environment and the
communal resource base. In three of these (foremtgelands and the green areas of the
village), the trend is dominated by project benafies, who reported significantly greater
improvements than the control group.

Conclusions About Trends

The findings presented above relate to a paridive-to-six years preceding the CPE. This

is roughly the duration for the government’s meditemm planning, and the about the same length of
time that an IFAD-assisted project has availabteiffiplementing its activiti€d. The findings from
this chapter suggest that:

(@)
(b)
(c)

(d)

Stagnation rather than progress in terms of impatitators has been by far the dominant
force in the project areas over the period in qaest

Progress over this period has spanned a wide rahgelicators, but is limited to a small
proportion of the rural community; however:

Increases in income and expenditure have been wrieled, even as 10%-20% (or more) of
the community lived in distress, liquidated assetsd could not improve its food
consumption.

Localized initiatives (including development prd@ccan stimulate rural development (as
evidenced by the reported differences between girdjeneficiaries and non-beneficiaries).
This could also, however, be a source of inequalithe community.

13 The tenure of the Federal and provincial goverrtmanPakistan is also five years, while local goweents
are elected for four years.
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4. ATTRIBUTION OF PROJECT IMPACTS

4.1 Scheme of Analysis

38. This chapter analyzes data from Part 5 of thestipnnaire. It is based on 63 questions
related to the impact domains (seven more thanam 4 and 24 focusing on the sustainability of
impacts and institutions. Part 5 had 14 more doestthan Part 4 on social capital and
empowerment, five less on expenditures and two desshe environment. In relation to project
impacts, it included:

e 12 questions (the same as in Part 4) on changés iphysical and financial assets owned by
the respondent’s household;

» four questions on changes in the levels of the ¢loaisl;

» 13 questions (the same as in Part 4) on changasbiit and private services;

» six questions (the same number as in Part 4, hbilt avie question different) on changes in
selected indicators of the condition of househaich&n assets;

» the same eight questions on changes in food sg@asin Part 4;

» 14 questions impacts on social capital and empoeetnand,

» five questions on changes in the environment amdnoanal resource base. These are less
than slightly different from the questions contaire Part 4 on this subject.

39. One part of the following analysis looks at thitations experienced in reaching the
majority of project beneficiaries This is similar to but not the same as the aslgf stagnation in
Chapter 3: it focuses on beneficiary ratings of (85 benefit) and “3” (negligible benéflt. Such
responses are highlighted if negligible or no bigwedis reported by at least 50% of the beneficiarie
Preliminary analysis showed that a majority of blemeficiaries had not attributed any benefits ® th
project in 53 out of 63 impact indicators for th&[BP, and 39 for the NWFP Barani. These
observations have been further scrutinized below.

40. The second part of the analysis is similahganalysis of progresgn Chapter 3: progress is
acknowledged if at least 20% of the beneficiariagegan impact rating of 4, 5 or 6 (some benefit,
large benefit or very large benefit). In this stieeof things, beneficiary responses suggested that
there had been progress in 41 out of 63 impactatdis for the BVDP, and 45 for the NWFP Barani.
Further analysis of these observations is repdstddw, by taking up one impact domain at a time
and reviewing the data for corresponding indicators

41. With reference to the method of analysis, tiuele percentages reported in paragraphs 39 and
40 have been reviewed below in light of the follogyicriteria for robustness in attribution:

(a) Significance In many of the indicators, no statistically sfgrant difference could be found
between beneficiaries and the control group, basedthe analysis of Part 4 of the
guestionnaire. And in some cases, the differemtevden the two groups was statistically
significant but numerically small (defined herdess than 10%).

(b) Plausibility. Several of the attributed benefits could notédated either directly or indirectly
(e.g., through income, production and consumptfteces on health and education) to project
interventions. And sometimes, a comparison betwssmeficiaries and the control group
showed that the latter reported greater improvesndrn the beneficiaries during the last
five-to-six years, which is a perverse result i of the logic of attribution.

14 “Negligible benefit” was translated into Urdu imet questionnaire as honay key barabar faedaranslated
back into English, this means “a benefit that isa@do not existing.”
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4.2 Limitations in Reaching the Majority of Benefidaries

42. A comparison between Annexes Il and Il sholat the NWFP Barani offers many more
interventions than the BVDP. Even then, it is sisipg to find so few indicators of well-being in
which BVDP touched the majority of the beneficiahiefor 53 out of the 63 impact indicators listed
in the questionnaire, a majority of the benefi@arreported negligible or no benefit due to the
project. For 40 of the indicators, more than thirels of the beneficiaries reported in these terms,
with several indicators showing a disillusionmestterof 80%-90%. These observations suggest that
an overwhelming majority of the beneficiaries conti find much to attribute to BVDP.

43. In more specific terms, the BVYDP sub-samplebefeficiaries pointed out the following
limitations:

(@) With numbers ranging between 60% and 90+%, theflméanges reported that the project had
not contributed to an increase in any of the 1kbuold assets listed in the questionrtire

(b) 51% of the beneficiaries reported that househaidnre (from all sources taken together) had
increased as a result of the project. The respdmseever, was not statistically different
from the percentage of the BVDP control group whatdo reported income gains during the
last five-to-six years.

(c) A large majority of the beneficiaries did not ditrie greater benefits or improvements from
public services to the project in 11 of the 13 vald indicators (the exceptions being loans,
delivered through NRSP, and roads). Although 50R4he beneficiaries attributed an
improvement in roads to the project, this is nplausible attribution because the project did
not have a roads component. Moreover, this pesigendf beneficiaries is almost equal to the
48% of the control group that also reported an owpment in roads.

(d) A majority of the beneficiaries did not attributeyabenefits in terms of the six indicators of
human assets.

(e) A large majority (about 70%-90%) did not attribiatey benefits to the project in terms of
increases in food production and consumption.

(f) A large majority (between 60% and 90+%) reportegligible or no benefit on nine of the 14
indicators of social capital and empowerment (kfgmralso to paragraph 59), including those
that relate to: (i) village systems for managingturel resources; (i) government’s
responsiveness to women and the poor; and, (ikatjes with NGOs and the private settor

(9) A large majority did not feel that the project hlacught about any benefits from natural
resources.

44, As indicated above, beneficiary responses tepimore extensive range of benefits in the
NWFP Barani than in the BVDP. The main differerees possible advantages—observed in the
NWFP Barani are as follows:

15 As noted in paragraph 13, the sampling schemeided the purposive selection of one or two villaiges
which a project had introduced the maximum numbétsomain components, and another one or two gélta
in which in had introduced the maximum number ééiimentions within a main component.

16 One of these indicators is land ownership, andirtigact of the irrigation component of BVDP is aaed
under the productivity of land, which improved me@bly, as reported below (paragraph 61).

" The last point is surprising in view of NRSP’s iaetpresence in the project. It may be explaingd b
recognizing that development is generally equatiéd infrastructure development in local perceptio™RSP
was responsible for infrastructure only throughnaak Community Development Fund (CDF). This Fund
allowed NRSP to help 423 Village Development Coneei (VDCs) identify and implement small
infrastructure projects (source: NRSP’s 2006 pregmeport for BVDP). This covered 43% of the 9719C4
that were established and had prepared villagelaewent plans; but it left out 57% of all VDCs. 1the
sample survey, 65% of BVDP beneficiaries reportedligible or no benefit from linkages with NGOsistls
close to the percentage of VDCs (57%) which didbetefit from the CDF.
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(@) The project offers a broader range and greater pummbinterventions. The range includes
social sector interventions in health, educatiod dnnking water supply, as well as several
focused interventions in agriculture and naturabuece management.

(b) The beneficiaries give more credit to the sociabitimation efforts of the NGO—the Sarhad
Rural Support Programme (SRSP)—and, either beaafuis or because of the attitudes of
local authorities—feel that the project has inceebshe government’'s responsiveness to
women and the poor people.

45, More specifically, the NWFP Barani sub-sampméfed out the following limitations of the
project (some of which have been compared and asteti with the BVDP):

(&) As in BVDP, but with numbers ranging between 80% 80+%, the beneficiaries reported
that the project had not contributed to an increasany of the 12 household assets listed in
the questionnaire.

(b) 76% of the beneficiaries attributed an increasdansehold income to the project; this,
however, is very close to the 71% of the NWFP Bacamtrol group which also reported
income gains during the last five-to-six yearsmigir findings came up in the BVDP.

(c) In a finding that is very nearly the same as inBMDP, a majority of the beneficiaries did
not attribute greater benefits from public servitesthe project in 11 of the 13 relevant
indicators (the exceptions being girls’ schools dridking water, and in the former indicator
the difference from the control group was numelycsinall)'®.

(d) A majority of the beneficiaries did not attributeyasbenefits in children’s health and women'’s
free time to the project. However, beneficiarie=dged the project with improving four other
human assets indicators. This is plausible in vdévelevant interventions, but the difference
between beneficiaries and the control group isifsigmt for only two of these.

(e) With the exception of one indicator (out of eiglat)majority did not attribute any benefits to
the project in relation to changes in the producaad consumption of food; the exception is
the production of cereals, for which the project lrdroduced several interventions. But the
overall finding is very close to that from the BVDP

() In sharp contrast to the BVDP, a majority of thendfeciaries credited the project with
benefits on 10 of the 14 indicators of social apiind empowerment, the exceptions being
linkages between the community and the privateoseand systems for managing: (i) loans
and savings, which never really took off as enwsbgt design; (ii) forests and grazing land;
and (iii) agricultural marketing.

(g) A majority felt that the project had brought abmaprovements in the quality of water.

