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Summary of Findings   
 

To test the coverage, accuracy and data quality of the BISPôs Targeting Survey, 18,400 

households were re-surveyed in Phase 2 of the Spot Check exercise for comparison. These 

households are spread over 13 districts. Of these, 9 are RSPN districts. Of the remaining 4, 2 are 

ALHN districts and 2 are PPAF districts.  

1. The coverage of BISPõs targeting survey as a whole is about 85 %. 

Rahim Yar Khan and Hyderabad have the lowest coverage, 78% and 

76.8%, respectively. The National Roll Out Survey in RY Khan and 

Hyderabad was conducted by AHLN, and RSPN, respectively.  

 

This implies that about 15 percent of households are being missed by POs. However, this could 

include households that were in fact visited, found locked but household was unaware of the 

attempted visit. The breakdown of the 85 percent coverage is as under: 
¶ Households Surveyed:     18400   

¶ Households Reporting Inclusion:    13668  74.3% 

¶ Households Reporting Refusal/Locked:   600    3.3%  
¶ Households Reporting Exclusion but Matched:  1384     7.5% 

SUM       15652  85.1% 

  

2. Of households surveyed in the Spot Check, 54% had receipts from the BISP 

survey and 69% could be matched with the BISP data.  

 

 Of the 13,668 reporting inclusion, 3,718 had not retained their receipts.  

¶ Households Reporting Inclusion with Receipt:  9950  54% 

¶ Households Matched:      12636  69% 

Of matched households further households had to be excluded from comparison as data in 

the BISP dataset was incomplete/missing. This left 12,181 households (66% of the 18400 

surveyed households) whose scores could be compared and analysis conducted. 

3. For the vast majority of households, scores do not match across the two 

surveys: 92 -99 percent of scores in each block do not match.  

However, the magnitude of the difference in scores is small overall : the 

average poverty score in the Spot Check is 1.82 points higher than the 

NRO survey.  
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Average score in the Spot Check is 1.82 points higher. The difference is statistically significant 

but small.    

¶ Mean Poverty Score in National Roll-Out:  25.26 

¶ Mean Poverty Score in Spot Check:   27.08 

¶ Difference in Means (NRO ï SC):   -1.82 

¶ Difference Statistically Significant?    Yes 

 

4. The differences in mean scores were  generally low : difference was less 

than 1 score point in  Mardan , Kashmore and Gujrat.  

At the district level, Mirpur has a mean Spot Check score 7.97 points larger than the NRO 

score. This leads to inclusion of 6 percent of households in the sample, under the NRO. The 

next two districts with the largest differences are Hyderabad (-5.5) and Umerkot (-4.49). 

5. Block Indicator 2 measures the absolute  difference between the scores 

achieved in the National Roll Out and Spot Check data. By this measure 

Shangla, DG Khan, Mirpur and Hyderabad are revealed to be the least 

accurate districts.  

 

These districts stand out with average absolute difference of scores greater than 9 points. For 

other districts the difference is between 7 to 8.7 points.  

 

6. There is indication of possible Systematic Bias in Hyderabad and Umerkot.  

Net Inclusion Error of 13.5% and 15.6 % are suggested in Hyderabad and 

Umerkot, respectively. (A skew greater than 10% is interpreted as a sign of 

Systematic Errors).  

Buner has the largest Net exclusion error with an average Net Change of ( 

negative) 9.4 percent .  

 

The net direction of movements over the cut-off score across the two surveys is used to assess the 

possible systematic bias or skew in the National Roll Out survey. For Hyderabad and Umerkot, 

the movement is skewed upwards; households moving above cut-off in the Spot Check exceed 

those that move below. The opposite is true of Buner.  

 

Detailed analysis of this skew in Hyderabad and Umerkot reveals that the systematic bias was a 

result of the data entry methodology followed by NADRA.NADRA had calculated age on the 

basis of the financial year, which affects two variables. Secondly, NADRA had not used the 

number of household members from the household roster for the calculation of the variable 
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óroom ratioô. When these three variables are held constant net change in Hyderabad reduces to 

2.38 and 9.02 percent in Umerkot. 

 

7. The average number of questions that have different answers is 4.2.  

 

8. Defining Jhuggis/ Jhonparis need s special attention when training 

enumerators.  An unclear definition causes  confusion and leads to 

discrepancy in the number of room and the room ratio of a household.  

 

9. Genuine changes in circumstances that affect scores (change in assets 

and change in  family composition) are few (1.2% and 12 % respectively). 

Thus, at most 12% of discrepancies can be attributed to these changes.  
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Additional Findings of Interest 

1. The majority of the households reported a time-lag of 49 to 56 weeks between the two 

surveys (20.6% of the households). 

2. 642 households (4.7% of the households reporting inclusion) reported at least one household 

member applying for a CNIC in the time between the two surveys. 

3. There were 1,139 households (6.2% of the sample) who reported being beneficiaries. The 

district of Umerkot has the highest number of beneficiaries (183). 

4. The majority of the households (62.2%) reported that they were not aware that a survey team 

would be coming to their locality to conduct a survey. Therefore they may have not been 

adequately prepared at the time of the survey with all necessary documents. 

5. The best form of communication to inform households about the upcoming survey was 

through friends and family. 

6. 81.9% of the households reported filling one form for a structure. 

7.  Some households (642) were not asked to provide their CNIC numbers, which is against 

proper survey procedure. 17.4 % were unable to provide their CNIC numbers, and the 

majority of these cases were because CNICs had not been made. 

8. Very few households (68) reported that the enumerator was in a rush and did not let them 

bring their CNICs which is against proper survey procedure. 

9. A number of households (2,674) reported that the enumerator did not ask them all the 

questions in the survey form. These households cover 19.6% of the households reporting 

inclusion. Not asking all questions will lead to incomplete information and affect the 

calculation of the PMT score.  
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Introduction  

Background  

The Benazir Income Support  Program  

The Benazir Income Support Program (BISP) is the primary social safety net in Pakistan created 

by the Government of Pakistan with an initial allocation of PKR 34 billion (USD 42 million) for 

the year 2008-09 (approximately 0.3 percent of GDP). The purpose of the program is to counter 

the effects of rising food and energy prices on poorer households. The BISP intends to give a 

cash grant of PKR 1,000 per month to deserving poorer families. An additional purpose of the 

program is to empower women, therefore only the adult (above 18) female(s) in a household are 

eligible to receive the cash grant. 

The Poverty Scorecard  

In implementing the program, the BISPôs first challenge was to develop a fair and transparent 

method for identifying people deserving of the cash grant. The ñPoverty Score Cardò was chosen 

as the instrument with which to achieve this. Implemented correctly, the poverty scorecard can 

effectively identify beneficiaries while ensuring objectivity, eligibility, and transparency1.  

The poverty scorecard is based on proxy means testing (PMT), which involves using proxies of 

income such as personal or family characteristics (e.g. number of cars owned). The Government 

of Pakistan ultimately chose 16 indicators for the BISP poverty scorecard. These relate to the 

number of family members in the house, their education levels, number of rooms in the house, 

type of toilet, asset ownership, livestock ownership, and land ownership, among others. This 

scorecard is currently used as the instrument for targeting and is implemented through a targeting 

survey, wherein the scorecard questionnaire is administered to all households and those 

households that fall below a pre-defined cut-off score are selected as beneficiaries of the BISP.  

Implementation of the Scorecard  

 

Clusters and Partner Organizations 

BISP selected Partner Organizations (POs) for conducting the targeting survey. The countryôs 

districts were grouped into clusters based on geography, and these clusters were assigned to POs. 

However, one large PO, the PPAF, has been assigned districts from several geographic belts. 

Thus, POs have been allotted clusters excluding any districts being covered by PPAF. 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 Schreiner (2008). Schreiner implemented a pov erty scorecard in order to calculate the incidence of pov erty in Pakistan. Using data on 15 

indicators f rom the Pakistan Integrated Household Surv ey (2001) y ielded an av erage pov erty  rate of  40.3% f or Pakistan, equal to the pov erty rate 
as measured by  the World Bank (2004). 
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The National Roll-Out 

The targeting survey of the nation-wide roll-out of the scorecard-based BISP is now underway in 

125 districts of Pakistan. Districts being covered by PPAF are part of the national roll-out.  
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The Targeting Survey Spot Check 

Methodology and Key Tasks  
Innovative Development Strategies (IDS) was contracted to conduct the spot check of the 

targeting survey of the national roll-out process.  

Following an approved methodology, contained in the Annexure, IDS repeated the targeting and 

listing process in the defined sample areas and analyzed results with respect to the original 

fieldwork conducted during the national roll-out survey by POs.   

Statistical tests for the accuracy of the roll-out survey were conducted by comparing the IDS 

collected scorecard data with the scorecard data collected by the POs.  

The performance of the partner organizations was evaluated and compared using appropriate pre-

approved socio-economic indices.  

The Spot Check involved a listing exercise, selection of a random sample of households, the 

administration of the score-card questionnaire, analysis of the data collected and the presentation 

of these results in the form of this report. 

The listing exercise was conducted for sampled blocks (IDS-Bs) to see if each and every 

household within the block boundaries was covered. This listing also included collecting basic 

household details (address, name of household head, GPS coordinates of house). 

To test the quality of the data collection, within those sampled blocks (IDS-Bs), approximately 

half of listed households were selected at random, for detailed interviews and re-administration 

of the poverty scorecard.  

The specific objectives of the targeting survey (or data collection) spot check, are as follows. 

¶ Test the completeness of the survey conducted by the partner organizations: Were all 

relevant households covered? 

¶ Test the accuracy of the survey: Is information contained in the questionnaires correct? 

Check for signs of systematic biases linked with specific questions2 

¶ Review and compare performance of the partner organizations: measure extent of 

inaccuracy using the appropriate indicators 

Information regarding the implementation plan, logistics plan, sample, organization of field 

work, and work schedule has been provided previously in the inception report, the fortnightly 

progress reports and the Phase One completion report. This information can be viewed once 

more in the annexure of this report.   
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Selected Indices 
To test the various hypotheses underlying the specific objectives of the Spot Check Study, the 

collected data were analyzed using a set of pre-approved indices. These indices relate to the 

household enumeration block and questionnaire level. Discrepancies are also evaluated at the 

household, district and cluster of districts (representing POs) level. 

The selected indices used in the comparative analysis are described below: 

I. Household Indicators 

Let Hi1 denote the total score for household i in the actual data collection, Hi2 denote the total 

score for household i during the spot check data collection, and let æSi denote the number of the 

questions that have different answers between the national roll-out  data collection and the spot 

check data collection, thus 

¶ Household Indicator 1: at the household level, the difference between the score 

achieved in using spot check data and the score achieved using the national roll out data. 

ὌὌ1 =  ὌὭ1  ὌὭ2 

¶ Household Indicator 2: Number of questions that have different answers between the 

national roll out and the spot check 

ὌὌ2 =  ЎὛὭ 

II.  Block Indicators 

Let n denote the number of households that have different total scores between the national roll-

out data and spot check; and N denote the total number of households in the block.    

¶ Block Indicator 1 : At the block level, the percentage of households that have different 

scores in the spot check and in the national roll-out. 

ὄ1 =  
ὲ

ὔ
1z00 

¶ Block Indicator 2 : The average difference between score achieved in the spot check and 

the score achieved in the national roll out. 

ὄ2 =  
Ὓόά(ȿὌὭ1  ὌὭ2ȿ)

ὲ
 

¶ Block Indicator 3 : The average number of questions that have different answers. 
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ὄ3 =  
Ὓόά(ЎὛὭ)

ὲ
 

 

¶ Block Indicator 4a: Percentage of households moving above cut off point. 

¶ Block Indicator 4b: Percentage of households moving below cut off point. 

 

III.  Question Indicator  

This is the percentage of discrepant entries for each question calculated for each district. This 

shall allow us to indicate if particular questions have heightened inaccuracy and identify the 

source of discrepancy is overall poverty score. This indicator is to check for signs of systematic 

biases linked to a specific question. 

IV.  District Indicator 

District Indicator calculates the difference between the mean score achieved in the spot check 

and mean score achieved in the national roll-out, along with tests of significance. Alternatively, 

it is equal to Household Indicator 1 averaged over districts. 

V. PO/Cluster (Cluster of Districts) Indicator 

Difference between the mean score achieved in the spot check and mean score achieved in the 

national roll-out, along with tests of significance. This will allow a comparison of POsô 

performance as each PO is responsible for one cluster. 
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Phase 2 of the Targeting Survey Spot Check 
The entire Targeting Survey Spot Check has been divided over three phases. Each phase follows 

a specific work plan with the following general timeline: 

1. All field work related activities take place during the first month and half way through 

the second month. 

2. Once the field work and data collection process is complete, in the second month it is 

processed and entered into IDSôs software for the Targeting Survey Spot Check. 

3. From the beginning of the third month, the data and analysis is prepared in the form of 

interim progress reports which are used to interpret detailed results and derive 

conclusions. 

4. Towards the end of the third month, a final report is  submitted 

This report presents findings of Phase 2 of the Targeting Survey Spot Check. Phase 2 began on 

December 29, 2011 and will end with the submission of this report. Field work for Phase 2 ended 

on February 29, 2012.  

