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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
Reduction Programme (PPRP),
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
design, implementation,
effectiveness, and sustainability of CIF
as a grassroots financial mechanism
to empower poor rural women and
enable them to enhance their
household income, build assets, and
improve resilience.

The CIF model, rooted in the broader
community-driven development
approach of the Rural Support
Programmes (RSPs), represents a
significant policy innovation in poverty
alleviation. By providing interest-free
revolving loans through women-led
community institutions, CIF offers an
alternative to conventional
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,
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Thatta, Mirpurkhas, and Umerkot. The
assessment team employed a mixed-
methods approach including a survey
of over 4,000 CIF beneficiary
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
institutions—Community
Organisations (COs), Village
Organisations (VOs), and Local
Support Organisations (LSOs) whose
participation, insights, and
experiences form the core of this
report. We acknowledge the women
beneficiaries whose courage,
enterprise, and resilience continue to
drive social and economic
transformationin theircommunities.

It is our hope that the insights and
recommendations presented in this
report will contribute to improving the
CIF model and inform future
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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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 Support
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 (Klls),
and analysis of CIF portfolio data. The aim was to
examine ClF's effectiveness in poverty graduation,
women's empowerment, cost-effectiveness,
institutional sustainability, and its performance as a
revolving fund.

By December 2024, CIF had
reached 149,232 unigue 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
523.5million (18%) of recovered funds remained idle
in bank accounts, reducing the programme's
potential outreach.

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

e The proportion in the extremely poor category
(PSC0-11) fell from 28% t0 20%.

e Thepoorcategory (PSC 12-23) fell from 72% to
52%.

e Forthefirsttime, 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.
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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.

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,
signalling a multiplier effect on women
empowerment.Overall, the survey findings show
that CIF has significantly improved women's access
to finance and strengthened community
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
decision-making power and economic
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.

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.



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.

While 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 SRSQO'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
thereal value of the overall fund is decreasing.

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
ClIF'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.

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 andrecycling.

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
institutions, backed by training, digital
recordkeeping, MIS-based tracking, and regular
audits.

6. Protect loan value against inflation — Adjust
loan sizes in line with inflation, recapitalise CIF to
preserve real value, and link loans with
complementary livelihood support to strengthen
householdincomes.

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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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 Support
Organisation (SRS0O), 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 institutions. The RSPs social
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:

e At the grassroots level, Community
Organisations (COs) at neighbourhood level are
formed, each comprising 15-20 poor women — with
one member representing one household.

e 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
financialinstruments:

* A Community Investment Fund (CIF)—a
revolving fund providing interest-free loans to poor
women identifled by COs to invest in income-
generating assets.

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

e Community Investment Fund (CIF)
* Income Generating Grants (IGG)

e Vocational Training Program (VTP)
e Enterprise Development Fund

The programme also provides support to
Community Physical Infrastructure (CPI)
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
community institutions and to provide
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
economicresilience.



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
developed comprehensive policies and
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
focus on poverty alleviation, women's
empowerment, and sustainability of community
institutions.




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.

The assessment was guided by three primary
objectives. First, it aimed to evaluate the
effectiveness of CIF in achieving its intended
development outcomes. This began with a
comprehensive portfolio analysis, using
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 similarinterventions 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-freeloans.

To structure the inquiry and ensure a comprehensive
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analysis, the study applied a conceptual framework
built around four outcome families, 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 family 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



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 CIF
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/LSQrecords.

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.

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 thetargeted 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
analysing household-level outcomes and
comparingresults across districts and loan cycles.

3. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs): Five FGDs
were conducted with women leaders from
Community Organisations (COs), Village
Organisations (VOs), and Local Support
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 (Klls): 12 Klls were held
with SRSO staff, field managers, community
bookkeepers, and VO/LSO leaders. These
interviews provided in-depth insights into
programme design, institutional support
mechanisms, targeting processes, and
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.

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
toindividual 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
captured inter-district variations in CIF
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 slightly exceeded during 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
specifiled sampling 2% from the 1st cycle and 3%
fromthe 2nd cycle only, with an envisaged sample of
3,973 households (2,267 from the Tst 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,andimpact.

Statistically, the total sample far exceeds the
minimum requirement for a population-based
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survey. According to the standard formula for
sample size determination:
Z A1 — )
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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
sampleis more than ten times larger, enabling a high
degree of precisionin 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: st 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
usagetrends.

The adapted sampling strategy upheld the spirit of
the original ToR while offering a more
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.

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:



Table 1: District-wise Sampling Frame — Planned vs. Actual (Talukas, UCs, and VOs)

District Planned Sample Actual Sample Remarks
No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of | No. of
Talukas UCs VOs Talukas UCs VOs
Badin 5 5 15 5 5 16 Additional
Khairpur 8 8 26 8 8 27 VOs were
Mirpurkhas 8 8 20 8 8 22 added where
Sanghar 6 6 18 6 6 18 planned
Thatta 4 4 14 4 4 15 households
Umerkot 4 4 17 4 4 18 were not
Total 35 35 110 35 35 116 | available.

Table 2 highlights both sample achievements and shortfalls across districts and CIF cycles. While the overall
sample slightly exceeded the planned target (4,024 actual vs. 3,968 planned), notable shortfalls occurred
in the 1st cycle sampling for key districts: Khairpur (-124), Badin (-26), Mirpurkhas (-9), Sanghar (-23),
and Umerkot (-37). These shortfalls were addressed by increasing the number of sampled beneficiaries
from later CIF cycles (2nd to 4th), particularly in Khairpur, Umerkot, and Sanghar, where CIF had expanded
significantly. This flexible approach ensured overall sample adequacy and enabled richer analysis across
multiple CIF cohorts.