46. The findings above may be surprising in viewpi@vious reports that used informal methods
of collecting data from a very small number of Haiaries, or did not have control groups and did
not adopt relevant robustness criteria. But theycansistent with the conclusions given in Chapter
3, which analyzed the sample as a whole (includirgycontrol group). The conclusion from this
section is the same, that is, “Stagnation rathan tbrogress is by far the dominant force in rural
development over the period in question;” and “lPeeg over this period can span a very wide range
of variables, but is limited to a small proportiointhe rural community.” The next few sectionsusc

on specific aspects of the progress generatedebiynitn projects, as reported by the beneficiaries.

4.3 Impact on Household Physical and Financial Aste

47. Table 7 reports data on the 12 household dsdé@tators assessed for impact by the
beneficiaries of the two projects, together wittoanparison of the responses of beneficiaries agh t
respective control groups. Unlike the 50% cutgafint in the previous section, this and the folliogyi
sections of the chapter use a 20% threshold agnao$iprogress (as described in paragraph 40), in
combination with the criteria of significance anidysibility (as defined in paragraph 41). A blank

18 Roads are a near-exception, as 49% of the bemedisireported at least some benefit from roads.
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cell in the column for project impact shows thaslehan 20% of the beneficiaries attributed some
impact to the project. Blank cells in columns camipg beneficiaries and the control group show

(a) either the threshold was not met by the benefesagsind the control group (that is, for a cell
to be blank the responses by both groups would twakie below the threshold);

(b) or the difference between the two groups was ratissically significant (that is, the cell
would be blank even if both groups met the thregshoit the difference was not significant).

Table 7: Assessment of Project Impact—Household Pkical and Financial Assets

Percent Reporting Improvement:
In Development Trends During As a Result

Last 5-6 Years of Project

Impact Domains and Indicators Control Group| Beneficiaries  Beneficiarigs
BVDP
1. Land
2. Size of house
3. Quality of house 35 53
4. Means of transport
5. Electrical appliances
6. Farm machinery
7. Cows and buffaloes 34 43 30
8. Goats and sheep 36 47 31
9. Poultry 20 37 20
10. Fruit and other trees
11. Savings and jewellery 27 65 33
12. Business assets
NWFP Barani

1. Land 8 24
2. Size of house
3. Quality of house 28 36 Less than
4. Means of transport 20% of the
5. Electrical appliances 22 45 beneficiaries
6. Farm machinery gave arating
7. Cows and buffaloes of4,50r 6
8. Goats and sheep for project
9. Poultry Impact
10. Fruit and other trees
11. Savings and jewellery
12. Business assets

Notes:

! These responses are taken from Part 4 of thetiqneaire, which was administered to project bieisfes as
well as the control group of non-beneficiaries.isTib the percentage of respondents who rated regehas 4, 5
or 6, that is, some increase, high level of inaeasvery high increase. Only statistically sigraht differences
between beneficiaries and the control group arerte@, and only if the response of either the admroup or
the beneficiaries added up to at least 20% oftlhesample across the three rating options.

2 These responses are taken from Part 5, whictadmnistered only to project beneficiaries. Tikithe
percentage of respondents who rated an impact®e6, that is, some benefit, large benefit ayarge
benefit. Responses are reported only if they adgetd at least 20% across the three rating options

48. For the BVDP sub-sample, Table 7 shows thitamt 20% of the beneficiaries attributed a
positive impact to the project in terms of theirmmsaship of cows and buffaloes, goats and sheep,
poultry, and savings and jewellery. All four atitions of progress are plausible in view of the

19 A grey-filled cell in any column shows that theegtion was not asked in either Part 4 or Part fhef
guestionnaire.
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interventions introduced by the proj@ct However, the difference between beneficiaried tire
control group is 9% for cows and buffaloes, and thismall in terms of numerical significance.

49, The sub-sample for NWFP Barani reveals anastarg contrast to the BVDP: no signs of
progress are reported for any of the householdsassticators. This is understandable in viewhaf t
relatively recent start of project activities. Téese of Haripur, however, is somewhat differeoinfr
most of the other districts in the project, inchgliBattagram. The difference, as noted in Chalpter
is that Haripur also benefited previously from {BesDB-assisted) first phase of the NWFP Barani.
It is not surprising, therefore, that 20%-30% benafies in Haripur reported increases in the
ownership of poultry, cows and buffaloes, goats stmekep, and fruit and other trees.

4.4 Impact on Household Income

50. Household income is not included as an impaatain in OE’s evaluation methodology. It
was included in this study, however, in order torf@an informed opinion about the income effect of
the project on other impact domains (e.g., thols#ae to food security and household assets). eTabl
8 shows that there was no statistically signifiadifference in the proportion of BVDP beneficiaries
and the control group reporting increases in incoméhe last five-to-six yeats In the NWFP
Barani sub-sample, income from agriculture mightehancreased on account of the project for at
least 20% of the beneficiaries: the project hagsted in a wide range of technical interventions as
well as roads that have evidently improved accesagticultural inputs and markets. It would be
guestionable, however, to attribute progress imalvéncome (from all sources) to the project: the
difference between the proportion of beneficiadred the control group is only 5%.

Table 8: Assessment of Project Impact—Household lmene
Percent Reporting Improvement:
In Development Trends During As a Result
Last 5-6 Years of Project
Impact Domains and Indicators Control Group| Beneficiaries Beneficiarigs
BVDP
1. Income from agriculture None of the reported 26
2. Income from salaries and wages differences between
3. Income from business beneficiaries and control group 37
4. Income from all sources are statistically significant 51
NWFP Barani
1. Income from agriculture 29 57 54
2. Income from salaries and wages 25
3. Income from business
4. Income from all sources 71 81 76
Notes:
As in Table 7.

20 With reference to savings, it may be mentioned tmmmunity organizations have accumulated PKR 334
million in collective savings (according to NRSPOB). This translates into PKR 4,116 (approximatéyD

70) for each female and male member of these argaons.

2 This finding might be questioned by those who woaltribute a significant impact on incomes to
microfinance. Based on a large survey (PPAF 206h®, Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF) has
estimated that household incomes would have inetehy at most 12% in a year on account of microfiea
loans extended by its partner NGOs. This may apjoebe a large increase, but inflation during year may

be at least 7-8%, while the population growth iateural areas may be close to 3% per annum. Eheasult
would be only a marginal improvement in the incoroethe beneficiaries, if that.
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4.5 Impact on Public Services

51. At least 20% of the beneficiaries of the BVDRilauted some benefit to the project in seven
indicators related to public services (Table 9purof these (covering roads, health and education)
cannot be matched with any of the project intereast (Annex 11), but attribution for the three othe

is plausible. In two of these (veterinary fao#igi and extension services), the percentage of
beneficiaries reporting benefits is not greatentttae percentage reporting such an increase among
the control group. Thus, the only indicator thiabws an unmistakable sign of progress is the one
(No. 8 in the table) that highlights the NRSP’s mfinance intervention in the project.

52. The absence of irrigation from benefits rebiby the beneficiaries is somewhat puzzling,
given that the survey included some villages whegect staff reported the existence of the main
components. The only explanation that can be adfext this time is based on certain assumptions
and probabilities: assuming that each of the 3j#&fation schemes reported in Annex Il benefited
one household, and that each of the 81,140 mendfecommunity organizations represents one
household, 4.2% of the organized beneficiaries dinalve benefited from irrigation. This is very
close to the 4% of the sampled beneficiaries wponted some benefit from irrigation.

Table 9: Assessment of Project Impact—Public Servis

Percent Reporting Improvement:
In Development Trends During As a Result

Last 5-6 Years of Project
Impact Domains and Indicators Control Group| Beneficiaries  Beneficiarigs
BVDP
1. Roads 48 60 50
2. Health facilities 29
3. School for boys 47 67 41
4. School for girls None of the reported 32
5. Drinking water differences between
6. lIrrigation beneficiaries and control group
7. Electricity are statistically significant
8. Banks for “development trends”; loans for benefits 68
9. Veterinary facilities 15 36 23
10. Fertilizer stores
11. Agricultural markets
12. Extension services 29 36 27
13. Internet outlets
NWFP Barani
1. Roads 20 56 49
2. Health facilities 35
3. School for boys 42 39 33
4. School for girls 52 60 57
5. Drinking water 43 87 91
6. lrrigation
7. Electricity 33 16
8. Banks for “development trends”; loans for benefits
9. Veterinary facilities 20 50 49
10. Fertilizer stores 30
11. Agricultural markets 4 29 27
12. Extension services 10 46 44
13. Internet outlets

Notes:
As in Table 7.
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53. The impacts attributed in Table 9 to the NWFRaRi suggest that at least nine important
changes in public services took place among thefiaries as a result of this project. But thode
these (related to health and education) are naifigignt in terms defined in paragraph 41. Of the
remaining six, four (roads, drinking water, vetariy facilities and extensions services) are diyectl
related to the interventions introduced by the ggbjAnnex IIl) and are also significant in statiat
and numerical terms. One other that is signifigdenefits from agricultural markets) cannot be
related directly to project interventions, but ¢enviewed plausibly as a project benefit becausbeof
large investment made by the project in roads.

4.6 Impact on Human Assets

54. Somewhat surprisingly, at least 20% of the fieiagies of the BVDP attributed some benefit
to the project in developing all the household honaasets mentioned in the questionnaire (six
indicators, defined in terms of health, educatamg skills and crafts). Four of the indicators (Mo

to No. 4 in Table 10), however, do not correspanthe interventions offered by the project. There
could have been indirect effects from income, potidn and consumption that might have generated
beneficial impacts on these four indicators. Ther@o compelling evidence, however, that such
indirect beneficial effects were generated by tM®B (refer to paragraphs 50 and 57).