Sample for Phase 2 

Sampling Methodology ɀ Brief  

The universe under study in the Targeting Spot Check Survey comprises 99 districts of Pakistan 

with an estimated population of 21 million households. These districts were divided into clusters 

by BISP as in the following table. 

Table 1: BISP District Clusters  

Cluster Descriptions Total No. of Districts POs 

A Upper Punjab & AJK 19 RSPN 

B Southern Punjab 16 AHLN 

C Sindh 23 RSPN 

D KPK & GB 21 RSPN 

E FATA 7  

F Balochistan 1 PCO 

G Districts covered by PPAF 12 PPAF 

Total 99  

 

From this universe, a pre-determined sample of 66,800 households was selected using a four-

staged stratified random sample.  

Stage 1:  Of the 99 districts 36 districts were selected stratified by cluster   

Stage 2:  Each district was stratified into tehsils to ensure spread 

Stage 3: Tehsils were stratified into Union Council (UCs) and 164 UCs selected 

Stage 4:  UCs were divided into IDS-defined Blocks (IDS-B) and 668 blocks 

selected. 

Each block is a demarcation containing 200 households. In the blocks selected, all 200 

households were listed and 100 randomly selected for interviews.  
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Sample for Phase 2  

The sample for Phase 2 contained of a total of 18,400 households, from 13 districts.  

Of the total districts in which Phase 2 of the Targeting Survey Spot Check was conducted, the 

Partner Organization responsible for 9 districts was RSPN. AHLN and PPAF were each 

responsible for two districts. 

Table 2: Sample for Phase Two of the Targeting Survey Spot Check 

District Cluster PO Households Surveyed 
Bagh A - Upper Punjab & AJK RSPN 500 

Mirpur A - Upper Punjab & AJK RSPN 500 

Muzaffarabad A - Upper Punjab & AJK RSPN 900 

Gujarat A - Upper Punjab & AJK RSPN 2100 

Jhang B ï Southern Punjab AHLN 2200 

RY Khan B ï Southern Punjab AHLN 3100 

Hyderabad C ï Sindh RSPN 2300 

Umerkot C ï Sindh RSPN 1200 

Kashmor C ï Sindh RSPN 1300 

Mardan D ï KPK & GB RSPN 1700 

Buner D ï KPK & GB RSPN 500 

Shangla G-Districts covered by PPAF PPAF 600 

DG Khan G-Districts covered by PPAF PPAF 1500 

Total 18400 
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Matching of Data  

The data of the 18,400 surveyed households was forwarded to NADRA for matching against 

their database. Of these, 12,636 (68.67 percent of 18,400 households surveyed) could be 

matched2.  The figure below shows the percentage of households matched in each district. Rahim 

Yar Khan had the lowest percentage of matched data with only 49.6 percent matching NADRAôs 

data. See Annex 1 for block-wise matching 

Figure 1: Percentage of Matched Data of Total Sample 

 

 

Note: Low matching in Rahim yar Khan and Jhang was due to fact that the data entry of these two 

districts was still in process at NADRA. 

 

                                                 
2
 The total sample size of 66,800 households for the Targeting Survey Spot Check was determined on a number of 

considerations including the possibility of low matching. By statistical standards this is quite in excess to the 

sample required for the spot check. According to Krejcie and Morgan (1970) for a population size of 10,000,000 
households, for 99% confidence interval and margin of error of 1%, the maximum sample size required Is 16,560. 
Taking the same yard stick the sample size for the spot check is in excess .The sample size was kept in excess under 
the assumption which was experienced during the Test Phase that the matching of the Spot Check and the 

National Roll Out would not be more than 60 percent. 
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Final Dataset for Comparativ e Analysis 

Of the households matched, there were 455 such households for which the scores were not 

calculated by NADRA due to missing information. These households had to be excluded from 

the matched data set, which left IDS with 12,181 households (66.2 percent of the 18,400 

households surveyed) for comparison and data analysis. Table 3 shows the district-wise breakup 

of the data available for analysis. 

Table 3: Data Available for Analysis by District 

Districts  
Number of Households 

Surveyed 

Available Data for 
Analysis 

Percentage of 
Households Surveyed 

MARDAN 1700 1235 72.65 
BUNER 500 439 87.80 
SHANGLA 600 532 88.67 
DG KHAN 1500 984 65.60 
JHANG 2200 1334 60.64 
RAHIM YAR KHAN 3100 1491 48.10 
BAGH 500 451 90.20 
MIRPUR 500 323 64.60 
MUZAFFARABAD 900 674 74.89 
HYDERABAD 2300 1508 65.57 
KASHMORE 1300 921 70.85 
GUJRAT 2100 1459 69.48 
UMERKOT 1200 830 69.17 

Total 18400 12181 66.20 

 

  



Targeting Survey Spot Check- Phase 2 Report 

14 

 

Factors Affecting Data Matching  

Coverage of BISP Survey 

Reported Coverage3 

The Targeting Survey Spot Check ensured the rate of inclusion of households by the POs. 

Overall, 13,668 (out of 18,400 surveyed) households or 74.3 percent reported that they were 

included in the previous survey. The remaining 3.3 percent reported refusal or that the house had 

been locked and 4,132 households or 22.4 percent reported that they were not covered in the 

survey conducted by the POs.   

¶ Households Reporting Being Included:  74.3%     

¶ Households Reporting Refusal/Locked:  03.3% 

Sum- Total Reported Coverage   77.6% 

¶ Households Reporting Not Being Covered:  22.4% 

       100.0% 

Hyderabad (RSPN) had the lowest reported inclusion rate, where only 60.3 percent of the 

households interviewed reported that they participated in the previous survey. The inclusion rate 

was also low for Jhang i.e. 68.9 percent, while for all other districts it was greater than 70 

percent. See Figure 2. Shangla had the highest reported inclusion percentage with 96.5 percent 

reported to have been included in the previous survey. 

Figure 2: Reported Coverage in Targeting Survey by District

 

                                                 
3
 Households reporting being included in the NRO were 13,395. Additional 273 from the districts of Jhang(131) and 

Rahim Yar Khan(142) were included after a re-confirmation. None of these additional households were match the 

NADRA data, hence not affecting the main findings of the report.  
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Actual Coverage 

It has been observed that the reported coverage does not equal actual coverage. This is due to 

inaccurate/incorrect reporting of exclusion by respondents.  

A total of 4,132 households reported not being covered by the POs. Out of these households, the 

data for 1,384 or 7.5 percent was in fact present in the NADRA database and was matched. The 

following table (Table 4) reports an adjusted rate of coverage by adding these 1,384 households 

to those that reported inclusion.  

Overall, the adjusted rate of coverage is 85.07 percent whereas the reported rate of coverage was 

77.5 percent.  

Table 4: Adjusted Rate of Coverage 

Districts 
Total 
HH's 

Covered 

Reported Coverage 
Reported 

as Not 
Included 

 
 

Reported 
as not 

included 
but 

Matched 

Actual Coverage 

Included 
Refusal/ 
Locked 

 

Reported 
Rate of 

Coverage 

Included 

+Refusal/ 
Locked + Not 
Included but 

Matched 

Adjusted 
Rate of 

Coverage 

MARDAN  1700 1328 0 78.10% 372 119 1447 85.10% 

BUNER  500 417 3 84.00% 80 36 456 91.20% 

SHANGLA  600 579 2 96.80% 19 9 590 98.30% 

DG KHAN  1500 1106 26 75.50% 368 101 1233 82.20% 

JHANG  2200 1515 84 72.68% 601 181 1780 80.91% 
RAHIM YAR KHAN  3100 2185 3 70.58% 912 230 2418 78.00% 

BAGH  500 479 0 95.80% 21 17 496 99.20% 

MIRPUR  500 405 25 86.00% 70 15 445 89.00% 
MUZAFFARABAD  900 766 1 85.20% 133 67 834 92.70% 

HYDERABAD  2300 1387 37 61.90% 876 342 1766 76.80% 

KASHMORE  1300 1065 43 85.20% 192 46 1154 88.80% 
GUJRAT  2100 1554 267 86.70% 279 134 1955 93.10% 

UMERKOT  1200 882 109 82.60% 209 87 1078 89.80% 

Total 18400 13668 600 77.54% 4132 1384 15652 85.07% 

Figure 3: Reported and Adjusted Rate of Coverage in Targeting Survey by District 
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Figures 4 and 5 compare the reported and adjusted coverage by POs and clusters.  The reported 

coverage was above 80 percent for Clusters A and G. The coverage for Clusters C and D was 

above 80 percent after being adjusted for households incorrectly reporting to have been missed. 

The lowest reported coverage was that of Cluster B, 71.5 percent of its respective sample 

(AHLN  districts). 

Adjusted coverage by RSPN and PPAF was above 80%, which can be ascertained as reasonably 

good coverage. The reported coverage of AHLN was very low at 71.5%. The adjusted coverage 

for this PO remains low at 79.2, which implies that 20.8% households were missed by AHLN 

during the National Roll Out survey. 

Figure 4: Reported and Adjusted Rate of Coverage by Cluster 

 

Figure 5: Reported and Adjusted Rate of Coverage by PO 
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Retention of Receipt  
During the interview by the POs each household was provided with a receipt for the poverty 

scorecard. The receipt bore the machine number of the form which was filled for that household 

and duly signed by the respondent. Households which reported being included in the previous 

survey were asked to present the receipt. Of these households reporting inclusion, 9,950 were 

able to present the receipt (see Table 5 below). 

This means, among all households surveyed only 54.1 percent (9,950 of the 18,400 surveyed) 

had receipts that could be used to facilitate matching.  

Table 5: Reported Coverage of BISP Survey and Retention of Receipts 

Districts Total HH's 
Covered 

Households Reported as Included HHs with Receipts 
as % of HHs 

Surveyed 
Included Households 

with Receipt 
Receipt 

Retention 
Rate 

MARDAN 1700 1328 1037 78.09 61.00% 

BUNER 500 417 385 92.33 77.00% 

SHANGLA 600 579 479 82.73 79.83% 

DG KHAN 1500 1106 777 70.25 51.80% 

JHANG 2200 1515 1080 71.29 49.09% 

RAHIM YAR KHAN 3100 2185 1853 84.81 59.77% 

BAGH 500 479 307 64.09 61.40% 

MIRPUR 500 405 164 40.49 32.80% 

MUZAFFARABAD 900 766 551 71.93 61.22% 

HYDERABAD 2300 1387 1191 85.87 51.78% 

KASHMORE 1300 1065 888 83.38 68.31% 

GUJRAT 2100 1554 615 39.58 29.29% 

UMERKOT 1200 882 623 70.63 51.92% 

Total 18400 13668 9950 72.80 54.08% 
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Analysis and Findings  

Glossary of Statistical Terms  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comparison and Analysis of Data  
Poverty scores were calculated for the 12,181 households that could be matched and had 

complete data. Each householdôs score as achieved in the Spot Check was compared with score 

achieved in the BISP survey.   

MEAN: Refers to the arithmetic mean or simple average.  

STANDARD DEVIATION:  Is a measure of the variability or dispersion of the data around 

the mean. (More specifically, it is the average deviation of the data from its mean). Low 

standard deviation means data is concentrated around the mean. High standard deviation 

means data is more widely spread.  

STATITISTICAL SIGNIFICAN CE: A result is ñstatistically significantò if we are confident 

that it is true. Results reported in this report use a Confidence Level of 95% (by using the 

appropriate t-value). This means that a ñstatistically significantò result in this report is one 

in which we have 95% confidence that it is true.  Note that a statistically significant result 

may not necessarily be important, meaningful or significant in the typical (non-statistical) 

sense.  

e.g. if our result is that BISP poverty scores are inaccurate by 0.01 points, while this 

may be true (statistically significant), it may be deemed too small to be important 

(insignificant in the typical sense).  

SYSTEMATIC BIAS: Systematic Errors are consistent, repeating errors in measurement 

that follow a pattern and skew results in a particular direction. Thus, a Systematic Bias is a 

skew in the data caused by Systematic Errors. In contrast, Random Errors follow no pattern 

and therefore have an average value of zero over large samples. Random Errors are inherent 

in any measurement; Systematic Errors are indicative of flawed measuring.  

e.g. in the context of surveys, Random Errors in the filling of forms are expected and 

will not affect average results over a large sample as they ñcancel outò. Systematic 

Errors do not cancel out and skew the data. The source of the Systematic Error then 

needs to be identified to improve data collection. 
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Score Consistency by District ( Household Indicator 1)  

 

Phase 2- Overall 

For Phase 2 as a whole, the mean poverty score in BISPôs National Roll-Out survey was 1.82 

points lower than the Spot Check survey (see Table 6). The difference is statistically significant 

and would impact households close to the cut off score. 

¶ Mean Poverty Score in National Roll-Out :   25.26 

¶ Mean Poverty Score in Spot Check:    27.08 

¶ Difference in Means(NRO-SC):    -1.82 

¶ Difference Statistically Significant:    at 5 %  

 

Table 6 also reports the percentage of households falling below the cut-off score in the two 

surveys. For Phase 2 as a whole, the difference in households falling below the cut-off is 2.56 

percent of the 12,636 matched households4. 