Table 2: District-wise Sampling Frame — Planned vs. Actual (Sample beneficiaries by number CIF Cycles)

Original Sample Actual Sample Reached

District CIF Cycle wise Number of Beneficiaries CIF Cycle wise Number of Beneficiaries
Name 1 2 3 4 5 | Total 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Badin 414 227 32 13 686 | 388 | 228 | 40 | 17 673
Khairpur 512 145 122 44 823 | 388 | 276 | 122 | 75 861
Mirpur 324 143 96 22 585 | 307 | 171 | 75 | 45 598
Khas

Sanghar 455 232 115 37 11 | 850 | 432 | 238 (131 | 29 | 10 840
Thatta 238 106 78 20 3 445 244 | 135 | 66 | 10 455
Umerkot 322 147 72 19 19 | 579 | 285 | 176 | 87 | 48 | 2 598
Total 2,265 | 1,000 | 515 | 155 | 33 | 3,968 | 2044 | 1224 | 521 | 224 | 12 4025

Figure 1 visually depicts the absolute differences between the actual and planned CIF sample sizes by
district and cycle, helping to illustrate the adjustments made during field implementation. Positive values
represent over-sampling, while negative values indicate under-sampling. Significant shortfalls in the 1st
cycle—especially in Khairpur and Umerkot—were offset by over-sampling in later cycles.
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Figure 1: Absolute Difference Between Actual and Planned CIF Sample Sizes by District and Cycle
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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
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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. DataCollection 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.



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 socialimpact of the programsmme.

3. Key Informant Interview (KII) Guide: The KiII
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 Kl guides are provided in
Annex 3.

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,
covering the purpose, structure, and
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 Klls—was collected
using pre-tested guides, with field researchers
recording responses (with consent) for
subsequent transcription and analysis.

3. Data Quality Control

To maintain high data quality, a dedicated quality
control team was deployed to monitor
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:

e Built-in Checks in KOBO Collect: The survey
forms included validation rules (e.g., required
flelds, 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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e Qutlier 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 KlI transcripts,
was processed separately and prepared for
thematic coding and analysis using qualitative
datamanagement techniques.

The data analysis component of the study followed
a structured approach, integrating 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 (Klls) 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.
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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 theincome 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.

The study adhered to recognised ethical standards
throughout all phases of its 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 keptin 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.



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.

Table 3: Summary of CIF Portfolio (PKR in Million) as of December 2024

Indi Mi
ndicator Khairpur | Sanghar | Badin Thatta Khl;;:ur Umerkot | Total
o GIF Seeel emsy Rl | oo 529.1 584.2 | 3846 407.8 | 3193 2,929.4
from GoS-PPRP

B. CIF Disbursed to Beneficiaries | /) , 529.1 584.2 | 3846 407.8 | 3193 2,929.4
in first cycle of CIF

C. CIF recovered to revolving

with beneficiaries 445.6 520 429.8 296.4 396.10 318 2,405.9
D. CIF recovered and available in

Banks (Unutilised from | 258.8 9.1 154.4 88.2 11.7 1.3 5235
Revolving Pool)

Data Source: SRSO Excel File

Figure 2 highlights the CIF portfolio utilisation, showing that on average 82% of recovered funds are
actively revolving with beneficiaries, while 18% remain unutilised in bank accounts. District-level patterns

vary considerably: Mirpur Khas, Sanghar, and Umerkot demonstrate near-perfect recycling, with almost all

recoveries re-lent to communities. Thatta and Badin perform moderately, with around a quarter of

recovered funds still held in bank accounts. Khairpur stands out with the weakest utilisation, where over

one-third of recoveries remain idle. Overall, while the CIF model demonstrates strong recycling

performance, the persistence of idle balances in certain districts underscores the need to accelerate re-

disbursement to maximise outreach and impact.

Figure 2: Share of Funds Revolving vs. funds remained in Bank Accounts (as of December 2024)

Total 82% 18%
Umerkot 100% 0§
Sanghar 98% 29

Mirpur Khas

Thatta

Badin
Khairpur 63% 37%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Fund revolving with beneficiaries

M Funds available in bank accounts

! The initial CIF seed money allocation from GoS under PPRP was PKR 2,925.1 million. This was later increased by
PKR 4.1 million through internal reallocations within districts and savings from other programme components. The
additional funds were channelled to CIF to maximise community outreach.
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PKR 2,929 million seed money, the CIF revolved to PKR 6,019 million

Table 4 and Figure 3 present the combined data on CIF disbursements and number of loans. From PKR
2,929 million seed money, the CIF revolved to PKR 6,019 million, disbursed through 292,323 loans across
five cycles in six districts — reflecting a 2X rotation rate.