55. Of the remaining two attributions in Table BOpositive impact in terms of the skills and
crafts of the beneficiary is plausible in view bktlarge number of training courses (and coverage)
sponsored by the project. It is not equally certhiat the project also brought about any real and
significant benefits in terms of women'’s free tiivedicator No. 5 in Table 10). Indeed, the project
included a number of activities for women (Annexthat may be expected to increase the time spent
by women on vegetable and livestock productfon.

Table 10: Assessment of Project Impact—Human Assets
Percent Reporting Improvement:
In Development Trends During As a Result

Last 5-6 Years of Project

Impact Domains and Indicators Control Group| Beneficiaries  Beneficiarigs
BVDP
1. Children’s health 48 64 42
2. Women'’s health 34 55 35
3. Girls’ education 40
4. Boys' education 45
5. Women'’s free time 27 51 42
6. Level of skills and crafts 41
NWFP Barani

1. Children’s health 33 54 40
2. Women'’s health 39 59 53
3. Girls’ education 59 69 58
4. Boys' education 57 54 53
5. Women'’s free time 20 39 35
6. Level of skills and crafts 51
Notes:
As in Table 7.

2 It is possible that women’s more active partidigatin community organization, microfinance and the
production activities they prefer is being equatstth “free time.”
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56. In the NWFP Barani sub-sample also, at lea%t 8Dthe beneficiaries attributed some benefit
to the project for all six of the human assetsaatbrs. In view of the interventions offered b th
project (Annex Ill), this is plausible for the foumdicators of health and education as well asotie
for skills and craff. But the difference between beneficiaries anddtwtrol group is statistically
and numerically significant for only two of theseofmen’s health and skills and craft, both of which
are supported by a range of project interventiodspositive impact in terms of women’s free tinse i
not plausible, for reasons discussed above indhtegt of the BVDP (paragraph 55).

4.7 Impact on Food Security

57. In the BVDP sub-sample, seven of the eightcatdirs of production and consumption are not
statistically different between beneficiaries ahd tontrol group, while the difference in the efgist

not numerically significant (Table 11). This magem surprising in view of the large number of
project interventions in agricultural extensionheTlimitation of these interventions is they weog n
supported by any system of input supply or marketinn these circumstances, extension alone
cannot be expected to have more than a limited ¢mpa food production and consumption.
Moreover, as shown in Table 9, there was no sigpmfi different in access to extension between
beneficiaries and the control group.

Table 11: Assessment of Project Impact—Food Secuyit
Percent Reporting Improvement:
In Development Trends During As a Result
Last 5-6 Years of Project
Impact Domains and Indicators Control Group| Beneficiaries  Beneficiarigs
BVDP
1. Production of cereals 24
2. Production of fruit and vegetables None of the reported
3. Production of milk differences between 29
4. Purchase of food beneficiaries and control group 29
5. Consumption of food are statistically significant 32
6. Consumption of chicken 20
7. Consumption of milk 30
8. Consumption of vegetables 60 | 67 25
NWFP Barani
1. Production of cereals 26 54 52
2. Production of fruit and vegetables 18 53 44
3. Production of milk None of the reported
4. Purchase of food differences between 49
5. Consumption of food beneficiaries and control group 47
6. Consumption of chicken are statistically significant
7. Consumption of milk 27
8. Consumption of vegetables 77 | 74 37
Notes:
As in Table 7.
58. In the NWFP Barani sub-sample, two indicators—the production of cereals and

fruit/vegetable—show differences between the twoups that are statistically and numerically
significant. Both impacts are plausible (except fait production) in view of the range of
interventions implemented by the project (Anne}, Ithe fact that beneficiaries reported significant

% Among the former, some would question the plaligjtif attributing an impact on boys’ educatioredause
the relevant project sub-component is called Imm@wWillage Based Girls’ Education; however, thisbs
component promotes non-formal schools, and thesgererally open to both boys and girls.
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impacts in terms of access to extension, inputsnaaikets (Table 9), and that a large component of
the project provides investment in village feedacks and district roads.

4.8 Impact on Social Capital and Empowerment

59. As noted earlier, a large majority of the BVDé&heficiaries reported negligible or no benefit
on nine of the 14 indicators of social capital amdpowerment, including those that relate to: (i)
village systems for managing natural resourcesgfivernment’s responsiveness to women and the
poor; and, (iii) linkages with NGOs and the privaector. The project did, however, generate
progress in 12 of the 14 indicators, in that asi€®% of the beneficiaries showed particularlprsg
appreciation for improvements in the systems fdaldsshing village priorities, managing village
schemes and managing loans and savings (TableAL&)ajority also acknowledged that the project
had increased the community’s responsiveness toawand the poor.

Table 12: Assessment of Project Impact—Social Capit and Empowerment
Percent Reporting Improvement:
In Development Trends During As a Result
Last 5-6 Years of Project
Impact Domains and Indicators Control Group| Beneficiaries  Beneficiarigs
BVDP
1. System of deciding village priorities 63
2. System of managing village schemes 62
3. System of managing loans/savings 72
4. System of managing water in the village 24
5. System of managing forest and grazing Questions pertaining to these
6. System of agricultural marketing indicators were not asked in
7. System of agricultural input supply Part 4 of the questionnaire 22
8. Responsiveness of government to community 38
9. Responsiveness of government to women’s problems 36
10. Responsiveness of community to women'’s problems 54
11. Responsiveness of community to poor people 55
12. Responsiveness of government to poor people 32
13. Linkages between community and NGOs 32
14. Linkages between community and private sector 26
NWFP Barani

1. System of deciding village priorities 89
2. System of managing village schemes 92
3. System of managing loans/savings a7
4. System of managing water in the village 93
5. System of managing forest and grazing Questions pertaining to these 44
6. System of agricultural marketing indicators were not asked in 41
7. System of agricultural input supply Part 4 of the questionnaire 54
8. Responsiveness of government to community 70
9. Responsiveness of government to women’s problems 63
10. Responsiveness of community to women'’s problems 68
11. Responsiveness of community to poor people 63
12. Responsiveness of government to poor people 55
13. Linkages between community and NGOs 56
14. Linkages between community and private sector 34
Notes:
As in Table 7.
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60. The NWFP Barani, as indicated above, presestag contrast to the BVDP in terms of the
impact on social capital and empowerment: in thggget, beneficiaries reported signs of progress on
all 14 indicators of social capital and empowerméhable 12). Moreover, a majority of the
beneficiaries credited the project with benefits Ih of the 14 indicators. Exceptions to the
majority’s appreciation are linkages between thmmaonity and the private sector, and systems for
managing: (i) loans and savings, which never realbk off as envisaged at design; (ii) forests and
grazing land; and (iii) agricultural marketing. As the BVDP, private sector linkages appear
particularly weak.

4.9 Impact on Environment and Communal Resources

61. In the BVDP sub-sample, at least 20% of the=beiaries identified only one resource (soil)
which reportedly benefited from the project (Talif2). This is plausible in view of the several
interventions offered by the project under two maomponents, namely, Soil and Water
Conservation and On Farm Water Management, botvhath emphasize irrigation (Annex Il). Two

of the impacts attributed by beneficiaries in thé/IN°P Barani are also plausible in view of project
interventions. The exception is the reported hemefgrazing lands, for which there is neither a
project intervention nor any obvious indirect reagor improvement, and the productivity of soils,
which did not differ between beneficiaries and ¢batrol group.

Table 13: Assessment of Project Impact—Environmerand Communal Resources

Percent Reporting Improvement:
In Development Trends During As a Result

Last 5-6 Years of Project

Impact Domains and Indicators Control Group| Beneficiaries Beneficiarigs
BVDP
1. Trees and forests
2. Grazing lands
3. Productivity of soll 11 28 26
4. Quality of water
NWEFP Barani

1. Trees and forests 13 38 49
2. Grazing lands 9 24 25
3. Productivity of soll 61
4. Quality of water 46 90 94
Notes:
As in Table 7.

4.10 Sustainability of Impacts and Institutions

62. The questionnaire included 24 questions on floimey perceptions of the prospects for
sustainability, focusing on three particular aremamely, household incomes, public services
(including credit) and social capital formation. hel responses given by project beneficiaries are
summarized in Table 14; responses on sustainahiléye tabulated only if at least 20% of the
beneficiaries of one of the two projects reporteche benefit.

63. Contrary to the concerns expressed in prevexaguations (summarized in Section 1.2),

beneficiaries in both projects exhibited a high réegof optimism regarding the prospects for
sustainability. In particular:
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(@) 70%-80% of the beneficiaries were confident thatéases in agricultural income and overall
income would be sustainable. This may not be &ingrin view of the sustained economic
growth that has taken place in recent years, andhwtas included a pronounced turnaround
in agriculture.

Table 14: Sustainability of Impact and Institutions

Impact Domains and Indicators Sustainability Positively

Percent Assessing Prospects for

BVDP | NWFP Barani

Changes in Household Income

1. Income from agriculture 71 80
2. Income from salaries and wages 59
3. Income from business 93

4. Income from all sources 79 76
Changes in Public Services

5. Roads 89 88
6. Health facilities 74 69
7. School for boys 90 79
8. School for girls 82 93
9. Drinking water 98
10. Irrigation 71
11. Electricity

12. Loans 94

13. Veterinary facilities 87 61
14. Fertilizer stores 68
15. Agricultural markets 72
16. Extension services 93 78
17. Internet outlets

Changes in Social Capital

18. System of deciding village priorities 81 94
19. System of managing village schemes 78 83
20. System of managing loans/savings 91 65
21. System of managing water in the village 64 97
22. System of managing forest and grazing 78
23. System of agricultural marketing 66
24. System of agricultural input supply 92 57
Note:

1 This is the percentage out of those respondemisreported a positive change in the corresponididigator.
This percentage was not computed if less than 20%teaespondents reported a positive change.

