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Preface
This report presents the findings of an 
independent assessment of the 
Community Investment Fund (CIF) 
component of the Peoples' Poverty 
Reduct ion Programme (P P R P) , 
implemented by the Sindh Rural 
Support Organisation (SRSO) with 
funding from the Government of Sindh. 
Conducted between March and July 
2025, this study aims to examine the 
d e s i g n ,  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ,  
effectiveness, and sustainability of CIF 
as a grassroots financial mechanism 
to empower poor rural women and 
enab le  them to  enhance  the i r 
household income, build assets, and 
improve resilience.

The CIF model, rooted in the broader 
community-dr iven development 
approach of  the Rural  Suppor t 
Programmes (RSPs), represents a 
significant policy innovation in poverty 
alleviation. By providing interest-free 
revolving loans through women-led 
community institutions, CIF offers an 
a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  c o n v e n t i o n a l 
microfinance and expands financial 
inclusion for the poorest segments of 
society—many of whom are excluded 
from formal credit systems.

The findings in this report are based on 
extensive fieldwork across six districts 
of Sindh—Khairpur, Sanghar, Badin, 

Thatta, Mirpurkhas, and Umerkot. The 
assessment team employed a mixed-
methods approach including a survey 
o f  o v e r  4 , 0 0 0  C I F  b e n e fi c i a r y 
households, focus group discussions 
with community members, and key 
informant interviews with programme 
implementers and stakeholders.

This study was made possible through 
the generous support and facilitation 
of SRSO and the Government of Sindh. 
We are grateful to the community 
i n s t i t u t i o n s — C o m m u n i t y 
O r g a n i s a t i o n s  ( C O s ) ,  V i l l a g e 
Organisations (VOs),  and Local 
Support Organisations (LSOs) whose 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  i n s i g h t s ,  a n d 
experiences form the core of this 
report. We acknowledge the women 
b e n e fi c i a r i e s  w h o s e  c o u ra g e , 
enterprise, and resilience continue to 
d r i v e  s o c i a l  a n d  e c o n o m i c 
transformation in their communities.

It is our hope that the insights and 
recommendations presented in this 
report will contribute to improving the 
C I F  m o d e l  a n d  i n f o r m  f u t u r e 
programming aimed at sustainable, 
inclusive development for the rural 
poor.

Fazal Ali Khan
Lead Consultant, HCPL 

and Co-founder of Devyield 
Sept  30,2025
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Community Investment Fund (CIF) is one of the 
flagship interventions of the Government of Sindh's 
People's Poverty Reduction Programme (PPRP), 
implemented by the Sindh Rural  Suppor t 
Organisation (SRSO). It was established to provide 
interest-free financial resources to the poorest 
households, particularly women, so that they could 
invest in livelihoods, build resilience, and gradually 
move out of poverty. The funds are managed at 
community level through women-led institutions 
such as Village Organisations (VOs) and Local 
Support Organisations (LSOs), ensuring local 
ownership and accountability.

This report presents the findings of an independent 
assessment of CIF covering the period 2017–2025. 
The study used a mixed-method approach: a survey 
of 4,025 beneficiary households, focused group 
discussions (FGDs), key informant interviews (KIIs), 
and analysis of CIF portfolio data. The aim was to 
examine CIF's effectiveness in poverty graduation, 
women's empowerment, cost-effectiveness, 
institutional sustainability, and its performance as a 
revolving fund.

Key Findings

Pro-Poor Outreach: By December 2024, CIF had 
reached 149,232 unique women out of 464,724 
eligible households, covering 32% of the target 
population. The original PKR 2.93 billion fund 
revolved to PKR 6.02 billion through recoveries and 
re-lending, with repayment rates close to 98–99%. 
About 84% of VOs successfully managed CIF, but 
16% VOs could not be accommodated. Around PKR 
523.5 million (18%) of recovered funds remained idle 
in bank accounts, reducing the programme's 
potential outreach.

Poverty Outcomes: The Poverty Scorecard (PSC) 
analysis shows that households made clear 
progress between 2017 and 2025:

· The proportion in the extremely poor category 
(PSC 0–11) fell from 28% to 20%.

· The poor category (PSC 12–23) fell from 72% to 
52%.

· For the first time, 28% of households moved into 
the vulnerable (24–35) and better-off (36–100) 
categories.

The most significant upward movement occurred 
among households that received three to four CIF 
cycles, suggesting this is the optimum threshold for 
placing poor households on a poverty graduation 
pathway.

Income and assets: CIF investments translated into 
tangible improvements. Average household income 
and cost savings rose steadily with repeated loan 
cycles. Households increased ownership of goats, 
sheep, and cattle, while some improved housing and 
food security. However, 90–98% of all CIF loans 
were invested in livestock, with little diversification 
into agriculture or microenterprises. This reflects 
women's confidence in livestock as a low-risk 
activity but also highlights structural barriers to 
wider livelihood choices, such as lack of input 
support, training, and reliable market access.

Women's empowerment: CIF was designed as a 
women-centred intervention, and the study confirms 
that it strengthened women's role in household and 
community decision-making. Most women reported 
greater confidence in financial management, with 
72–74% participating jointly in household decisions 
and 13% making decisions independently. Women 
also became more active in VOs and LSOs, building 
leadership skills and peer networks. In many cases, 
women guided other women to access CIF, 
s i g n a l l i n g  a  m u l t i p l i e r  e f fe c t  o n  w o m e n 
empowerment.Overall, the survey findings show 
that CIF has significantly improved women's access 
to  finance  and  s t rengthened  communi ty 
institutions. Qualitative insights also reinforce this 
picture. As one VO member from Mirpurkhas 
explained, “This money is ours—it belongs to the 
village. We give it, take it, and return it. It is not from 
outside;it is from us.” Similarly, a woman from VO 
Jam Khan Jatoi reflected on the impact on women's 
d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g  p o w e r  a n d  e c o n o m i c 
independence: “Before this, we waited for our 
husbands to bring home money. Now, we earn 
ourselves.” These voices underline the sense of 
ownership and empowerment that statistical results 
alone cannot capture.

Cost-effectiveness: CIF has proven to be far more 
cost-efficient than conventional microfinance and 
other interest-free loan programmes in Pakistan. It 
provides loans of PKR 15,000–40,000 on an 
interest-free basis, with an operational cost of only 
6.5%—lower than both the Prime Minister's Interest-
Free Loan scheme (10.5%) and Akhuwat (7.5%). 
Repayment discipline remains exceptionally high, 
and because the fund revolves within communities, 
the benefits extend well beyond the first group of 
recipients.
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Resilience function: The programme period 
(2017–2025) was marked by economic downturns, 
high inflation, and repeated natural disasters in 
Sindh. CIF and related interventions provided a 
crucial safety net. Loans allowed households to 
smooth consumption, avoid distress sales of 
assets, and cope better with shocks. Even where 
households did not fully escape poverty, CIF helped 
cushion them from falling deeper into hardship. This 
resilience function is one of the most important 
contributions of CIF.

Susta inabi l i ty  chal lenges:  Whi le  99% of 
respondents reported no mismanagement under 
current operations, trust in CIF governance rests 
largely on SRSO's oversight. When asked about risks 
if SRSO were to exit, beneficiaries raised concerns: 
poor recovery (21%), lack of training (19%), weak 
recordkeeping (16%), favouritism (16%), and in some 
districts, insufficient funds. This suggests that VOs 
and LSOs are not yet fully prepared to manage CIF 
independently and need SRSO's oversight.

High rural inflation—28.9% in 2022 and 42.2% in May 
2023—has eroded the real value of CIF loans and the 
overall real value of the CIF fund by an estimated 
35%. As a result, small loan sizes are increasingly 
inadequate to cover input and livelihood costs, and 
the real value of the overall fund is decreasing.

Conclusions

The Community Investment Fund (CIF) has proven 
to be an effective, inclusive, and low-cost model for 
advancing poverty graduation. It has delivered 
measurable improvements in household poverty 
status, incomes, women's empowerment, and 
community resilience. Its revolving, interest-free 
design and reliance on community institutions 
distinguish it from conventional microfinance. The 
experience shows that poor women, when trusted 
with resources and responsibility, can manage 
funds effectively, repay reliably, and improve their 
families' wellbeing. CIF has not only reduced 
extreme poverty but also helped households 
withstand repeated economic and climatic shocks. 
Its core strength isin its simplicity, trust, and strong 
community ownership.

Yet the model's potential remains only partly 
realised. Coverage is still limited—only 32% of 
eligible households in the six programme districts 
have been reached—while fund recycling has been 
slow, leaving significant resources idle. Inflation has 
further eroded the real value of loans, reducing their 
ability to meet household needs and undermining 
the revolving fund over time. These constraints limit 
CIF's longer-term sustainability and long-term 
impact.

To consolidate gains, CIF must guarantee at least 

three to four loan cycles per household, adjust loan 
sizes for inflation, and build stronger linkages with 
markets, government programmes, and social 
protection systems. With these measures, CIF can 
move beyond short-term poverty mitigation to 
provide a credible pathway towards sustainable 
poverty graduation. It holds the potential not only to 
transform livelihoods in Sindh but also to serve as a 
scalable model of pro-poor, women-centred 
financial inclusion across Pakistan.

Recommendations

The assessment highlights that CIF is a proven and 
cost-effective model but needs strengthening to 
maximise its impact. The following priorities are 
recommended:

1. Expand outreach and coverage – Mobilise 
additional resources to reach the 315,500 eligible 
households still excluded, activate the 917 VOs not 
yet managing CIF, and quickly redeploy idle funds to 
increase equity across districts.

2. Guarantee repeat access for graduation – 
Institutionalise at least three to four CIF cycles per 
household as the threshold for graduation, 
supported by stronger VO/LSO systems to manage 
recovery and recycling.

3. Strengthen resilience functions – Position CIF 
as a shock-responsive mechanism by introducing 
emergency loan products and linking with disaster 
risk reduction and social protection schemes to 
cushion households during crises.

4. Diversify livelihoods – Promote higher-value 
livestock opportunities (e.g., dairy, small ruminants, 
fodder, processing) for households ready for 
graduation. Pilot agriculture and microenterprise 
loans only where enabling conditions exist, 
supported by partnerships with government and 
market actors.

5. Safeguard sustainability and build institutional 
capacity – Gradually transfer recovery and 
monitoring functions from SRSO to community 
i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  b a c k e d  b y  t ra i n i n g ,  d i g i t a l 
recordkeeping, MIS-based tracking, and regular 
audits.

6. Protect loan value against inflation – Adjust 
loan sizes in line with inflation, recapitalise CIF to 
p reser ve  rea l  va lue ,  and  l ink  loans  w i th 
complementary livelihood support to strengthen 
household incomes.

7. Consolidate women's empowerment – Keep 
CIF firmly embedded in women's organisations, and 
expand financial literacy, savings mobilisation, and 
leadership training to transform access to finance 
into sustained empowerment.
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Chapter 1: 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
This report presents the assessment of the 
Community Investment Fund (CIF) component 
under the Peoples' Poverty Reduction Programme 
(PPRP) in the districts of Khairpur, Mirpurkhas, 
Sanghar, Umerkot, Badin, and Thatta. The PPRP, 
funded by the Government of Sindh (GoS) and 
implemented by the Sindh Rural  Suppor t 
Organisation (SRSO), has been operational in these 
districts since 2017. 

PPRP adopts a multi-sectoral, integrated approach 
aimed at reducing poverty and empowering rural 
women. Anchored in the social mobilisation strategy 
of the Rural Support Programmes (RSPs), the 
programme focuses on forming and strengthening 
community  inst i tut ions.  The R S Ps socia l 
mobilisation overtime had evolved into a three-tier 
institutional structure anchored in women's 
organisations, designed to ensure inclusivity, 
sustainability, and scalability that was earlier tested 
in the GoS funded Union Council Based Poverty 
Reduction Programme (UCBPRP) from 2009-2016 
by SRSO and other RSPs working in Sindh. The 
programme was then scaled to all rural union 
council of Sindh with the financial support of 
Government of Sindh under the PPRP programme 
and EU funded SUCCESS programme. 

The social mobilisation strategy is structured as 
follows:

· A t  t h e  g r a s s r o o t s  l e v e l ,  C o m m u n i t y 
Organisations (COs) at neighbourhood level are 
formed, each comprising 15-20 poor women – with 
one member representing one household.

· Each CO nominates two women to form the 
Village Organisation (VO) at the village level.

· VOs, in turn, nominate representatives to form a 
Local Support Organisation (LSO) at the union 
council level, which is the lowest administrative tier 
in Pakistan.

This three-tier system forms the backbone of 
programme implementation. Under UCBPRP and 
subsequently PPRP and SUCCESS, VOs and LSOs 
were entrusted with managing grants for two key 
financial instruments:

· A Community Investment Fund (C IF)—a 
revolving fund providing interest-free loans to poor 
women identified by COs to invest in income-
generating assets.

· Income Generating Grants (IGGs)—one-time 
grants provided to the poorest and most vulnerable 
women who lacked the capacity to repay loans, as 

verified by the COs.

Moreover, the UCBPRP project document (PC-I) 
articulated the GoS's broader vision: that community 
institutions would serve as a conduit for public 
sector departments to plan and deliver development 
services, thereby enhancing local governance and 
service delivery through participatory, community-
led mechanisms.

Building on this foundation, PPRP provides a 
comprehensive package of household-level support 
including:

· Community Investment Fund (CIF)

· Income Generating Grants (IGG)

· Vocational Training Program (VTP)

· Enterprise Development Fund

The programme also provides suppor t  to 
Community  Physica l  Inf rastructure  ( C P I ) 
implemented at community or village level.

The Community Investment Fund (CIF) is a 
significant component of PPRP, designed to support 
thefinancial and institutional sustainability of 
c o m m u n i t y  i n s t i t u t i o n s  a n d  t o  p r o v i d e 
financialaccess to women members of the 
Community Organisation. CIF is a grant from the 
government of Sindh to poor households and the 
SRSO manages the CIF as a revolving fund while 
offering interest free micro-loans to women from 
poor households to start income-generating 
activities or buildproductive assets. To access CIF 
loans, a woman must be a member of the CO, must 
be poor(PSC 0-23), and must agree to pay back the 
CIF according to the terms and conditions setby the 
women Village Organisation in consultation with 
SRSO. PPRP is in its fifth year of implementation in 
these six districts. As of December 2024, a total of 
4,647 out of 5,564 Village Organizations (VOs) have 
successfully established Community Investment 
Funds (CIF), with a cumulative seed capital of PKR 
2.9 billion. These funds have provided loans to 
149,232 women to support income-generating 
activities. Among them, 23,439 women have 
accessed a second cycle, 14,553 a third cycle, 7,831 
a fourth cycle, and 2,533 a fifth cycle of CIF loans. 
The average loan amount ranges from PKR 14,000 
to PKR 40,000, and beneficiaries primarily invest in 
livestock purchases and small-scale enterprises, 
enabling them to enhance household income and 
economic resilience.
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The VOs have engaged community bookkeepers to 
maintain loan records, with training provided by 
SRSO to both VO leaders and community 
bookkeepers on CIF management. SRSO has also 
d e v e l o p e d  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  p o l i c i e s  a n d 
procedures—covering aspects such as loan 
amounts, repayment terms, processing fees, service 
charges (if any), and methods for loan processing 
and repayment. The core principles guiding these 
policies are that CIF should be "used and not 

consumed" and should benefit the maximum 
number of poor households.

This study aims to assess the approach, impact, and 
effectiveness of CIF on poor households, with a 
f o c u s  o n  p o v e r t y  a l l e v i a t i o n ,  w o m e n's 
empowerment, and sustainability of community 
institutions.
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CHAPTER 2: 
STUDY FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY
This section presents the framework and 
methodological approach adopted for assessing 
the Community Investment Fund (CIF) component 
of the Peoples' Poverty Reduction Programme 
(PPRP) in six districts of Sindh—Khairpur, 
Mirpurkhas, Sanghar, Umerkot, Badin, and Thatta. 
The study aimed to generate robust, evidence-based 
insights into CIF's effectiveness, efficiency, and 
sustainability, with the overarching goal of informing 
future programming and policy formulation.

2.1. Study Objectives

The assessment was guided by three primary 
objectives. First ,  i t  aimed to evaluate the 
effectiveness of CIF in achieving its intended 
development outcomes. This began with a 
comprehens ive  por t fo l io  ana lys is ,  us ing 
administrative data provided by SRSO. The analysis 
reviewed the scale and structure of the CIF across 
the programme districts, examining the number of 
Village Organizations (VOs) with operational CIFs, 
loan disbursement trends across various cycles, 
loan sizes, sectoral use of funds (such as livestock 
and small businesses), and the extent of fund 
recovery and recycling. Building on this, the study 
then used a structured beneficiary survey to assess 
the impact of CIF at the household and individual 
levels. This part focused on whether access to CIF 
had contributed to improvements in economic 
resilience, particularly in terms of increased income, 
asset accumulation, cost savings, and women's 
empowerment. 