 

¶ % below Cut-Off in National Roll-Out:   23.24  

¶ % below Cut-Off in Spot Check:    20.68 

¶ Difference in %:      02.56 

 

By District 

Looking at the district-wise break up in Table 6, all districts except D. G. Khan and Rahim Yar 

Khan had a statistically significant difference in scores. Kashmore, Mardan Jhang, and Gujrat 

were the best performers in terms of having the smallest difference in mean scores (0.14, 0.70, 

0.80 and 0.96 respectively).  

 

Umerkot, Hyderabad and Mirpur have greater differences in scores, i.e.  4.49, 5.50 and 7.97, 

respectively. For all three districts the Spot Check mean score is larger than the National Roll-

out. With a t-value greater than 2, the differences in the scores of all three districts are also 

statistically significant. The difference in the percentage of people falling below the cut-off is 

commensurately large for these districts. This indicates that poor households tend to (incorrectly) 

fall below the cut-off.   

 

 

                                                 
4
 IDS calculated scores for all matched households.  . 
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Table 6: District -wise Summary Statistics for Household Indicator 1 

Districts   
Household Indicator 1 
Mean Difference 

% HH below cut-off = 16.17 

OVERALL 

National Roll Out 25.26 23.24 
Spot Check 27.08 20.68 
Mean Difference -1.82 2.56 
NRO-SC t- value (4.34) 

 

MARDAN 

National Roll Out 26.21 16.71 
Spot Check 25.51 23.61 
Mean Difference .70 -6.90 
NRO-SC t - value (4.55) 

 

BUNER 

National Roll Out 23.51 27.56 

Spot Check 22.38 37.59 
Mean Difference 1.13 -10.02 

NRO-SC t- value (7.35) 
 

SHANGLA 

National Roll Out 20.44 37.64 
Spot Check 22.61 34.73 
Mean Difference -2.17 2.91 

NRO-SC t- value (10.12) 
 

DG KHAN 

National Roll Out 23.80 27.42 
Spot Check 26.08 23.81 
Mean Difference -2.27 3.61 

NRO-SC t- value (1.27) 
 

JHANG 

National Roll Out 27.99 11.91 
Spot Check 28.79 9.20 
Mean Difference -.80 2.71 

NRO-SC t- value (3.56) 
 

RAHIM YAR KHAN 

National Roll Out 23.84 25.81 

Spot Check 26.21 20.81 
Mean Difference -2.37 5.01 

NRO-SC t- value (.43) 
 

BAGH 

National Roll Out 31.20 6.62 
Spot Check 32.71 4.42 
Mean Difference -1.51 2.21 

NRO-SC t- value (10.98) 
 

MIRPUR 

National Roll Out 32.76 7.58 
Spot Check 40.73 1.17 
Mean Difference -7.97 6.41 

NRO-SC t- value (9.55) 
 

MUZAFFARABAD 

National Roll Out 28.27 12.40 
Spot Check 26.62 19.28 
Mean Difference 1.65 -6.89 

NRO-SC t- value (5.18) 
 

HYDERABAD 

National Roll Out 21.14 35.82 

Spot Check 26.63 22.49 
Mean Difference -5.50 13.34 

NRO-SC t- value (21.42) 
 

KASHMORE 
National Roll Out 20.82 35.68 
Spot Check 20.68 40.00 
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Districts   
Household Indicator 1 
Mean Difference 

% HH below cut-off = 16.17 

Mean Difference .14 -4.32 

NRO-SC t- value (7.10) 
 

GUJRAT 

National Roll Out 33.97 5.27 
Spot Check 34.93 3.54 
Mean Difference -.96 1.74 

NRO-SC t- value (11.23) 
 

UMERKOT 

National Roll Out 16.31 49.42 

Spot Check 20.80 36.21 
Mean Difference -4.49 13.20 
NRO-SC t- value (4.34) 

 
 

 

Figure 6: Household Indicator 1- Di fference in Mean Scores

 

Consistency of Scores at Block Level 

Block indicators 1 and 2 have been designed to determine the accuracy of scores at the block 

level. Block indicator 3 has been designed to determine the accuracy of the information collected 

at the block level. These three indicators give an indication of the accuracy of the information 

collected by comparing the data from the National Roll Out survey with the Spot Check survey.  

Block Indicator 1 : At the block level, the percentage of households that have different scores.  
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Block Indicator 2 : The mean absolute difference between the score achieved in the Spot Check 

and the score achieved in the National Roll Out. That is, it is the average difference in scores 

disregarding the direction of difference. 

ὄὰέὧὯ ὍὲὨὭὧὥὸέὶ 2 =  
Ὓόά (ȿὌὭ1  ὌὭ2ȿ)

ὲ
 

Block Indicator  3: The average number of questions that have different answers.  

ὄὰέὧὯ ὍὲὨὭὧὥὸέὶ 3 =  
Ὓόά (ЎὛὭ)

ὲ
 

 

Table 7 below reports the results for Block Indicators 1, 2, and 3.  

Most of the values for Block Indicator 1 are larger than 90 percent i.e. at the block level more 

than 90 percent of the households have different scores from the National Roll Out survey.  

Table 7: Summary Statistics of Score Consistency by Block  

District 
  

Block Indicator 1 Block Indicator 2 Block Indicator 3 
% of HHs Absolute Mean Difference Mean 

MARDAN 94.79 

7.94 4.32 

[0.71] [0.43] 

(11.05) 
 

BUNER 97.05 

8.09 4.92 

[0.85] [0.41] 

(9.46) 
 

SHANGLA 94.84 

10.05 4.66 

[0.42] [0.50] 

(23.58) 
 

DG KHAN 90.86 

9.27 4.9 

[2.12] [0.89] 

(4.33) 
 

JHANG 91.35 

7.7 4.03 

[1.44] [0.68] 

(5.35) 
 

RAHIM YAR KHAN 95.56 

8.7 3.9 

[2.15] [0.45] 

(4.03) 
 

BAGH 96.91 

7.5 5.25 

[0.71] [0.52] 

(10.54) 
 

MIRPUR 93.09 

11.4 5.72 

[3.74] [1.35] 

(3.04) 
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District 
  

Block Indicator 1 Block Indicator 2 Block Indicator 3 
% of HHs Absolute Mean Difference Mean 

MUZAFFARABAD 88.59 

7.51 4.47 

[1.13] [0.41] 

(6.64) 
 

HYDERABAD 93.36 

9.45 4.06 

[1.56] [0.50 

(6.04) 
 

KASHMORE 94.33 

7.81 4.12 

[0.93] [0.52] 

(8.33) 
 

GUJRAT 93.52 

8.12 4.37 

[0.87] [0.60] 

(9.32) 
 

UMERKOT 93.24 

8.05 3.72 

[1.07] [.31] 

(7.51) 
 

Note: *Absolute t-values in (.) parentheses; standard deviation in [.] parentheses 

 The complete block-wise table is contained in Annex 2. 

Block Indicator 2 checks the mean absolute difference in the scores achieved between the two 

surveys. Most of the values for Block Indicator 2 fall between 7 and 10 i.e. on average the 

difference in scores is between 7 to 10 points.  The districts of Shangla and Mirpur  have  higher   

mean difference, with 10.05 and 11.4, respectively. The small values for the standard deviation 

suggest that that the distributions are fairly concentrated around the means. The standard 

deviations for the districts of Mirpur, DG Khan and Rahim Yar Khan are comparatively higher 

than the other districts. 

Block Indicator 3 checks that average number of questions that have different answers. Most of 

the values fall within the range of 3 to 6. This means that for most of the districts there are 

between 3 to 6 questions that have different answers. Differences in data collection could explain 

differences in score calculation (see Figure 7 which illustrates this correlation). Small values for 

the standard deviation again suggest that the distribution is concentrated around the mean. The 

mean value for the districts of Mirpur and Bagh are higher than that for other districts with 5.75 

and 5.25, respectively. This suggests higher inconsistency in data collection in comparison to 

other districts. 
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Figure 7: Correlation of mean Absolute Difference in Score and Discrepant Ans wers

 

However, other factors such as a time lag between the two surveys could cause differences in 

data collection. Therefore it is important to determine discrepancies in the answers to each 

question in order to determine potential sources of inconsistency.  

Testing for Systematic Bias ï Net Inclusion/Exclusion  

In the following, block level indicators are used to assess whether Spot Check scores are 

generally higher or lower than BISP scores. A large tendency towards one direction is considered 

a systematic bias.  

Recall that: 

Block Indicator 4a (BI4a) = % of spot check sample moving above cut-off point (16.17) 

Block Indicator 4b (BI4b) = % of spot check sample moving below cut-off point (16.17) 

To identify the overall direction and magnitude of movements over the cut-off point,  

Net Change = BI4a minus BI4b 

is calculated. 

¶ A positive Net Change implies a Net Inclusion Error ï That is, more households have 

been included than should have been suggesting a systematic inclusion error. 

Specifically, the number of households that should not qualify as poor but have been 

included as possible beneficiaries by BISP, exceeds the number of households that should 

have qualified as poor but have been excluded.  
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¶ A negative Net Change implies a Net Exclusion Error ï That is, overall fewer households 

have been included than should have been, suggesting a tendency to exclude. That is, the 

number of households that should have qualified as poor but have been left out from the 

possible list of beneficiaries by BISP, exceeds the number of households that were 

included though they should not have qualified as poor. 

 

Figure 8 and Table 8 present the summary results of this analysis. (The complete block wise data 

is contained in Annex 3). 

The districts that have some indication of Systematic Bias are Hyderabad and Umerkot. (A skew 

in one direction of greater than 10 percent is interpreted as a Systematic Bias).  

Both Hyderabad and Umerkot have Net Inclusion Error. In blocks in Hyderabad and Umerkot 

Net Changes are 13.5 and 15.6 percent, respectively.  

Buner has the largest Net Exclusion Error. In blocks in Buner, the average Net Change is 

(negative) 9.4. This means that 9 percent more households were excluded incorrectly than 

included incorrectly. At the same time, the standard deviation is high at 9.66 but comparatively 

lower than other districts. However, as net change is less than 10 percent it is not considered as a 

systematic bias. 

The Net change is greater than 4 percent in all districts except for Jhang and Bagh. These 

districts have a standard deviation greater than 4 indicating the variation of results by block.  

Figure 8: Average Net Change (Inclusion/Exclusion) by District 
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Table 8: Summary Statistics for B1a and B1b 

Districts 

  

  

No. of Blocks 

 

 

BI4a 

(%  moving above 

cut-off)  

BI4b 

(%  moving below cut-

off)  

Net Change 

(BI4a minus BI4b) 

Average 
Standard 

Deviation 
Average 

Standard 

Deviation 
Average 

Standard 

Deviation 

MARDAN  17 7.57 5.72 13.46 8.75 -5.89 11.34 

BUNER 5 9.89 5.16 19.32 5.44 -9.43 9.66 

SHANGLA  6 18.68 5.76 13.90 4.89 4.78 10.04 

DG KHAN  15 15.89 13.10 9.47 9.20 6.42 17.49 

JHANG  22 7.68 4.53 4.63 3.02 3.05 5.96 

RAHIM YAR KHAN  31 15.57 10.86 7.75 5.79 7.82 12.29 

BAGH 5 4.91 2.45 2.67 1.28 2.24 2.53 

MIRPUR  5 7.89 5.02 0.69 0.94 7.21 5.40 

MUZAFFARABAD  9 5.00 2.06 11.15 4.05 -6.15 4.87 

HYDERABAD  23 19.67 14.53 6.19 4.64 13.48 15.69 

KASHMORE  13 14.37 7.16 17.09 5.70 -2.72 9.78 

GUJRAT  21 4.75 6.11 2.09 2.05 2.66 6.42 

UMERKOT  12 22.27 6.01 6.70 4.19 15.57 8.14 

 

Analysis of Indication of Systematic Bias in Umerkot and Hyderabad 

The evidence of limited systematic bias in the districts of Hyderabad and Umerkot indicates a 

recurring error in the system. Through a detailed analysis it has been determined that in these 

districts the frequency of error is higher for the variables of room ratio, number of dependents 

and childrenôs education. Room ratio is not a direct question on the score card but a ratio of two 

questions i.e. the number of rooms in the house and the total number of household members. 

 

Discrepancy in these variables is primarily because of a difference in the rule of calculation of 

ages of household members and room ratio. NADRA has calculated the age of household 

members according to the rule: If Date of birth is given then age is calculated with following 

formula DOB ï Current Fiscal Year (2011-07-01), otherwise given age is considered.IDS was 

not issued these instructions by the World Bank or BISP and hence has calculated the age of 

household members as per the date of interview. This has an implication on the number of 

dependents and childrenôs education. 

 

Room Ratio is a ratio of the number of rooms to the number of household members.  As per 

instructions issued by The World Bank, the total number of household members was to be 

calculated from the household roster. However, as confirmed, NADRA considers the number of 

household members as entered for question 24(back side of the questionnaire) when calculating 

the room ratio. 

An additional factor contributing to the discrepancy in the room ratio/number of rooms is the 

definition of a Jhuggi/ Johnpari. According to the instructions in the BISP Training Manual, a 
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Jhonpari made of straw or any other temporary material (or a tent) will not be considered as a 

room and ó0ô will be entered for the number of rooms. The definition is further qualified by the 

type of door, whether it is hinged or otherwise. This definition has not been clearly understood 

by the enumerators and has led to varying interpretations and resultant discrepancy. 