64.
hig

(b) An even larger majority believed that benefitsibittted to the public services introduced by
the project would be sustainable. The reasonhigracross-the-board perception may be an
information gap: few beneficiaries would know theaagements that have been made, or
would be made (especially in the case of the ompdWWFP Barani) for operating,
maintaining and repairing public facilities. Inetlbase of loans, however, many or all of the
BVDP microfinance beneficiaries may be expecteldntow that NRSP plans to continue the
service even after the closure of the project.

(c) A large majority in both projects also believedtthacial capital formation is sustainable in
several dimensions, including the systems that hmeen introduced for deciding village
priorities and managing village schemes, loansikitig water and agricultural input supply.

There are, however, some perceptible differedmdween the two projects, which may be
hlighted as follows:
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(&) The BVDP beneficiaries showed much greater confiden the sustainability of the credit
system, and rightly so in view of how differenthetmicrofinance component has turned out
in the two projects.

(b) The NWFP Barani beneficiaries expressed greatee rophe sustainability of other aspects
of collective management introduced by the proj@dtis optimism could reflect the fact that
this is a relatively new project.

411  Gender Differences in Perception of Impact

65. The findings reported above are based on glsatimat included an equal number of male
and female respondents in each of the adminis¢raiivits of the two project areas. As may be
expected, however, a number of significant diffeenbetween male and female responses were
noticed. These are discussed below for indicatovghich all three of the following conditions have
been met:

(@) A relevant component or indirect effect of the prmbjsupported the attribution of benefits to
the project.

(b) At least 20% of either male or female respondeanige @ rating of 4, 5 or 6 to the impact
indicator.

(c) The difference between the responses of the twapgravas statistically significant as well as
greater than 10%.

66. In the BVDP sub-sample, there was no differeneaveen male and female responses
regarding impact on the ownership of land and tnity and size of the house. In NWFP, however,
none of the men but more than 30% of the womenrtep@ome impact on the size and quality of the
house. The same kind of difference was observe@rins of impact on the electrical appliances
owned by the household, but not in relation todteek and poultry. In contrast, more women than
men in the BVDP reported increases in the ownershjpoultry, cows and buffaloes, and goats and
sheep. But in both project areas, women attribatddr greater impact than men on savings and
jewellery. And the difference was reversed intietato the productivity of soils: many more men
than women (by a margin of at least 2:1) report=ukfits in the two projects.

67. In NWFP Barani, many more women than men aitigitan impact on health and education
facilities; the difference is almost 2:1 for thepatt on girls’ schools. The situation is reverfad
public services such as roads, veterinary fadglitfertilizer stores and extension services. Then®
significant gender difference, however, in attribgtan impact to microfinance in either project.
Moreover, in the BVDP there is no other significg@nder difference at all, for indicators that
registered some impact for at least 20% of menanen.

68. By a large margin, going up to 2:1 for the ediam indicators, more women than men in
NWFP attribute an impact to the project in heafid aducation. But more men than women reported
that women had more free time, and beneficiariet dr@ater skills and crafts, as a result of the
project. The situation in the BVDP, however, ig thpposite: by a margin of at least 3:1, more
women than men felt that the project had providedenskills to the beneficiaries and more free time
to women. In both projects, it is clear that pptm:s of women’s free time are correlated with
perceptions of skills and crafts: women and mekeadittribute more “free time” for women if they
perceive more benefit in terms of the beneficiasKils and crafts.

69. There was a clear and consistent differenceparceptions regarding production and
consumption impacts (that is, food security). Wthbprojects, more men than women attributed
benefits in the production of cereals, fruit andetable. But more women than men (in the BVDP)
felt that milk production had increased as a restilihe project (the difference was not statishcal
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significant in NWFP). And many more women than nierboth projects reported impact on the
purchase and consumption of food, including consiommf chicken, milk, fruit and vegetable.

70. In the BVDP there was no difference between arah women in perceptions regarding the
impact on village management systems. In NWFP, evewy women were considerably more
appreciative than men in assessing the system pagiag loans and savirfds But the assessment
was reversed in relation to the systems of agticalimarketing and managing forests and grazing. |
both projects, many more women than men apprecititedproject's impact on increasing the
government’'s responsiveness to women’s problentseasing the community’s responsiveness to
women and the poor, and establishing linkages t®8l@nd the private sector. In the BVDP, these
gender differences in perception reached magnitafi@sl, 3:1 and more; in NWFP, the differences
were smaller but still considerable.

4.12  Summary of Findings on Rural Poverty Impacts

71. Neither of the two projects managed to increasmership of household physical and
financial assets for the vast majority (rangingrr60% to 90+%) of the beneficiaries. It is plalesib

however, to register progress in the BVDP in teghshree impact indicators: at least 20% of the
beneficiaries report increases in the ownershigoats and sheep, poultry, and savings and jewellery

72. In BVDP, the only plausible impact which thejonity of the beneficiaries experienced in
terms of public services was through the NRSP-meshagedit programme. There is no other
indication of progress. In NWFP, it is plausible tegister impacts for the majority of the
beneficiaries in relation to roads, girls’ schoasnking water and extension services; at lea%t 20
the beneficiaries have also reportedly benefitechfrmproved veterinary facilities. In addition,dw
other impacts (improved access to fertilizer st@md agricultural markets) attributed by at led@$%2
of the beneficiaries can also be viewed plausiklyase of the large roads component.

73. In both projects, a majority of the benefi@arplausibly credited the project with improving
beneficiary skills and crafts. In NWFP, therelsoaeason to believe that women’s health mighehav
improved as a result of the project. But thererer@ther signs of progress when it comes to ingpact
on human assets in either project.

74. A large majority (about 70%-90%) of the BVDbficiaries did not attribute any benefits to

the project for increases in food production andscenption, while the only impact registered by the
majority in NWFP is in the production of cerealfinother sign of progress was also observed in
NWFP: at least 20% of the beneficiaries plausiblyarted an impact on the production of vegetables.

75. In the BVDP, a large majority (between 60% 806t%) reported negligible or no benefit on
nine of the 14 indicators of social capital and emgrment, including those that relate to: (i) \gka
systems for managing natural resources; (i) gawent’'s responsiveness to women and the poor;
and, (iii) linkages with NGOs and the private sectd majority did acknowledge, however, that the
project had increased the community’s responsivei@svomen and the poor. In sharp contrast, a
majority of the NWFP beneficiaries credited thejgcowith benefits on 10 of the 14 indicatSrsin
both projects, however, the signs of progress aveerextensive: at least 20% of the beneficiaries
registered impacts on social capital and empowetrmet? out of 14 indicators in the BVDP, and all
14 in NWFP.

76. A large majority of beneficiaries did not fékht the BVDP had brought about any benefits
from natural resources, but at least 20% of theeti@aries identified soil productivity as a benefi

4 This presumably refers to small community-basaalkéng funds, as the microfinance component did no
take off.
% The contrast may be due to the province, the Riéstion or a combination of the two factors.
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resulting from the project. And at least 20% in R®Wplausibly credited the project for impacts on
trees and forests, the quality of water and thelyztvity of soil.

77. It may be noted that the observed gender diffags in perception of impact are not
surprising, except perhaps in the magnitude of sofrtee differences. The main differences are as
follows:

(&) Men consistently gave a more appreciative assesdtmam women when it came to impacts
related to land, other natural resources, roadsreartets. Women, on the other hand, were
more appreciative of impacts in the health and atime indicators.

(b) Men gave more credit to the project than did wortgrimpact on the production of cereals
and fruit and vegetable. But women far outhnumbened in reporting an impact on poultry,
livestock and milk production. And they were alsonsistently and considerably more
appreciative of project impacts on food consumption

(c) Many more women than men appreciated the projenpsct on increasing the government’s
responsiveness to women'’s problems, increasingdh@munity’s responsiveness to women
and the poor, and establishing linkages to NGOglaagrivate sector.
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5. SUMMARY OF METHODS, FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Methodology

78. This study is based on a sample survey of d8dandents, equally divided between women
and men, and between beneficiaries and a contooipgrdrawn from the project areas of the BVDP
and the NWFP Barani. Both the control group amdaéneficiaries were first asked to assess changes
(development trends) they had experienced during Hhst five-to-six years in indicators
corresponding to the impact domains of OE’s evalnamnethodology. The beneficiaries were asked
subsequently to rate project impact for almoststiime set of indicators, plus several others faakoc
capital and empowerment. The study also develapaucture of the development context by
analyzing development trends and using secondarcas, including government documents and
previous IFAD evaluation reports.

79. The analytical methods used in the study ireltwdlo new directions based on OE’'s CPE
methodology. One of these consistargérpreting the rating scale of 1-&n simple language with
the help of certain thresholds (defined below) e Egsential elements of this are described asifsilo

(a) Respondents’ rating of 1 (negative change) is wtded as aign of distressfor affected
households in the sample.

(b) Beneficiary ratings of 2 (no benefit) and 3 (neilig benefit) are aggregated in order to
estimate whether the project had no impact on thenity (at least 50%) of the beneficiaries
in a given impact indicator. This is referred soasign of stagnationn this study.