Second, the study aimed to document lessons 
learned and best practices from the implementation 
of CIF. By examining how the fund was accessed, 
used, managed, and repaid, the research team 
aimed to identify what worked well and where 
improvements could be made. This learning is 
expected to inform the design and implementation 
of similar interventions in the future.

The third objective focused on evaluating the cost-
effectiveness and sustainability of the CIF 
mechanism. Specifically, the study compared CIF's 
financial model and delivery cost with other 
microfinance products offered by SRSO. This 
comparative analysis aimed to assess whether CIF 
represents an economically viable and scalable 
model for supporting poor households through 
revolving, interest-free loans.

2.2.   Study Framework

To structure the inquiry and ensure a comprehensive 

analysis, the study applied a conceptual framework 
bui l t  around four outcome famil ies ,  each 
representing a key area of impact. These outcome 
families reflect the programme's theory of change 
and link CIF access to measurable socio-economic 
changes. Each outcome family is described in the 
sections that follow, while the detailed hypotheses 
and associated indicators are presented in Annex 1.

1. Poverty Graduation

This outcome family examined how CIF supports 
the inclusion of poor women in development 
processes and contributes to household-level 
poverty graduation. The analysis began with a CIF 
portfolio review using administrative data from 
SRSO, which captured the scale, coverage, and 
disbursement patterns of CIF across cycles, 
including the number of VOs with CIFs, the 
cumulative amount disbursed, and the reach across 
five loan cycles. This provided insight into the 
operational footprint and reach of CIF. The study 
then used survey data to assess whether access to 
CIF has led to improvements in Poverty Scorecard 
(PSC) scores, increased income, and accumulation 
of productive assets. It also explored the degree to 
which CIF catalysed investment in income-
generating activities such as livestock rearing, 
agriculture, and small businesses. Additionally, it 
considered whether repeated access to finance 
encouraged beneficiaries to engage with formal 
financial systems beyond the programme.

2. Women's Empowerment

The  second  outcome fami ly  focused  on 
understanding the transformative effect of CIF on 
women's social and economic empowerment. This 
included evaluating changes in women's decision-
making power within the household, control over 
finances, and confidence in managing income and 
expressing opinions. It also explored women's 
participation in community institutions and their 
evolving roles in civic life. The study used both self-
reported measures and community feedback to 
assess perceived empowerment and shifts in 
gender norms.

3. Cost-Effectiveness and Institutional 
Sustainability

This outcome family analysed the financial 
efficiency of the CIF model and its long-term 
viability. It involved a comparison of CIF's 
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operational and delivery costs with those of 
traditional microfinance products. The analysis 
assessed the cost of serving each beneficiary, the 
total programme expenditure, and the return on 
investment based on economic outcomes at the 
household level. The study also examined whether 
community institutions (VOs and LSOs) were 
equipped to manage and sustain the C I F 
mechanism beyond project timelines.

4. CIF Recovery and Revolving Mechanism

Finally, this outcome family focused on the 
mechanics of loan recovery and fund rotation. It 
assessed the efficiency and reliability of CIF 
repayment systems, recovery rates, and overdue 
rates. The study looked at how effectively funds 
were recycled to support additional households and 
whether community institutions were able to 
manage recoveries with minimal  external 
intervention. Verification was conducted through 
PPRP's Management Information System (MIS) 
and VO/LSO records.

2.3.    Methodology

The assessment employed a mixed-methods 
approach, integrating both quantitative and 
qualitative research methods to generate a holistic 
understanding of CIF's performance and impact.

2.3.1.Study Design

The research design included three main 
components:

1. Portfolio Analysis: The study commenced with an 
in-depth portfolio analysis of the Community 
Investment Fund (CIF), using administrative and 
monitoring data provided by the Sindh Rural Support 
Organization (SRSO). This analysis served as a 
foundational step to understand the scale, outreach, 
and operational performance of the CIF mechanism 
across the targeted districts.

2. Quantitative Household Survey: A structured 
household survey was conducted with 4,025 CIF 
beneficiaries to collect data on socio-economic 
status, poverty scores, income levels, asset 
ownership, and utilisation of CIF loans. The survey 
provided a statistically significant dataset for 
analys ing household- leve l  outcomes and 
comparing results across districts and loan cycles.

3. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs): Five FGDs 
were conducted with women leaders from 
Communi ty  Organ isat ions  ( C O s) ,  V i l lage 
Organ isat ions  ( V O s) ,  and  Loca l  Suppor t 
Organisations (LSOs). These discussions helped 
unpack the community's experiences with CIF, 

including the loan approval process, repayment 
practices, challenges in implementation, and the 
perceived benefits and shortcomings of the fund. 
FGDs offered a space for collective reflection and 
learning.

4. Key Informant Interviews (KIIs): 12 KIIs were held 
with SRSO staff, field managers, community 
bookkeepers,  and V O/L S O leaders.  These 
interviews provided in-depth insights into 
programme des ign ,  inst i tu t iona l  suppor t 
m e c h a n i s m s ,  t a r g e t i n g  p r o c e s s e s ,  a n d 
sustainability strategies. Informants also reflected 
on implementation challenges and shared 
recommendations for future improvements.

5. Cost-Benefit Analysis: A separate component of 
the study involved performing a cost-benefit 
analysis using CIF portfolio data and household-
level economic outcomes. This analysis aimed to 
determine whether CIF offers a high return on 
investment, both for the programme and the 
beneficiaries. 

2.3.2. Sampling Strategy for the quantitative 
survey

The sampling strategy for the quantitative survey 
was carefully designed to ensure representative, 
stratified, and multi-stage coverage across the entire 
PPRP operational area for this assessment. The 
process was structured in a logical sequence, 
beginning at the district level and progressing down 
to individual beneficiaries at the Village Organisation 
(VO) level. The goal was to obtain a robust and 
statistically valid sample that accurately reflects the 
diversity of contexts across the six programme 
districts.

1. Stratification at District Level

The first step in the sampling process involved 
stratifying the sample across all six PPRP 
districts—Khairpur, Mirpurkhas, Sanghar, Umerkot, 
Badin, and Thatta. This district-level stratification 
was essential to ensure that the assessment 
c a p t u re d  i n t e r - d i s t r i c t  va r i a t i o n s  i n  C I F 
implementation, fund management, loan cycles, 
and community dynamics.

2. Inclusion of All Talukas

To ensure complete geographic coverage, the study 
included all Talukas (sub-districts) within the six 
districts. In total, 35 Talukas were considered in the 
sampling frame. This step helped to account for 
potential socio-economic and cultural differences at 
the sub-district level, which could influence the 
outcomes and perceptions of the CIF intervention.
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3. Random Selection of One UC per Taluka

From each of the 35 Talukas, one Union Council (UC) 
was selected randomly. This approach ensured that 
each Taluka was represented in the sample while 
maintaining operational feasibility. The selection of 
UCs through random sampling minimised selection 
bias and enhanced the representativeness of the 
sample.

4. Selection of Village Organisations (VOs)

Within each of the 35 selected UCs, Village 
Organisations (VOs) were identified that had 
implemented multiple CIF loan cycles (1st through 
5th). From this pool, a total of 110 VOs were selected 
across the districts, ensuring representation of both 
early-stage and more mature CIF cycles. The 
selection criteria ensured that each VO included in 
the sample had enough active CIF beneficiaries for 
meaningful analysis.

5. Proportional Sampling of CIF Beneficiaries

At the VO level, we have applied proportional 
sampling to select CIF beneficiaries from different 
loan cycles. This ensured that the sample included 
both first-time borrowers and those who had 
accessed the CIF multiple times. The aim was to 
compare experiences and outcomes across various 
stages of CIF engagement and capture the 
cumulative impact of repeated borrowing.

6. Sample Size Determination and Adequacy for 
Sub-Group Analysis 

The sample size for this assessment was 
determined using a fixed sampling rate of 3%, 
applied to both the 1st cycle and the combined 2nd 
to 5th cycles of CIF beneficiaries. This approach 
yielded a total planned sample of 3,968 households, 
which was s l ight ly  exceeded dur ing field 
implementation, resulting in a final achieved sample 
of 4,025 households across six districts.

This approach represents a slight variation from the 
original Terms of Reference (ToR), which had 
specified sampling 2% from the 1st cycle and 3% 
from the 2nd cycle only, with an envisaged sample of 
3,973 households (2,267 from the 1st cycle and 
1,706 from the 2nd). However, during the inception 
phase, the actual CIF beneficiary data received from 
SRSO revealed the presence of beneficiaries from 
the 3rd, 4th, and even 5th CIF cycles, which were not 
accounted for in the ToR. In response, the research 
team revised the sampling plan to include all active 
CIF cycles (1st through 5th), thereby ensuring a 
more accurate, inclusive, and representative 
assessment of the programme's implementation, 
reach, and impact.

Statistically, the total sample far exceeds the 
minimum requirement for a population-based 

survey. According to the standard formula for 
sample size determination:

This yields a required sample size of approximately 
384 households to estimate population-level 
outcomes with 95% confidence and ±5% margin of 
error. With 4,025 completed surveys, this study's 
sample is more than ten times larger, enabling a high 
degree of precision in overall estimates.

More importantly, this large sample allows for 
reliable sub-group analysis across:

· Geographic areas: Each district is well 
represented (minimum of 455 households per 
district).

· Loan cycles: 1st cycle (2,044), 2nd (1,224), 
3rd (521), 4th (224), and 5th (12).

The robust sample sizes in cycles 1 to 4 ensure that 
comparative analysis—such as assessing the 
impact of repeated CIF borrowing or identifying 
trends in poverty graduation—can be conducted 
with statistical confidence. While the 5th cycle 
sample is small (n = 12) and findings from it are 
treated with caution, its inclusion supports 
exploratory analysis of CIF scale-up and long-term 
usage trends.

The adapted sampling strategy upheld the spirit of 
t h e  o r i g i n a l  To R  w h i l e  o f f e r i n g  a  m o r e 
comprehensive and methodologically rigorous 
dataset. The sample's size and structure provide a 
solid foundation for both overall programme 
evaluation and detailed disaggregated insights, 
including analysis by district, loan cycle, and other 
key variables.

2.3.3. Sampling Frame: Planned vs. Actual 
Coverage

To ensure representativeness and operational 
feasibility, the original sampling plan outlined 
coverage of 35 Talukas, 35 Union Councils (UCs), 
and 110 Village Organisations (VOs) across six 
districts. However, based on field realities, minor 
adjustments were made during implementation, 
resulting in a total of 116 VOs sampled while 
maintaining full coverage of Talukas and UCs. Table 
1 presents a comparison of the planned and actual 
sample coverage:
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2.3.4. Sample Completion, Attrition, and Field-
Level Mitigation Measures

During the field implementation phase, the study 
team set out to survey 3,978 CIF beneficiary 
households as per the revised sampling strategy. 
Despite encountering a range of operational 
challenges, the team successfully completed 
4,025 interviews—surpassing the planned sample 
and achieving over 100% completion. This was 
made possible through a proactive replacement 
strategy and strong coordination with community 
institutions and field teams. However, the process 
involved an overall attrition and replacement rate of 
approximately 14% relative to the original sample 
list.

Several factors contributed to the need for 
replacements. A total of 290 beneficiaries had 
migrated out of the programme areas and could no 
longer be traced. Another 76 beneficiaries were 
confirmed deceased, while 212 were consistently 
unavailable despite repeated follow-up visits. A 
further 300 cases were misclassified in the 
Management Information System (MIS)—typically 
listed under the 1st CIF cycle but having received 
loans in the 2nd or subsequent cycles. Attrition 
was particularly pronounced among 1st cycle 
beneficiaries, especially in the districts of Khairpur, 
Umerkot, and Badin.

To address these challenges, the assessment 
team implemented several mitigation measures. 
These included up to three return visits to 
households that were initially unavailable, and the 
use of a pre-identified reserve list to replace 

untraceable respondents. In addition, Village 
Organisations (VOs) and SRSO field staff played a 
critical role in facilitating real-time verification and 
logistical support during the data collection 
process.

While the replacement process may have 
introduced minor sampling bias—particularly in the 
1st cycle cohort—the final sample retained 
proportional representation across all districts and 
CIF cycles. The slight variation is unlikely to affect 
the overall validity or reliability of the findings. The 
achieved sample size of 4,025 households ensures 
broad geographic and programmatic coverage and 
preserves the methodological integrity of the 
study. As a result, the analysis is sufficiently robust 
to support disaggregated and comparative 
assessments across CIF cycles, districts, and 
other sub-groups.

2.3.5. Data Collection Tools

The assessment employed a combination of 
quantitative and qualitative tools to capture both 
measurable outcomes and contextual insights 
related to the CIF intervention.

1.Structured Household Survey: A detailed 
household-level questionnaire was administered 
to all sampled CIF beneficiaries. The tool gathered 
quantitative data on household demographics, CIF 
utilisation, income-generating activities, poverty 
scores, and changes in asset ownership. This 
instrument served as the primary source for 
assessing the economic and social impact of CIF 
interventions.
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Following feedback from SRSO, the survey tool 
was revised to ensure contextual relevance. The 
finalised instrument was then translated into 
Sindhi and digitised using the KOBO Toolbox 
platform. Before the main data collection began, 
the tool  was field-tested,  and necessary 
adjustments were made based on the pilot results 
and enumerator feedback to improve clarity, flow, 
and effectiveness.

The last version of the questionnaire is included in 
Annex 2.

2. Focus Group Discussion (FGD) Guide: The FGD 
guide was developed to capture the collective 
experiences and perceptions of women leaders 
engaged in the CIF process at various institutional 
levels. The tool included open-ended, thematically 
structured questions aimed at understanding how 
community institutions (COs, VOs, and LSOs) 
managed the CIF mechanism—covering loan 
disbursement processes, terms and conditions, 
repayment practices, successes, operational 
challenges, and sustainability strategies. The 
participatory nature of FGDs enabled the gathering 
of nuanced insights about the institutional 
dynamics and social impact of the programme.

3. Key Informant Interview (KII) Guide: The KII 
guide was designed to elicit in-depth individual-
level perspectives from stakeholders with 
operational or strategic responsibilities in CIF 
implementation. It explored themes such as 
beneficiary selection, loan utilisation, institutional 
oversight, recordkeeping, capacity gaps, and 
perceptions of CIF ownership and sustainability. 
These interviews helped validate and contextualise 
findings from household surveys and FGDs.

The full sets of FGD and KII guides are provided in 
Annex 3.

2.3.6. Data Collection Process

The data collection process was carefully planned 
and executed in sequential phases to ensure 
methodological rigour, data integrity, and 
operational efficiency across all six programme 
districts.

1. Training and Pilot Testing 

The data collection team was identified in advance 
and underwent a two-day training workshop held at 
the SRSO office in Hyderabad. This training 
focused on both quantitative and qualitative tools, 
c o v e r i n g  t h e  p u r p o s e ,  s t r u c t u r e ,  a n d 
administration of each instrument. As part of the 
training, a pilot test was conducted in one selected 
district to assess the clarity, relevance, and logical 
flow of the tools. Based on the pilot feedback, 

necessary revisions were incorporated to enhance 
usability and alignment with field realities.

2. Fieldwork Implementation

Following tool finalisation, the main data collection 
was rolled out across the sampled districts. 
Quantitative data was gathered using Computer-
Assisted Personal Interviewing (CAPI) through 
KOBO Toolbox, enabling real-time data capture, 
offline functionality, and automated validation 
checks to reduce input errors. Qualitative 
data—including FGDs and KIIs—was collected 
using pre-tested guides, with field researchers 
record ing responses (wi th  consent)  for 
subsequent transcription and analysis.

3. Data Quality Control

To maintain high data quality, a dedicated quality 
c o n t ro l  t e a m  w a s  d e p l oye d  to  m o n i to r 
submissions daily. This team reviewed the 
completeness and internal consistency of entries 
and shared real-time feedback with enumerators 
to promptly address issues. Supervisors also 
conducted routine field monitoring visits, spot 
checks, and protocol verification exercises to 
reinforce compliance.