Systematic bias became evident because of the procedure adopted by NADRA to calculate age of 

the household members and using question 24 to determine the number of household member as 

against following instructions of the World Bank on the subject. The Jhuggi factor pronounced 

the problem in Sindh and the cumulative effect of all these was the emergence of net change of 

higher than the acceptable limit of 10 percent.  

 

In order to evaluate the impact of these variables on the systematic bias indicators within two 

districts, the following were held constant in the two datasets: 

- Room ratio: a ratio of the number of room to the number of household members 

- Number of dependents 

- Childrenôs education 

 

The figure below shows the effect on systematic bias when holding these three variables 

constant. 

Figure 9: Change in Systematic Bias in Hyderabad and Umerkot
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fell from 15.57 to 9.02. Hence, indicating that there was no attempt by the survey organization or 

the enumerator to influence the scores of the households in these districts, but the indication of 

systematic bias is a result of difference in methodology of data entry followed by NADRA. 

Consistency of Answers to Scorecard Questions  

Household Indicator 2 

Household Indicator 2 counts the number of questions with discrepant answers between the two 

surveys. It measures the consistency with which questions are answered between the two surveys 

(out of 27 of the scorecard questions). 

ὌὌ2 =  ЎὛὭ 

where, 

æSi   =  for household i, the number of the questions that have different answers between 

the national roll-out data and the spot check data collection.  

Figure 10 and Table 9 illustrate the results of Household Indicator 2. The mean number of 

questions with discrepant answers was 4.22. Of the 12,181 households, 51 percent had 2 to 4 

discrepant answers. A further 25 percent had 5 or 6 discrepant answers. 

Figure 10: Frequency Distribution of HH 2
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Table 9: Frequency Distribution of Household Indicator 2 

æSi  = No. of 

Discrepant 
Answers 

No. of 
Households  

Percent Cumulative Percent 

0 199 1.6 1.6 

1 878 7.2 8.8 

2 1637 13.4 22.3 

3 2260 18.6 40.8 

4 2330 19.1 60.0 

5 1831 15.0 75.0 

6 1302 10.7 85.7 

7 758 6.2 91.9 

8 474 3.9 95.8 

9 246 2.0 97.8 

10 137 1.1 98.9 

11 76 .6 99.6 

12 33 .3 99.8 

13 7 .1 99.9 

14 6 .0 99.9 

15 4 .0 100.0 

21 3 .0 100.0 

Total 12181 100.0 
 

 

 

Question Indicator ï Question-Wise Rate of Discrepancy 

To identify the source of discrepant answers, Table 10 below lists the questions with the highest 

frequencies of discrepant answers. The rates of discrepancy are very high for the small selection 

of questions i.e. the same questions are answered incorrectly repeatedly. 

 

Table 10: Questions wi th Highest Percentage of HHs with Discrepant Answers 

Rank  Question   
Number of 

Households 

% of Data 
Available for 

Analysis 

1 
How many people in the household are under the age of 18 and over 
the age of 65? 

6677 54.8 

2 How many people usually live and eat in the household? 6621 54.4 

3 Total number of rooms 6001 49.3 

4 What kind of toilet is used in the household? 5426 44.5 

5 
How many children in the household between 5 and 16 years of age 
are currently attending school? 

4808 39.5 

6 Assets % HH owning ï Cooking Stove  3722 30.6 

7 What is the highest educational level of the head of the household? 3678 30.2 

8 Assets % HH owning ï TV 2894 23.8 

9 Assets % HH owning ï Goat 2636 21.6 
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Magnitude and Direction of Question-Wise Discrepancies, and Impact on Poverty Scores  

Table 11 presents each of the variables/questions that are used to compute PMT scores and 

compares the values from the National Roll Out survey with the Spot Check survey. In each case 

the difference in mean is calculated along with a test for statistical significance.  

The numbers under the PMT (Proxy Means Test) column in the following table refer to the 

scores (weights) corresponding to the questions (and options under those questions) in the total 

poverty score. The weights reflect the impact that a discrepant/incorrect answer will have on the 

total score for a household. The scores (weights) were computed through a regression analysis on 

an elaborate model with individual poverty predictors in the scorecard using the PSLM 2007-08 

data. 

Analysis over the following pages compares mean scores for each of the variables/questions 

including whether the mean difference is statistically significant (absolute value of the t ï value 

> 2).  
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Table 11: Comparison of the National Roll-Out(NRO) and Spot Check (SC) averages for the variables used to compute the PMT scores 

Variable Name 
 

National 
Roll Out 

Mean 

Spot 
Check 

Mean 

Difference 

of Mean 

Difference of 
Means 't 

value 

Number of 
Discrepant 

Hholds 

Discrepancy 
hholds as % 

of total 
hholds 

Number of 
Households 

with test-
phase 

variable 
value < spot-
check  va lue 

Households 
with test-

phase variable 
< spot-check 

as % of total 
discrepancy 

hholds 

PMT 

How many people usually live 
and eat in the household?  

5.88 5.56 0.32 -14.93 6621 54.36 3695 55.81 
 

How many people in the 
household are under the age of 
18 and over the age of 65? 

Less or equal than 2 43.50 47.2 -3.70 -9.00 2485 20.40 1466 58.99 13.33627 

Equal 3 or 4 33.40 31.80 1.60 3.73 2965 24.34 1381 46.58 8.1921546 

Equal 5 or 6 17.80 16.10 1.70 4.81 1734 14.24 767 44.23 4.3023447 

More than 6 5.20 4.90 0.30 1.74 642 5.27 299 46.57 0.0000000 

Overall 3.03 2.89 0.14 9.38 6677 54.81 3114 46.64 
 

Average Number of Rooms per 
HH  

0.29 0.35 -0.06 -21.31 8699 71.41 388 4.46 
 

Land 

No Agriculture Land 84.60 86.92 -2.32 2.91 2416 19.83 983 40.69 0.0000000 

Some Agriculture land but less 
or equal than 12.5 acre 

15.06 12.87 2.19 6.63 1627 13.36 680 41.79 2.0266605 

More than 12.5 acres of 
agricultural land 

0.29 0.21 0.08 1.36 54 0.44 22 40.74 6.7259651 

Overall 84.60 86.92 -2.32 2.91 2416 19.83 983 40.69 
 

What is the highest educational 
level of the head of the 
household? 

Never attended school 54.20 53.10 1.10 2.61 2636 21.64 1251 47.46 0.0000000 

1 to class 5 18.10 16.60 1.50 3.87 2314 19.00 1064 45.98 1.6335994 

class 6 to 10 21.90 24.20 -2.30 -6.38 1904 15.63 1091 57.30 2.3821612 

class 11, college or beyond 5.80 6.20 -0.40 -1.88 502 4.12 0 0.00 9.9985183 

Overall 1.79 1.83 -0.04 5.53 3678 30.19 1959 53.26 
 

How many children in the 
household between 5 and 16 
years of age are currently 
attending school? 

None of he children between 5 
and 16 years of age are 

attending school 

25.80 20.10 5.70 13.56 2582 21.20 949 36.75 0.0000000 

Only some of the children 
between 5 and 16 years of age 
are attending school 

17.30 18.30 -1.00 -2.51 2280 18.72 1200 52.63 2.6542210 

All the children between 5 and 
16 years of age are attending 
school 

28.20 30.40 -2.20 -5.25 2538 20.84 1401 55.20 5.6188757 

There are no children between 5 
and 16 years of age in the 
household 

28.80 31.20 -2.40 -6.38 2216 18.19 1258 56.77 
 

Overall 2.60 2.70 -0.10 12.09 4808 39.47 2805 58.34 
 

What kind of toilet is used in the 
household? 

Flush connected to a public 
sewerage 

41.60 46.20 -4.60 -9.10 3857 31.66 2210 57.30 1.6021682 

Dry raised latrine or dry pit 19.50 25.90 -6.40 -12.72 3839 31.52 2311 60.20 0.2421810 
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latrine 

There is no toilet in the 
household 

38.90 27.90 11.00 0.36 3156 25.91 905 28.68 0.0000000 

Overall 1.97 1.82 0.15 -19.20 5426 44.54 2202 40.58 
 

Assets % hh owning 

Refrigerator 10.10 11.40 -1.30 -4.040 1551 12.73 696 44.87 

2.4631382 Washing Machine 22.50 22.50 0.00 -.122 2426 19.92 1210 49.88 

Freezer 5.10 3.30 1.80 7.226 914 7.50 566 61.93 

Air conditioner 0.50 0.60 -0.10 -.862 109 0.89 50 45.87 

7.0411817 
Geyser 1.20 1.60 -0.40 -3.529 252 2.07 98 38.89 

Air cooler 1.30 1.00 0.30 2.259 254 2.09 145 57.09 

Heater 1.30 1.80 -0.50 -3.244 331 2.72 136 41.09 

Cooking Stove 60.20 60.40 -0.20 -.492 3722 30.56 1846 49.60 

5.8609219 Cooking Range 1.10 1.30 -0.20 -1.179 288 2.36 134 46.53 

Microwave Oven 0.30 0.60 -0.30 -3.375 90 0.74 29 32.22 

TV 28.60 30.40 -1.80 -3.980 2894 23.76 1340 46.30 1.2114644 

Car 0.40 0.50 -0.10 -.213 88 0.72 43 48.86 22.708013 

Tractor 0.30 0.30 0.00 .272 54 0.44 28 51.85 
 

Scooter 0.30 0.30 0.00 -.819 73 0.60 33 45.21 
 

Motorcycle 5.40 6.40 -1.00 -3.830 999 8.20 439 43.94 6.0426008 

Bull 1.00 0.80 0.20 2.176 203 1.67 117 57.64 
4.4248476 

Buffalo 11.70 11.70 0.00 .171 1681 13.80 844 50.21 

Sheep 2.80 1.50 1.30 7.273 474 3.89 316 66.67 

0.2631514 Cow 10.30 9.00 1.30 4.280 1470 12.07 817 55.58 

Goat 17.40 16.40 1.00 2.221 2636 21.64 1375 52.16 
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Question Wise Analysis  

Number of people who live or eat in the household 

The frequency of discrepancy on this variable was one of the highest: 54.3 percent of the total 

households available for analysis b. However, the difference of mean value for this variable is 

only 0.32 points higher in the National Roll Out survey. Around 30.3% of the households scored 

higher for this variable in the Spot Check survey compared with the National Roll Out survey (N 

= 12,181). This variation could be explained by the possible break up of households or changes 

in family composition (example death, moving out, or marriage) during the time between the two 

surveys.  

Number of people in the household under the age of 18 and above 65 

There are four possible answers to this question and out of the four only three are statistically 

significant. The first is ñless than or equal to 2ò which has a difference of mean value that is 3.7 

points higher for the Spot Check survey. Overall this discrepancy covers 20.4% of the total 

households and 12% of the households reported higher amounts for the Spot Check survey 

compared to the National Roll Out survey. Some of this difference can be attributed to 

individuals reaching the age of 18 or persons passing away in the time between the two surveys.  

Additionally, the mean difference for ñequal for 5 or 6ò is 1.7 points higher for the National Roll 

Out survey. This discrepancy covers 14.2% of the total households and 6.3% of the households 

reported higher numbers in the Spot Check.  

Similarly the mean difference of ñmore than 6ò is 0.3 points higher for the National Roll Out 

survey. This discrepancy covers 5.3% of the total households. Around 2.5% of the households 

reported higher numbers in the Spot Check survey compared to the National Roll Out survey. 

Some of this difference can be attributed to births that took place in the time between the two 

surveys.  

Ratio of rooms over number of household members 

This ratio is calculated by dividing the total number of rooms in a household by the number of 

household members. This ratio is slightly lower for the National Roll Out survey compared to the 

Spot Check survey (.06percentage points). However, this variable has the highest number of 

discrepancies as a percentage of total households (71.4%). This can be explained by issues faced 

with inconsistencies in entries for other questions such as ñnumber of people who live or eat in 

the householdô and number of rooms in the household.  
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Land 

This variable has been divided into three categories with two being statistically significant. 

The first category is ñno agricultural landò which has a mean value 2.32 points higher for the 

Spot Check Survey than that for the National Roll Out survey. This discrepancy covers 19.8% of 

the total households with 8.1% households scoring higher for this variable in the Spot Check 

survey  than in the National Roll Out survey. 

The second category is ñsome agricultural land but less or equal to 12.5 acresò which has a mean 

value that is 2.9 points higher for the National Roll Out survey. Around 5.6% of the households 

reported scored higher for this variable in the Spot Check compared to the National Roll Out. 

The discrepancy covers 13.2% of the total households. 

Additionally ñmore than 12.5 acres of agricultural landò has a mean value that is 0.08 point 

higher for the National Roll Out survey. However, this discrepancy covers only 0.4% of the total 

households.   

Highest educational qualification level of head of household  

This variable has four categories with three of them being statistically significant. The category 

of ñnever attended schoolò is 1.1 percentage points higher for the National Roll Out survey. This 

discrepancy covers 21.6% of the total households and approximately 10.3% of the households 

reported belonging in this category in the Spot Check survey that did not during the National 

Roll Out.  