(c) Higher ratings are aggregated in order to idensifgns of progressfor some of the
beneficiaries. Progress is acknowledged if att128%o of the beneficiaries rated a change as
4,5 or 6 (that is, some benefit, large benefiteny large benefit, respectively).

80. Preliminary analysis showed that:

(&) A majority of the beneficiaries had not attributay benefits to the project in 53 out of 63
impact indicators for the BVDP, and 39 for the NWB#&ani.
(b) There were signs of progress in 41 indicatorsiHerBVDP, and in 45 for the NWFP Barani.

81. The second set of methodological innovatiomgdakereview these findings in a more realistic
manner. This addedbustness in attributing impact® the project by using the following criteria:

(a) Significance This requires that: (i) there should be a diatiBy significant difference
between the responses of beneficiaries and theotgnbup; and, (ii) there should also be a
numerical difference of at least 10% between tBpanses of the two groups.

(b) Plausibility. This requires that: (i) it should be possibledlate the attributed benefits either
directly or indirectly (e.g., through income, pration and consumption effects) to project
interventions; and, (ii) there should be no pereerin terms of the logic of attribution as, for
example, when a comparison between beneficiarieéshencontrol group shows that the latter
reported greater improvements than the benefisiaging the last five-to-six years.

5.2 Findings from the Overall Sample

82. As many as 92% of the overall sample (beizefas plus the control group) had access to
electricity for lighting, and more than one-halidd within 1 km of a pakka road and a school for
girls, and got their drinking water from a tap emgp of some kind. Only 23% of the sample drew
most of their income from agriculture. Howeverpabone-third of the respondents felt that their
household was in the lower half of the villageemts of overall well-being. Almost one-half (47%)
were illiterate and 93% depended on wood or cowgdian cooking fuel. Moreover, 28% of the
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sample (with no difference between beneficiaried #re control group) could not increase their
overall consumption or purchase of food in recerurg®. Based on these observatiotig project
areas seem to be under-privileged in relation tosnhof the population of the country

83. A comparison between the sub-samples drawn flemtwo project areas suggests that
respondents from the NWFP Barani area were somepdwaer than those in the BVDP area; this is
consistent with secondary sources. Although theee differences between the two projeds,
number of indicators suggest thathe projects, taken together, focused on the bettdf
communities or households in their project areasStatistically significant differences betweee th
beneficiaries and the control groups in neighbaunmilages existed in the following indicators:
respondent’s rating of well-being in relation te thillage as a whole, literacy and distance from a
pakka road. In addition, statistically significattferences favouring project beneficiaries welsoa
observed in indicators of distress (reduction icerg years in the ownership of land and cattle, and
reduction in savings and jewellery); these diffeenwere more pronounced in the BVDP.

84. The main development trends that emerged fhensample may be summarized as folfdws

(a) Stagnation rather than progress in terms of impwatitators has been by far the dominant
force in the project areas during the last fivesitoyears.

(b) Signs of progress during this period have spannedda range of indicators, but progress
was limited to a small proportion of the rural coomity.

(c) Signs of distress, as evidenced by liquidationssfets (land, cattle, savings and jewellery),
were found in up to 10% of the sample (and a higiheportion of the control group).

5.3 Summary and Analysis of Project Impacts

85. A majority of the beneficiaries of the BVDP exignced impacts on seven of the 63 impact
indicators identified in the study (Table 15). @& seven, however, five represent aspects oflsocia
capital and only two have a bearing on the goodssenvices available to a household. With a lower
threshold corresponding to 20% of the beneficiafmsr additional indicators of impact on goods and

services, and seven others related to social tapitaalso recognized.

86. TheNWFP Barani comes out ahead in both kinds of indicas, those that have a bearing
on the goods and services available to a househald] those that relate only to social capital and
empowerment In the former category, it has impacted a mgjaf the beneficiaries in six of the 63
indicators used in the study, with an additionaéfshowing signs of progress by impacting at least
20% of the beneficiaries (Table 16). The majososafor finding a broader range of impacts in this
project is its design, and particularly the inotusiof roads and social sector interventions (health
education and drinking water) in the project.

87. There is also, however, another discernibliedihce in comparison with the BVDP, and that
is in terms of social capital and empowerment: NViSEReficiaries reported more positive impacts on
the majority than the BVDP beneficiaries, and tlresponses were also more consistent with the
notion of empowerment. The difference may be duthé provinces, the design of the project, the
approach adopted by the RSP engaged by the projeatcombination of these factors. Available
information suggests that the RSP approaches tal sncbilization are not highly differentiated from
each other, except that NRSP emphasizes microfinemean extent that no other RSP has been able
to do so far. The institutions of the two govermtse—Punjab and NWFP—are also characterized by

% The official rural poverty headcount for Pakiststimated in 2005 was also 28%. The official povkne is
food-based (that is, based on the rupee equivafenspecified intake of calories).

%" These findings are based on respondent recalhafiges occurring over the last five-to-six yeahss ts
roughly the duration for the government’s mediumrtglanning, and the about the same length of thméan
IFAD-assisted project has available for implemegiis activities.
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Table 15: Summary of Plausible and Significant Impats in the BVDP

Impact Domain and Indicators

Plausible and Significant Impacts:

Reported by a
Majority of the
Beneficiaries

Additional Impacts
Reported by At Least
20% of Beneficiaries

Household Physical Goats and shee Yes
and Poultry Yes
Financial Assets Savings and jeweller Yes
Public Services Loans Yes
Household Human Assets Level of skills and crafts Yes
Social Capital System of deciding village prioritiels Yes
and System of managing village schemes Yes
Empowerment System of managing loans/savings Yes
Responsiveness of community to poor pegple Yes
Responsiveness of community to women’s probléms Yes
System of managing water in the village Yes
System of agricultural input supply Yes
Responsiveness of government to commubhity Yes
Responsiveness of government to women'’s problems es Y
Responsiveness of government to poor people Yes
Linkages between community and NGQOs Yes
Linkages between community and private sector Yes
Environment Productivity of soll Yes

Table 16: Summary of Plausible and Significant Impats in the NWFP Barani

Plausible and Significant Impacts:

Reported by a

Additional Impacts

Majority of the Reported by At Least
Impact Domain and Indicators Beneficiaries 20% of Beneficiaries
Public Services Roads Yes
Drinking water Yes
Extension serviceg Yes
Veterinary facilities Yes
Agricultural markets Yes
Household Human Assets Women'’s health Yes
Level of skills and crafts Yes
Household Food Security Production of cereals Yes
Production of vegetables Yes
Social Capital System of deciding village prioritiels Yes
and System of managing village schemes Yes
Empowerment System of managing water in the village Yes
System of agricultural input supply Yes
Responsiveness of government to commuhity Yes
Responsiveness of government to women'’s problems s Ye
Responsiveness of government to poor people Yes
Responsiveness of community to women’s problems Yes
Responsiveness of community to poor pegple Yes
Linkages between community and NGQOs Yes
Linkages between community and private sector Yes
System of managing loans/savings Yes
System of managing forest and grazing Yes
System of agricultural marketing Yes
Environment Quality of water Yes
Trees and forests Yes
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more similarities than differences, except thatj@uihas more resources.

88. The most plausible explanation for differences irhe range and nature of impacts
generated by the two projects lies in project dasigrirst, it is obvious that the more interventiens
project (such as the NWFP Barani) has, the moradmnindicators it would span. In NWFP, IFAD
was fortunate to have a larger partner (AsDB) viéver restrictions on the interventions it could
support (health, education and rural roads beimticp#arly relevant in this connection). Secorftk t
study suggests that some interventions (e.g., @grial research and extension) would not generate
significant impact without interventions in othereas (e.g., input supply, marketing and roads).
Third, there is interplay between social capitatl anterventions that directly impact well-being
through goods and services. In the final analytbis,two sets of interventions can be seen to be
symbiotic: the broader range of interventions in N®Vaddressed more of the community’s concerns
and, thereby, provided additional stimulus to & and perceived benefits of social capital.

89. In concluding the discussion on impacts, it nh@ynoted thathe gender differences in
perception of impact that are reported in this sfudre not surprising, except perhaps in the
magnitude of some of the difference§ he main differences are as follows:

(a) Many more women than men appreciated the projenpsct on increasing the government’s
responsiveness to women'’s problems, increasingdh@munity’s responsiveness to women
and the poor, and establishing linkages to NGOslamgrivate sector.

(b) Men consistently gave a more appreciative assesdtmam women when it came to impacts
related to land, other natural resources, roadsrsartets. Women, on the other hand, were
more appreciative of impacts in the health and atinic indicators.

(c) Men gave more credit to the project than womenfaiidncreasing the production of cereals
and vegetables. But women far outnumbered meapgarting impacts on poultry, livestock
and milk production. And they were also considyeand considerably more appreciative of
project impacts on food consumption.

54 Main Conclusions

90. The findings of this study suggest that estimatdsimpact obtained through missions,
PCRs and previous evaluations have over-stated ridnege and extent of project impacts The
reason is that this study avoided over-optimistipact attribution by:

(&) comparing responses from the control group witls¢haf the beneficiaries;
(b) introducing criteria for robust assessment of thedfits reported by beneficiaries; and,
(a) adopting clear thresholds to differentiate betwaergress and stagnation.