4. Data Cleaning and Validation

Once collected, all survey data was uploaded to a 
secure central server and underwent a multi-step 
cleaning process using HCPL's established 
protocol:

·  Built-in Checks in KOBO Collect: The survey 
forms included validation rules (e.g., required 
fields, valid numeric ranges) to minimise entry 
errors at source.

·  Voice Verification: With consent, audio 
recordings of interviews were captured. Each day, 
10–15% of these recordings were reviewed to 
verify that recorded responses matched digital 
entries. Any discrepancies were flagged for review.

·   Evening Team Debriefs: Field teams convened 
daily to discuss questionable entries and identify 
responses needing verification or follow-up.

·    Direct Beneficiary Contact: If further verification 
was required, field supervisors contacted sampled 
respondents via telephone to confirm or clarify 
responses.
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·    Outlier Detection: Cleaned data was exported to 
MS Excel for further checks. Statistical outliers 
(typically ±3 standard deviations from the mean) 
were flagged and cross-referenced with interview 
notes, recordings, or follow-up calls for validation 
or correction.

Qualitative data, including FGD and KII transcripts, 
was processed separately and prepared for 
thematic coding and analysis using qualitative 
data management techniques.

2.3.7. Data Analysis

The data analysis component of the study followed 
a structured approach,  integrat ing both 
quantitative and qualitative methods to generate 
comprehensive insights into the effectiveness, 
efficiency, and sustainability of the Community 
Investment Fund (CIF).

1. Quantitative Data Analysis: The cleaned 
quantitative dataset—comprising responses from 
4,025CIF beneficiary households—was analysed 
using statistical software such as SPSS, Excel, and 
STATA. The analysis focused on measuring 
changes in key outcome indicators including 
household income, asset accumulation, poverty 
score, and livelihood patterns. Descriptive 
statistics were used to summarise trends, while 
cross-tabulations and disaggregated analyses 
allowed exploration of patterns across CIF cycles, 
districts, and socio-demographic groups. Where 
applicable, inferential statistics (such as t-tests or 
ANOVA) were applied to assess the significance of 
observed changes across sub-groups.

2. Qualitative Data Analysis: Qualitative data 
gathered through Focus Group Discussions 
(FGDs) and Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) was 
transcribed and subjected to thematic analysis. 
The research team developed a coding framework 
based on the study objectives, enabling the 
identification of recurring patterns, perceptions, 
and experiences related to CIF processes, 
outcomes, and challenges. Key themes included 
women's empowerment, governance of the 
revolving fund, repayment dynamics, and 
institutional capacity. These insights were used to 
complement and contextualise the quantitative 
findings, helping to explain the 'how' and 'why' 
behind observed trends.

3. Cost-Benefit Analysis: To assess economic 
viability, a cost-benefit analysis was conducted 
comparing the programme's implementation 
costs to the estimated household-level economic 
gains resulting from CIF investments. This 
analysis accounted for direct and indirect costs 
borne by SRSO, as well as the income generated by 
beneficiaries through livestock, enterprise, or 
agriculture-related activities. The resulting cost-
benefit ratios offered insights into the financial 
sustainability of CIF as a revolving fund model and 
helped inform recommendations for future scaling 
or adaptation.

2.4.    Ethical Considerations

The study adhered to recognised ethical standards 
throughout al l  phases of i ts design and 
implementation, ensuring the dignity, safety, and 
rights of all participants were respected.

a. Informed Consent: Prior to data collection, all 
participants were provided with clear and 
comprehensive information about the study's 
objectives, procedures, and expected duration. 
Enumerators explained participants' rights, 
including their right to decline participation or 
withdraw at any stage without any consequences. 
Informed verbal consent was obtained and 
recorded before each interview, focus group 
discussion, or key informant interview.

b. Confidentiality and Data Protection: All 
information gathered was treated as confidential 
and used exclusively for the purpose of this 
assessment. Personal identifiers were removed 
from the dataset to protect the identity of 
respondents. Data was stored securely, with 
access restricted to the core research team. Digital 
records were password-protected, and paper-
based forms (if any) were kept in locked storage.

c. Participant Well-being: Every effort was made to 
ensure that participation in the study posed no 
harm—emotional, psychological, or otherwise—to 
respondents. Sensitive topics were approached 
with care, and the research team was trained to 
handle distress or discomfort respectfully. The 
study design minimised participant burden and 
avoided intrusive or exploitative questioning.
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CHAPTER 3: 
PORTFOLIO ANALYSIS OF CIF
3.1. CIF Disbursement and Revolving Fund 
Utilisation Status

A total of PKR 2.93 billion in seed capital has been 
allocated to Community Investment Funds (CIF) 
across six districts under the GoS-PPRP. As shown 
in Table 3 entire PKR 2.93 billion allocated as seed 

money has been fully disbursed to and recovered 
from the beneficiaries as of December 2024. Of this, 
PKR 2.41 billion is actively revolving within 
communities, while the remaining PKR 523.5 million 
is unutilised in bank accounts, available for future 
disbursement. 
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PKR 2,929 million seed money, the CIF revolved to PKR 6,019 million
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As shown in Figure 3, it reveals a clear declining 
trend of CIF disbursement and number of loans 
across successive cycles. In the first cycle, 
disbursements reached PKR 2,929.5 million, 
supporting 149,232 loans, indicating strong initial 
uptake and broad coverage. However, both the 
value of disbursements and the number of loans 
dropped in later cycles: the second cycle disbursed 
only PKR 1,531 million for 64,392 loans, while by 
the fifth cycle the figures had fallen sharply to PKR 
228.4 million for just 9,845 loans. This steep 
reduction suggests challenges in maintaining fund 
rotation and scaling subsequent cycles. Several 
factors explain this pattern: delays in fund releasee 
from government and late start of CIF, slower 

recovery rates from earlier loans, and varying 
capacities of Village Organisations (VOs) to 
manage revolving funds effectively. Weakening 
monitoring of the revolving process may also have 
contributed to underutilisation, with funds not fully 
absorbed into new loan cycles. 

Overall, while CIF demonstrated significant 
outreach in its initial phase, sustaining momentum 
proved difficult, underscoring the importance of 
timely fund release, strong VO capacities, and 
robust recovery systems for long-term programme 
sustainability.

Table 5 presents the average CIF loan size by cycle 
and district, showing broadly consistent loan 
amounts across cycles and locations. Overall 
averages remained within a narrow range, starting 
at PKR 19,631 in the first cycle and reaching PKR 
23,200 in the fifth, with no significant or systematic 
increase over time. While some fluctuations 
appear—for example, slightly higher averages in 

Sanghar and Umerkot in later cycles and lower 
values in Badin—these are not large enough to 
suggest major differences in loan structuring. The 
results indicate that CIF loans were designed to 
remain uniform across districts and cycles, 
reflecting a standardised approach to loan 
a l l o c a t i o n  ra t h e r  t h a n  c o n t e x t - s p e c i fi c 
adjustments.
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3.2.  CIF Beneficiary Reach and Repeat Access 
Patterns

Table 6 presents the number of unique CIF 
beneficiaries reached as of December 2024, 
compared to the total number of eligible 
households across the six programme districts. In 
total, 149,232 unique beneficiaries accessed CIF 
out of 464,724 eligible households, representing 
coverage of 32.1%. District-level figures show 
similar performance, with coverage ranging 
between 28.1% in Thatta and 34.2% in Umerkot and 
Khairpur (Figure  4). Despite these variations, the 
data highlights that only about one-third of eligible 
households have been able to access CIF, pointing 
to both the significant outreach achieved and the 
considerable unmet demand that remains. This 
suggests that while CIF has scaled up across 
mult iple distr icts,  fur ther expansion and 
sustainability measures will be critical to ensure 
wider inclusion of eligible households.

Figure 6 provides further insights into the 
frequency of CIF access among the 149,232 
unique beneficiaries as of December 2024. Most 
beneficiaries (84,840, or 57%) accessed CIF only 
once, indicating limited repeat borrowing and 
suggesting that many households remain at the 
initial stage of engagement with the fund. A smaller 
but notable proportion of beneficiaries accessed 
CIF multiple times: 20,105 beneficiaries (13%) 
accessed it twice, 19,720 (13%) accessed it three 
times, and 14,722 (10%) accessed it four times. 
Only 9,845 beneficiaries (7%) reached the fifth 
cycle, reflecting both the revolving nature of the 
fund and the constraints in scaling sustained 
access. District-level patterns show that Khairpur, 

Sanghar, and Badin consistently had the largest 
numbers of repeat borrowers, with Sanghar 
standing out for a higher share of beneficiaries 
accessing two or more cycles. These trends 
suggest that while CIF has succeeded in reaching 
many households, the low proportion of repeat 
borrowing points to systemic challenges such as 
delays in recovery, fund recycling, capacity 
limitations of community institutions, and uneven 
monitoring. Strengthening these mechanisms 
could enhance CIF's revolving potential and allow 
more households to benefit repeatedly over time.
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3.3.  VO-Level Access to CIF and Loan Cycle 
Progression

Table 7 presents the extent of CIF engagement 
across the 5,564 Village Organisations (VOs) 
formed in the six programme districts as of 
December 2024. Out of these VOs, 4,647 VOs 
(84%) were actively managing a CIF portfolio, while 
917 VOs (16%) did not manage CIF funds.

District-level engagement varied: Sanghar (91%), 
Umerkot (88%), and Khairpur (86%) had the highest 
proportion of VOs managing CIF, whereas Thatta 

(75%) and Mirpurkhas (76%) recorded the lowest.

Progression of VOs through successive CIF cycles 
shows a diminishing trend. Of the active VOs, 87% 
managed funds in the first cycle, 71% in the 
second, 56% in the third, 40% in the fourth, and only 
22% in the fifth cycle. VOs in Badin have particularly 
low rate of CIF revolving across successive cycles.

The average CIF portfolio managed per VO across 
all districts was PKR 526,505, with Khairpur 
recording the highest average (PKR 604,674) and 
Umerkot the lowest (PKR 422,948).
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Limited Investment in Micro-Enterprises and 
Agriculture: Micro-enterprises: Investment in 
small businesses made up only a small share of 
the CIF portfolio, rarely going beyond 10% in any 
district or loan cycle. The one exception was 
Umerkot in the first cycle, where 31% of funds went 
into enterprise activities—due to focused 
mobilisation efforts or stronger local business 
capacity. However, this level of investment was not 
maintained in later cycles. The steady decline in 
enterprise lending appears to stem from limited 
market access,  higher r isks,  and weaker 
repayment confidence, which discouraged both 
borrowers and community organisations from 
supporting such loans.

Agriculture: Although agriculture is central to 
Sindh's rural economy, it received less than 1% of 
CIF funds across all cycles. This extremely low 
share reflects deep-rooted structural barriers, such 
as poor households and particularly women's lack 
of land ownership, the high cost of farm inputs, and 
limited control of women over productive assets. 
These constraints reduced both the demand for 
and viability of agriculture loans under the CIF, 
leaving the sector with only a marginal role in the 
overall portfolio.

In conclusion women's strong preference for 
livestock under CIF reflects their need for safe, 
familiar, and low-risk options that provide steady 

returns. This reliance is not a weakness but an 
opportunity to professionalise livestock rearing 
through improved inputs, veterinary services, and 
market access, enabling a shift from subsistence 
to a structured livelihood model that strengthens 
household well -being. At the same t ime, 
diversification into micro-enterprises and 
agriculture remains important for long-term 
resilience. However, these sectors face systemic 
barriers—such as lack of women's land ownership, 
high input costs, and weak market access—that 
require targeted government support alongside 
community-level financing to unlock their full 
potential.

3.4.    Sectoral Use of CIF Funds Across Cycles

Table 8 shows how the beneficiaries invested their 
Community Investment Fund (CIF) loans across 
five loan cycles in six programme districts. The 
results make it clear that most of the money—over 
90% in every district and cycle—went into livestock. 
This choice reflects the priorities of the women 
who received the loans. 

As poor rural women, they preferred activities that 
were safe, easy to manage, and gave quick returns. 
The loan amounts were small (between PKR 
15,000 and 30,000), which also influenced their 
choices. Raising goats and sheep was the most 
popular option because it is familiar, culturally 
accepted, and affordable for them.
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Overall CIF Portfolio by Sector 
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3.5.    Financial Performance of CIF

The financial performance of the Community 
Investment Fund (CIF) under the GoS-PPRP has 
remained exceptionally strong, reflecting a robust 
repayment culture among women borrowers from 
the poorest households across six districts. 

Despite the modest loan sizes (ranging from PKR 
15,000–30,000),  the C I F mechanism has 
consistently demonstrated financial discipline, 
operational efficiency, and resilience. Table 9 
reports the key indicators of CIF's financial 
performance, and the following section explains 
them in detail:

Recovery Rates: Across all districts and loan 
cycles, recovery rates remained above 98%, with 
the overall programme average standing at 99.1%. 
Mirpurkhas achieved a perfect 100% repayment 
across five cycles, while Khairpur (99.5%), Thatta 
(99.6%), and Umerkot (99.0%) also performed 
exceptionally well. These figures highlight the 
strength of community-based monitoring 
systems, the effectiveness of social collateral, and 
the  s t rong sense of  accountab i l i ty  and 
commitment cultivated among women borrowers.
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Resilience to Shocks: CIF sustained its repayment 
performance despite three catastrophic events 
during programme implementation: the 2020 
heavy rains (affecting all districts except Thatta), 
the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, and the 
unprecedented 2022 super floods in Sindh. While 
conventional microfinance institutions across 
Pakistan faced severe repayment crises during 
these shocks, CIF maintained recovery rates of 
99–100%.

Evidence from the micro-finance sector shows 
that, at the height of the COVID-19 crisis, around 
70% of microfinance borrowers in Pakistan were 
unable to repay their loans, and field officers 
anticipated repayment rates as low as 34% for April 
2020 (Malik, Meki, Morduch, Ogden, Quinn, & Said, 
2020). Later data also show that Portfolio-at-Risk 
>30 days (PAR30) for Pakistan's microfinance 
industry reached about 6% by end-2022, before 
gradually stabilising to 5% in early 2023 (PACRA, 
2023). In contrast, CIF maintained near-perfect 
repayment even during these systemic shocks.

This stark difference highlights the resilience of the 
CIF model. Unlike conventional MFIs that rely on 
financial collateral and individual contracts, CIF 
embeds loans within women-led community 
institutions. Collective responsibility, peer 
monitoring, and social cohesion drive repayment 
discipl ine.  The evidence shows that this 
community-driven approach cushions the fund 
against external shocks and strengthens 
household coping mechanisms, making CIF a 
more sustainable and shock-resilient alternative to 
conventional microfinance in rural Sindh.

Overdue Amounts and Rates: The total overdue 
amount across all districts stands at PKR 13.9 
million, which is less than 1% of the overall 
disbursed portfolio. The overdue rate is just 0.65%, 
with Sanghar (1.2%) and Badin (0.9%) showing 
higher—but still manageable—levels. These figures 
indicate a small subset of short-term delays, not 
widespread repayment issues.

Default Rates: Defaults remain minimal, with only 

153 beneficiaries across all six districts classified 
as defaulters. Sanghar (65) and Badin (88) account 
for all default cases, while Khairpur, Thatta, 
Mirpurkhas, and Umerkot report zero defaults. This 
reflects high programme trust, the efficacy of 
social  pressure mechanisms, and strong 
community engagement.

Active Fund Ratio: The Active Fund Ratio—the 
share of funds currently loaned out—varies across 
districts, averaging 73% overall. Umerkot (100%) 
and Mirpurkhas (97%) lead in active utilisation, 
while Badin (58%) shows scope for improvement.

The Fund Rotation Rate measures how many 
times CIF funds revolved within the community. On 
average, the funds rotated twice during the 
programme's duration, meaning each unit of seed 
capital supported two loan cycles. Umerkot (2.4x) 
and Mirpurkhas (2.3x) achieved the most efficient 
fund recycling, where the capital revolved more 
than twice.

Overall, the CIF mechanism has exhibited robust 
financial discipline and operational sustainability, 
even among marginalised rural women with no 
prior credit history. The few districts showing 
slightly higher delinquency (notably Sanghar and 
Badin) may benefit from additional capacity 
building, flexible repayment plans, or closer follow-
up. The model's success provides a convincing 
case for replication and scaling, especially in 
community-driven poverty reduction initiatives.
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Estimated Operational Costs: Based on actual 
operational cost data provided by SRSO for 
Sanghar and Badin,  we extrapolated the 
operational costs for the entire CIF portfolio under 
PPRP. The analysis shows that the average 
operational cost per beneficiary is PKR 1,254, 
almost identical to the two-district benchmark 
(PKR 1,253).