Table 4: CIF Disbursement by Cycle (PKR in Million) as of December 2024

District Loans amount/numbers First Second Third Fourth Fifth Total
Khairpur Amount in million (PKR) 704 214 173 130 80 1,301
Number of loans 33,023 10,021 9,212 6,428 3,641 62,325
Sanghar Amount in million (PKR) 529 319 171 88 31 1,138
Number of loans 29,690 15,457 7,663 3,313 822 56,945
Badin Amount in million (PKR) 584 267 123 52 15 1,041
Number of loans 26,175 10,579 8,789 3,858 1,037 50,438
Thatta Amount in million (PKR) 385 228 113 73 43 842
Number of loans 17,178 10,027 5,653 3,719 2,063 38,640
Mirpurkhas Amount in million (PKR) 408 264 143 72 31 918
Number of loans 23,502 9,519 7,792 4,087 1,380 46,280
Umerkot Amount in million (PKR) 319 240 128 63 28 779
Number of loans 19,664 8,789 5,178 3,162 902 37,695
Total Amount in million (PKR) 2,929 1,531 852 478 229 6,019
Number of loans 149,232 64,392 44,287 24,567 9,845 292,323
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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 intonew loan cycles.

Overall, while CIF demonstrated significant
outreach inits 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.

Figure 3: Cycle wise CIF Disbursement and number of loans as of Dec 2024

CIF Disbursement by Cycle & District (Million PKR)
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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
allocation rather than context-specific
adjustments.
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Table 5: Cycle wise average size of CIF loan in PKR (As of December 2024)

CIF Cycles Khairpur Sanghar Badin Thatta | Mirpurkhas | Umerkot | Total
First 21,331 17,821 22,319 22,389 17,352 16,238 19,631
Second 21,335 20,618 25,220 22,709 27,755 27,284 | 23,776
Third 18,758 22,315 13,995 20,025 18,365 24,797 19,225
Fourth 20,193 26,653 13,401 19,683 17,666 19,987 19,473
Fifth 22,054 37,348 14,272 20,989 22,464 31,486 23,200

40%

0,

Table 6 presents the number of unique CIF 35% 4% 30 330 39 31% 32%
beneficiaries reached as of December 2024, 5y, 28%
compared to the total number of eligible
households across the six programme districts. In ~ 25%
total, 149,232 unique beneficiaries accessed CIF 5,
out of 464,724 eligible households, representing
coverage of 32.1%. District-level figures show  15%
similar performance, with coverage ranging .,
between 28.1% in Thatta and 34.2% in Umerkot and
Khairpur (Figure 4). Despite these variations, the 5%
data highlights that only about one-third of eligible ./
households have been able to access CIF, pointing s > R & @ >
to both the significant outreach achieved and the PSS ) &<
considerable unmet demand that remains. This SN \,\\«QO il

suggests that while CIF has scaled up across
multiple districts, further expansion and
sustainability measures will be critical to ensure
widerinclusion of eligible households.

Table 6: Number of CIF Beneficiaries as of December 2024

Figure 4: Percent of eligible beneficiaries accessed CIF as of Dec 2024

_II\_I:kn;:er AU e Khairpur | Sanghar Badin Thatta Mirpurkhas | Umerkot Total
Total Unique Beneficiaries

Reached 33,023 29,690 | 26,175 | 17,178 23,502 19,664 149,232
Number of eligible CIF 97,808 | 94,843 | 81,914 | 61,140 71,543 57,476 | 464,724
Beneficiaries

% of eligible Beneficiaries 33.76% 31.30% | 31.95% | 28.10% 32.85% 34.21% 32.11%
Data Source: SRSO Excel File

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,
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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.



Figure 5: Number of unique beneficiaries and frequency of CIF access (as of Dec 2024)
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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

Three Times Four Times Five Times
2,784 2,787 3,641
4,350 2,491 822
4,931 2,821 1,037
1,934 1,656 2,063
3,705 2,707 1,380
2,016 2,260 902

(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% inthe 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).

Table 7: CIF Cycle-Wise Outreach by Village Organisations (VOs)

Indicator Khairpur | Sanghar Badin Thatta Mirpurkhas | Umerkot | All Districts
Total Number of VOs 1,165 1,055 995 801 793 755 5,564
Number of VOs
having active CIF 1,001 956 824 599 606 661 4,647
Portfolio
Percent of VOs
having active CIF 86% 91% 83% 75% 76% 88% 84%
Portfolio
Only 1st Cycle (%) 98% 100% 32% 96% 99% 98% 87%
Only 2nd Cycle (%) 73% 83% 20% 82% 89% 85% 71%
Only 3rd Cycle (%) 57% 64% 21% 60% 74% 67% 56%
Only 4th Cycle (%) 36% 44% 18% 48% 56% 48% 40%
Only 5th Cycle (%) 15% 21% 9% 30% 35% 28% 22%
Average CIF portfolio | ) 01 | 501538 | 587,125 | 480,190 514,195 | 422,948 | 526,505
per VO (PKR)

Data Source: SRSO Excel File
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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
whoreceived the loans.

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 risks, and weaker
repayment confidence, which discouraged both
borrowers and community organisations from
supporting suchloans.

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

— ]
& -
&
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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 forthem.

Overall CIF Portfolio by Sector

Livestock
Micro
Enterprises 9 0 0/
(o]
9%
1% CIF
Agriculture Portfolio

Figure 6: Sectoral Distribution of CIF Portfolio

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 time,
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.