91. Based on the analysis of context, includingawerall sample, it would be reasonable to infer
that the areas in which the two projects operateduader-privileged in relation to most of the
country. At the same time, a number of key indicatsuggest thahe projects, taken together,
focused on the better off people in their projectas; this was more pronounced in the BVDP

92. The impacts identified by pursuing the methodyplidentified above are limited in range and
extent, and more so in the BVDBeneficiary perceptions of “feel good” factors (set capital and
empowerment) were highly appreciative, while thasmcerning the “get better” indicators (goods
and services for the household) were generally feetr non-existent The study suggests that one
reason for this is that the accumulation and impnoent of most household and community assets
that generate rural poverty impacts is not possibking a five-to-six year period, at least in R&dan.
Another reason is that impacts on rural povertyedi€jon a holistic approach as well as real synergie
between interventions, which are not adequatelgatfd in project design.
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Annex I:
Terms of Reference for Impact Assessment Study

Main Elements of the Study
1. The impact assessment study will consist of:

(a) a desk review based on available national and pe@li statistics, focusing on the project
areas of two selected IFAD-assisted projects, nartied Punjab Barani Village Development
Project (BVDP) and the NWFP Barani Area Developnieraject (NWFP Barani), which are
two of the larger multi-sectoral rural developmenbjects supported by IFAD in Pakistan;
and,

(b) a household-based sample survey of beneficiaridscantrol groups in the two projects
areas.

Study Area
2. The study area proposed for field work wouldstsinof:

(a) two diversetehsilsof the BVDP; and,
(b) two districts of NWFP in which the NWFP Barani Fxcjis working.

Study Team

3. The study will be managed by a national orgditina namely, LEAD Pakistan, that will
bring together the expertise required for the inpasessment. The team is expected to consise of t
following:

(@) There will be an overall Team Leader, who shouldibeconomist and evaluation specialist
with extensive experience in rural poverty issued eulti-sectoral rural and agricultural
development programmes. The responsibilities ef Thkam Leader are outlined in greater
detail below and summarized in the Level of Effafile given at the end of these TORs.

(b) A well-trained Statistical Analyst is required tootk with the Team Leader to analyze
household-level data, preferably using SPSS. pé&ison should be supported by relevant IT
personnel and data management systems.

(c) A well-trained team of female and male enumeratsrsequired for household-level data
collection. Arrangements should be made for trgjrand supervising the enumerators, and
entering and cleaning the data efficiently.

Elaboration of Tasks

4. Desk review The Team Leader will review the following datausces, as well as any other
similar ones that are available, in order to hmfmi key socio-economic and service delivery
indicators for the populations served by the twajguts:

(a) data published by the Federal Bureau of Statistics;
(b) data from the Multiple Indicators Cluster SurveNHES);
(c) baseline or other data collected for the two pitsjeand,
(d) project progress and supervision reports.
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5.

Sampling The Team Leader will propose and finalize wite e sampling methodology

for the household survey. It is expected that:

(@) The household survey would cover 50-60 project figiages and about the same number of

non-beneficiaries in each selectetsil or district. Thus, the overall sample would ceheif
about 200-240 beneficiaries and a similar numberootbeneficiaries.

(b) Wherever possible, the sample of beneficiaries bregrawn from the list of beneficiaries

(c)

6.

compiled by a project and/or any wealth-rankingreise a project might have undertaken.
The methodology used in preparing the Pakistan @pMiorking Paper (CWP) of IFAD’s
Independent External Evaluation (IEE) would be eexd in the process of finalizing the
sampling methodology for the CPE.

Survey The Team Leader will propose and finalize with e survey instruments that will

be used in the household survey. S/he would @tetite instruments and help train the enumerators
and Social Researchers. It is expected that gteuments used in the IEE’'s CWP for Pakistan would
be reviewed in the process of finalizing the sunvesgruments for the CPE.

7.

Data Analysis Household-level data will be analyzed with parér reference to the impact

domains of the standard CPE methodology used by Tte Team Leader will guide the Statistical
Analyst in this regard. The Team Leader will @&gtiee final report outline with OE in advance.

Timing and Estimated Level of Effort (in person das)

Statistical

Week | Team Leader Enumerators Analyst

Desk review and tentative report outline 1 4

Design of sampling methodology 1 1

Approval of methodology and tentative TQ

Survey:

= Design/approval of survey instrumentg

= Pre-testing and finalization

= Training

=  Field work

100

Data management:

= Data entry

= Data cleaning/editing

= Data analysis/tabulation

Draft report

Review of draft report

Final report

Total level of effort |

112

16

Deliverables

Tentative report outline/TOC
Sampling methodology
Survey instruments

Draft report

Final report

arwpdE
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Annex ll:

BVDP Physical Progress Report, June 2007

1 Name of Project Barani Village Development Project
2 Total Revised Cost (Rs. In Million) 1836.743
3 Donor Share (Rs. In Million) 955.665
4 Govt. Share (Rs. In Million) 317.688
5 Beneficiary Share (Rs. In Million) 563.390
6 Date of Effectiveness 01-09-1999
7 Terminal Date 30-06-2007
Sr. No. Item Revised| Ach. Upto | Targets Ach. up to Cumulative
Project | June 2006 for June, during
Target 2006-07 2006-07
National Rural Support Programme (NRSP)
1 Formation of Community
Organizations 3700 3916 0 0 3916
2 Formation of VDCs 900 974 0 0 974
3 Community Development Fund (Rs.
In Million) 225.000| 187.600 37.400 37.510 225.110
4 Credit Revolving Fund (Rs. Million)
274.418| 302.350 50.000 171.560 473.910
Soil & Water Conservation Component
1 Mini Dams With Pump Set &
Delivery Line 300 317 50 45 362
2 Pond With Pump Set & Delivery
Line 300 232 68 60 292
3 Lift Irrigation Schemes 100 102 58 65 167
4 Soil Conservation Works (Acres) 5556 5663 15 0 6635
5 Establishment of Nursery 39 48 0 0 48
On Farm Water Management Component
1 Dug Well with Irrigation System 2200 1894 575 558 2452
2 Shallow Tube well with irrigation
system 100 71 77 87 158
Agriculture Extension & BATI Component
A | Agriculture Extension
1 For Female Workers
1. Establishment Of Kitchen 3148 2735 492 533 3264
Gardens
2. Fruit & Vegetable 4677 4743 300 322 5053
preservation
3. Establishment Of Fruit Plart
Nurseries 48 47 0 0 47
4. Training of Women in:
i) Nursery Operation| 479 484 0 0 484
ii) Fruit Tree 2714 2593 300 393 2977
Plantation
iii) Fertilizer 2179 2309 0 0 2309
Application
iv) Seed Treatment & | 2875 2844 300 351 3178
Storage
V) Integrated pest 2463 2294 250 329 2598
management
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For Male Workers

1. Laying out of Demo. Plots 3572 3291 281 360 3651
2. Establishment Of Fruit Plant 98 98 0 0 98
Nurseries
3. Farmer Days 2333 1961 288 410 2347
4. Shows & Exhibitions 47 45 02 02 47
5. Demo. Blocks (One Acre) 1381 1271 110 125 1396
6. Integrated activities at wate
Resources
a. Orchard Development
(8 Kanals) 242 130 112 107 236
b. Vegetable cultivation (2
Kanals) 242 121 121 121 242
c. Fodder cultivation (4
Kanals) 242 107 135 133 240
3 Short Training (Tehsil Level)
1. On Crop Production 3157 3138 0 0 3138
(Persons)
2. On Vegetable Growing 1680 1403 277 285 1688
(Persons)
3. On Fruit Production 1380 1309 71 123 1432
(Persons)
4
Forest Works
1. Compact Plantation 1200 900 300 300 1200
2 Linear Plantation 360000 186500 174000 204000 390500
3. Soil Conservation 1600 1000 1380 1474 2474
4. Pasture Development 1600 820 0 0 820
BATI
5 Refresher Courses
1. Lady Agricultural Officers 12 06 06 06 12
2. Female Field Assistant. 12 10 06 04 14
3. Female Field worker 34 28 12 11 39
4. Male Community Extension 507 358 149 149 507
Activists
5. Female Community Extension| 464 342 122 122 464
Activists
Livestock & BLPRI Component
Breeding
Procurement of Bulls 680 669 60 66 735
Procurement of Bucks 60 30 30 37 67
2 Training
1. Female CLA Induction Course | 1600 2845 258 334 3179
(Six Days)
2. Male CLA Induction Course 1200 1013 187 65 1078
3. Male CLA Refresher Course 550 544 06 08 552
4. Male CLA Advance Course 150 104 48 0 104
3 Urea Molasses Mineral Blocks 7509 70290 60( 0560 75890
4 Sheep/Goat Fattening (unit of 10 184 186 0 0 186
heads)
5 Distribution of Poultry Unit (24 3000 2290 710 722 3012
Birds/Unit)
6 Field Days 930 1122 218 204 1326
7 Drenching/Spraying
1. Sheep & Goat (Doses) 100000 106892 10000 18446 125338
2. Cattle & Buffalo (Doses) 100000 100441 15000 21446 121887
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Annex IlI:
NWFP Barani Physical Progress Report, June 2007

Name of Project

NWFP Barani Area Development Project

Total Revised Cost (Rs. In Million)

Donor Share (Rs. In Million)

Govt. Share (Rs. In Million)

Beneficiary Share (Rs. In Million)

Date of Effectiveness

N[OOI WIN|(F-

Terminal Date

Sr. No.