Table 10 shows that at the portfolio level, salaries 
and recurring operational expenses (B + C) total 
P K R  185 .5  mi l l ion ,  suppor t ing  148 ,000 
beneficiaries. When compared with the total CIF 

seed fund of PKR 2.93 billion, these operational 
costs represent just 6.3% of total CIF resources. 

For Sanghar and Badin combined, operational 
costs amounted to PKR 70 million, also equal to 
6.3% of their CIF seed fund. This consistency 
between the sample districts and the extrapolated 
portfolio strengthens the reliability of the estimate.

Overall, the data confirm that CIF operates at a 
modest and efficient cost. Most resources go 
directly into loan capital, while a small but essential 
share covers staffing and operations that sustain 
community-level management.
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Comparative Cost Efficiency of CIF: As the 
operational cost of the Community Investment 
Fund (CIF) under PPRP is estimated at PKR 1,254 
per borrower. At portfolio level, this translates into a 
total operational cost of PKR 185.5 million, which 
is just 6.3% of the PKR 2.93 billion CIF seed fund. 
This ratio is remarkably low compared with other 
microfinance models in Pakistan.

For comparison, the Prime Minister's Interest-Free 
Loan (PMIFL) scheme operates with portfolio 
costs of around 10.5%, including 8% administrative 
expenses and a 2.5% loan-loss provision. Akhuwat, 
the country's largest interest-free microfinance 
provider, has historically reported an average cost 
per borrower of USD 19.50 (~PKR 2,000 in 2013) 
and an administrative overhead of about 7.5% of 
disbursements. In contrast,  conventional 
microfinance institutions (MFIs) typically incur 
even higher costs, with operational expenses 
averaging 8% of portfol io,  plus loan-loss 
provisions—equivalent to PKR 3,200 per borrower.

From the perspective of credit pricing, the 
difference is even starker. Microfinance banks 
(MFBs) in Pakistan charge 25–33% annual mark-
up/service charges , depending on loan type and 
institution. For example, Khushhali Bank's Sarsabz 
Karobar loan carries a 25% APR, while its livestock 
loan is priced at 33% APR. The First Microfinance 
Bank offers agriculture and livestock loans at 
31.4% APR, and FINCA Microfinance Bank 
charges between 28% and 32% APR. Beyond 
formal institutions, poor households often rely on 
informal moneylenders, where rates can soar to 
80% annually (ibid).

Against this backdrop, the CIF model clearly 
stands out as a highly affordable and socially 
protective financing mechanism. It enables poor 

women to access capital through their own 
community institutions, without falling into debt 
traps or exploitative lending cycles. CIF achieves 
its cost efficiency by leveraging women-led 
community organisations, volunteerism, and 
social collateral, thereby reducing the need for 
costly institutional infrastructure.

Even under a conservative assumption where 
operational costs rise to PKR 1,500 per borrower, 
CIF would remain more cost-efficient than PMIFL, 
Akhuwat, or conventional MFIs. Taken together, 
the evidence strongly affirms CIF's position as one 
of the most efficient and inclusive models of 
financial access in Pakistan, combining low 
delivery costs with deep community ownership.

PMIFL
10.5%

Akhuwat
7.5%

CIF
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CHAPTER 4: 
BENEFICIARY SURVEY RESULTS

As shown in Table 12, mostbeneficiaries (4,009 out 
of 4,025, or over 99%) reported using the 
Community Investment Fund (CIF) according to 
their household's Micro Investment Plan (MIP). 
This high level of alignment suggests strong 
adherence to planned economic activities and 
effective use of the CIF as a tool for structured, 
need-based investment. However, a small number 

of beneficiaries (16) who did not follow their MIPs 
cited urgent personal or household needs—such 
as medical expenses, home repairs, or family 
emergencies like weddings—as reasons for 
diverting funds. These responses highlight the 
economic vulnerability faced by some households, 
where immediate survival needs can outweigh 
longer-term investment plans.

4.1. Community Participation and External 
Facilitation in CIF Selection and MIP Development

This section analyses the roles played by different 
actors—community institutions, family members, 
and SRSO staff—in facilitating access to the 
Community Investment Fund (CIF) and supporting 
the development of Micro Investment Plans (MIPs). 
It also explores the extent to which CIF utilisation 
aligns with MIPs, providing insights into the level of 
community ownership, institutional engagement, 
and external dependency across districts.

As shown in Table 11, SRSO staff facilitated most 
CIF selections across all districts, with their 
involvement peaking in Khairpur and Mirpurkhas 
(51% each). While such support is expected during 
the initial stages—particularly for conducting the 
Poverty Scorecard (PSC) survey and identifying 
eligible households—the design of CIF envisages a 
gradual transfer of responsibility to community 
institutions. Under this process, Community 
Organisations (COs) identify beneficiaries, Village 
Organisations (VOs) appraise and approve loans, 
and Local Support Organisations (LSOs) intervene 

only when disputes or recovery issues arise.

In practice, COs were more active in Badin (42%) and 
Umerkot (43%), reflecting progress towards local 
ownership in these districts. VOs were moderately 
engaged, especially in Thatta (31%) and Sanghar 
(28%), though their role remains uneven across the 
programme. LSOs, meanwhile, had a limited 
role—just 2% in Thatta and 3% in Umerkot. This does 
not necessarily indicate weakness, as their 
involvement is only required in exceptional cases; 
rather, it reflects the limited need for conflict 
resolution or recovery support so far.

Overall, while there are encouraging signs of 
community-led facilitation, the process still relies 
heavily on SRSO staff. To ensure sustainability, the 
sh i f t  of  C I F  se lect ion and loan approval 
responsibi l i t ies to C Os and V Os must be 
accelerated, with LSOs remaining in reserve for 
oversight and dispute resolution when required.
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Table 13 shows that SRSO staff were the most 
frequently cited source of support for MIP 
preparation (42% overall), with particularly high 
involvement in Khairpur (75%), Thatta (61%), and 
Mirpurkhas (51%). This reflects a strong 
dependency on external facilitation, especially in 
districts where local institutions may be weaker. 
However, in Sanghar (50%) and Mirpurkhas (36%), 
a substantial proportion of respondents developed 
their MIPs with family support, indicating higher 
self-reliance and better awareness or capacity at 

the household level. Community members 
(CO/VO) played a notable role in Badin (30%) and 
Umerkot (27%), suggesting stronger grassroots 
engagement in those districts. LSO staff were 
rarely cited as support providers (4% overall), 
indicating a limited role in the MIP process. Overall, 
while external technical support remains 
significant, there are positive signs of community 
and family-led planning in some areas, which could 
be nurtured for long-term sustainability.

4.2.  CIF Disbursement Patterns, Loan Cycles, and 
Financial Performance Trends

This section explores the distribution and dynamics 
o f  C o m m u n i t y  I n v e s t m e n t  F u n d  ( C I F ) 
disbursements across multiple loan cycles, 
examining trends in access, average amounts, 
repayment behaviour, and service charges. The data 
reveals how CIF support was distributed over time 
and across districts, offering insights into equity, 
sustainability, and the programme's responsiveness 
to evolving household needs. It also highlights the 
gradual increase in average loan size, decreasing 
s e r v i c e  c h a rg e s ,  a n d  s t e a d y  re p a y m e n t 
trends—pointing toward an increasingly mature and 
i n c l u s i ve  c o m m u n i t y - m a n a g e d  fi n a n c i n g 
mechanism.

As shown in Table 14, over half of the respondents 
(51%) received support through the first CIF cycle, 
with consistent proportions across all districts. A 
smaller share (30%) received a second cycle, while 
third and fourth cycle access declined significantly 
to 13% and 6%, respectively. Only 0.2% received a 
fifth cycle, and only in Sanghar. This trend suggests 

that while initial access to CIF was widespread, 
repeat funding became increasingly limited, due to 
resource constraints, programme design, or 
evolving eligibility criteria. The data indicates a clear 
tapering of CIF cycles, pointing to the need for 
alternative or sustained financing mechanisms for 
households with continued needs or viable 
reinvestment opportunities.
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The data in Table 15 shows the distribution of 
Community Investment Fund (CIF) support 
among 4,025 beneficiary households, highlighting 
both the frequency and average amount received. 
Over half of the beneficiaries (50.8%) received CIF 
only once, with an average amount of PKR 21,550. 
About 30.4% received it twice, receiving an average 
of PKR 41,283, while 12.9% accessed the fund 

three times, averaging PKR 56,800. A smaller 
proportion—5.6%—received CIF four times, with an 
average of PKR 71,431, and only 0.3% (12 
households) of households received CIF five 
times, receiving the highest average of PKR 
86,083. Overall, the average amount received per 
beneficiary across all households was PKR 
35,082.

Figure 11 further highlights the dual trend in CIF 
access (The blue bars represent the average 
cumulative CIF amount received per beneficiary, 
while the red line represents the percentage of 
beneficiaries accessing each number of cycles): 
while the average cumulative amount received by 
beneficiaries increases steadily with each 
additional cycle (from PKR 21,550 for one-time 
recipients to PKR 86,083 for five-time recipients), 

the proportion of beneficiaries accessing multiple 
cycles declines sharply—from over half (50.8%) 
who accessed CIF only once, to just 0.3% who 
received support five times. This indicates that 
although repeat access significantly enhances 
financial support and strengthens livelihoods, 
most beneficiaries remain limited to a single cycle, 
constraining the overall potential for deeper and 
sustained impact.

 

50.8%
Avg CIF Amount (PKR)

30.4%
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Table 16 shows that while CIF coverage patterns 
are broadly similar across districts, some 
significant differences stand out. Khairpur has a 
notably higher proportion of beneficiaries receiving 
CIF three (14%) and four times (9%) compared to 
other districts, indicating more sustained access. 
In contrast, Badin has the highest percentage 
(58%) of households receiving CIF only once, 
suggesting limited follow-up support. Umerkot 
stands out for providing the highest average 

amounts across all cycles—particularly for the 
second (PKR 54,483) and third (PKR 70,517) 
disbursements—reflecting a more generous fund 
allocation. Thatta records the highest average for 
four-time recipients at PKR 89,300, while Sanghar 
and Umerkot are the only districts with households 
receiving CIF five times, with Sanghar reporting a 
peak average of PKR 126,000.

Table 17 shows that from 2018 to 2024, a total of 
7,001 CIF loans were disbursed to the 4,025 
sample beneficiaries. Three key findings emerge 
from the data:

1. Dominance of first-cycle loans: The bulk of 
disbursements (4,025 loans) were first-cycle loans, 
while uptake of repeat loans declined sharply over 
time. Only 18% of the sample households 
accessed a second loan, 6% a third, and fewer than 
1% progressed to a fourth or fifth cycle.

2.   Slow and staggered rollout: The sample reveals 
a major gap between CIF's intended design and 
actual implementation. Ideally, all targeted 
households should have received their first loan 
within the first 2 years of the programme 

implementation, allowing for multiple borrowing 
and repayment cycles during the project period. 
Instead, many beneficiaries were still receiving 
their first loan as late as 2023–2024, which 
significantly constrained opportunities for repeat 
borrowing and limited the revolving potential of the 
fund within the beneficiaries.

3. Rising loan sizes: The average loan size 
increased, from PKR 13,763 in 2018 to PKR 26,902 
in 2024. This growth reflects both inflationary 
adjustments and increased confidence in 
beneficiaries' repayment capacity. Later-cycle 
loans were typically larger, suggesting higher 
investment needs and greater trust in repeat 
borrowers.
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4.3.  Socio-Economic Outcomes and Livelihood 
Improvements from CIF Support

This section presents detailed evidence of the socio-
economic impacts of the Community Investment 
Fund (CIF) on beneficiary households, based on 
income growth, cost savings, asset acquisition, 
productive reinvestment, financial behaviour, and 
improvements in children's education. The data 
across multiple tables shows that repeated CIF 
support correlates with increased income and asset 
accumulation, stronger financial confidence, more 
strategic use of earnings, and indirect benefits such 
as higher school enrolment. These outcomes 
collectively highlight the potential of CIF as a 
catalyst for sustainable rural livelihoods, especially 
when embedded within broader poverty reduction 
and social mobilisation strategies.

Ta b l e  1 8  s h o w s  t h a t  t h e  b e n e fi c i a r i e s 
overwhelmingly invested their CIF loans in livestock 
across all cycles and districts. Business loans 
accounted for 5–6% in most cycles, spiking to 16.7% 
in the 5th. Loans for agriculture purpose remained 
marginal at less than 1% throughout the 5 cycles of 
CIF. 

The steep drop in total loans—from 4,025 in the 1st 
c y c l e  t o  j u s t  1 2  i n  t h e  5 t h  ( a  9 9 . 7 % 
decrease)—occurred because of multiple factors, 
including phased programme rollout, delays in 
government fund releases, delays in repayment 
from previous loans,  and implementat ion 
challenges that limited repeated access for the 
same households.
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About 92% of CIF beneficiaries invested in livestock, 
by purchasing goats. This dominance shows how 
central livestock remains to rural household 
economies in Sindh. Women, who traditionally care 
for livestock and are the main borrowers of CIF 
loans, prefer goats because they are practical, low-
risk, and fit easily into household life. One key 
informant explained: “A goat reproduces every six 
months—twice a year. Families usually buy a goat 
with a kid or a pregnant goat and sell the first kid 
(often a male, sometimes already present at 
purchase) to repay their loan, while keeping the 
mother goat to produce more offspring in the future.” 

Unlike farming, which requires land ownership, or 
small businesses, which demand skills, capital, and 
market access—constraints that are especially 
acute for ultra-poor households where most are 
landless tenants, women rarely own land, and their 
mobility outside the home is limited—goat rearing is 
simple, affordable, and home-based. It provides milk 
for household use or sale, offspring as income-
generating assets, and a financial safety net in times 
of need, making it the most viable livelihood for poor 
and ultra-poor households, particularly women. In 
the FGD one VO member noted, “We plan loans 
around Eid. We buy animals, fatten them, and sell for 
profit. It helps us repay easily.”

reducing dependence on the market for food 
purchases. Asset accumulation was achieved as 
livestock multiplied, creating a growing stock of 
productive animals that could be sold in 
emergencies or reinvested into household 
livelihoods.

 Agricultural investments produced income from 
crop sales, while cost savings arose from 
consuming self-produced food and using 
agricultural by-products for fodder or fuel. Asset 
accumulation was reflected in improved farming 
inputs, tools, or incremental increases in 
cultivated area.

 Small business investments provided income 
through profits from shopkeeping or petty trade. 
Cost savings were achieved by reducing 
household spending on groceries or daily-use 
items sourced from their own shops. Assets 
accumulated in the form of shop inventories, 
equipment, and stronger market linkages.

This preference for livestock is further supported by 
t h e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  h i g h  p r o p o r t i o n  o f 
beneficiaries—100% across all loan cycles—who 
reported their investments as good, and over 88% 
who had prior experience in the activity (Figure 13). 
The slight dip in prior experience to 83% in the 
5thcycle may reflect a small number of households 
exploring new ventures, but overall, the data 
confirms that CIF loans effectively supported 
women in building on familiar, low-risk livelihoods 
that align with their existing knowledge and 
household roles. Notably, when asked how they 
would use CIF again if given the opportunity, 97% of 
respondents said they would reinvest in the same 
activity, underscoring their confidence in livestock-
based livelihoods and the relevance of CIF support 
to their long-term economic strategies. However, a 
small number of beneficiaries reported their 
investment did not yield returns due to unforeseen 
challenges—such as illness, livestock deaths, or 
household emergencies—which forced them to 
divert funds away from productive use. These cases 
highlight the importance of strengthening resilience 
and providing additional support mechanisms for 
the most vulnerable households.

Table 19 demonstrates a strong posit ive 
relationship between the number of times CIF 
received and its contribution to household income, 
cost savings, and asset accumulation. These 
outcomes were shaped by the type of investment 
made:

 Livestock investments generated income from 
the sale of animals. Cost savings came from 
household consumption of milk and meat, 
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Beneficiaries who received CIF only once reported 
modest annual profit (PKR 8,462), cost savings 
(PKR 1,750), and asset accumulation (PKR 29,145) 
from the CIF investment. This low return is 
consistent with how poor households typically use 
initial access to credit: first-cycle loans are often 
smaller in size and directed toward debt repayment, 
or stabilising household essentials, rather than 
g e n e ra t i n g  s i g n i fi c a n t  i n c o m e  o r  a s s e t 
accumulation. Many households also approached 
their first CIF loan with caution, reflecting limited 
experience with financial products and risk aversion.