The mean for ñclass 1 to 5ò is 1.5 points higher for the National Roll Out survey. This 

discrepancy covers approximately 19% of the total households. Approximately 8.7% of the 

households reported belonging in this category in the Spot Check survey that did not during the 

National Roll Out. 

The mean for ñclass 6 to 10ò is 2.3 percentage points higher for the Spot Check survey. In the 

case of ñclass 6 to 10ò this discrepancy covers 15.6% of the total households. 

In the case of ñclass 11, college and beyondò the mean difference is 0.40 percentage points 

higher for the Spot Check Survey. This discrepancy covers only 4.1% of the households. 

Variations in the highest education level can usually be explained by a change in the respondent 

or change in family composition. For example, if the respondent changes, then the respondent for 

the Spot Check survey may not be aware of the answers given in the initial survey and may 

declare another head of household. Additionally the time lag between the surveys could have 

cause a change in family composition which could change the household head.    
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Number of children in household between 5 to 16 years of age currently attending school 

This variable has been divided into four categories with all being statistically significant. The 

mean for ñnone of the children between 5 and 16 years of ageò is 5.7 points higher for the 

National Roll Out survey. This discrepancy covers 21.2% of the total households. Around 7.8% 

of the households reported belonging in this category during the Spot Check survey but not in the 

National Roll Out survey.   

The mean for ñonly some of the children between 5 and 16 years of age are attending schoolò is 

1 point higher for the Spot Check survey. This discrepancy covers 18.7% of the total households 

and approximately 9.9% of the households reported belonging in this category during the Spot 

Check survey that did not in the National Roll Out survey.    

The mean for ñall the children between 5 and 16 years of ageò is 2.2 point higher for the Spot 

Check survey. This discrepancy covers 20.8% of the total households and approximately 11.5% 

of the households reported belonging in this category during the Spot Check survey that did not 

in the National Roll Out survey.    

The latter two of the three categories mentioned above indicate that a higher level of children 

between the ages of 5 and 16 are attending school in the Spot Check survey compared to the 

National Roll Out survey. The variation could be explained by the possibility that these children 

have reached their school going age.  

Kind of toilet used in household 

This variable has been divided into three categories with two being statistically significant. The 

mean for ñflush connected to a public sewageò is 4.6 points higher for the Spot Check survey. 

This discrepancy covers a higher percentage of the total households 31.7%. Around 18.4% of the 

households reported falling in this category during the Spot Check that did not in the National 

Roll Out. 

The mean for ñdry raised latrine or dry pit latrineò is 6.4 points higher for the Spot Check survey. 

Roughly 19% of the households reported belonging in this category in the Spot Check that did 

not in the National Roll out.  This category has an overall discrepancy rate of 31.5%. 

The mean for ñthere is not toilet in the householdò is 11 points higher for the National Roll Out 

survey. This discrepancy exists in 25.9% of the total households and 7.4% of the households 

reported belonging in this category in the Spot Check survey that did not in the previous survey.  

Variations in this variable can be explained by difficulties in accurately obtaining the data. Type 

of toilet is potentially difficult to explain and there is no concept of a standardized type of toilet 

facility. Difficulty in explaining this category could be faced in rural areas.  
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Asset ownership 

Out of the twenty one categories for asset ownership, only eight are statistically significant. The 

difference in the ownership is below 2 percentage points for all assets. The change in the 

ownership of cooking stove is observed in 30.6% of the total households and 15.2% of the 

households reported owning cooking stoves in the Spot Check survey that did not report 

ownership during the previous survey. However, the difference in the mean is only 0.2 

percentage points higher for the Spot Check Survey This can also be explained by difficulty in 

explaining or defining a cooking stove versus other cooking equipment (example cooking range). 

It is possible that this reflects a shortfall in the training of enumerators and their understanding of 

cooking stoves.     

TV ownership has a discrepancy rate of 23.8% of the total households. However the value of the 

mean is only 1.8 percentage points higher for the Spot Check survey. Such a variation could be 

explained by an increase in the buying and selling of TVs for certain localities.  

Goat ownership has a discrepancy rate of 21.6% of the total households. In the case of ownership 

of this asset the difference in mean is only 1 percentage point higher for the National Roll Out 

survey. 

The other variables are small in magnitude or donôt have a large enough discrepancy rate to be 

considered a serious explanation for the variations in the data between the two surveys.  
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Comparison of Clusters and Partner Organizations  

 

Table12 and 13 below report mean poverty scores by clusters and by Partner Organization. 

In the cluster-wise analysis, for all clusters the difference between the Spot Check and the 

National Roll-Out Score is statistically significant but small. The difference is the largest for 

Cluster C (RSPN) with 3.64 points. The difference is negative for all clusters, which means that 

the mean scores of the Spot Check are higher than that of the National Roll Out. 

Table 12: Cluster-Wise Comparison 

Clusters   Mean Poverty Score  
% HH Below cut-off= 

16.17 

Cluster A 
( Upper Punjab & 
AJK) 
RSPN 

National Roll Out 32.08 7.5 

Spot Check 33.26 7.2 
Mean Difference -1.18 0.3 
NRO-SC t-Value (6.121)  

Cluster B 
( Southern  Punjab) 
AHLN 

National Roll Out 25.8 19.2 

Spot Check 27.44 15.3 
Mean Difference -1.64 3.9 
NRO-SC t-Value (8.74)  

Cluster C 
(Sindh) 
RSPN 

National Roll Out 19.82 39.2 

Spot Check 23.46 30.9 
Mean Difference -3.64 8.3 
NRO-SC t-Value (3.61)  

Cluster D 
(KPK & GB) 
RSPN 

National Roll Out 25.5 19.5 

Spot Check 24.71 27.2 
Mean Difference 0.79 -7.7 
NRO-SC t-Value (3.21)  

Cluster G 
PPAF 

National Roll Out 22.62 30.9 

Spot Check 24.89 27.6 

Mean Difference -2.27 3.3 
NRO-SC t-Value (6.68)  

PO wise, the difference between the National Roll-out and Spot Check mean scores is 

statistically significant but small for all three POs. The difference is again negative for all three 

POs (Spot Check mean score is greater than the National Roll-Out mean score). 

Table 13: Partner Organization Wise Comparison 

POs   Mean Poverty Score  % HH below cut-off= 16.17 

RSPN 

National Roll Out 25.58 23.2 
Spot Check 27.38 21.3 
Mean Difference -1.8 1.9 

NRO-SC t-Value (14.71)  

PPAF 

National Roll Out 22.62 30.9 
Spot Check 24.89 27.6 
Mean Difference -2.27 3.3 

NRO-SC t-Value (6.68)  
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POs   Mean Poverty Score  % HH below cut-off= 16.17 

AHLN 

National Roll Out 25.8 19.2 
Spot Check 27.44 15.3 

Mean Difference -1.64 3.9 
NRO-SC t-Value (8.74)  
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Possible Reasons for Variations in the Two Data Sets  

Summary  

Some of the variations between the two datasets can be the result of a genuine change in 

circumstances because of the time lag between the two surveys. A change in family composition 

(births, deaths, marriage etc.) or a change in possession of certain assets will lead to different 

poverty scores. In summary, we find that following: 

¶ Households with a Change in Family Composition:   12.4 percent 

¶ Households with a Change in Assets:     01.2 percent 

Also of some relevance is whether the respondent was the same in the two surveys. We find that:  

¶ Households with Respondent present in Previous Survey:  61.4 percent 

¶ Households with Same Respondent Each Time:   56 percent  

Change in family composition  

A change in the composition of the family will cause a change in the response to certain question 

which will affect the accuracy of the survey: if the number of dependents is altered this will 

affect calculation of PMT score.  

In the overall matched and usable dataset (N = 12,181) there were 1,508 households that reported 

a change in family composition. Therefore a change in family composition can be used to 

explain approximately 12% of the variation in the datasets.  

Figure 11 provides figures for the percentage of households that reported a change in family 

composition by district. Buner has the highest percentage (25.3%) followed by Muzaffarabd and 

Umerkot. 

Figure 11: Percentage of Households with Change in Family Composition 
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Change in assets 

The poverty score achieved by a household depends, among other variables, on the possession of 

certain assets. Therefore, discrepant scores between the spot check and the BISP survey can 

result from changes in assets.  

Table 14 below reveals that 1.17 percent of households (143 households out of 12,181) had 

bought or sold at least one relevant asset between surveys. 

Table 14: Households reporting a change in at least one asset  

 

Figure 12: Frequency of buying and selling of assets 
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Bought Sold

Districts   
Total Households 

Surveyed  
Households with change 

in at least one asset 
Percentage of total 

households surveyed 

MARDAN  1235 27 2.19 

BUNER  439 4 0.91 

SHANGLA  532 1 0.19 

DG KHAN  984 7 0.71 

JHANG  1334 0 0.00 

RAHIM YAR KHAN  1491 1 0.07 

BAGH  451 5 1.11 

MIRPUR  323 18 5.57 

MUZAFFARABAD  674 13 1.93 

HYDERABAD  1508 12 0.80 

KASHMORE  921 0 0.00 

GUJRAT  1459 20 1.37 

UMERKOT  830 35 4.22 

Total  12181 143 1.17 
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Figure 12 shows that the selling of livestock exceeded buying because of reproduction. Goats 

were sold by a higher proportion of households. Buffalos were sold with a high frequency (and 

not bought as much). The possession of buffalo has a relatively large impact on poverty score.  

 

On the other hand, washing machines, television, cooking stove and motorcycle were frequently 

bought and not sold as much. Televisions have a relatively low score; washing machines have a 

larger impact. 

Characteristics of respondent  

Table 15 provides data on if the respondent was present at the time of the previous interview. 

Presence during the previous survey could indicate that the respondent is familiar with the 

surveyôs purpose and procedure. Therefore the respondent may be able to give better responses.  

Table 15: Data on if respondent was present at the time of the previous BISP interview 

  No of Households  Percent 

Yes ï Respondent Present 7477 61.4 

No ï Respondent Not Present 3157 25.9 

Total (Yes + No) 10634 87.3 

NA (Not Interviewed + Refused BISP Survey) 1547 12.7 

Total 12181 100.0 

 

The table below (Table 16) shows data on if the respondent was the same for the BISP interview 

and the Spot Check interview. A change in respondent for a household could result in different 

answers and thus lead to variations in the poverty score.  

As shown in the table below, the respondents for 56 percent of the total households interviewed 

were the same as the previous BISP survey. However, the data can explain variation in 5.4% of 

the sample because the respondent changed. This question was not applicable for 38.6 percent of 

the households interviewed during the spot check survey because they were either not included 

in the previous BISP survey, declined to be interviewed, or were not present at the time of 

previous BISP survey.  

Table 16: Data on if the respondent was the same for the previous BISP interview 

  
Number of 

Households  
Percent 

Yes ï Respondent was Same 6816 56.0 

No ï Respondent was Different 661 5.4 

Total (Yes + No) 7477 61.4 

NA ï (Not Interviewed+ Refused BISP Survey+  Not present) 4704 38.6 

Total 12181 100.0 
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Table 17 below summarizes the reasons for a change in respondent. In most of the cases (57.19 

percent) the previous respondent was not present at home for the Spot Check interview. 

Table 17: Reasons for Change of Respondent 

 

  

 
Number of Households  Percentage 

Present respondent is more knowledgeable 87 13.16 
He is away from the household presently 378 57.19 
He is ill and cannot respond 24 3.63 

Does not want to respond 20 3.03 

He is at work 150 22.69 
He is under eighteen 2 0.30 
Total 661 100.00 
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Additional Findings  
 

This section presents further findings of interest, but not related directly to data quality, accuracy 

or coverage.5  

Refusal to Participate in Spot Check  
A total of 18,400 households were selected to be interviewed during the Spot Check survey. The 

figure below shows the percentage of respondents who declined to be interviewed for each 

district in which the survey was conducted. There were no refusals in Mardan and Bagh. 

Majority of the refusals were in Gujrat (267) and Umerkot (109). Of the total households 

selected in Gujrat, 12.7% declined to participate in the survey, which is the highest percentage of 

any district. Overall, there were 600 households which refused to be interviewed.   

Figure 13: Percentage of Refused Interviews in the Spot Check survey 

 

Time Lag 

Reported Time Lag between BISP Survey and Spot Check Survey 

The graph below shows the time difference between the BISP interviews and the Spot Check 

interviews by the IDS team. Of the 13,668 households interviewed, 28.3 percent reported that the 

previous BISP interview was conducted 49 to 56 weeks before the interview by IDS. The time 

                                                 
5
 For this section the 273 additional households included after the re-confirmation have been added 

proportionately to the results. These are only 1.5 percent of the total sample, which does not change the findings 
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lag between the two surveys has an effect on the attitude of the respondents.  The larger the time 

lag the more apathetic respondents are towards the spot check interview.  

Furthermore, a large gap between surveys could imply a change in the composition of the 

household or asset ownership. Such a change could affect the accuracy of the survey and 

calculation of the poverty score. Changes in the composition of a household and asset ownership 

have been discussed earlier.   