Table 8: Portfolio Distribution by Sector of Use (% of Amount Disbursed per Cycle) as of December 2024

Sector / Cycle Khairpur | Sanghar | Badin | Thatta | Mirpurkhas | Umerkot Total (All
Districts)
1st Cycle (PKR million) 704.4 529.1 584.2 384.6 407.8 319.3 2,929.5
Livestock 96% 88% 92% 99% 94% 69% 91%
Agriculture 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Micro Enterprises / 3% 12% 7% 1% 6% 31% 9%
Businesses
2nd Cycle (PKR million) 213.8 318.7 266.8 | 227.7 264.2 239.8 1,531.0
Livestock 94% 94% 96% 98% 97% 76% 93%
Agriculture 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Micro Enterprises / 5% 6% 3% 1% 2% 23% 7%
Businesses
3rd Cycle (PKR million) 172.8 171.0 123.0 | 113.2 143.1 128.4 851.4
Livestock 95% 95% 98% 100% 98% 82% 95%
Agriculture 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Micro Enterprises / 5% 4% 1% 0% 2% 18% 5%
Businesses
4th Cycle (PKR million) 129.8 88.3 51.7 73.2 72.2 63.2 478.4
Livestock 97% 98% 100% | 100% 98% 92% 98%
Agriculture 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Micro Enterprises / 2% 1% 0% 0% 2% 8% 2%
Businesses
5th Cycle (PKR million) 80.3 30.7 14.8 43.3 31.0 28.4 228.4
Livestock 99% 98% 99% 100% 99% 93% 98%
Agriculture 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Micro Enterprises / 1% 2% 0% 0% 1% 6% 2%
Businesses
Data Source: SRSO Excel File

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.

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 strong sense of accountability and
commitment cultivated among women borrowers.

Despite the modest loan sizes (ranging from PKR
15,000-30,000), the CIF 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
themin detail:
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Figure 7: CIF Recovery Rate by Districts (As of Dec 2024)
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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 MFls 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
discipline. 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 microfinancein 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 stillmanageable—levels. These figures
indicate a small subset of short-term delays, not
widespread repaymentissues.

Default Rates: Defaults remain minimal, with only

2 Malik, A., Meki, M., Morduch, J., Ogden, T, Quinn, S., & Said, F. (2020).

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 forimprovement.

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
thantwice.

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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Figure 8: Active Fund Ratio (As of Dec 2024)

COVID -19 and the future of

microfinance: Evidence and insights from Pakistan . Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 36(Supplement_1),

S$138-S168. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/graa014

3 Pakistan Credit Rating Agency (PACRA). (2023, September).

Microfinance sector report . Retrieved from

https://www.pacra.com/sector_research/PACRA%20Research%20  -%20Microfinance%20 -

%20Sep%2723_1696081309.pdf
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Table 9: CIF Financial Performance

Indicator Khairpur | Sanghar | Badin | Thatta | Mirpurkhas | Umerkot Total
Overall Recovery Rate (%) 99.5 98.2 98.4 99.6 100.0 99.0 99.1
1st Cycle (%) 99.5 99.0 99.6 99.8 100.0 100.0 99.7
2nd Cycle (%) 100.0 98.5 99.8 ge.9 100.0 99.9 99.7
3rd Cycle (%) 100.0 97.8 99.9 99.9 100.0 99.9 99.6
4th Cycle (%) 100.0 97.5 99.6 99.9 100.0 99.8 99.5
5th Cycle (%) 99.5 97.2 98.9 99.9 100.0 99.7 99.2
Total Overdue Amount

(Million PKR) 1.4 8.4 2.3 0.9 0.3 0.6 13.9
# of Beneficiaries with 84 510 259 76 15 48 992
Overdue*

Overall Overdue Rate (%) 0.30 1.20 0.90 0.25 0.10 0.20 0.65
Number of Beneficiaries in 0 65 88 0 0 0 153
Default*

Active Fund Ratio 63% 71% 58% 77% 97% 100% 73%
Fund Rotation Rate 1.8x 2.2x 1.8x 2.2x 2.3x 2.4x 2.1x
Data Source: SRSO Excel File

*Note: Overdue beneficiaries are those who have missed one or more scheduled instalments but still have the possibility of
repayment, whereas defaulter beneficiaries are those who have persistently failed to repay their loans within the allowable
grace or collection period, and are therefore classified as defaulters.

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
PKR 185.5 million, supporting 148,000
beneficiaries. When compared with the total CIF

seed fund of PKR 2.93 billion, these operational
costsrepresent 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.

Table 10: Actual and Estimated Operational Costs of CIF (PKR)

Activity Sangarh Badin Total (2 PPRP Portfolio
districts) Estimate

A. CIF Seed Money (0-18 529,122,500 | 584,189,600 | 1,113,312,100 | 2,929,400,000

months)

B. Salaries — Social Mobilisation 18,000,000 | 19,000,000 | 37,000,000 95,274,890

Units

C. Recurring Operational Costs— | 15,000,000 18,000,000 | 33,000,000 90,260,422

Social Mobilisation Teams

Total Operational Costs (B + C) 33,000,000 | 37,000,000 | 70,000,000 185,535,313

D. CIF Beneficiaries (BNFs) 29,690 26,175 55,865 148,000

Average Cost (Total Cost + BNFs) | 1,111 1,414 1,253 1,254

Operational Cost Ratio (B+C + A) | 6.2% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3%

Source: SRSO provided cost data; portfolio estimates extrapolated from Sanghar and Badin

* Government of Pakistan. (2019).
Islamabad: Ministry of Finance.