In contrast, households that received CIF three or 
more times reported significantly higher returns. For 
instance, three-time recipients earned an average 
yearly profit of PKR 42,312, saved in costs PKR 
17,612 annually, and reported asset accumulation 
worth PKR 47,216 from their CIF investments. The 
most substantial gains were observed among four-

time recipients, with a combined yearly income 
(profit + cost savings) of PKR 80,892 and the highest 
average asset accumulation of PKR 65,945. While 
five-time recipients reported the highest combined 
income and cost savings (PKR 117,019), their 
average asset accumulation (PKR 52,700) was 
lower than that of four-time recipients. This variation 
is due to the small sample size (n=12), which limits 
the reliability and representativeness of these 
figures and warrants cautious interpretation.

These improvements reflect how access to 
subsequent CIF cycles enabled households to 
consolidate prior gains and reinvest in more 
productive and higher-return activities livestock 
expansion, small-scale enterprises, and agricultural 
inputs. These repeat investments not only generated 
higher income and savings but also enhanced asset 
accumulation by diversifying livelihood sources and 
reducing dependency on external markets.

Overall, the data suggests that repeated CIF support 
enhances household economic well-being by 
boosting income, reducing household expenses, 
and building productive assets. The evidence 
underscores that the CIF model works best when 
households receive multiple cycles of support, as 
each successive cycle builds financial confidence, 
strengthens repayment capacity, and enables a 

gradual shift from subsistence spending toward 
sustainable, income-generating, and asset-building 
activities. As illustrated in Figure 14 indicate that at 
least four cycles of CIF supportmay be considered a 
benchmark for achieving meaningful and sustained 
impact on household income, expenditure patterns, 
and asset accumulation to put the beneficiaries on 
the path of poverty graduation.
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As shown in Table 20, beneficiaries used income 
from CIF investments in diverse ways, reflecting a 
balance between livelihood sustainability and 
household needs. The most common uses were 
reinvestment in the same activity (26%) and 
household food consumption (26%), indicating that 
CIF-generated income helped households both 
strengthen existing livelihoods and meet essential 
nutritional needs. Additionally, 16% of responses 
cited spending on health, 13% on savings, and 10% 
on education, highlighting the broader role of CIF in 
supporting well-being and resilience. District-level 
patterns reveal variation: Umerkot (31%) and Badin 

(30%) reported the highest reinvestment in the same 
activity, while Sanghar (23%) recorded the highest 
share of  income saved.  Overal l ,  Table 13 
demonstrates that CIF income was not only 
productive but also flexible, enabling poor 
households to respond to both immediate and 
longer-term priorities. This is further supported by 
beneficiaries' self-assessment of their financial 
condition after receiving CIF support: when asked 
“How would you rate your current financial condition 
after the CIF?”, 67% reported it had much improved, 
27% reported slight improvement, 5% saw no 
change, and only 1% felt worse off.

Table 21 highlights the broader impacts of CIF 
beyond direct financial support. While very few 
beneficiaries (33 out of 4025) accessed other 
sources of finance, those who did often faced high 
interest rates— from both banks and informal 
lenders. More significantly, most beneficiaries 
reported increased confidence in handling loans 
(89.2%) and managing finances independently (79% 

felt “very confident”). Additionally, over half (52%) 
supported or advised other women in accessing CIF, 
reflecting strong community-level knowledge 
sharing. These findings suggest that CIF played a 
vital role in not just providing financial access but 
also fostering financial empowerment and peer-
driven support networks.
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The CIF has had a clear impact on productive asset 
ownership among beneficiary households, 
particularly in small livestock. Figure 15 clearly 
shows prior to the intervention, 39% of households 
reported owning goats or sheep; this proportion rose 
sharply to 70% after CIF investment, indicating that 
small ruminants were the most accessible and 
preferred entry-level asset. Ownership of larger 
livestock such as cows and buffaloes showed only a 
modest increase, from 6% to 9%, reflecting the 
higher capital and maintenance costs associated 

with these assets. Similarly, shop ownership rose 
marginally from 2% to 3%, suggesting that 
engagement in non-farm enterprises remains 
limited due to greater financial and market barriers. 
Overall, the data demonstrates that CIF has been 
most effective in supporting households to acquire 
smaller, manageable assets that provide immediate 
livelihood benefits and strengthen economic 
resilience, while uptake of higher-value or enterprise-
based assets remains constrained.

Figure 15  : Percent of CIF beneficiaries owning productive assets before and after CIF investment.

As shown in Table 22 the cross-district analysis 
reveals that CIF interventions had the most 
pronounced impact on goat and sheep ownership, 
particularly in Sanghar and Badin, where baseline 
levels were very low. In contrast, ownership of larger 

livestock such as cows and buffaloes increased only 
modestly across all districts. Shop ownership also 
remained limited, with only minor gains observed in 
Umerkot, Mirpurkhas, and Badin, and no change in 
Thatta.
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Table 23  : Change in Percentage of Households Owning Assets Before and After Receiving CIF Loans, 
by Number of CIF Cycles

As shown in Table 23, CIF access contributed to 
consistent growth in goat and sheep ownership 
across all cycles, with households moving from 
36–41% ownership at baseline to 68–76% after 
receiving CIF. This trend suggests that small 
ruminants served as the primary entry-level asset for 
most poor and ultra-poor households.

Cow and buffalo ownership remained modest 
through the first four cycles (5–11%) but rose more 
sharply among households with five cycles (from 8% 
to 17%), indicating that repeated CIF loans enabled 
some families to “graduate” into higher-value 

livestock. Similarly, shop ownership showed little 
growth until the fifth cycle, when it increased from 
8% to 17%, reflecting diversification into non-farm 
enterprises.

While the number of households with five CIF cycles 
was smaller than in other categories,  the 
consistency of the trend across asset types 
suggests that multiple CIF cycles can play an 
i m p o r t a n t  r o l e  i n  e n a b l i n g  e c o n o m i c 
progression—from small livestock to larger livestock 
and eventually to enterprise-based activities.

The progression pathway (Figure 16) derived from 
Table 24 illustrates how CIF, when sustained over 
multiple cycles, not only helps households secure 
manageable entry-level assets like goats and sheep 

but also supports a gradual shift towards larger 
livestock and small businesses. This demonstrates 
multiple access to CIF's potential as a graduation 
mechanism for poor households.
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Table 24 shows a positive shift in children's school 
enrolment after households accessed CIF and other 
interventions of the PROP. Across all districts, the 
proportion of school-going children increased from 
44% to 49%, while the proportion of out-of-school 
children declined from 56% to 51%. Khairpur and 
Umerkot saw the largest improvements (9% and 6%, 
respectively), suggesting that financial support from 
CIF income may have helped ease educational 
costs. While progress remains gradual, these 
findings suggest that CIF may have indirectly 
supported education by reducing household 

financial stress. Additionally, this improvement is not 
due to CIF alone—other components of the PPRP 
project, such as social mobilisation, linkages with 
government service departments, and broader 
community development efforts, may also have 
contributed to increased school enrolment and 
retention. These complementary interventions 
enhanced awareness, access, and the enabling 
environment for children's education in poor rural 
households.
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4.4.  Women's Empowerment

This section explores the transformative effects of 
the Community Investment Fund (CIF) on women's 
social and economic empowerment. It examines 
changes in household decision-making, financial 
control, confidence, and skills development, as well 
as the influence of CIF on gender norms and 
women's civic participation. The analysis is based on 
self-reported data and community feedback.

Household Decision-Making

Figure 17 shows that joint decision-making 
dominates across all household areas, especially for 

children's education (72%) and marriage (74%). 
Women's sole decision-making remains low 
(7–10%)  but  peaks  a t  10% for  C I F  fund 
use—indicating slight empowerment in financial 
decisions. Overall, the results suggest that CIF may 
have contributed to more inclusive and balanced 
household decision-making.

As shown in Table 25, across all domains, over 40% 
of women reported playing an active consultative 
role ("proposing ideas" or being "consulted"), while 
just 3–4% said they were merely informed after 
decisions were made. Notably, 13% of women had 

the final say on the use of CIF funds—highlighting a 
moderate level of agency, especially where 
programme interventions are involved.
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Increased Involvement in Household Decision-
Making

To assess how women's roles evolved after 
accessing the CIF, beneficiaries were asked to 
identify areas where their involvement had changed. 
The results, summarised in Table 26, confirm and 
build upon earlier findings (Figure 17 and Table 25), 
highlighting a clear shift toward more active 
participation in household decisions. Across 
districts, the most notable increase was in financial 
decision-making (30%), aligning with later data 
showing 89% of women felt more confident 
managing loans and 79% felt very confident 
handling finances post-CIF. This underscores the 
CIF's effectiveness in boosting both financial 
literacy and women's influence over economic 
matters at home.

Additionally, 22% of women reported greater 
involvement in healthcare decisions and 20% in their 
children's education. These figures echo earlier 
findings from Table 25, where women were 
frequently consulted or held decision-making 
authority in these areas, suggesting that their voices 
are increasingly being acknowledged in personal 
and family matters. While women's sole decision-
making remains low (10–13%), the higher 
propor t ion of  women repor t ing increased 
involvement (30%) reflects not only cases of gaining 
full authority but also shifts from exclusion to 
consultat ion ,  or  f rom being consulted to 
participating in joint decisions. This points to 
progress in inclusivity, but full autonomy remains 
limited.

Confidence in Expressing Opinions & Contributing 
Factors

The data presented in Table 27 reveals that 88% of 
women across all districts now feel confident 
expressing their opinions in household decisions, 
indicating a significant empowerment outcome 
l inked to the C I F  and related programme 
interventions. Confidence levels were reported 
highest in Khairpur (99%), Thatta (98%), and 
Umerkot (96%), while Badin (73%) and Sanghar 
(78%) show slightly lower—yet still strong—figures.

The most cited enabler of this change is women's 
financial contribution (39%), highlighting that access 
to and control over financial resources significantly 
boosts women's voice in household matters. 
Support from family members (36%) and training 
provided under the programme (25%) also played 
notable roles, reinforcing the importance of a holistic 
approach to women's empowerment—one that 
combines economic inclusion with social support 
and capacity building.
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Decision-Making on taking CIF loan.

The data presented in Table 28 shows that joint 
decision-making between husband and wife 
dominated across all districts, with 69% of 
beneficiaries reporting shared decisions on taking 
and allocating the CIF loan amount. Only 13% of 
households reported decisions being made solely by 
the husband, while 18% noted that women made the 
decision independently. This reflects a positive trend 
towards inclusive household financial planning, 
though full autonomy for women remains limited.

When husbands made the decisions alone, the main 
justification (43%) was their expertise in the area of 
investment, followed by family trust (43%), and 
cultural norms (14%). This suggests that in most 

cases, male decision-making is perceived as 
competence- or trust-based. This is further 
confirmed when looking at cases of joint decision-
making, where the leading reasons were expertise in 
the activity (43%), family trust (36%), and cultural 
norms (20%).

Interestingly, Khairpur and Mirpurkhas, while 
reporting high levels of joint decision-making (76% 
and 83% respect ive ly) ,  show contrast ing 
motivations. In Khairpur, 91% of decisions made 
solely by husbands were due to family trust, while in 
Mirpurkhas, 84% cited cultural norms, indicating that 
in some areas, traditional gender roles still 
significantly influence financial decisions.
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Managing Income from CIF Investment

Table 29 shows that joint decision-making is the 
predominant mode of managing income from CIF 
investments across all districts, with 74% of 
beneficiaries reporting shared control with family 
members.  This reflects strong household 
collaboration and possibly increased recognition of 
women's roles in financial management.

Meanwhile, 19% of respondents reported managing 
the income independently, with the highest 

autonomy observed in Umerkot (37%) and Badin 
(31%), suggesting regional variation in women's 
agency. Only 6% said the family manages it entirely, 
and 1% reported “other” forms of management.

Overall, the findings point to positive outcomes in 
promoting shared financial decision-making and 
individual empowerment through the CIF initiative.

Financial Confidence and Skills

Table 30 clearly indicates that managing the CIF 
loan and its income led to a substantial increase in 
financial management confidence, with 90% of 
respondents repor t ing improved financial 
confidence. This trend is consistent across all 
districts, with the highest reported confidence in 
Thatta (99%), Khairpur (98%), and Umerkot (98%).

In terms of specific skill areas improved, the most 
frequently cited was budgeting (39%), followed by 

saving/investing (33%) and negotiating (28%). 
Notably, Thatta showed strong gains in budgeting 
(46%) and saving/investing (42%), while Umerkot 
had a high response in budgeting (45%). These 
results highlight that CIF management has not only 
built overall financial confidence but also helped 
women develop practical financial skills—critical for 
sustainable economic empowerment.
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Responsibility for Loan Repayment

The results in Table 31 show that a significant 
proportion of women bear the primary responsibility 
for repaying the CIF loan. On average, 50% of women 
reported managing the repayment independently, 
which demonstrates both accountability and a 
strong sense of ownership over the financial 
resources accessed through the programme. This 
trend is especially prominent in Thatta (82%) and 
Umerkot (67%), where most women reported being 
solely responsible for repayment.

In contrast, only 20% of respondents indicated that 
male members alone were responsible for 
repayment, with Sanghar (35%) and Mirpurkhas 
(28%) showing the highest levels of male-dominated 
repayment. Meanwhile, 30% of respondents 
described repayment as a shared household 
responsibility, particularly in Khairpur (45%) and 
Sanghar (39%), pointing to more collective 
approaches in some contexts.

Taken together, these results suggest that the CIF 
has expanded women's economic roes by 
positioning them as central actors in managing 

financial obligations. However, the nature of this 
empowerment is complex. As shown earlier in Table 
28, only 18% of women independently decided to 
take the CIF loan, yet Table 31 reveals that half are 
solely responsible for repayment. This gap suggests 
that while women are increasingly trusted—or 
expected—to manage repayments, they do not 
always hold equivalent authority in deciding whether 
or how the loan should be taken in the first place.

Rather than a contradiction, this finding illustrates 
the uneven trajectory of empowerment: women's 
accountability and responsibilities are increasing 
more rapidly than their decision-making authority. 
While this shift reflects recognition of women's 
financial reliability, it also highlights a persistent 
gender imbalance in household financial decision-
making. For CIF and similar interventions, this 
insight underscores the importance of coupling 
w o m e n's  fi n a n c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  w i t h 
strengthened agency in loan contracting and 
investment decisions, ensuring that empowerment 
is not limited to bearing the burden but extends to 
exercising meaningful authority.

Overall, the CIF initiative has led to substantial gains 
in women's empowerment by increasing their 
involvement in household decisions, enhancing 
financial confidence and capability, and shifting 
traditional gender roles. The evidence suggests that 

when women are trusted, trained, and included in 
financial systems, they emerge as confident 
contributors to both household welfare and 
community development.
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Motivation to Join Community Organisations

Across all districts, access to resources emerged as 
the most cited reason for joining community 
organisations, with 32% of respondents highlighting 
it as their primary motivation as shown in Table 32. 
This was especially pronounced in Thatta (41%), 
Sanghar (36%), and Mirpurkhas (33%), indicating a 
strong pull factor where practical support is 
available. The second most common motivator was 
networking (26%), followed closely by a desire to 
cont r ibute  to  the  communi ty  (25%) ,  and 
encouragement from others (17%).

District-wise, Mirpurkhas showed a distinct pattern, 
with 36% of respondents citing encouragement as 
their main motivator—higher than any other 
distr ict—suggesting the influence of local 
mobilisation efforts or peer networks. Meanwhile, 

Badin and Khairpur showed relatively balanced 
motivations, but Khairpur stood out with the highest 
share motivated by networking (31%), possibly 
reflecting a stronger tradition of collective 
engagement.

Notably, the high proportion of women joining for 
access to resources highlights the critical role of the 
Community Investment Fund (CIF) as a core 
incentive. CIF access not only motivates initial 
participation but also helps retain membership and 
attract new women into community organisations. 
These findings underline the strategic value of 
combining economic opportunities with social 
mobi l isat ion to foster sustained women's 
engagement in collective action.

Women's Participation in Civic Engagement 

The results of Table 33 show a strong positive shift in 
women's community participation following access 
to the CIF loan. To assess the impact of CIF on civic 
engagement, respondents were asked two specific 
questions during the survey:

1. “Since receiving the C IF loan, has your 
participation in community activities increased, 
remained the same, or decreased?”

2.  “What types of community activities have you 
engaged in?” (with multiple options allowed, 
including attending meetings, volunteering, and 
taking on leadership roles).

The responses reveal a significant increase in 
community participation, with 84% of women 
across all districts reporting increased involvement 
after accessing the CIF loan. This shift is especially 

notable in Khairpur (98%), Umerkot (97%), and 
Thatta (90%), indicating the transformative role of 
CIF in fostering civic engagement.