Figure 14: Reported Time Lag between BISP survey and Spot Check Survey (Percentage of Houses) 

 

Applied for CNIC since BISP Survey 
A change in the number of household members with CNIC affects the accuracy of the 

information collected. For example, the number of CNIC numbers reported by the previous BISP 

survey and the Spot Check survey could be different if household member(s) has acquired 

additional CNIC(s).Table 18 below shows that since the previous BISP interview  no one had 

applied for a CNIC from 13,026 households ( 95.3 percent of the total households surveyed).   

Table 18: Data on if any household member has applied for a CNIC since the previous BISP survey 
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The table below shows that of the households that reported to be included in the NRO survey, 

were matched and were below the cut-off according to the NRO data only 5.6 percent informed 

of at least one household member applying for a CNIC. 

Table 19: Application of CNIC by beneficiaries 

  Number of Households Percentage 

Yes 143 5.6 

No 2,424 94.4 

 Total 2,567 100.0 

BISP Beneficiaries 
Table 20 below shows data on the number of female household members currently receiving 

benefits from BISP. The results indicate that 6.2% of the respondents (1,139 households) are 

currently receiving benefits from BISP. This information is important because households that 

are beneficiaries have provided all the necessary information in order to determine their 

eligibility.  

Table 20: Female household members currently receiving benefits from BISP 
 Number of Households Percentage 

Yes 1,139 6.2 

No 17,261 93.8 

Total 18,400 100.0 

 

Table 21 shows data on number of female household members currently receiving benefits from 

BISP by district. The highest number of household members currently receiving benefits comes 

from the district of Umerkot (183). Additionally, the sample from Umerkot has a comparatively 

higher percentage of household members receiving benefits from BISP, i.e. 15.3%. 

Buner, being a small district with a total sample of 500 households, has the highest percentage 

(15.8%) of BISP beneficiaries. 

Table 21: Female household members currently receiving benefits from BISP by district 

District 
Households 

receiving 
benefits 

% within 
district 

Households not 
receiving 
benefits 

% within 
district 

Total 
households 

MARDAN  138 8.1% 1562 91.9% 1700 

BUNER  79 15.8% 421 84.2% 500 

SHANGLA  16 2.7% 584 97.3% 600 

DG KHAN  148 9.9% 1352 90.1% 1500 

JHANG  61 2.8% 2139 97.2% 2200 

RAHIM YAR KHAN  46 1.5% 3054 98.5% 3100 

BAGH  53 10.6% 447 89.4% 500 

MIRPUR  29 5.8% 471 94.2% 500 

MUZAFFARABAD  65 7.2% 835 92.8% 900 

HYDERABAD  159 6.9% 2141 93.1% 2300 

KASHMORE  48 3.7% 1252 96.3% 1300 

GUJRAT  114 5.4% 1986 94.6% 2100 

UMERKOT  183 15.3% 1017 84.8% 1200 

Total 1139 6.2% 17261 93.8% 18400 
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Effectiveness of Information Campaign 
Table 22 shows data on whether or not household members were aware that BISP would be 

coming to conduct a survey. Overall, 37.8 percent of the respondents (6,948 households) were 

aware by some form of communication that BISP would be coming to their locality to conduct a 

survey. The remaining 62.2 percent of the respondents (11,452 households) were not aware 

about the survey. Households that were not aware of the BISP survey may not have been 

adequately prepared at the time of the survey with all the necessary documentation. This 

information could potentially explain why certain households were unable to provide all the 

information in the form (e.g. household head not at home, CNIC not available, etc).     

Table 22: Data on if households were made aware (or informed) by any means that the BISP survey teams 

would be coming to their locality to do the survey 
 Number of Households Percentage 

Yes 6,948 37.8 

No 11,452 62.2 

Total 18400 100.0 

 

The figure below gives awareness by district.  

Figure 15: District Wise Awareness of BISP 

 
BISP Awareness - Means of Communication  

Table 22 shows data on the means of communication through which households become aware 

that BISP would be coming to their area to conduct a survey. BISP information campaign 

mediums include TV, newspaper, friend & family, local person, street campaign, radio, or 

mosque.  
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The data has been disaggregated by district. (Note: Only the households which were aware of the 

BISP survey 6,948 households) provided data for this analysis. Also, it is possible that a 

household was made aware of the BISP survey by more than one form of communication.       

Overall the data suggests that informing through friends or family was the best form of 

communication to notify households that BISP would be entering the area to conduct a survey. 

3,259 households indicated that they became aware of BISPs impending arrival to conduct a 

survey through friends or family. Additionally, 2,952 households became aware of BISPs survey 

teamôs arrival through a local person.  

The least effective form of communication was the newspaper where only 414 households 

received information that made them aware of BISP survey teamôs future arrival. The data 

suggests that in the future, BISP should concentrate on informing households about upcoming 

surveys through the most effective means of communication which includes information from 

friends and family, information from local mosque, and from a local influential person.  



Targeting Survey Spot Check- Phase 2 Report 

48 

 

Table 23: Methods by which households became aware of BISP 

District    TV/Radio News paper 
Friends & 

Family 
Local Person 

Street 

Campaign 
Mos que Total 

MARDAN  
Total 172 110 344 333 336 158 1453 
% within district 11.8% 7.6% 23.7% 22.9% 23.1% 10.9% 100.0% 

BUNER  
Total 2 5 173 16 1 8 205 

% within district 1.0% 2.4% 84.4% 7.8% .5% 3.9% 100.0% 

SHANGLA  
Total 18 13 38 163 10 116 358 

% within district 5.0% 3.6% 10.6% 45.5% 2.8% 32.4% 100.0% 

DG KHAN  
Total 94 60 618 289 109 215 1385 

% within district 6.8% 4.3% 44.6% 20.9% 7.9% 15.5% 100.0% 

JHANG  
Total 78 107 573 605 100 780 2243 
% within district 3.5% 4.8% 25.5% 27.0% 4.5% 34.8% 100.0% 

RAHIM YAR KHAN  
Total 24 14 389 495 96 195 1213 

% within district 2.0% 1.2% 32.1% 40.8% 7.9% 16.1% 100.0% 

BAGH  
Total 1 1 29 10 2 10 53 

% within district 1.9% 1.9% 54.7% 18.9% 3.8% 18.9% 100.0% 

MIRPUR  
Total 35 3 140 45 11 13 247 

% within district 14.2% 1.2% 56.7% 18.2% 4.5% 5.3% 100.0% 

MUZAFFARABAD  
Total 11 2 135 139 89 93 469 

% within district 2.3% .4% 28.8% 29.6% 19.0% 19.8% 100.0% 

HYDERABAD  
Total 176 47 374 199 22 5 823 

% within district 21.4% 5.7% 45.4% 24.2% 2.7% .6% 100.0% 

KASHMORE  
Total 137 34 241 264 45 7 728 

% within district 18.8% 4.7% 33.1% 36.3% 6.2% 1.0% 100.0% 

GUJRAT  
Total 79 11 117 85 98 39 429 

% within district 18.4% 2.6% 27.3% 19.8% 22.8% 9.1% 100.0% 

UMERKOT  
Total 21 7 88 309 64 4 493 

% within district 4.3% 1.4% 17.8% 62.7% 13.0% .8% 100.0% 

Total 
  

Total 848 414 3259 2952 983 1643 10099 

% within district 8.4% 4.1% 32.3% 29.2% 9.7% 16.3% 100.0% 
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Forms Filled per Structure  
The table below (Table 24) shows data on the number of forms filled in the previous BISP 

survey for people living in that structure. It is important to know the number of forms filled for a 

structure to ensure that the enumerators followed the proper survey procedure. If proper survey 

procedures are not followed then the total number of forms filled for a structure could affect the 

completeness or accuracy of the survey. Of the total households reporting inclusion, 81.9% of 

the respondents (11,188 households) indicated that they filled one form in the previous BISP 

survey.  

Table 24: Information on how many forms were filled in the previous BISP survey for people living in a 

structure  
 Number of Households Percentage 

1 form 11,188 81.9 
2 forms 990 7.2 
3 forms 438 3.2 

More than 3 forms 381 2.8 

Donôt know 671 4.9 

Total 13,668 100.0 
 

Table 25 below gives reasons for more than one form being filled for a structure. More than one 

forms were filled because the structure accommodated people from separate households for 81.4 

of the 1,808 cases for which more than one form was filled.  This was the most common reason 

for filling more than one form for a structure (81.4 percent of the households with more than one 

form filled for a structure). 

There were a total of 238 or 13.1% households where the enumerator suggested more than one 

form should be filled. If proper survey procedures are not followed, then these last two cases 

may affect the accuracy and completeness of the survey. 

Table 25:  Reasons if more than one form was filled for a household 

 
Number of 

Households 
Percentage 

Structure accommodates people from separate households 1,472 81.4 
Enumerator suggested more forms to be filled for couples in one 
household 

238 13.1 

Household representatives required the enumerator fill more than 
one form for the household 

89 4.9 

Other reasons 9 0.5 

Total 1,808 100.0 
 



Targeting Survey Spot Check- Phase 2 Report 

50 

 

 

Enumeration Procedures ɀ CNIC Verification  
Table 26 below gives data on if household members were asked to provide CNIC number(s) for 

all adult family members of the household in the previous BISP survey. Providing CNIC 

number(s) is important because it is one of the few and most convenient ways to match 

households.  

Of 13,668 households, 95.3% (13,026) indicated that they were asked to provide CNIC 

number(s) in the previous BISP survey. However, 4.7% of the respondents reporting inclusion 

(642 households) reported that they were not asked to provide their CNIC number(s) which is 

against proper survey procedure and affects the accuracy of the survey. Failure to provide CNIC 

number(s) makes it difficult to identify the household in the future. 

Table 26: Information on i f household members were asked to provide CNIC numbers 

 Number of Households  
Percentage of Households 

Surveyed 

Yes 13,026 95.3 

No 642 4.7 

Total 13,668 100.0 

 

Table 27 below gives data on if the household members provided their CNIC number(s) to the 

enumerator. After the enumerator requested their CNIC number(s) in the previous BISP survey, 

10,761 households gave their CNIC number(s). The remaining 2,220 households did not provide 

all the CNIC number(s) could affect the accuracy of the survey.  

Table 27: Number of households that provided all their CNIC numbers 
 Number of Households Percentage 

Yes 10,761 82.6 
No 2265 17.4 

Total 13,026 100.0 

 

Table 28 states reasons why household members could not provide all CNIC number(s). 

Majority of cases where the CNIC number(s) were not provided related to situations where 

CNIC of all eligible household members had not been made (1,632 households). There were 325 

households that could not find their CNICs at the time of the survey. There were 68 households 

that suggested the enumerator was not interested or was in a rush and did not let them bring their 

CNICs. This last case is against proper survey procedure and will affect the accuracy of the 

survey. The information provided in the table can be used to explain why entries for CNIC 

numbers in the BISP and Spot Check survey do not match. 
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Table 28: Reason why household representatives could not provide CNIC numbers 

 
Number of 

Households  
Percentage ) 

We were not informed to keep the CNIC Nos. ready for the 
survey teams during the public information campaign 

153 6.9 

We could not find them at the time of survey 325 14.6 
Enumerator was not interested / in a rush and did not let us 
bring them 

68 3.1 

CNICs of all eligible household members were not made 1,632 73.5 
We did not make CNIC / did not want to give CNIC Nos. of 
female household members due to cultural / religious reasons 

42 1.9 

Total 2,220 100.0 

Enumeration Procedure ɀ Were Forms Filled Completely?  
Table 29 gives data on if respondents were asked all of the questions in the form (T-1 form) in 

the previous BISP survey. It is important that all the questions are asked in the form in order to 

obtain the necessary information to calculate the poverty score. Of the total households reporting 

inclusion, 58.8% (8,034 households) indicated that in their opinion, the enumerator asked all the 

questions in the form (T-1 form). However, 19.6% (2,674 respondents) indicated that they had 

not been asked all the questions in the T-1 form. Not asking all questions in the T-1 form is 

against proper survey procedure and means that certain information will be missing.  Missing 

information affects the accuracy of the survey. Additionally, missing information could be used 

to explain variations in the poverty score.    

Table 29: Information on i f household members were asked all the questions from survey form T1 
 Number of Households Percentage 

Yes 8,034 58.8 

No 2,674 19.6 

Donôt know 2,959 21.6 

Total 13,668 100.0 

 

  



Targeting Survey Spot Check- Phase 2 Report 

52 

 

Annex 1-Matched Data by Block  
The following table reports the number and percentage of surveyed houses that could be matched 

with NADRA data. 