® Journal of Islamic Business and Management Research (JIBMR). (2013). Akhuwat: The power of interest
microfinance. Journal of Islamic Business and Management Research, 3

ResearchGate .

Prime Minister's Kamyab Jawan - Interest Free Loan Scheme Guidelines.

-free

(1), 1-20.
Malik, S., Faroog, M., & Hussain, T. (2019). Akhuwat: Measuring success for a non

-profit organization.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332175822_Akhuwat_Measuring_Success_for_a_Non profit_Organization
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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 translatesinto 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 portfolio, 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

6 Akhtar, S., Aleem, A., & Raza, S. H. (2019).
Lahore Journal of Economics, 24 (Special Edition), 15 -38.
Ali, A., Rauf, S., & Hussain, M. (2023).
Social Sciences, 43 (1), 101-115.

State Bank of Pakistan (SBP). (2011).

Efficiency of microfinance institutions in Pakistan.

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
costlyinstitutional 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 MFls. 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.

Comparative Operational Cost Efficency
Operational Cost Ratio (%)

PMIFL
10.5%

Akhuwat

-h 7.5%

Figure 9: Comparative Operational Cost Efficiency

Microfinance in Pakistan: Trends, challenges and opportunities.

Pakistan Journal of

Microfinance review 2011. Karachi: State Bank of Pakistan.

7 Anwar, T, Khan, F. A,, Hassan, L., & Ejaz, A. (2025). Impact of Financial Inclusion Using Community

Investment Fund on Poverty Graduation in Rural Sindh of Pakistan.

Journal of Contemporary Macroeconomic

Issues , 6(1), 95-110. Retrieved from https://ojs.scekr.org/index.php/jcmi/article/view/199
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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
shift of CIF selection and loan approval
responsibilities to COs and VOs must be
accelerated, with LSOs remaining in reserve for
oversight and dispute resolution when required.

Table 11: Percentage of Responses by CIF Facilitator and District - Who facilitated your selection for CIF loan?

Facilitator Badin Khairpur | Mirpurkhas | Sanghar Thatta Umerkot | Grand Total
Co 42% 20% 29% 29% 26% 43% 31%

VO 23% 14% 11% 28% 31% 20% 21%
LSO 12% 14% 8% 10% 2% 3% 9%
SRSO Staff 24% 51% 51% 33% 41% 34% 39%
Others 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Number of responses 1,133 1,628 1,075 1,611 630 1,091 7,168

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.

Table 12: Use of CIF According to the Micro Investment Plan (MIP)-number of beneficiaries

MIP Badin Khairpur Mirpurkhas Sanghar Thatta Umerkot Total
No 4 1 8 3 - = 16

Yes 669 860 590 837 455 598 4009
Total 673 861 598 840 455 598 4025
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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.

Table 13: Source of Support in Developing Micro Investment Plans (MIPs)

Support Source Badin Khairpur Mirpurkhas Sanghar | Thatta Umerkot | Total
CO/VO Member 30% 6% 6% 25% 16% 27% 18%
LSO Staff 9% 3% 1% 3% 2% 6% 4%

Self 20% 14% 2% 6% 17% 1% 10%
Self with Family 13% 2% 36% 50% 4% 29% 23%
SRSO Staff 18% 75% 51% 13% 61% 37% 42%
No Response 10% 0% 5% 1% 0% 1% 3%

Total Responses (n) 673 861 598 840 455 598 4,025

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

This section explores the distribution and dynamics
of Community Investment Fund (CIF)
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
service charges, and steady repayment
trends—pointing toward an increasingly mature and
inclusive community-managed financing
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.

Figure 10: Percent of beneficiaries received
number of CIF cycles (All Beneficiaries)

Table 14: District wise percent of beneficiaries received number of CIF Cycles

Received CIF Cycle Badin Khairpur Mirpurkhas Sanghar Thatta Umerkot Total
Only once 58% 45% 51% 51% 54% 48% 51%
Twice 34% 32% 29% 28% 30% 29% 30%
3 times 6% 14% 13% 16% 15% 15% 13%
4 times 3% 9% 8% 3% 2% 8% 6%

5 times 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Total Responses (n) 673 861 598 840 455 598 4,025
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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.

Table 15: Average amount of CIF received by percent of beneficiaries (n=4025)

Received CIF cycles Number of Beneficiaries Average Amount per Beneficiary (PKR)
Only once 50.8% 21,550
Twice 30.4% 41,283
3 times 12.9% 56,800
4 times 5.6% 71,431
5 times 0.3% 86,083
All households 100% 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
sustainedimpact.

Figure 11: Cumulative CIF support by number of times CIF received by the sample beneficiaries.
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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 16: CIF Cycle-wise Coverage and Average Amount Received by District

Received | Indicator . . . Total /
Badin Khairpur | Mirpurkhas | Sanghar | Thatta | Umerkot
CIF Avg
% of
L 58% 45% 51% 51% 54% 48% 51%
Only Beneficiaries
once Avg Amount
. 19,109 21,235 21,814 21,502 23,160 23,716 21,550
per Beneficiary
% of
L 34% 32% 29% 28% 30% 29% 30%
. Beneficiaries
Twice
Avg Amount
. 38,171 39,873 38,234 35,950 45,474 54,483 41,283
per Beneficiary
% of
. 6% 14% 13% 16% 15% 15% 13%
. Beneficiaries
3 times
Avg Amount
. 56,050 49,533 59,293 53,198 56,924 70,517 56,800
per Beneficiary
% of
. 3% 9% 8% 3% 2% 8% 6%
. Beneficiaries
4 times
Avg Amount
. 71,588 66,360 72,622 64,966 89,300 78,365 71,431
per Beneficiary
% of
L 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0.3% 0%
. Beneficiaries
5 times
Avg Amount
. 78,100 126,000 86,083
per Beneficiary
Total
673 861 598 840 455 598 4,025
Responses (n)