In terms of the types of engagement, attending 
community meetings was the most common 
activity (48% overall), with Thatta (69%) and 
M i r p u r k h a s  ( 5 3 % )  re p o r t i n g  t h e  h i g h e s t 
participation. Volunteering was the second most 
cited activity (33%), followed by leadership roles 
(18%)—with Khairpur (23%) and Umerkot (22%) 
standing out for women's leadership participation.

These findings confirm that the CIF programme did 
not just improve financial outcomes but also 
enabled women to take a more active and confident 
role in community life, supporting broader social 
empowerment outcomes.
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The data in Table 34 reveals a high overall 
confidence (89%) among respondents in voicing 
their opinions in community forums, with notable 
variations across districts. Khairpur, Thatta, and 
Umerkot exhibit exceptionally high confidence levels 
(98–99%), while Sanghar reports comparatively 
lower confidence at 74%, indicating potential 
barriers to participation in that district. The success 
of the Community Investment Fund (CIF) emerges 
as the most influential factor in Badin (53%), while it 
has the least influence in Thatta (24%), where 
community support (49%) and training (27%) take 
precedence. Mirpurkhas stands out for the highest 
contribution of training (28%) to increased 
confidence.

Overall, community support 
(37%) and training (22%) 
play important yet varying 
ro les  across  d is t r ic ts . 
Notably, the factors driving 
empowerment differ across 
spheres: within households, 
women's confidence is most 
strongly l inked to their 
financial contribution (39%), 
while in community settings, 
social support (37%) and 
training (22%) play a more 
d e c i s i v e  r o l e .  T h i s 
distinction underlines the 
importance of combining 

economic inclusion at the household level with 
social and institutional support for women's civic 
participation.

At the same time, there is an important contrast 
between women's experiences and prevailing social 
attitudes: while 89% of women report feeling 
confident to voice opinions in community forums, 
only around a quarter of community members 
support women's engagement in such roles (Table 
35). This suggests that programme interventions 
have successfu l ly  st rengthened women's 
confidence and willingness to participate, even 
though community acceptance and structural 
barriers continue to lag.
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The data in Table 35 highlights mixed and generally 
low community support for women's engagement 
across various domains, with significant variation 
across distr icts.  On average,  only 27% of 
respondents believe women should discuss 
community issues, and just 22% support their 
participation in voting—indicating a limited 
acceptance of women's civic involvement. Thatta 
stands out with the highest support for discussing 
community issues (36%) and domestic decision-
making (30%) but shows the lowest support for 
financial management (3%) and leadership (10%), 
suggesting a selective perception of women's roles. 
Sanghar mirrors this pattern with relatively high 
support for community discussions (32%) and 
voting (25%) but extremely low approval (6%) for 

women in domestic decisions. Mirpurkhas shows 
the highest acceptance for women's role in 
domestic decisions (23%), while Badin reports the 
lowest (13%). Support for women holding leadership 
roles remains low across all districts, averaging just 
17%, reflecting broader gender norms limiting 
women's authority in public spaces. Overall, the 
findings indicate there are structure deeply rooted 
gender biases in the society, with stronger 
resistance to women's involvement in decision-
making and leadership than in traditional or 
domestic roles, highlighting the need for targeted 
gender sensitisation and empowerment initiatives 
particularly improving education level within the 
overall society as indicated in the next section.

Barriers to Participation

The data in Table 36 highlights the principal barriers 
restricting women's participation in community life, 
with clear inter-district variations. On average, lack of 
education (32%) and cultural norms (30%) emerge 
as the most frequently cited obstacles across the six 
districts. Thatta stands out for its exceptionally high 
concern with lack of education (56%)—significantly 
above the overall average—while reporting the 
lowest constraint from cultural norms (19%) and 
family duties (16%). In contrast, Sanghar reports the 
highest influence of cultural norms (36%), indicating 
strong sociocultural restrictions in that district. 
Mirpurkhas is notable for its high level of concern 

around limited accessibility to services (21%), which 
is also the highest across all districts, suggesting 
infrastructure or logistical barriers. Umerkot reports 
the highest rate of family duties (29%) as a limiting 
factor, pointing to gendered household roles as a key 
barrier there.

Overall, while barriers are multidimensional, the 
dominance of educational and cultural limitations 
underscores the need for integrated interventions 
focusing on awareness-raising, education for 
women and girls, and community-level norm 
t ransformat ion  to  enable  more  inc lus ive 
participation.
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Women's Empowerment – Synthesised Findings

Figure 18 brings together key indicators from Tables 
25–36, presenting a consolidated view of women's 
empowerment across household, financial, and 
civic domains. It shows strong gains in women's 
confidence, financial skills, and community 
participation following access to the CIF. However, 
autonomy in loan decision-making and community 
acceptance of leadership roles remain low, while 
cultural norms and lack of education continue to act 
as barriers. These findings highlight both the 
progress achieved and the uneven nature of 
empowerment, where women's responsibilities are 
expanding faster than their authority.

Household Empowerment: Women are increasingly 
consulted in household decision-making (44%, Table 
25), with 30% reporting a greater role in financial 
matters after accessing the CIF (Table 26). 
Confidence has risen significantly, with 88% feeling 
assured in expressing opinions within the household 
(Table 27). While inclusivity has improved, sole 
decision-making authority remains low (10–13%), 
showing empowerment is more collective than 
autonomous.

Financial Empowerment: The CIF has strengthened 
women's financial skills and confidence, with 90% 
reporting improved financial management (Table 
30). Half of the women (50%) are now solely 
responsible for loan repayment (Table 31), 

demonstrating accountability. However, only 18% 
independently decided to take a loan (Table 28), and 
just 19% manage CIF income independently (Table 
29). This highlights an uneven trajectory where 
responsibility is rising faster than authority.

Civic Empowerment: At the community level, 84% of 
women reported increased participation in activities 
(Table 33), and 89% expressed confidence in voicing 
opinions at forums (Table 34). Yet community 
acceptance lags: only 17% of community members 
support women in leadership roles (Table 35). 
Barriers remain significant, with cultural norms 
(30%) and lack of education (32%) cited as the most 
common obstacles to participation (Table 36).

Synthesis: Overall, the CIF has meaningfully 
enhanced women's confidence, participation, and 
financial accountability. Yet empowerment is 
uneven: women are often accountable for financial 
obligations without equal decision-making power, 
and their growing self-confidence is not fully 
matched by community acceptance. These findings 
underscore the need for interventions that not only 
expand financial inclusion but also address 
structural barriers, gender norms, and educational 
constraints to achieve deeper and more sustainable 
empowerment.
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4.5. Beneficiaries Perceptions of CIF Access, 
Ownership, and Institutional Trust

Before examining community perceptions of 
ownership, trust, and sustainability, it is important to 
first assess how beneficiaries experienced the CIF 
access process itself. As shown in Table 37, 
respondents across the six districts viewed the 
process as simple, low-cost, and transparent. On 
average, beneficiaries spent PKR 769 on related 
expenses (e.g., transportation and documentation) 
and received the CIF within 45 days, usually 
requiring only one visit to their community 
organisation or the SRSO office. Khairpur stood out 
with the lowest costs (PKR 297), the shortest 
waiting time (33 days), and the highest satisfaction 
across most indicators, pointing to a particularly 
efficient delivery mechanism. In contrast, Thatta 

recorded the highest costs (PKR 1,244), while 
Sanghar beneficiaries required more visits and 
expressed lower satisfaction with both application 
ease (79%) and loan processing (76%).

Several other indicators reinforce the perception of 
accessibility and fairness. Collateral was universally 
not required (98%), loans were generally suited to 
beneficiaries' intended purposes (82%), and overall 
satisfaction with processing was high (88%). 
Moreover, perceived fairness in beneficiary selection 
was nearly universal (98%). These results suggest 
that CIF has been delivered in a manner that is 
broadly efficient, equitable, and trusted, though 
district-level disparities—especially in Thatta and 
Sanghar—highlight the need for more consistent 
implementation.

Building on these positive experiences of access, 
beneficiaries also expressed a strong sense of 
ownership over the fund. As presented in Table 38, 
73% considered CIF to be a community-owned 
resource, with particularly high affirmation in 
Umerkot (96%), Khairpur (76%), Thatta (76%), and 
Badin (76%). Yet, ownership perceptions did not 
always align with functionality. For example, in 
Sanghar, only 35% reportedly knew that the fund was 
still revolving and just 42% knew others were still 
receiving CIF support, suggesting a mismatch 
between perceived ownership and actual 
information of the fund.

Trust in SRSO as the managing institution was also 
consistently high, with 88% of beneficiaries 
reporting increased confidence in the organisation. 
Khairpur (99%), Umerkot (94%), and Thatta (93%) 
displayed near-universal trust, whereas Sanghar 
stood out with more mixed views: 64% expressed 
strong trust and 36% only moderate trust. 
Interestingly, these results reveal a contrast: even 
where awareness of repayment tracking was low 
(e.g., 68% in Badin reported no awareness), trust in 
SRSO remained strong. This suggests that trust is 
based less on detailed knowledge of the fund 
processes and more on overall reputation and 
beneficiary experience with SRSO.

SINDH RURAL SUPPORT ORGANIZATION 50



C I F Fund Sustainabil ity,  Usage, and Risk 
Perceptions

The data in Table 39 reflects beneficiaries' 
perceptions of CIF continuity and access. Overall, 
59% of respondents reported that the fund is still 
revolving, with stronger awareness in Umerkot 
(84%) and Thatta (77%). By contrast, Sanghar stands 
out as a concern, where only 35% of respondents 
said the fund remains active.

A similar pattern emerges in perceptions of access: 
while 68% overall reported that others in their 
community are still receiving CIF support, the 

proportion again drops sharply in Sanghar (42%). 
These parallel results reinforce the finding that, 
although CIF is widely perceived as continuing in 
most districts, significant gaps in awareness and 
visibility remain in certain areas.

Together, these indicators suggest that beneficiaries 
generally see CIF as a sustained and accessible 
mechanism, but uneven perceptions across 
districts—particularly in Sanghar—highlight the 
importance of strengthening communication, 
transparency, and fund monitoring to reinforce 
confidence in its long-term viability.

The data in Table 40 provides insights into how 
beneficiaries perceive CIF governance, the extent of 
SRSO's role in fund tracking, and the risks they 
associate with sustainability once SRSO support is 
withdrawn.

Tracking responsibilities are reported to be primarily 
managed by SRSO staff (73%), with limited roles for 

VO Executives (19%) and LSOs (7%). District-level 
data shows especially high reliance on SRSO in 
Mirpurkhas (90%), Umerkot (88%), and Thatta (80%). 
This reflects strong institutional oversight but also 
suggests that community-level ownership and 
capacity  for  financia l  governance remain 
underdeveloped.
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Perceptions of mismanagement under the current 
system are minimal: 99% of respondents across all 
districts stated that there had been no such issues in 
their communities. Yet, when asked about potential 
risks if SRSO were to exit, respondents expressed 
notable concerns. The most frequently cited threats 
included poor recovery (21%), lack of training (19%), 
poor recordkeeping (16%), and favouritism (16%). In 
Thatta and Khairpur, fears of insufficient funds (26% 
each) and lack of training (29% and 21%, 
respectively) were particularly prominent.

This contrast highlights an important tension: while 
current CIF operations are trusted and perceived as 
transparent, beneficiaries fear that the system may 
not remain robust without SRSO's oversight. In other 
words, confidence in CIF governance today largely 
rests on SRSO's presence, rather than on the 
independent capacity of community institutions. 
Unless recordkeeping, monitoring, and recovery 
mechanisms are more fully transferred to VOs and 
LSOs, the sustainability of CIF largely depends on 
the continues support from SRSO.

In terms of support required for the long-term 
sustainability of CIF, training emerged as the most 
frequently cited need (26%), followed by regular 
audits (18%), robust recovery systems (17%), and 
the introduction of digital recordkeeping tools (11%) 
(Table 41). District-level variations highlight 
important nuances. In Thatta, half of all respondents 
(50%) prioritised training and nearly a third (30%) 

called for larger funds—by far the highest demand 
across all districts—pointing to significant gaps in 
both financial resources and institutional capacity. 
Mirpurkhas also stood out, with more than a quarter 
(26%) of respondents emphasising the need for a 
larger fund, suggesting local perceptions of 
resource insufficiency.
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External Factors Affecting CIF Sustainability

While survey findings provide valuable insights into 
how beneficiaries perceive CIF access, ownership, 
and sustainability, secondary data highlights a 
number of structural and economic factors that 
shape the programme's long-term viability. These 
factors are not directly drawn from the household 
survey but are critical for interpreting community 
concerns — particularly the demand for larger funds 
expressed in some districts.

A first factor is the coverage gap. As noted earlier in 
this report, nearly 68% of eligible households have 
not yet accessed CIF. This gap creates continued 
pressure on the revolving fund, as many households 
remain excluded from financial support. The 
perception of scarcity is therefore not only about the 
adequacy of current loan sizes but also about the 
limited reach of the fund relative to demand.

A second, and equally critical, factor is the erosion of 
the real value of CIF loans due to inflation. Rural 
inflation in Pakistan has accelerated sharply in 
recent years, reaching 28.9% in 2022 and peaking at 
42.2% in May 2023. According to figures from the 

Pakistan Bureau of Statistics, cited in the Ex-post 
Evaluation of the SUCCESS Programme in Sindh 
(2025), this surge has had a particularly severe 
impact on rural households. Rising food and input 
costs have directly undermined the utility of small 
loans, while also diminishing the overall value of the 
revolving CIF pool. It is estimated that this 
inflationary pressure has reduced the purchasing 
power of CIF resources by around 35%  .

Taken together, these external factors help explain 
why the beneficiaries also call for larger CIF 
allocations was particularly strong in Thatta (30%) 
and Mirpurkhas (26%) – Table 41. The demand does 
not simply reflect beneficiary perceptions in 
isolation, but rather structural challenges: unmet 
coverage and diminishing real value of loans in an 
inflationary environment. Unless future CIF design 
takes these pressures into account — by expanding 
outreach and indexing loan sizes to inflation — the 
fund risks losing both its effectiveness and 
credibility, even if governance mechanisms and 
training are strengthened.

4.6.  Reach of PPRP's other Livelihood and Support 
Interventions and perceived benefits

Table 42 presents the status of CIF sample 
beneficiaries receiving other interventions of PPRP. 
Among all PPRP interventions, educational support 
reached the highest proportion of the sample (11%), 
with 78% reporting high benefit. Similarly, 
enterprise/value chain support achieved the highest 
satisfaction rate, with 89% of beneficiaries rating it 
as highly beneficial and none finding it unhelpful.

I n c o m e - g e n e r a t i n g  g r a n t s  ( I G G )  a n d 
vocational/technical training (VTP) were also 
impactful, with over half of the recipients reporting 
high benefits. Conversely, CPI/village rehabilitation 

and post-disaster support had lower high-benefit 
perceptions (37% and 27%, respectively), though the 
majority still found them moderately useful.

The micro health insurance scheme had limited 
reach (0.3%) but was generally well received. Kitchen 
gardening and low-cost housing received moderate 
satisfaction, with a slightly higher proportion noting 
limited benefit.

Overall, the data reflects a high level of perceived 
benefit across most interventions, with room for 
improvement in coverage and effectiveness of 
certain components like disaster rehabilitation and 
insurance.

8
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We asked the CIF beneficiary about support and 
services they have received in addition to the PPRP 
interventions. The data presented in Table 43 reveals 
that cash assistance (primarily from BISP/Ehsaas 
and the Government of Sindh) had the widest reach, 
benefitting 46% and 21% of the sample beneficiaries 
respectively, with 66% reporting high benefits. 
Education support and livelihood training had the 
highest levels of perceived benefit (92%), though 
received by a smaller proportion of respondents, 
mainly through government and NGOs. Shelter and 
housing support was primarily government-led and 
also showed a strong positive impact (85% high 

benefit). Less widespread interventions such as 
health services, ration distribution, and WASH 
schemes reached fewer beneficiaries but still 
received generally high satisfaction ratings. NGOs 
and SRSO played a modest yet visible role in multiple 
interventions, particularly in agricultural input 
support and water/sanitation schemes, though with 
limited overall reach. Notably, very few beneficiaries 
found any intervention to be non-beneficial, 
reflecting overall positive perceptions across 
services received.
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4.7. Improvements in Household Poverty Status 
Following CIF Support

This section presents data on changes in the 
Poverty Scorecard (PSC) bands of CIF beneficiary 
households between 2017 and 2025, showing how 
pover ty  profiles shi f ted dur ing the P P R P 
implementation.