District 
Tehsil 

Block 
Number  

Households 
surveyed  

Matched 
(N) 

Matched 
(%) 

MARDAN  KATLANG 215459401 100 68 68.00 

MARDAN 215459402 100 84 84.00 

TAKHT BHAI 215459403 100 71 71.00 

  215459404 100 76 76.00 

  215459505 100 83 83.00 

  215459506 100 82 82.00 

  215459507 100 82 82.00 

  215459508 100 61 61.00 

  215469609 100 77 77.00 

  215469610 100 73 73.00 

  215469611 100 71 71.00 

  215469612 100 69 69.00 

  215469613 100 59 59.00 

  215479714 100 69 69.00 

  215479715 100 71 71.00 

  215479716 100 72 72.00 

  215479717 100 67 67.00 

BUNER  DAGAR 216489818 100 84 84.00 

MANDARN 216489819 100 83 83.00 

  216489820 100 77 77.00 

  216499921 100 96 96.00 

  216499922 100 99 99.00 

SHANGLA  MARTONG 217501123 100 90 90.00 

PURAN 217501124 100 96 96.00 

  217501125 100 96 96.00 

  217511226 100 85 85.00 

  217511227 100 88 88.00 

  217511228 100 77 77.00 

DG KHAN  DG KHAN 111327105 100 67 67.00 

TAUNSA 111327106 100 49 49.00 

TRIBAL AREA 111327107 100 62 62.00 

  111327108 100 31 31.00 

  111317001 100 60 60.00 

  111317002 100 71 71.00 

  111317003 100 68 68.00 

  111317004 100 62 62.00 

  111317313 100 72 72.00 

  111317314 100 89 89.00 

  111317315 100 79 79.00 

  111337209 100 84 84.00 

  111337210 100 70 70.00 

  111337211 100 45 45.00 

  111337212 100 75 75.00 

JHANG  18 HAZARI 113388244 100 62 62.00 

A P SAIL  113388245 100 52 52.00 

JHANG 113388246 100 73 73.00 
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District 
Tehsil 

Block 
Number  

Households 
surveyed  

Matched 
(N) 

Matched 
(%) 

SHORKOT 113388247 100 62 62.00 

  113398348 100 41 41.00 

  113398349 100 75 75.00 

  113378037 100 84 84.00 

  113378038 100 61 61.00 

  113378039 100 53 53.00 

  113378140 100 72 72.00 

  113378141 100 67 67.00 

  113378142 100 62 62.00 

  113378143 100 66 66.00 

  113408450 100 39 39.00 

  113408451 100 30 30.00 

  113408452 100 66 66.00 

  113408453 100 73 73.00 

  113408554 100 61 61.00 

  113408555 100 63 63.00 

  113408556 100 68 68.00 

  113408557 100 61 61.00 

  113408558 100 43 43.00 

RAHIM YAR KHAN  KHANPUR 114449283 100 52 52.00 

LIAQUATPUR 114449284 100 44 44.00 

RAHIM YAR KHAN 114449285 100 52 52.00 

SADIQABAD 114449386 100 37 37.00 

  114449387 100 21 21.00 

  114449388 100 46 46.00 

  114449389 100 65 65.00 

  114439074 100 27 27.00 

  114439075 100 1 1.00 

  114439076 100 3 3.00 

  114439077 100 77 77.00 

  114439178 100 22 22.00 

  114439179 100 6 6.00 

  114439180 100 9 9.00 

  114439181 100 19 19.00 

  114439182 100 13 13.00 

  114418659 100 66 66.00 

  114418660 100 59 59.00 

  114418661 100 75 75.00 

  114418762 100 78 78.00 

  114418763 100 84 84.00 

  114418764 100 72 72.00 

  114418765 100 68 68.00 

  114428866 100 49 49.00 

  114428867 100 21 21.00 

  114428868 100 74 74.00 

  114428869 100 70 70.00 

  114428970 100 75 75.00 

  114428971 100 70 70.00 

  114428972 100 67 67.00 

  114428973 100 69 69.00 

BAGH  BAGH 523653210 100 93 93.00 

DHIRKOT 523653211 100 87 87.00 
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District 
Tehsil 

Block 
Number  

Households 
surveyed  

Matched 
(N) 

Matched 
(%) 

  523653212 100 91 91.00 

  523663313 100 90 90.00 

  523663314 100 90 90.00 

MIRPUR  DUDYAL 524683618 100 63 63.00 

MIRPUR 524683619 100 58 58.00 

  524673415 100 61 61.00 

  524673416 100 85 85.00 

  524673517 100 56 56.00 

MUZAFFARABAD  MUZAFFARABAD 522632901 100 77 77.00 

PATTIKA/NASIRABAD 522632902 100 82 82.00 

  522633003 100 71 71.00 

  522633004 100 92 92.00 

  522633005 100 94 94.00 

  522643106 100 28 28.00 

  522643107 100 77 77.00 

  522643108 100 65 65.00 

  522643109 100 88 88.00 

HYDERABAD  HYDERABAD 318541720 100 66 66.00 

LATIFABAD 318541721 100 81 81.00 

QASIMABAD 318541722 100 77 77.00 

  318541723 100 66 66.00 

  318531616 100 57 57.00 

  318531617 100 60 60.00 

  318531618 100 48 48.00 

  318531619 100 46 46.00 

  318521301 100 70 70.00 

  318521302 100 58 58.00 

  318521303 100 60 60.00 

  318521304 100 71 71.00 

  318521405 100 58 58.00 

  318521406 100 62 62.00 

  318521407 100 85 85.00 

  318521408 100 56 56.00 

  318521409 100 67 67.00 

  318521510 100 80 80.00 

  318521511 100 72 72.00 

  318521512 100 53 53.00 

  318521513 100 73 73.00 

  318521514 100 74 74.00 

  318521515 100 68 68.00 

KASHMORE  KANDHKOT 320582136 100 73 73.00 

KASHMORE 320582137 100 74 74.00 

TANGWANI 320582138 100 75 75.00 

  320582139 100 77 77.00 

  320602344 100 89 89.00 

  320602345 100 55 55.00 

  320602446 100 71 71.00 

  320602447 100 71 71.00 

  320602448 100 64 64.00 

  320592240 100 69 69.00 

  320592241 100 64 64.00 

  320592242 100 70 70.00 
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District 
Tehsil 

Block 
Number  

Households 
surveyed  

Matched 
(N) 

Matched 
(%) 

  320592243 100 69 69.00 

GUJRAT  GUJRAT 112347416 100 75 75.00 

KHARIAN 112347417 100 66 66.00 

SARA-E-ALMGIR 112347418 100 62 62.00 

  112347519 100 39 39.00 

  112347520 100 35 35.00 

  112347521 100 61 61.00 

  112347522 100 78 78.00 

  112357623 100 77 77.00 

  112357624 100 72 72.00 

  112357725 100 81 81.00 

  112357726 100 82 82.00 

  112357727 100 84 84.00 

  112357728 100 76 76.00 

  112367829 100 74 74.00 

  112367830 100 70 70.00 

  112367831 100 79 79.00 

  112367832 100 66 66.00 

  112367933 100 71 71.00 

  112367934 100 68 68.00 

  112367935 100 71 71.00 

  112367936 100 72 72.00 

UMERKOT  PITHORO 319551824 100 78 78.00 

SAMARO 319551825 100 77 77.00 

UMERKOT 319551826 100 59 59.00 

  319551827 100 83 83.00 

  319551828 100 53 53.00 

  319572034 100 62 62.00 

  319572035 100 77 77.00 

  319561929 100 80 80.00 

  319561930 100 67 67.00 

  319561931 100 62 62.00 

  319561932 100 70 70.00 

  319561933 100 62 62.00 

  Overall 
 

18400 12181 66 
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Annex 2- Block Indicators1,  2 and 3: Score 

Consistency by Block  
 

District 

Block No 

Block Indicator 1 Block Indicator 2 Block Indicator 3 

% of HHs 
Absolute Mean 

Difference 
Mean 

DG KHAN 111317001 88.89 8.61 4.02 

111317002 93.06 8.95 4.00 

111317003 90.67 9.60 4.12 

111317004 89.39 8.68 3.77 

111317313 89.19 8.34 4.87 

111317314 95.70 8.59 5.12 

111317315 100.00 15.45 6.49 

111327105 83.33 7.97 4.76 

111327106 85.96 10.68 6.19 

111327107 82.67 9.36 5.65 

111327108 86.11 12.17 6.97 

111337209 95.45 8.08 4.63 

111337210 90.67 6.93 4.01 

111337211 95.65 8.21 4.50 

111337212 96.10 7.46 4.46 

Total 90.86 

9.27 4.9 

[2.12] [0.89] 

(4.33) 
 

GUJRAT 112347416 86.67 8.55 3.40 

112347417 86.30 7.98 3.94 

112347418 87.32 6.62 3.80 

112347519 90.00 10.14 4.07 

112347520 97.14 8.45 4.40 

112347521 96.77 9.13 4.56 

112347522 97.50 9.07 5.56 

112357623 93.51 7.12 3.67 

112357624 94.44 7.30 3.94 

112357725 92.77 8.42 3.90 

112357726 96.39 7.05 4.48 

112357727 95.35 8.89 4.81 

112357728 96.05 8.28 3.75 

112367829 94.74 7.24 4.17 

112367830 97.14 8.74 4.33 

112367831 95.00 8.04 5.09 
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District 

Block No 

Block Indicator 1 Block Indicator 2 Block Indicator 3 

% of HHs 
Absolute Mean 

Difference 
Mean 

112367832 94.20 7.36 4.78 

112367933 97.22 7.14 5.69 

112367934 92.96 8.36 4.17 

112367935 89.33 8.00 4.67 

112367936 93.06 8.65 4.48 

Total 93.52 

8.12 4.37 

[0.87] [0.60] 

(9.32) 
 

JHANG 113378037 92.86 5.70 2.69 

113378038 93.65 5.28 3.30 

113378039 90.74 5.50 2.72 

113378140 89.04 7.21 4.24 

113378141 77.50 6.53 3.17 

113378142 87.88 7.94 4.11 

113378143 98.51 7.37 4.48 

113388244 95.38 6.83 3.32 

113388245 92.59 7.27 3.62 

113388246 96.00 8.08 3.69 

113388247 92.06 6.39 3.80 

113398348 90.91 10.82 4.65 

113398349 93.59 8.54 4.13 

113408450 97.50 7.25 4.82 

113408451 79.41 7.67 4.23 

113408452 92.75 7.82 3.76 

113408453 88.61 7.17 4.26 

113408554 90.91 9.74 5.29 

113408555 92.54 9.00 4.64 

113408556 94.37 10.01 4.21 

113408557 93.75 8.78 4.78 

113408558 89.13 8.70 4.70 

Total 91.35 

7.70 4.03 

[1.44] [0.68] 

(5.35) 
 

RAHIM YAR 
KHAN 

114418659 92.75 6.82 3.96 

114418660 83.61 7.57 3.63 

114418661 92.31 7.94 3.42 

114418762 90.48 6.57 3.89 

114418763 90.91 7.98 3.40 

114418764 91.03 6.71 4.35 

114418765 95.71 9.30 3.91 
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District 

Block No 

Block Indicator 1 Block Indicator 2 Block Indicator 3 

% of HHs 
Absolute Mean 

Difference 
Mean 

114428866 98.00 10.26 3.24 

114428867 100.00 7.10 3.90 

114428868 93.42 8.54 3.80 

114428869 92.96 10.20 3.65 

114428970 93.51 8.62 3.64 

114428971 94.37 8.12 3.16 

114428972 97.06 7.76 3.43 

114428973 95.77 5.92 3.96 

114439074 96.30 12.22 4.38 

114439075 100.00 11.65 4.00 

114439076 100.00 7.61 3.00 

114439077 95.00 8.72 3.75 

114439178 95.45 5.75 3.57 

114439179 100.00 11.35 5.00 

114439180 100.00 9.14 4.00 

114439181 100.00 5.04 4.58 

114439182 92.86 9.94 4.29 

114449283 96.30 9.64 4.26 

114449284 100.00 8.10 3.14 

114449285 96.30 8.87 4.52 

114449386 100.00 9.93 3.51 

114449387 91.30 15.79 5.22 

114449388 100.00 9.34 4.80 

114449389 96.97 7.28 3.47 

Total 95.56 

8.70 3.9 

[2.15] [0.45] 

(4.03) 
 

MARDAN 215459401 95.65 9.25 3.91 

215459402 96.47 7.43 3.98 

215459403 97.26 8.47 4.60 

215459404 91.25 8.16 3.78 

215459505 95.24 7.29 3.96 

215459506 92.77 7.65 3.81 

215459507 98.80 8.72 4.53 

215459508 93.75 8.35 4.73 

215469609 95.00 8.07 4.39 

215469610 96.00 7.05 3.93 

215469611 90.79 7.93 3.84 

215469612 94.44 7.59 4.03 

215469613 91.94 8.38 4.62 
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District 

Block No 

Block Indicator 1 Block Indicator 2 Block Indicator 3 

% of HHs 
Absolute Mean 

Difference 
Mean 

215479714 95.77 6.21 4.52 

215479715 95.95 7.80 5.15 

215479716 94.59 8.06 4.54 

215479717 95.71 8.67 5.09 

Total 94.79 

7.94 4.32 

[0.71] [0.43] 

(11.05) 
 

BUNER 216489818 92.86 7.83 4.19 

216489819 98.80 7.30 5.16 

216489820 98.70 7.36 4.95 

216499921 98.96 8.88 5.44 

216499922 95.96 9.12 4.86 

Total 97.05 

8.09 4.92 

[0.85] [0.41] 

(9.46) 
 