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
fromthe 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
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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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Figure 12: Year-wise Percent of Sample Households by CIF Loan Cycle (2018—2024)

Table 17: Year- and Cycle-wise Number of Loans and Amount Disbursed to Sample Beneficiaries

CIF Cycle 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total
Number of Loans: 526 501 735 858 1,023 1,683 1,675 7,001
1st Loan 526 467 482 580 539 894 537 4,025
2nd Loan = 34 246 236 376 461 628 1,981
3rd Loan = = 7 42 101 292 315 757
4th Loan < = > = 7 36 183 226
5th Loan - - - = = = 12 12
Amount (Million PKR): 7.24 7.31 11.70 13.80 18.64 39.01 45.06 142.77
1st Loan 7.24 6.76 7.70 9.41 10.12 23.10 16.12 80.44
2nd Loan = 0.55 3.90 3.68 6.57 9.44 16.34 40.47
3rd Loan = = 0.11 0.72 1.84 5.68 8.08 16.42
4th Loan = = = = 0.12 0.78 4.27 5.17
5th Loan - - S = = = 0.27 0.27
Average amount per loan | 13,763 | 14,599 | 15,922 16,087 | 18,219 | 23,178 | 26,902 20,392
1st Loan 13,763 | 14,484 | 15,970 | 16,224 | 18,766 | 25,842 | 30,010 19,986
2nd Loan - 16,176 | 15,841 15,572 17,463 | 20,484 | 26,013 20,428
3rd Loan - - 15,429 | 17,095 18,188 | 19,461 | 25,641 21,694
4th Loan = = = = 17,143 | 21,667 | 23,322 22,867
5th Loan = = = - = = 22,083 22,083

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.

Table 18 shows that the beneficiaries
overwhelmingly invested their CIF loans in livestock
across all cycles and districts. Business loans
accounted for 5-6% in most cycles, spikingto 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
cycle to just 12 in the 5th (a 99.7%
decrease)—occurred because of multiple factors,
including phased programme rollout, delays in
government fund releases, delays in repayment
from previous loans, and implementation
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 offspringin 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 netin 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."

Table 18: All Districts — CIF Loan Purpose by Cycle (Sectoral Share in %)

CIF cycles Total Loans % Livestock % Business % Agriculture % Other
1%t cycle 4,025 92.6% 5.5% 0.6% 1.3%
2nd CIF 1,981 92.7% 6.1% 0.5% 0.8%
3rd CIF 757 93.6% 5.3% 0.5% 0.5%
4th CIF 236 93.6% 5.5% 0.4% 0.4%
5th CIF 12 83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0%

This preference for livestock is further supported by

the consistently high proportion of (O o0 i

beneficiaries—100% across all loan cycles—who 8%% 88% 88%

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

5theycle 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

1st CIF 2nd CIF 3rd CIF 4th CIF 5th CIF

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 positive
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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Figure 13: Beneficiaries’ Perceived Investment
Quality and Prior Experience by CIF Cycle

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.



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
generating significant income or asset
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. Theserepeat investments not only generated
higher income and savings but also enhanced asset
accumulation by diversifying livelihood sources and
reducing dependency on external markets.

Table 19: Reported Yearly Income, Cost Savings, and Asset Improvement by Number of CIF Cycles Received

. 4 .
CIF Cycle Only once Twice 3 times T 5times | All households

No. of sample beneficiaries (n) 2044 1224 521 224 12 4025
% Reporting income/profit 88% 96% 98% 100% 100% 93%
Average Yearly Income/Profit (PKR) 8,462 24,910 42,312 61,105 | 102,100 21,773
% Reporting Cost Savings 49% 55% 72% 78% 58% 55%
Average Yealy Cost Savings (PKR) 1,750 8,702 17,612 25,215 | 25,575 8,437
Average Yearly Costs income 9,252 | 29,669 | 54,962 | 80,892 | 117,019 26,493
+Costs Saving (PKR)

% Reporting improvement in assets 66% 67% 73% 68% 83% 67%
fp";;?ge Improved value of Assets 29,145 | 38,318 | 47,216 | 65,945 | 52,700 36,614

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.

TIEN G *"’l
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Figure 14: Annual Cost Savings, profit and value of assets accumulated by CIF investment (PKR) of sample

households.
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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
ClF-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

Average Yearly Income/Profit

W 4 times

0 _-.II- -lIIII IIIIII

Average Improved value of

(PKR) Assets (PKR)

m5times mAll households

(30%) reported the highest reinvestment in the same
activity, while Sanghar (23%) recorded the highest
share of income saved. Overall, 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 20: Reported Use of Income from CIF Investments by District