Figure 19 compares the poverty status of PPRP 
beneficiaries in 2017 and 2025, based on PSC 
bands. I t  shows a modest but noticeable 
improvement in household poverty levels over this 
period.

The share of households in the poorest PSC band 
(0–11) fell from 28% in 2017 to 20% in 2025, 
suggesting that 8% of the ultra-poor households 
improved their living conditions. Likewise, the 
proportion in the poor band (12–23) declined by 
20%, indicating that many households moved into 
higher PSC categories.

At the same time, more households shifted into the 
vulnerable (PSC 24–35) and relatively better-off 

(PSC 36–100) bands. By 2025, these groups 
together accounted for 28% of households—up from 
0% in 2017—with 20% in the vulnerable band and 8% 
in the better-off band.

These shifts show that some poor households 
moved out of extreme poverty and that many 
experienced gradual improvements in their living 
conditions, progressing along the poverty spectrum. 
This progress is likely the result of combined support 
from the CIF, other PPRP components, and 
assistance provided by government and NGOs. 
These support systems played a crucial role in 
protecting poor and ultra-poor households from the 
harsh effects of economic downturns, high inflation, 
and repeated disasters that affected Sindh in 
particular and Pakistan more broadly between 2017 
and 2025. Without such support, the impact on 
these groups would have been far more severe.

In summary, the chart highlights a gradual upward 
trend in poverty scores, with fewer households 
trapped in extreme poverty by 2025.
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Table 44 tracks the poverty status of 4,025 CIF 
beneficiary households between 2017 and 2025 
using the Poverty Scorecard (PSC). It shows how 
households moved across four PSC bands: PSC 
0–11 (extremely poor), 12–23 (poor), 24–35 
(vulnerable), and 35–100 (better-off). The table 
records both where households started in 2017 and 
where they were by 2025.

Among households that began in the poorest band 
(PSC 0–11), only 23% remained there by 2025. The 
majority had moved upward: 50% shifted into the 
poor band (PSC 12–23), 18% advanced to the 
vulnerable band (PSC 24–35), and 9% reached the 
better-off band (PSC 35–100). Similarly, of those 
who started in the poor band (PSC 12–23), 28% 
progressed to higher PSC categories (24–100), 53% 
remained in the same band, and 19% fell back into 
the lowest category.

By 2025, the overall distribution of beneficiaries had 
changed:

 PSC 0–11: declined from 28% to 20%.

 PSC 12–23: declined from 72% to 52%.

 PSC 24–35: increased to 20%.

 PSC 35–100: increased to 8%.

These shifts indicate that many households made 
gradual progress out of extreme level of poverty. 
However, not all households advanced. Some 
remained in the same band, which may reflect 
persistent structural barriers such as limited 
productive assets, chronic illness, lack of livelihood 
opportunities, or dependence on irregular income 
sources. Others even fell into lower bands, likely due 
to economic shocks, repeated natural disasters, 
loss of household income earners, and the impact of 
inflation eroding real income gains.

Overall, the data shows that a modest share of the 
beneficiary households improved their economic 
situation during the programme period, though 
vulnerability and setbacks persisted for others.

Impact of CIF Cycles on Household Poverty Status 
(2017–2025)

Table 45 and Figure 20 show how households 
moved across poverty bands between 2017 and 
2025, depending on the number of CIF cycles 
received. At baseline, all households were poor, split 
between the extremely poor (PSC 0–11) and poor 
(PSC 12–23) categories, with none in the vulnerable 
or better-off bands.

By 2025, extreme poverty had declined in every 
group, and for the first time, households appeared in 
the vulnerable and better-off categories. With one 

cycle, the share of extremely poor households fell 
from 30 to 21 percent, while 27 percent moved up to 
vulnerable or better-off status. Households 
receiving two or three cycles saw further gains: 
extreme poverty dropped to 20 and 17 percent 
respectively, and around one-third moved into higher 
categories. The four-cycle group followed a similar 
pattern, with 19 percent remaining in extreme 
poverty and 26 percent moving upward. The five-
cycle group, though very small, showed the most 
dramatic shift: none remained in extreme poverty, 
and 42 percent were in the vulnerable or better-off 
bands.
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Figure 21 reinforces this trend. The red area 
(extremely poor) shrinks steadily with more cycles, 
disappearing entirely in the five-cycle group. The 
orange area (poor) remains the largest band, 
showing that most households stayed poor even 
after support. Meanwhile, the yellow and blue areas 
(vulnerable and better-off) expand with each cycle, 
demonstrating upward mobility.

Taken together, the evidence underlines two key 
points. First, repeated CIF access consistently 
reduced extreme poverty and created new pathways 
into the vulnerable and better-off categories. The 

data suggests that the most noticeable upward 
mobility begins after the third and fourth CIF cycles, 
when around one-third of households move beyond 
the poor band. This indicates that three to four 
cycles may be considered the optimum threshold for 
placing poor households on a credible path to 
poverty graduation. Second, the persistence of the 
poor band shows that while CIF effectively mitigated 
the depth of poverty, most households still require 
complementary interventions in livelihoods, 
markets, and social protection to sustain and 
accelerate this progress.

4.8. Impact of CIF and CIF+BISP on Household 
Poverty Levels

As noted in Table 43 notably 46 percent of CIF 
beneficiaries in the sample were already receiving 
BISP social protection cash transfers. This 
significant overlap underscores the importance of 
examining how social protection (BISP) and 
livelihood financing (CIF) interact — and whether 
their combination produces greater or different 
outcomes compared to CIF alone.

The two programmes are designed to address 
different but complementary dimensions of poverty. 
BISP provides quarterly cash transfers to meet 
immediate consumption needs, especially for food 
security, while CIF enables households to access 
productive capital for income generation and asset 
building. Comparing outcomes for Only CIF and 
CIF+BISP households therefore provides critical 
insights for programme design and policy decisions.

The Poverty Scorecard (PSC) data presented in 
Table 46 illustrates these dynamics. Before PPRP, all 
households in both groups were concentrated in the 
poorest bands (PSC 0–23). In the Only CIF group, 25 
percent were extreme poor (PSC 0–11) and 75 

percent were poor (PSC 12–23). In the CIF+BISP 
group, 32 percent were extreme poor and 68 percent 
were poor. None of the households in either group 
had PSC score above 23.

The data shows that after PPRP interventions, 
notable upward shifts occurred on PSC score of the 
beneficiaries. In the Only CIF group, extreme poverty 
declined from 25 to 14 percent, and 36 percent of 
households moved upward into the vulnerable (PSC 
24–35) and non-poor (PSC 35–100) categories. In 
the CIF+BISP group, extreme poverty fell more 
sharply from 32 to 18 percent, but upward mobility 
into higher bands was relatively smaller, with 29 
percent reaching the vulnerable and non-poor 
categories.

This comparison suggests that the two approaches 
are complementary. Only CIF proved more effective 
in enabling households to climb further up the 
wellbeing ladder, supporting longer-term poverty 
graduation. CIF+BISP, on the other hand, was more 
effective in reducing the depth of extreme poverty, 
showing the value of combining basic consumption 
support with productive investment.
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Policy Implications: For sustainable poverty 
graduation, it is important to integrate the short-
term protection provided by BISP with the longer-
term livelihood investments supported by CIF. The 
combination allows households to meet immediate 
food and consumption needs while building 

pathways to income growth and resilience. This 
evidence underscores the impor tance for 
policymakers of designing integrated social 
protection and livelihood strategies, rather than 
implementing them in isolation.
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4.9.  Insights from FGDs and KIIs

This section presents an in-depth narrative of 
insights derived from the Key Informant Interviews 
(KIIs) and Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with 
stakeholders and women beneficiaries involved in 
the Community Investment Fund (CIF) under the 
People's Poverty Reduction Project (PPRP). These 
qualitative perspectives reveal the CIF model's 
operational dynamics, challenges, successes, and 
its transformative potential at both institutional and 
community levels.

1 Communi ty  Ownersh ip  and Col lect ive 
Accountability

A central insight from both KIIs and FGDs is the high 
level of community ownership associated with the 
CIF. Beneficiaries consistently perceive the fund as a 
communal resource, rather than an external aid 
mechanism. This sense of ownership stems from 
the participatory planning, transparent decision-
making, and shared responsibility embedded within 
the VO and LSO structures. As one VO member from 
Mirpurkhas articulated during the FGD, "This money 
is ours—it belongs to the village. We give it, take it, 
and return it. It is not from outside;it is from us.”

CIF professionals and social mobilizers echoed this 
sentiment, emphasizing the revolving nature of the 
fund as a source of pride. The community-led 
mechanisms for fund disbursement and recovery 
reinforce the perception that the CIF is not just a 
loan, but a local asset governed by mutual trust and 
accountability.

2 Women's Empowerment and Social Change

The CIF has had a pronounced impact on the 
economic and social empowerment of women. 
Across all FGDs, participants spoke about how 
access to CIF loans has changed their lives—not 
only financially but socially. One woman from VO 
Jam Khan Jatoi shared, “Before this, we waited for 
our husbands to bring home money. Now, we earn 
ourselves. We can feed our children better, save for 
dowry, and even buy solar panels.”

Women's increased income has directly contributed 
to greater confidence and household decision-
making power. VO leaders reported higher 
participation of women in community meetings, 
with many taking leadership roles for the first time. 
According to a monitoring officer, “Women-led VOs 
are more organised. Their books are maintained 
properly, and they follow up more consistently on 
repayments.”

The social impact extends beyond economics. In 
several cases, women shared that respect from their 
families and communities had increased, and they 
now feel safer and more empowered. One 

participant noted, “Even our husbands now listen 
when we speak. They ask for our opinion. This was 
unthinkable before.”

3 Loan Utilisation, Planning, and Income Gains

A strong pattern that emerged from both interviews 
and group discussions was the prudent use of CIF 
loans for income-generating purposes. The loans 
were largely used for livestock rearing, setting up 
small shops, or home-based businesses like 
tailoring and embroidery. A notable success story 
from VO Muhammad Hashim described a member 
who received two CIF loans and gradually built up a 
livestock portfolio valued at over PKR 250,000.

However, a key challenge also surfaced: delays in 
disbursement. Such delays often led to members 
diverting funds to meet emergency needs, such as 
healthcare or school fees. A CIF professional noted, 
“When loan disbursement from SRSO is delayed by 
months, the beneficiaries' priorities change. They 
first need to deal with emergencies before they can 
invest in income-generating activities.” Despite this, 
many women found innovative ways to maximise 
the utility of the loans, including using festival 
periods like Eid for livestock sales to generate profits 
and repay loans.

4 Repayment Mechanisms and Challenges

C I F loan repayments rely heavi ly on peer 
accountability and community pressure rather than 
on structured systems. VO leaders remind members 
about repayment deadlines, but they do not maintain 
a systematic monthly tracking mechanism for loan 
dues and recoveries. At SRSO, reviews also happen 
mostly on an annual basis, leaving gaps in timely 
monitoring. As one Regional General Manager 
noted, “The system still depends too much on field 
staff. We need monthly tracking tools in the hands of 
the VO leaders.”

Still, transparency remains weak due to the lack of 
receipt issuance and formalised tracking. One VO 
President explained, “We write repayments in our VO 
record books, but we do not always issue receipts to 
the beneficiaries. Issuing receipts should be 
mandatory.”

5 Institutional Capacity and Dependence on Project 
Staff

Another prominent theme was the l imited 
institutional capacity of VO and LSO leaders. SRSO 
provided one-time trainings, but many respondents 
admitted they continue to rely on SRSO staff for 
recordkeeping, MIP preparation, and compliance 
oversight. 
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A participant in Khairpur explained, “We got a 
training at the start of the programme on what and 
how to do, but we forget the details over time. The 
SRSO team always helps, so we do not feel the 
urgency to manage it ourselves.” Instead of 
mentoring and equipping VO leaders with simplified 
tools, field staff often assumed the responsibilities 
meant for VOs.

The Programme Implementation Manual and 
guidelines clearly define the roles of SRSO field staff 
and VOs in CIF operations. However, one-time 
trainings have not been sufficient to ensure 
consistent application. Over time, many VOs 
stopped following the procedures as outlined in the 
manual.

6 Social Inclusion and Impact on Marginalised 
Groups

The CIF model has effectively reached women from 
marginalised backgrounds, including widows, 
religious minorities, and ultra-poor households. 
During FGDs, several women expressed that it was 
their first time accessing any form of financial 
assistance. One woman stated, “I applied for zakat 
for years and got nothing. But with CIF, I got a loan 
with respect and dignity.”

In  addit ion ,  women highl ighted the C I F 's 
contribution to youth empowerment. Some used the 
loan to set up businesses for their children—ranging 
from shops to motorcycle taxis.

CIF not only helps us, but it helps our children find 
ways to work. In our village, jobs are hard to find. This 
loan gave us a new option, shared a VO member in 
Mirpurkhas.

7 Sustainability and Exit Readiness

While CIF's revolving structure is theoretically 
sustainable, both KIIs and FGDs confirmed that the 
model is not yet ready for a complete handover. 
Women leaders admitted their dependence on 

SRSO for technical and financial oversight.

“We're proud that the fund is still revolving,” said a VO 
President. “But if SRSO stops today, we might not be 
able to run it the same way.”

Staff echoed this concern, highlighting the absence 
of standard operating procedures across districts 
and inconsistent governance practices. To prepare 
for sustainability, participants recommended 
strengthening institutional autonomy, investing in 
real-time monitoring systems, and phasing the exit 
based on readiness.

8 Recommendations from the Field

Insights from these discussions suggest several 
priority actions to strengthen the CIF model:

· Extend firsthand, practical training for 
VO/LSO leaders, with mentorship and refresher 
courses.

· Digitise loan records and repayment 
tracking at the community level.

· Increase loan size and flexibility for 
successful repeat borrowers.

· Institute receipt books and enforce recovery 
documentation.

· Develop and implement a phased CIF exit 
strategy informed by community readiness.

These insights from the field reinforce that CIF is 
more than a microloan—it is a catalyst for 
empowerment, institutional development, and 
community resilience. Its success lies not only in 
economic returns but in the dignity, confidence, and 
solidarity it fosters among women. Yet, for the 
model to mature into a fully community-managed 
fu n d ,  de l ibe ra t e  capac i t y  s t ren gt hen in g , 
decentralised systems, and a carefully crafted 
sustainability strategy must be prioritised.

SINDH RURAL SUPPORT ORGANIZATION 60



CHAPTER 5: 
SYNTHESIS OF KEY FINDINGS,CONCLUSIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1.  Synthesis of Key Findings in Relation to the 
Study Hypotheses

This section synthesises the key findings of the CIF 
assessment, organised around the four outcome 
families and ten hypotheses outlined in the study 
ToR. The analysis draws on survey data from 4,025 
beneficiaries, complemented by FGDs and KIIs, to 
provide a comprehensive picture of C I F 's 
performance in poverty graduation, women's 
empowerment, cost-effectiveness, institutional 
sustainability, and fund recycling.

Outcome Family 1: Poverty Graduation

H1: CIF ensures inclusion of women from poor and 
poorest households in the development process.

CIF maintained a strong pro-poor focus. All 

surveyed beneficiaries had baseline PSC scores ≤
23, confirming proper targeting of poor and ultra-
poor households. Most women (82%) invested their 
loans in income-generating activities aligned with 
their MIPs, and 90% rated the application process as 
simple and accessible. Participation in COs and VOs 
was high (85%), and 52% of women supported peers 
in accessing CIF, reflecting both empowerment and 
knowledge sharing.

By December 2024, 149,232 unique beneficiaries 
had accessed CIF out of 464,724 eligible 
households, equivalent to 32.1% coverage. District-
level coverage ranged from about 28% in Thatta to 
34% in Khairpur and Umerkot.

At the institutional level, 84% of VOs (4,647 of 5,564) 
were actively managing CIF funds, while 16% had 
not yet managed CIF, pointing to scope for expanded 
outreach.

From an initial seed capital of PKR 2.93 billion, the 
CIF portfolio revolved to PKR 6.02 billion. About 
82% of recoveries were re-lent to beneficiaries, while 
PKR 523.5 million (18%) remained idle in bank 
accounts by the end of 2024, reflecting fund 
absorption bottlenecks in some districts.

Repeat access was moderate: 57% of households 
received CIF once, 13% twice, 13% three times, 10% 
four times, and 7% five times. Districts like Khairpur 
and Sanghar achieved stronger rotation, while 
Thatta and Umerkot lagged.

H2: Access to CIF improves the poverty score of 
beneficiary households.