SHANGLA 217501123 93.62 9.81 4.17 

217501124 97.96 10.12 4.69 

217501125 95.92 10.52 3.95 

217511226 92.22 9.36 4.63 

217511227 95.56 10.08 5.41 

217511228 93.75 10.43 5.13 

Total 94.84 

10.05 4.66 

[0.42] [0.50] 

(23.58) 
 

HYDERABAD 318521301 94.29 7.79 3.76 

318521302 93.33 8.81 3.67 

318521303 93.65 9.20 4.03 

318521304 89.74 10.22 4.77 

318521405 94.83 11.83 4.00 

318521406 93.55 7.49 3.87 

318521407 94.19 7.31 3.26 

318521408 96.43 10.10 3.88 

318521409 95.52 10.98 4.58 

318521510 96.30 8.62 3.52 

318521511 98.61 8.22 4.42 

318521512 90.91 12.34 4.70 

318521513 94.67 11.04 3.61 

318521514 97.30 10.90 4.08 

318521515 94.29 9.75 3.90 

318531616 87.10 7.17 3.36 
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District 

Block No 

Block Indicator 1 Block Indicator 2 Block Indicator 3 

% of HHs 
Absolute Mean 

Difference 
Mean 

318531617 91.94 10.25 4.48 

318531618 88.24 7.86 4.57 

318531619 91.84 7.56 3.82 

318541720 92.86 11.26 4.89 

318541721 92.77 9.41 4.79 

318541722 93.75 8.59 4.16 

318541723 91.18 10.84 3.36 

Total 93.36 

9.45 4.06 

[1.56] [0.50 

(6.04) 
 

UMERKOT 319551824 92.31 6.89 3.64 

319551825 93.75 9.50 4.15 

319551826 95.08 8.63 3.95 

319551827 95.29 8.85 3.72 

319551828 89.47 9.77 3.55 

319561929 92.77 7.28 3.35 

319561930 90.14 8.56 3.93 

319561931 93.65 8.26 3.80 

319561932 89.04 7.79 3.73 

319561933 96.77 7.47 3.08 

319572034 96.83 7.47 3.55 

319572035 93.75 6.14 4.19 

Total 93.24 

8.05 3.72 

[1.07] [.31] 

(7.51) 
 

KASHMORE 320582136 94.67 7.93 5.52 

320582137 97.30 8.60 4.17 

320582138 92.50 7.81 4.49 

320582139 94.94 8.67 4.05 

320592240 95.71 7.58 3.89 

320592241 92.42 8.85 4.30 

320592242 95.77 8.51 4.04 

320592243 94.44 7.04 4.22 

320602344 96.67 8.07 3.52 

320602345 94.74 8.66 3.54 

320602446 95.83 7.47 4.48 

320602447 85.90 5.59 3.48 

320602448 95.45 6.77 3.91 

Total 94.33 
7.81 4.12 

[0.93] [0.52] 
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District 

Block No 

Block Indicator 1 Block Indicator 2 Block Indicator 3 

% of HHs 
Absolute Mean 

Difference 
Mean 

(8.33) 
 

MUZAFFARABAD 522632901 93.75 10.03 4.71 

522632902 91.67 7.57 3.69 

522633003 90.91 7.59 5.27 

522633004 91.30 7.38 4.62 

522633005 95.79 7.38 4.64 

522643106 90.00 5.72 4.23 

522643107 85.23 7.21 4.47 

522643108 67.42 7.85 4.17 

522643109 91.21 6.87 4.47 

Total 88.59 

7.51 4.47 

[1.13] [0.41] 

(6.64) 
 

BAGH 523653210 98.92 8.39 5.13 

523653211 96.55 8.07 5.94 

523653212 92.39 6.67 4.48 

523663313 97.80 7.25 5.71 

523663314 98.89 7.12 5.01 

Total 96.91 

7.50 5.25 

[0.71] [0.52] 

(10.54) 
 

MIRPUR 524673415 93.75 9.36 4.73 

524673416 95.51 7.89 4.18 

524673517 90.32 9.26 5.16 

524683618 93.94 13.59 6.73 

524683619 91.94 16.90 7.79 

Total 93.09 

11.40 5.72 

[3.74] [1.35] 

(3.04) 
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Annex 3- Block Indicators B14a and B14b 

(Inclusion/Exclusion Bias) by Block  
 

Districts 
Blocks 

BI4a 
( % moving above 

cut-off=16.17) 

BI4b 
( % moving below 

cut-off=16.17) 

Net Change 
(BI4a-BI4b) 

MARDAN 215459401 2.94 1.47 1.47 

215459402 5.95 10.71 -4.76 

215459403 5.63 11.27 -5.63 

215459404 3.95 6.58 -2.63 

215459505 2.41 31.33 -28.92 

215459506 3.66 6.10 -2.44 

215459507 3.66 25.61 -21.95 

215459508 21.31 19.67 1.64 

215469609 5.19 11.69 -6.49 

215469610 13.70 1.37 12.33 

215469611 15.49 12.68 2.82 

215469612 13.04 4.35 8.70 

215469613 11.86 10.17 1.69 

215479714 2.90 13.04 -10.14 

215479715 1.41 26.76 -25.35 

215479716 11.11 18.06 -6.94 

215479717 4.48 17.91 -13.43 

BUNER 216489818 10.71 25.00 -14.29 

216489819 16.87 14.46 2.41 

216489820 11.69 12.99 -1.30 

216499921 3.13 23.96 -20.83 
216499922 7.07 20.20 -13.13 

SHANGLA 217501123 14.44 13.33 1.11 

217501124 10.42 21.88 -11.46 

217501125 21.88 13.54 8.33 

217511226 22.35 7.06 15.29 

217511227 17.05 15.91 1.14 

217511228 25.97 11.69 14.29 

DG KHAN 111317001 6.67 1.67 5.00 

111317002 5.63 0.00 5.63 

111317003 8.82 2.94 5.88 

111317004 1.61 1.61 0.00 

111317313 19.44 8.33 11.11 

111317314 12.36 6.74 5.62 
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Districts 
Blocks 

BI4a 
( % moving above 

cut-off=16.17) 

BI4b 
( % moving below 

cut-off=16.17) 

Net Change 
(BI4a-BI4b) 

111317315 40.51 3.80 36.71 

111327105 7.46 10.45 -2.99 

111327106 32.65 4.08 28.57 
111327107 22.58 4.84 17.74 

111327108 41.94 9.68 32.26 

111337209 2.38 26.19 -23.81 

111337210 11.43 18.57 -7.14 

111337211 8.89 31.11 -22.22 

111337212 16.00 12.00 4.00 

JHANG 113378037 13.10 2.38 10.71 

113378038 4.92 3.28 1.64 

113378039 0.00 5.66 -5.66 

113378140 2.78 4.17 -1.39 

113378141 8.96 5.97 2.99 

113378142 0.00 4.84 -4.84 

113378143 9.09 0.00 9.09 

113388244 4.84 3.23 1.61 

113388245 11.54 3.85 7.69 

113388246 4.11 6.85 -2.74 

113388247 8.06 3.23 4.84 

113398348 4.88 14.63 -9.76 

113398349 4.00 1.33 2.67 

113408450 12.82 7.69 5.13 

113408451 3.33 3.33 0.00 

113408452 12.12 4.55 7.58 

113408453 12.33 4.11 8.22 

113408554 4.92 8.20 -3.28 

113408555 11.11 4.76 6.35 

113408556 10.29 5.88 4.41 

113408557 16.39 1.64 14.75 

113408558 9.30 2.33 6.98 

RAHIM YAR KHAN 114418659 3.03 4.55 -1.52 

114418660 3.39 3.39 0.00 

114418661 2.67 10.67 -8.00 
114418762 11.54 5.13 6.41 

114418763 9.52 22.62 -13.10 

114418764 9.72 9.72 0.00 

114418765 20.59 7.35 13.24 

114428866 28.57 12.24 16.33 

114428867 14.29 9.52 4.76 
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Districts 
Blocks 

BI4a 
( % moving above 

cut-off=16.17) 

BI4b 
( % moving below 

cut-off=16.17) 

Net Change 
(BI4a-BI4b) 

114428868 17.57 12.16 5.41 

114428869 38.57 4.29 34.29 

114428970 34.67 4.00 30.67 
114428971 10.00 15.71 -5.71 

114428972 14.93 11.94 2.99 

114428973 1.45 4.35 -2.90 

114439074 11.11 0.00 11.11 

114439075 0.00 0.00 0.00 

114439076 33.33 0.00 33.33 

114439077 12.99 9.09 3.90 

114439178 9.09 0.00 9.09 

114439179 16.67 16.67 0.00 

114439180 33.33 0.00 33.33 

114439181 0.00 5.26 -5.26 

114439182 30.77 7.69 23.08 

114449283 9.62 1.92 7.69 

114449284 15.91 11.36 4.55 

114449285 15.38 15.38 0.00 

114449386 16.22 8.11 8.11 

114449387 28.57 14.29 14.29 

114449388 10.87 2.17 8.70 

114449389 18.46 10.77 7.69 

BAGH 523653210 4.30 1.08 3.23 

523653211 9.20 3.45 5.75 

523653212 3.30 4.40 -1.10 

523663313 3.33 2.22 1.11 

523663314 4.44 2.22 2.22 

MIRPUR 524673415 4.92 1.64 3.28 

524673416 2.35 0.00 2.35 

524673517 7.14 1.79 5.36 

524683618 9.52 0.00 9.52 

524683619 15.52 0.00 15.52 

MUZAFFARABAD 522632901 3.90 10.39 -6.49 

522632902 7.32 9.76 -2.44 
522633003 5.63 7.04 -1.41 

522633004 2.17 10.87 -8.70 

522633005 7.45 9.57 -2.13 

522643106 3.57 17.86 -14.29 

522643107 3.90 16.88 -12.99 

522643108 7.69 12.31 -4.62 



Targeting Survey Spot Check- Phase 2 Report 

65 

 

Districts 
Blocks 

BI4a 
( % moving above 

cut-off=16.17) 

BI4b 
( % moving below 

cut-off=16.17) 

Net Change 
(BI4a-BI4b) 

522643109 3.41 5.68 -2.27 

HYDERABAD 318521301 1.43 11.43 -10.00 

318521302 5.17 12.07 -6.90 
318521303 10.00 5.00 5.00 

318521304 7.04 5.63 1.41 

318521405 34.48 5.17 29.31 

318521406 17.74 9.68 8.06 

318521407 30.59 2.35 28.24 

318521408 39.29 7.14 32.14 

318521409 29.85 2.99 26.87 

318521510 41.25 6.25 35.00 

318521511 22.22 12.50 9.72 

318521512 39.62 1.89 37.74 

318521513 31.51 6.85 24.66 

318521514 37.84 5.41 32.43 

318521515 35.29 1.47 33.82 

318531616 1.75 0.00 1.75 

318531617 11.67 15.00 -3.33 

318531618 0.00 2.08 -2.08 

318531619 2.17 4.35 -2.17 

318541720 12.12 3.03 9.09 

318541721 2.47 3.70 -1.23 

318541722 20.78 16.88 3.90 

318541723 18.18 1.52 16.67 

KASHMORE 320582136 5.48 23.29 -17.81 

320582137 5.41 18.92 -13.51 

320582138 9.33 16.00 -6.67 

320582139 11.69 25.97 -14.29 

320592240 23.19 11.59 11.59 

320592241 31.25 20.31 10.94 

320592242 14.29 10.00 4.29 

320592243 15.94 13.04 2.90 

320602344 14.61 8.99 5.62 

320602345 16.36 23.64 -7.27 
320602446 8.45 19.72 -11.27 

320602447 18.31 19.72 -1.41 

320602448 12.50 10.94 1.56 

GUJRAT 112347416 0.00 0.00 0.00 

112347417 3.03 4.55 -1.52 

112347418 3.23 1.61 1.61 
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Districts 
Blocks 

BI4a 
( % moving above 

cut-off=16.17) 

BI4b 
( % moving below 

cut-off=16.17) 

Net Change 
(BI4a-BI4b) 

112347519 20.51 0.00 20.51 

112347520 14.29 0.00 14.29 

112347521 18.03 4.92 13.11 
112347522 5.13 1.28 3.85 

112357623 1.30 1.30 0.00 

112357624 0.00 6.94 -6.94 

112357725 2.47 1.23 1.23 

112357726 3.66 2.44 1.22 

112357727 5.95 1.19 4.76 

112357728 1.32 1.32 0.00 

112367829 1.35 2.70 -1.35 

112367830 11.43 5.71 5.71 

112367831 5.06 1.27 3.80 

112367832 0.00 4.55 -4.55 

112367933 0.00 1.41 -1.41 

112367934 2.94 0.00 2.94 

112367935 0.00 1.41 -1.41 

112367936 0.00 0.00 0.00 

UMERKOT 319551824 19.23 6.41 12.82 

319551825 27.27 1.30 25.97 

319551826 22.03 15.25 6.78 

319551827 30.12 7.23 22.89 

319551828 30.19 7.55 22.64 

319561929 21.25 6.25 15.00 

319561930 25.37 2.99 22.39 

319561931 17.74 9.68 8.06 

319561932 10.00 11.43 -1.43 

319561933 22.58 1.61 20.97 

319572034 25.81 8.06 17.74 

319572035 15.58 2.60 12.99 

 

 