District Reinvested | Reinvested | Household | Education | Health | Savings | Others | Responses
(Same (Other Food (n)
Activity) Activity)
Badin 30% 6% 35% 4% 12% 8% 5% 969
Khairpur 28% 9% 21% 16% 16% 10% 0% 2,785
Mirpurkhas 26% 3% 34% 7% 18% 9% 2% 1,254
Sanghar 20% 11% 22% 8% 14% 23% 1% 2,054
Thatta 24% 2% 36% 6% 23% 8% 1% 708
Umerkot 31% 3% 24% 10% 16% 15% 1% 1,321
All Districts 26% 7% 26% 10% 16% 13% 1% 9,091

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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Table 21: CIF Impact — Financial Inclusion, Confidence, and Peer Support

to access CIF

Source No. of Average Loan Average Interest Rate
Beneficiaries Amount (PKR)

A. Access to Other Sources of Finance

Microfinance Banks 18 66,667 20%

Commercial Banks 29,000 25%

Money Lender 16,000 50%

Family & Friends 10,000 0%

B. Confidence and Peer Support After CIF

Indicator No. of % of Beneficiaries Remarks
Beneficiaries

Felt confident to handle loans after 3,590 89.2% Based on self-reported

CIF experience improvement post-CIF

experience

Reported being “Very Confident” in 3,194 79% Reflects increase in financial

financial management literacy and confidence

Advised/supported other women 2,095 52% Indicates knowledge sharing

and community leadership

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.
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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
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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.



Table 22: Change in Percentage of Beneficiary Households Owning Key Assets (Goat/Sheep, Cow/Buffalo, Shop)

Before and After Accessing CIF, by District

District Goat/Sheep | Goat/Sheep Cow/Buffalo Cow/Buffalo Shop Shop
(Before CIF) (After CIF) (Before CIF) (After CIF) (Before CIF) (After CIF)
Badin 28% 63% 8% 10% 2% 4%
Khairpur 53% 78% 4% 6% 1% 2%
Mirpurkhas 43% 72% 7% 11% 3% 5%
Sanghar 14% 62% 1% 4% 0% 1%
Thatta 51% 67% 5% 7% 0% 0%
Umerkot 53% 79% 14% 18% 6% 9%
Total 39% 70% 6% 9% 2% 3%

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
important role in enabling economic
progression—from small livestock to larger livestock
and eventually to enterprise-based activities.

Table 23 : Change in Percentage of Households Owning Assets Before and After Receiving CIF Loans,

by Number of CIF Cycles

Number of Goat/Sheep | Goat/Sheep | Cow/Buffalo | Cow/Buffalo Shop Shop
CIF Cycles (Before CIF) | (After CIF) | (Before CIF) (After CIF) (Before CIF) (After CIF)
Only once 36% 68% 5% 7% 2% 3%
Twice 40% 70% 7% 10% 2% 4%
3 times 41% 76% 7% 11% 1% 3%
4 times 54% 76% 7% 11% 5% 6%
5 times 33% 75% 8% 17% 8% 17%
All households 39% 70% 6% 9% 2% 3%

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.




Figure 16: Progression pathway of asset ownership across multiple CIF cycles.
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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 improvementis 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.

Table 24: District-wise Enrolment Status of Children Before and After Accessing CIF (% of Children)

District Children Going to Children Going to Children Out of Children Out of
School (Before) School (After) School (Before) School (After)
Badin 43% 45% 57% 55%
Khairpur 45% 54% 55% 46%
Mirpurkhas 39% 45% 61% 55%
Sanghar 48% 50% 52% 50%
Thatta 34% 38% 66% 62%
Umerkot 49% 55% 51% 45%
Total 44% 49% 56% 51%
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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 analysisis based on
self-reported dataand 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 at 10% for CIF 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.

Figure 17: Decision making authority by key decision areas (All Beneficiaries — n=4025)
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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.

Table 25: Women's Role in Household Decision-Making by Area (Self-Reported, % of Responses)

Decision Area Consulted, Not | Informed After Final | Proposed
Final Decision Decisions Say Ideas
Visiting Family or Friends 44% 1% 11% 41%
Medical Treatment 43% 4% 11% 42%
Children’s Schooling & Education 44% 4% 11% 42%
Children’s Marriage 44% 4% 11% 42%
Major Household Purchase 43% 4% 11% 42%
Use of CIF 42% 3% 13% 42%
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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
ClF's effectiveness in boosting both financial
literacy and women's influence over economic
mattersathome.

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
proportion of women reporting increased
involvement (30%) reflects not only cases of gaining
full authority but also shifts from exclusion to
consultation, or from being consulted to
participating in joint decisions. This points to
progress in inclusivity, but full autonomy remains
limited.

Table 26: Changing role of women in household decision making.

District Financial Healthcar Children's Social Child Othe
decisions e education activities marriage r

Badin 32% 24% 22% 14% 6% 2%
Khairpur 29% 22% 22% 17% 10% 0%
Mirpur Khas 21% 23% 18% 20% 14% 4%
Sanghar 34% 22% 17% 21% 6% 0%
Thatta 39% 20% 19% 16% 5% 0%
Umerkot 29% 20% 21% 22% 8% 0%
All 30% 22% 20% 18% 8% 1%
Beneficiaries

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
linked to the CIF 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
notableroles, reinforcing the importance of a holistic
approach to women's empowerment—one that
combines economic inclusion with social support
and capacity building.

Table 27: Confidence in Expressing Opinions & Contributing Factors

Confident expressing your What contributed to this change?
District opinions in household decisions.