Iltem

Revised
Project
Target

Ach. Up to
June 2006

Targets
for
2006-07

Ach. up to
June, during
2006-07

Cumulative

VILLAGE LEVEL DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT

Village Level Development

Improving Women'’s' Status

Gender and Development Forum
Meetings

810

172

128

123

295

Improving Health Services for
Women

180

103

55

103

Capacity Building of Women'’s
Organizations

Training LHVs/FMTs in Public
Health School ongoing

180

103

55

103

Training LHVs/FMTs in Public
Health School New

77

Training TBAs in Primary Health
Care

21

32

12

12

44

Refresher Course for TBAs

21

15

23

23

38

Health Awareness Campaign and
Networking

5,824

1,342

657

611

1,953

Improving Village Based Girl's Education

Girls Education Awareness
Campaign

5,824

1,315

657

611

1,926

Health Outreach program

Medical Camp

24

27

Non-Formal Schools Ongoing

72

71

71

143

Non - Formal Schools New

36

33

33

Training Women as PTC (Diploma)

122

59

122

Gender Awareness Training for
Teachers

Community Mobilization

Formation of MCOs

2,912

2,575

500

865

3,440

Formation of WCOs

1,750

1,268

492

535

1,803

Formation of WVOs

500

200

374

271

471

Formation of MVOs

832

490

572

480

970

Registration of CCBs

25

25

Training for Village Institutional Strengthening

Master Trainers: Advanced
Activists

Women Advanced Activists

10

Men Advanced Activists

11

Olo

Olo

Village Office Bearers

Women Village Office Bearers

197

77

92

84

161

Men Village Office Bearers

330

139

166

151

290
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Activists

Women Activists

101

30

15

14

44

Men Activists

160

57

31

29

86

Women/Men Community
Managers' Conferences

1,704

329

165

151

480

Training: Skills

665

262

131

108

370

AGRICULTURE EXTENSION

Agriculture Extension

Establishment of Seed Farm at Saria Nauran

Tractor Garage and Implements Sh

ed

1

Seed Store

1

Seed Shed

1

Land for seed farm

27

Establishment of Women Offices

Construction of women staff office
space

11

Furniture for Women Officers Work
Space

11

Plot Demonstrations

Maize Demonstration Plots (input
package)

922

452

216

236

688

Wheat Demonstration Plots (Input
package)

1,298

645

326

335

980

Sorghum Demonstration Plots (inpu
package)

—

148

16

50

50

66

Millet Demonstration Plots (input
package)

148

15

50

50

65

Guara/potato

16

25

Lentill/Pulses/Rice / Mung

16

27

Gram Demonstration Plots (input
package)

564

217

142

142

359

VOs cost of Compost Making
Demonstration

840

350

255

246

596

Canola demonstration Plots (input
package)

192

49

61

63

111

Groundnut demonstration Plots
(input package)

148

115

39

39

154

Sesmum

21

10

10

31

Sunflower

41

41

44

85

Fish Demo Farm

4

Training

Training of Extension Workers

46

26

11

11

37

Field Days

480

268

107

100

368

AGRICULTURE RESEARCH

Civil Work

Seed Store, ARS Dhodial, Manseh

Hot Bin Mansehra

Green House, Dhodial, Manshera

Seed Store in Kohat

Seed Shed, ARS Sarai Naurang,
Bannu

Onion Bulb Storage, ARS Dhodial,

Mansehra
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Adaptive Research Trials

Maize Adoptive Research Trials

174

160

45

45

205

Wheat Adoptive Research
Trials/SMP (Mansehra)

106

132

78

78

210

Sorghum Adoptive Research Trials

16

25

Millet Adoptive Research Trials

17

10

10

27

Fodder Adaptive Reseach Trials

30

14

14

44

Gram Adaptive Research Trials

39

20

20

59

Canola Adaptive Research Trials

50

23

23

73

Groundnut Adaptive Research Trial

44

2Q

20

64

Soyabean Adaptive Research Trial

27

2!

24

51

Adoptive Research Trial /Model
Orchard for Kohistan

24

20

20

44

Tea Cultivatoin/Off Season Veg
(Atd/Man)

Mushroom Cultivation/Strengthenin
of Fruit Nursery (Mansehra) New

Mung

Guara

Sunflower

Introduction/ManARment grape
wiveyard

Training

Field Days

486

179

320

District Research/Extension
Advisory Conferences

260

65

149

Research Institution Networking
Seminars

14

Datepalm solar drying/processing
machine

HORTICULTURE EXTENSION

Civil Works

Establishment of Hot Bin at Fruit
Nursery, Baffa, Mansehra

Vegetable Demonstration

Off-season Vegetable demonstratig

734

249

14

144

393

High value Vegetables demonstrati

DN

12(

128

71

™

72

200

Fruit Group Development

Top working of Wild Zizyphus (Ber)
/ Olive

25

499

258

263

762

Date Palm Demonstration

120

72

19

14

86

Trickle Irrigation for Orchards

12

17

15

27

Citres/Olive/Lichi
Orchards/Grapes/Pomegranate/
Guava/ Apple/Peaches/Cherry

64

45

56

120

Establishment of Fruit Plant Nursery in Kohistan

Training

Training of Hort. Ext. Workers in
Vegetable Production

36

22

11

11

33

Field Days for Training in Vegetable
Production

228

115

57

53

168

Training of Women in Vegetable
Production

45

23

30

Training in Fruit Nursery
Management

38

21

21

Training in Kitchen Gardening

12

55

26

26

81
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Training in preservation and
packaging of dates

2

0

Training of Women in Fruit and

208

Vegetable Preservation

90

60

150

SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION COMPONENT

Spurs

Gl wire

306

187

102

287

Gl wire ongoing

Cemented Spurs

186

89

150

Cemented Spurs ongoing

Protection Bunds

Gl Wire

276

178

302

Gl wire ongoing

Cemented

228

176

275

Cemented ongoing

Check Dams

Gl Wire

288

84

59

82

166

Cemented

330

111

59

82

193

Water Ponds

204

131

108

135

266

Water pond ongoing

9

Inlet/Outlet/Spill way

234

89

66

84

173

FORESTRY DEVELOPMENT

Establishment of Women Offices

Construction of women staff office
space

Furniture for Women Officers Work
Space

Training

Participatory Methods

Captive Birds (Kits for Bannu)

Village Land Use Planning

Gender Planning and Monitoring ar
Evaluation

Technical

Bee Keeping

Nursery Demonstration and Develo

ment

Afforestation

Communal and Private Mazri
Growing/Local - South

5,328

1,250

1,250

6,578

Care and Maintenance of
Mazri/Communal Plantation

4,118

10,563

10,475

14,593

Communal and Private Afforestatio
North

n 6,800

3,815

2,270

1,790

5,605

Communal and Private Afforestatio
South

n 6,800

2,945

1,800

1,525

4,470

Farmer Plantation

45,62(

5712

3,20

2,927

8,634

Sarkanda/Kana growing (Saccharu
Munja)

’T" -

200

200

Specialist Services

Community Forestry Specialist

(Consultant)
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LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION AND EXTENSION

Establishment of Women Offices

Civil Works

11

Furniture Female Office

11

Breed Improvement/Artificial Insemination

Breed Improvement Activities

Buffalo Semen

26,400

7,024

3,03

3,125

10,144

’

Jersey & Fresian Semen

28,200

40,263

17,%50

17,37y

57,640

Supply of Liquid Nitrogen

220

3,300

1,100

1,320

Goat Bucks

4,180

1,958

1,14(

1,217

3,175

Sheep Rams

2,480

665

350

350

1,015

Equipment and Materials / Semen
Lab

Animal Health

Vaccination of Animals

404,730

563,484

216,000

,238

782,223

Vaccination of Birds

742,000

1,105,844

345,000

,943

1,479,790

De-worming Medicine

700,000

462,762

207,000

197,31

660,073

Fodder Demonstration

Fodder Demonstration Plots (input
package)

210

127

50

52.5

179

Training and Field Days

Training for Women in Commercial
Poultry Management

20

23

11

32

Setting up of pilot poultry farm for
trainees

20

23

11

32

Training of women in domestic
poultry production

324

71

41

107

Staff Training in Artificial
Insemination Techniques

Training of Village Livestock
Extension Workers

26

Refresher course for LEW

26

Training for Vet officer in Frozen
Semen

Training for women livestock
management

Cattle Show/Workshop

Field Days/Campaigns for L/S &
Poultry Improvement

261

Research: Pastoralist Support
Study

IRRIGATION

Small Irrigation Schemes

Construction Costs of Small
Irrigation Works

16

Tubewell Irrigation Schemes
Ongoing

11

Tubewell Irrigation Schemes New

Dugwell Irrigation Schemes (large)
Ongoing

45

28

54

64

Dugwell Irrigation Schemes (large)
New Low Yield

15

15

Dugwell Irrigation Schemes (small)
New

99

23

14
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Dugwell Irrigation Schemes (small) - 10 9 7 17

Ongoing

Diversion/surface Irrigation (small) 125 9 16 4 13

New

Diversion/surface Irrigation (small) - 13 14 9 22

Ongoing

Diversion/surface Irrigation (large) 16 - 4 1 1

New

Diversion/surface Irrigation (large) - 1 10 3 4

Ongoing

Pond Irrigation Schemes 63 15 0 0 36

Construction Ongoing - 11 14 13 24

Construction New - 4 16 8 12

Training for O&M

Training for O&M of Tubewell 90 1 15 4 5

Schemes /low yield

Training for O&M of Dugwell 126 44 84 26 70

Schemes

Training for O&M of Diversion 540 5 44 15 20

Schemes

Training for O&M of Pond Schemes 480 6 29 12 18
DRINKING WATER SUPPLY & SANITATION

Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation

Gravity Based DWSS 177 29 - 32 61

Construction (small) Ongoing - 18 22 14 32

Construction (small) New - 11 25 17 28

Construction (Large) Ongoing 14 - 7 1 1

Construction (Large) New - - 5 - -

Hand / Pressure Pumps 910 275 245 279 554

Hand/Pressure Pump Ongoing - 318 79 71 389

Tubewell/Dugwell Based DWSS 17 19 - - 46

Construction (Large) Ongoing - 3 8 3 6

Construction (Large) New - - 4 1 1

Construction (Small) ongoing - 11 33 22 33

Construction (Small) New - 5 15 1 6

School Demo Latrine New 205 53 12 10 63

School Demo Latrine Ongoing - 138 39 32 170

Training

Training for O&M of Gravity Based 660 7 59 10 17

DWSS

Training for O&M of Hand Pump 1,400 150 324 132 282

DWSS

Training for O&M of Tubewell 42 18 60 33 51

Based DWSS

Training for O&M of Latrine 205 41 51 27 68

RURAL ROADS

Feeder and Link Roads

Village Feeder Tracks 600 41.5 374.55 134.95 176.53

Feeder and Link Tracks- Ongoing - 33 128.76 67 .9P9

Feeder and Link Tracks- New - - 92 36.59 36.59

Low Specification BTR Ongoing - 9 115.79 25.69 .