Between 2017 and 2025, the share of households in 

extreme poverty (PSC 0–11) declined from 28% to 
20%, while those in the poor band (PSC 12–23) fell 
from 72% to 52%. At the same time, 28% of 
households moved into the vulnerable (PSC 24–35) 
and better-off (PSC 36–100) categories for the first 
time.

Cycle-wise analysis shows that meaningful gains 
begin after the third and fourth cycles of CIF loans, 
when one-third of households' transition into higher 
PSC bands. The five-cycle group performed 
strongest, with none in extreme poverty and 42% 
reaching higher bands, though this represents a very 
small sample.These shifts indicate incremental 
improvements and movement along the poverty 
spectrum, influenced by a combination of CIF 
support, other PPRP components, and broader 
social and economic factors.

The programme period (2017–2025) was marked 
by multiple shocks, including economic downturns, 
high inflation, and repeated natural disasters in 
Sindh. CIF and related support mechanisms played 
a vital role in cushioning poor and ultra-poor 
households against these shocks. Without such 
support, the negative impacts would have been far 
more severe. This resilience function is one of CIF's 
most important contributions, even where 
households did not fully escape poverty.

H3: Access to CIF increases household income and 
asset base.

CIF recipients reported clear economic benefits. 
Average annual income from CIF investment 
increased progressively with more CIF cycles—from 
PKR 8,462 (one cycle) to PKR 102,100 (five cycles). 
Cost savings also rose, particularly from self-
produced food and reduced expenditures. 
Goat/sheep ownership increased from 39% to 70%, 
and cow/buffalo ownership from 6% to 9%. Shop 
ownership remained low, rising only from 2% to 3%. 
This asset pattern aligns with women's traditional 
roles and suggests CIF investments were well-
targeted.

The combined yearly benefit of income and cost 
savings ranged from PKR 9,252 (one cycle) to PKR 
117,019 (five cycles). Beneficiaries also reported 
increased household resilience, including better 
food security, consumption smoothing, and 
enhanced capacity to withstand economic shocks.

H4: Women CIF beneficiaries are investing more in 
productive assets.
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Most CIF loans were used for productive purposes. 
Over 93% of respondents reported income 
generation from livestock, agriculture, or small 
business. Reinvestment of profits into the same 
activity (26%), savings (13%), health (16%), and 
education (10%) were common uses demonstrating 
productive and welfare-linked utilisation. Livelihood-
enhancing activities—especially livestock—were 
favoured due to their manageability and low entry 
barriers for rural women.

Livestock remained the primary investment sector 
across all districts and loan cycles, accounting for 
90–98% of total disbursements. Investment in 
micro enterprises and agriculture remained limited 
(under 10%), reflecting either market access 
limitations or risk aversion behaviour among women 
borrowers.

Outcome Family 2: Women's Empowerment

H5: Access to CIF improves women's intra-
household decision-making.

CIF significantly contributed to women's agency. 
Across all key decisions (children's education, 
health, purchases), joint decision-making was 
dominant (72–74%), but 13% of women had the final 
say on CIF usage. Moreover, 79% felt “very 
confident” in financial management, and 89.2% felt 
empowered to handle loans post-CIF. Active 
participation in household decisions and VO/LSO 
roles has increased. These changes signal 
enhanced economic and social empowerment, 
though sole decision-making remains limited.

Women also reported increased confidence to 
engage with local institutions, manage finances, and 
support other women in accessing CIF—building a 
foundation for peer-led empowerment and 
leadership.

Outcome Family 3: Cost-Effectiveness and 
Institutional Sustainability

H6: CIF provides cost-effective financial access to 
poor households.

CIF loans (PKR 15,000–40,000) are interest-free 
and managed by women-led VOs and LSOs. The 
operational cost per borrower (PKR 1254) is 
significantly lower than conventional microfinance 
(PKR 3,000–6,000). CIF repayment rates (~99%) 
match or exceed recovery rates reported by micro-
finance institutions. CIF beneficiaries reported high 
satisfaction, and economic returns per rupee 
invested are favourable. CIF thus offers a low-cost, 
inclusive alternative to conventional microfinance.

A comparative analysis of the CIF model against 
conventional microfinance products highlights its 
cost-effectiveness, inclusivity, and long-term 
sustainability. The CIF is uniquely targeted at 
women from poor and poorest households, 
specifically those with Poverty Scorecard (PSC) 
scores below 23. It is managed by women-led 
community institutions (VOs and LSOs), enhancing 
local ownership and operational sustainability. 
Unlike formal MFIs that charge interest rates of 
20–35% and require collateral or group guarantees, 
CIF loans are interest-free, flexible, and accessible 
repeatedly to the same household. The revolving 
nature of the fund allows for continued loan access 
with minimal bureaucratic processes. CIF loans 
range between PKR 15,000–30,000 and maintain a 
recovery rate of approximately 99%, comparable to 
top-performing MFIs. Moreover, the average CIF's 
operational cost of P K R 1254 per loan is 
significantly lower than the PKR 3,000–6,000 per 
loan for typical microfinance providers. Despite 
offering zero-interest loans, CIF beneficiaries report 
comparable or even higher levels of household-level 
economic benefits, especially in terms of increased 
income and cost savings. This reflects not only the 
cost-effectiveness of CIF as a financial delivery 
mechanism, but also its ability to serve as a 
sustainable, pro-poor alternative to market-based 
microfinance models.
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CIF also scores high on perceived sustainability. 
About 84% of beneficiaries confirmed regular reuse 
of recovered loans, and 68% stated others in their 
communities continue to access CIF. Community 
ownership is strong—73% believe CIF is fully owned 
by the community, and 88% trust SRSO.

However, 59% confirmed CIF funds remain revolving 
in their communities, suggesting operational gaps in 
the remaining areas. Awareness of fund tracking 
was uneven—only 15% in Badin reported knowledge 
of tracking mechanisms—indicating a need for 
strengthened communication.

Furthermore, unutilised CIF balances of PKR 888 
million point to fund absorption bottlenecks, 
especially in Badin and Sanghar, despite strong fund 
recovery. Key support needs identified include 
training (26%), improved recovery systems (17%), 
digital records (11%), and regular audits (18%).

H7: CIF has a low cost-benefit ratio.

The combined average yearly household benefit 
(income + cost savings) was PKR 26,493. Given an 
average operational cost of under PKR 1254 per 
loan and 67% of beneficiaries reporting improved 
assets, CIF delivers strong economic returns. Four-
time CIF recipients earned PKR 80,892 annually, 
with asset increases averaging PKR 65,945. These 
outcomes highlight a favourable cost-benefit profile, 
especially with repeated CIF access.

Repeat CIF access amplified impact—households 
receiving 3+ cycles saw significantly higher income 
gains and asset improvements compared to single-
cycle recipients, validating the importance of 
sustained access.

Outcome Family 4: CIF Recovery and Revolving 
Cycle

H8: CIF recovery mechanisms are strong.

CIF recovery performance is robust—repayment 
rates stand at ~99%, and 84% of beneficiaries 
confirmed regular reinvestment of recovered loans. 
SRSO staff primarily manage tracking (73%), 
supplemented by VO executives (19%). Only 1% 
reported any mismanagement.

However, risks such as poor recovery (21%), 
favouritism (16%), poor records (16%), and lack of 
training (19%) were perceived as threats by the 
beneficiaries. These underline the need for more 
robust governance systems.

Active fund ratios varied across districts, from 58% 
in Badin to 100% in Umerkot. Fund rotation rates 
averaged 2.1x, with Mirpurkhas and Umerkot 
leading. Despite this, fund absorption in some 
districts was low highlighting the need for better 
fund flow tracking,  planning,  and demand 
generation.
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5.2.   Conclusion

The Community Investment Fund (CIF) under the 
GoS–PPRP, implemented by SRSO, has proven to be 
a pro-poor, women-centred and cost-effective 
financial inclusion model. By December 2024, CIF 
had reached 149,232 unique women out of 464,724 
eligible households—32.1% coverage. Portfolio 
performance has been strong: recovery is 98%; the 
original PKR 2.93 billion seed capital has revolved to 
PKR 6.02 billion; and 82% of recoveries were re-lent, 
with PKR 523.5 million (18%) lying idle in bank 
accounts. At the institutional level, 84% of VOs 
(4,647 of 5,564) were actively managing CIF, while 
16% (917) had not yet done so.

Household outcomes improved over 2017–2025. 
The share of households in PSC 0–11 fell from 28% 
to 20%, those in PSC 12–23 from 72% to 52%, and 
for the first time 28% of households moved into the 
vulnerable and better-off categories. The clearest 
upward mobility occurs after three to four CIF 
cycles, suggesting this is the optimum threshold for 
placing households on a credible graduation 
pathway. Alongside this, CIF contributed to stronger 
women's agency and financial  confidence, 
r e i n f o r c i n g  b o t h  e c o n o m i c  a n d  s o c i a l 
empowerment.

The programme period (2017–2025) was marked 
by multiple shocks, including economic downturns, 
high inflation, and repeated natural disasters in 
Sindh. CIF and related support mechanisms played 
a vital role in cushioning poor and ultra-poor 
households against these shocks. Without such 
support, the negative impacts would have been far 
more severe. This resilience function stands out as 
one of CIF and PPRP interventions most important 
contributions, even where households did not fully 
escape poverty.

Despite these gains, challenges persist, almost 68% 
of eligible households (315,500) remain unreached, 
16% of VOs are yet to manage CIF, some funds 
remain unutilised and repeat access falls sharply 
after the first cycle. Sectoral concentration in 
livestock and uneven institutional capacity further 
limit impact.

Sustainability is also a critical concern. Though 99% 
of respondents reported no mismanagement under 
current operations, reflecting high trust in CIF 
governance by SRSO. Yet, when asked about risks if 
SRSO were to exit, beneficiaries voiced significant 
fears, including poor recovery (21%), lack of capacity 
(19%), weak recordkeeping (16%), and risk of 
favouritism (16%). In districts like Thatta and 
Khairpur, concerns about insufficient funds (26%) 
and inadequate training (29% and 21%) were 
particularly high. This suggests that confidence in 
CIF today is rooted in SRSO's continued presence, 
rather than in the independent capacity of VOs and 
LSOs. Unless governance, recovery and monitoring 
systems are further institutionalised at community 
level, CIF's long-term continuity will remain 
dependent on the SRSO support.

Finally, the erosion of the real value of CIF loans due 
to inflation poses a systemic risk. Rural inflation 
surged to 28.9% in 2022 and 42.2% in May 2023, 
reducing the purchasing power of CIF resources by 
an estimated 35%. This canundermine the 
effectiveness of small loan sizes, particularly in 
meeting risinginput costs, while also weakening the 
real value of the revolving fund itself. Without 
mechanisms to adjust loan sizes or link CIF to 
broader livelihood and market strategies, the 
programme's ability to drive sustained poverty 
reduction will be constrained.
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5.3.  Recommendations

Based on the findings of the CIF assessment, the 
following recommendations are proposed to 
strengthen the effect iveness,  equity,  and 
sustainability of the Community Investment Fund 
(CIF) model under the GoS-PPRP:

1) Expand Outreach and Coverage

·  Mobilise additional CIF resources to reach 
315,500 eligible households (68%) still unreached, 
ensuring more equitable access across districts.

·  Activate the 917 VOs (16%) that have not yet 
managed C I F,  addressing governance and 
readiness barriers.

·    Deploy idle funds (PKR 523.5 million, 18%) quickly 
through district-level re-lending benchmarks and 
stronger oversight.

2) Ensure Repeat Access for Graduation

·   Institutionalise 3–4 CIF cycles per household as 
the optimum threshold for graduation, with 
transparent criteria for eligibility, repayment, and 
performance.

·  Strengthen VO/LSO mechanisms to manage 
recovery and recycling so that repeat loans are 
accessible without delays.

3) Strengthen Resilience Functions

·  Formalise CIF's role as a shock-cushioning 
mechanism, ensuring timely loan access for 
households hit by economic downturns, inflation, or 
disasters.

·  Introduce emergency or contingency loan 
products to protect ultra-poor households from 
resorting to distress sales or harmful coping 
strategies.

·  Build linkages with disaster risk reduction and 
social protection schemes to complement CIF 
support in times of crisis.

4) Diversify Loan Use within Livestock and Lay the 
Groundwork for Agriculture and Enterprise

·  Support diversification within livestock-based 
activities (e.g., dairy farming, medium-scale small 
ruminant enterprises, fodder production, and value-
added processing), especially for households that 
advanced onto the poverty graduation path after 
four to five CIF cycles. For these households, larger-
scale and higher-value livestock opportunities can 
reduce risk, enhance profitability, and sustain 

upward mobility, while remaining aligned with 
women's skills and cultural roles.

·   Pilot small-scale agriculture and microenterprise 
loans in selected areas, but only where enabling 
conditions exist. Link these pilots with government 
extension services, input suppliers, and buyers/off 
takers to ensure viability.

·  Build partnerships with market actors and 
government departments to create the support 
systems—training, input access, technology, and 
guaranteed market linkages—needed for women to 
enter agriculture or enterprise activities sustainably.

·  Develop risk-sharing mechanisms (such as 
livestock insuranceor disaster-contingency funds) 
to protect households from sector-specific shocks 
and increase confidence in diversification.

5) Safeguard Sustainability and Institutional 
Capacity

·    Gradually transfer recovery, monitoring, and fund 
management functions from SRSO to capable VOs 
and LSOs, with structured technical backstopping.

·  Strengthen community governance through 
regular training, audits, and digital recordkeeping, 
particularly in weaker-performing districts.

·    Institutionalise MIS-based tracking and reporting, 
validated with VO-level records, to enhance 
transparency and build confidence in community-
led management.

6) Adjust for Inflation and Preserve Loan Value

·  Index CIF loan sizes to inflation-adjusted 
thresholds so that beneficiaries can realistically 
meet rising input and consumption costs.

·   Periodically review fund size and capitalise CIF 
with additional resources to offset erosion in real 
value.

·  Layer CIF with complementary livelihood 
programmes (skills, enterprise support, market 
access) to ensure sustainable improvements in 
household income.

7) Consolidate Women's Empowerment

·  Continue embedding CIF within women's 
organisations, ensuring that women co-sign and 
approve utilisation decisions.

·    Scale financial literacy, savings mobilisation, and 
budgeting skills training to convert financial access 
into long-term empowerment and resilience.
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Family 1: Poverty graduation 

H1: CIF ensures inclusion of women from the poor 
and poorest households in the development 
process. 

·    Overall assessment of CIF beneficiaries' data 
with inclusion perspective. 

·     Assessment of CIF beneficiaries' perspectives 
for participation in COs, VOs, and LSOs.

·   Instances of CIF beneficiaries beginning to 
access financial services from other sources as 
matter of spill over and after gaining experience of 
handling finance.

H2: Access to capital (CIF) improves the poverty 
score of beneficiary households. 

·     Change in sample CIF beneficiary households 
PSC scores.

H3: Access to capital (CIF) increases household 
income and asset base.

·   Increase in valuation of assets e.g. livestock and 
small enterprises as result of CIF investment.

·    Increase in income annually from CIF investment.

H4: Women CIF beneficiaries investing more in 
income generating activities and livelihood assets.

·    Proper utilisation rate: productive or consumption 
usage of CIF beneficiaries

·    Productive usage types:      Livestock, Agriculture 
and Enterprise

· Consumption reasons

Family 2: Women empowerment

H5: Access to CIF improves women's intra-
household decision making.

Family 3: Cost effectiveness, Cost Benefit Analysis, 
and institutional sustainability  

H6: CIF provide cost effective financial access to the 
poorest and poor households.

·    Cost of access to CIF per beneficiary

·  Comparison of costs of access to other typical 
micro-credit programmes 

·    Total profit to be earned on CIF amount and yearly 
operational expenses.

·    Program sustainability 

H7: CIF has a low cost-benefit ratio.

·   Calculate cost benefit ratio for the main types of 

CIF investments made by beneficiaries. 

Family 4: CIF Recovery and revolving Cycle 

H8: CIF recovery mechanism 

Asses a recovery mechanism using the following 
indicators:

·     CIF cycles 

·     CIF recovery rate

·     CIF overdue rate 

·  Verification of CIF Recovery through Bank 
Accounts & PPRP MIS 
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Annex -1: Hypotheses and Indicators

The study is structured around testing 10 
hypotheses that are grouped in five families of 
outcomes. For each hypothesis, a list of specific 

indicators to be analysed and their construct is 
presented as following. The service provider can 
suggest improvement to the hypothesis and 
indicators of measurement. 
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