Low Specification BTR New - - 38 6 5.67

District Council Link Roads 275 - 190.10 - -

Black Topped Roads- Ongoing - - 126.80 - -

Black Topped Roads- New - - 63.30 - -

Training for O&M

Training for O&M | 667 1 32 | 6 7
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MICRO HYDEL

Micro-Hydel Schemes

Micro-Hydel Scheme

40

Civil Works

Civil Works: Ongoing

16

10

11

Civil Works: New

8

Training for O&M

148

24

INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT (DIU)

Institutional Support (DIU)

Project Management

Training

Departmental Reorientation Trainin

g

30

Departmental Reorientation Field
Trip

30

District Council Training

Training Women Staff in Gender &
Development

Accounting Process Training

Domestic Study Tour for DIUs/DPQ

Sector Technical Support

Women's Hostels

Construction

11

N

©

»

Land Contribution

11

Furnishings of Constructed Hostels

Rent of Hostel Accommodation
(during construction)
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International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)

Annex IV:

Pakistan Country Programme Evaluation (CPE) 2007

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE IMPACT ASSESSMENT STUDY conducted by LEAD PAKISTAN

PART 1: RATING SCALES

Rating Scales for Reporting Changes in Rating Scales for Reporting Project Rating Scales for Assessing Prospects
Impact Domains- for beneficiaries as Benefits - for beneficiaries only for Sustainability - for beneficiaries
well as non-beneficiaries only
Rating (haalat mein tabdeeli) (project ka faeda) (faedey ki paedari)

6 Very high increase Very large benefit Almost certain to be sustainable
buhat ziada izafa buhat ziada faeda paedari tagreeban yageeni hai

5 High level of increase Large benefit Good prospects of sustainability
accha khasa izafa accha khasa faeda paedari ka accha imkan hai

4 Some increase Some benefit Could be sustainable
thora buhat izafa thora buhat faeda paedar ho sakta/ho sakti hai

3 Negligible increase Negligible benefit Probably unsustainable
na honay key barabar izafa na honay key barabar faeda ghaliban paedar naheen

2 No increase No benefit Unlikely to be sustainable
koi izafa na hua koi faeda na hua paedari ka imkan buhat kam hai

1 Negative change Negative impact Highly unlikely to be sustainable
kami hoi nugsan hua paedari ki koi umeed naheen

PART 2: CONTROL DATA

This information is not for data entry.

Enumerator's Name

Reviewed by Field
Unit Leader-Initials

Quality Review in
Office - Initials

Data Entered in
Computer by:

Data Cleaned
by - Initials

Date of Interview

Date

Date

Data

Date

Respondent's Name/Address

PART 3: BASIC DATA ON RESPONDENT AND HOUSEHOLD

1. District/tehsil 1 = Gujar Khan 2. Type of 3. Female 4. Age Household Members
Code 2 = Pindi Gheb Respondent or Male? in years 6. Female 7. Male
3 = Haripur 1 = Beneficiary 1 = Female 5. Education
4 = Battagram 0 = Non-beneficiary |0 = Male in years 8. Adults>18:

Use -9 whenever information is missing or the question is not relevant.
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9. Condition 1 = jhuggi 10. Main 1 = kerosene lamp 11. Main 1 = wood/cow dung |12. Main 1 = river/stream
of house 2 = kutcha source of 2 = LPG cylinder fuel for 2= kerosene/coal source of 2 = village pond
3 = semi pakka lighting 3 = natural gas cooking 2 = LPG cylinder water 3 = well/tube well
4 = pakka 4 = electricity 4 = natural gas 4 = tap/hand pump
Distance of 13. pakka road Land owned in acres: Percent. of income from: 21. Percent. of households
house (in km) 14. health facility 16. Total 17. Agric. | 18. Agric. |19.Salary |20.Other |in village who are better off
from nearest: 15. girls' school than respondent:

PART 4: ASSESSMENT OF CHANGES EXPERIENCED IN LAST 5-6 YEARS IN VARIOUS IMPACT DOMAINS
Use the 6-point Rating Scale for Haalat mein Tabdeeli

Changes in Physical and Financial Assets Owned by Respondent's Household

22. Land owned 23. Size and Household's ownership of:
by respondent's quality of the 24.Means of |25.Electric |26.Farm | 27.Cows/ |28.Goats/ |29.Poultry |30. Fruit/ 31. Savings | 32. Business
household house transport appliances | machinery | buffalo Sheep other trees |/ jewellery assets
Changes in Income and Expenditure Levels of Respondent's Household
33. Income 34. Income 35. Income 36. Income Expenditure on:
From from from from 37. Total 38. Food 39.Ag inputs |40. Medical | 41.Fuellelect
|agriculture salaries/wages business all sources
Changes in Access of Respondent Household to Public Services in/around the Village
42, Roads |43. Health |44.Schools |45.Schools |46.Drinking |47.Irriga- | 48. Electri- |49. Banks |50.Vetnary |51. Fert. 52. Agric. 53.Extension |54. Internet
facilities | for boys for girls water tion city facilities stores Markets services outlets
Changes in the Condition of Human Assets
55.Children's health 56.Women's health 57. Girls' education 58. Boys' education 59.Women's free time 60. Access to information

Changes in Food Secu

rity (Production and

Consumption)

61. Production
of
Cereals

62. Production
of fruit &

63. Production
of

Vegetables

64. Purchase
of

milk

food

65. Consumption

Consumption of:

of |

66.Chicken

67.Milk

68.Vegtable

food

46




Changes in the Natural Environment of the Community

69. Disposal of 70. Drainage 71. Availabilit 72. Qualit 73. Green Overall condition of:
solid of of clean of areas in | 74. Forest | 75. Grazing | 76. Soils
waste water water air village

PART 5: CHANGES WHICH BENEFICIARY THINKS ARE DUE TO THE PROJECT

Use the Rating Scales for Project ka Faeda and Faeday ki Paedari, As Appropriate
Enter -9 in all cells for non-beneficiaries
When the project benefit rating is 2 or 1, enter -9 for paedari

Changes in Physical and Financial Assets Owned by Respondent's Household
77. Land owned 78. Size and Household's ownership of:
by respondent's quality of the 79.Means of |80.Electric |81.Farm |82.Cows/ |83.Goats/ |84.Poultry |85. Fruit/ 86. Savings | 87. Business
household house transport appliances | machinery |buffalo Sheep other trees |/ jewellery assets

Changes in Income Due to Project, and Sustainability of Impact on Income
88. Income 90. Income 92. Income 94. Income
from 89.Paedari | From | 91.Paedari |from 93.Paedari |from 95.Paedari |
|agriculture Salaries/wages business all sources

Changes in Public Services Due to Project, and Sustainability of Services
96. Roads | 98. Health |100.Schools |102.Schools |104.Drinking | 106.Irriga- | 108. Electri- | 110. Loans |112.Vetnary |114.Fert. |116. Agric. |118.Extension |120. Internet
facilities | for boys for girls water tion city facilities stores markets services outlets
97.Paedari |99.Paedari | 101.Paedari |103.Paedari |105.Paedari |107.Paedari | 109.Paedari | 111.Paedari | 113.Paedari | 115.Paedari | 117.Paedari |119.Paedari |121.Paedari
Changes in Human Assets Due to Project

122.Children's health 123.Women's health 124, Girls' education 125. Boys' education 126.Women's free time 127. Level of skills/crafts

Changes in Food Security (Production and Consumption) Due to Project

128. Production 129. Production 130. Production 131. Purchase 132. Consumption Consumption of:
of of fruit & of of of | 133.Chicken | 134.Milk 135.Vegtable
cereals Vegetables milk food food
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Changes in Social Capital and Empowerment, Due to Project

136.System of 138.System of 140.System of 142.System of 144.System of System of agricultural:
deciding managing managing managing managing 146.Marketing 148.Input supply
village priorities village schemes loans/savings water in village forest/grazin

137.Paedari 139.Paedari 141.Paedari 143.Paedari 145.Paedari 147.Paedari 149.Paedari
150.Responsiveness of |151.Responsiveness of 152.Responsiveness of | 153.Responsiveness of | 154.Responsiveness of Linkages between community and:

Government
to community

Government
to women's problems

community
to women's problems

community
to poor people

Government |

155.NGOs

156.Private sector

to poor people

Changes in Environment and Common Resource Base, Due to Project

157.Trees and forests

158.Grazing lands

159.Productivity of soil

160.Quality of water

161.Village cleanliness

162.Protection from erosion by water
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