No Yes Financial Contribution Support from Family Training
Badin 27% 73% 42% 37% 21%
Khairpur 1% 99% 43% 37% 20%
Mirpurkhas 14% 86% 32% 38% 30%
Sanghar 22% 78% 34% 41% 25%
Thatta 2% 98% 38% 25% 36%
Umerkot 4% 96% 40% 34% 26%
Total 12% 88% 39% 36% 25%
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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
decisionindependently. This reflects a positive trend
towards inclusive household financial planning,
though fullautonomy 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

Table 28: Summary of Decision Making about CIF loan.

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% respectively), show contrasting
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.

Decision about CIF loan

amount? Primary Reason (Husband) Primary Reason (Joint Decision)
District Husb Woma

and Joint | n Cultural Expertise Trust by Cultural Expertise Trust by

herself | norms in area family norms in area family

Badin 18% | 60% 22% 14% 62% 24% 31% 45% 24%
Khairpur 4% | 76% 21% 3% 6% 91% 17% 53% 29%
Mirpurkhas 8% | 83% 8% 84% 10% 6% 28% 43% 29%
Sanghar 29% | 60% 12% 4% 48% 48% 17% 41% 42%
Thatta 6% | 69% 25% 7% 41% 52% 5% 45% 50%
Umerkot 7% | 68% 25% 3% 23% 74% 22% 27% 51%
Grand Total 13% 69% 18% 14% 43% 43% 20% 43% 36%
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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.

Table 29: Who manages the income received from CIF investment?

District Managed by Women (beneficiary) Jointly managed by Other Number of
all Family manages independently wife and husband |arrangement| beneficiaries
members (n)
Badin 5% 31% 59% 5% 673
Khairpur 2% 17% 81% 0% 861
Mirpurkhas 15% 6% 79% 1% 598
Sanghar 8% 9% 82% 0% 840
Thatta 1% 18% 81% 0% 455
Umerkot 3% 37% 60% 0% 598
Total 6% 19% 74% 1% 4025

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 reporting 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.

Table 30: Impact of Managing CIF Loan on Women’s Financial Confidence and Specific Areas of Skill Improvement

District Financial Management Improved Area Improved
No Yes Budgeting Negotiating Saving/investing Other
Badin 20% 80% 35% 35% 31% 0%
Khairpur 2% 98% 42% 25% 34% 0%
Mirpurkhas 10% 90% 38% 26% 37% 0%
Sanghar 23% 77% 35% 32% 33% 0%
Thatta 1% 99% 46% 11% 42% 1%
Umerkot 2% 98% 45% 30% 25% 0%
Grand Total 10% 90% 39% 28% 33% 0%
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Responsibility for Loan Repayment

The results in Table 31 show that a significant
proportion of women bear the primary responsibility
forrepaying 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
approachesin 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
orhow the loan should be takenin 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
women's financial responsibilities with
strengthened agency in loan contracting and
investment decisions, ensuring that empowerment
is not limited to bearing the burden but extends to
exercising meaningful authority.

Table 31: Responsibility for Paying Back the CIF Loan — By Gender and Household Involvement

District I am alone Only male members are Whole Family is Beneficiaries
Name responsible responsible responsible (n)

Badin 52% 26% 22% 673
Khairpur 50% 5% 45% 861
Mirpurkhas 37% 28% 35% 598
Sanghar 26% 35% 39% 840
Thatta 82% 13% 5% 455
Umerkot 67% 10% 23% 598
Total 50% 20% 30% 4025

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
contribute to the community (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
district—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
mobilisation to foster sustained women's
engagementin collective action.

Table 32: Primary factors that motivated women to join the community organisations.

District Networking Access to Contribute to Encouragement Total
resources community responses

Badin 27% 33% 25% 15% 1413
Khairpur 31% 27% 24% 18% 2194
Mirpurkhas 10% 33% 20% 36% 461
Sangar 27% 36% 27% 10% 1195
Thatta 14% 41% 26% 19% 624
Badin 25% 30% 26% 19% 1217
All 26% 32% 25% 17% 7104

Women's Participation in Civic Engagement

Theresults of Table 33 show a strong positive shiftin
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 CIF 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 leadershiproles).

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

In terms of the types of engagement, attending
community meetings was the most common
activity (48% overall), with Thatta (69%) and
Mirpurkhas (53%) reporting the highest
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.



Table 33: Increased Community Participation and Types of Engagement

District Increased Attending Meetings Volunteering Leadership Roles Total (n)
Badin 75% 47% 35% 18% 673
Khairpur 98% 44% 34% 23% 861
Mirpurkhas 75% 53% 27% 18% 598
Sanghar 70% 46% 39% 15% 840
Thatta 90% 69% 26% 1% 455
Umerkot 97% 46% 32% 22% 598
All 84% 48% 33% 18% 4025

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
roles across districts.
Notably, the factors driving
empowerment differ across
spheres: within households,
women's confidence is most
strongly linked to their
financial contribution (39%),
while in community settings,
social support (37%) and
training (22%) play a more
decisive role. This
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 successfully strengthened women's
confidence and willingness to participate, even
though community acceptance and structural
barriers continuetolag.

€ls

Table 34: Community Members’ Confidence in Voicing Opinions in Forums and Contributing Factors Across

Districts
District Do you feel more confident voicing If yes, what has contributed to this confidence?
opinions in community forums?

Number of responses (n) Yes (%) Success of CIF | Community support Training
Badin 673 80% 53% 32% 15%
Khairpur 861 99% 44% 35% 21%
Mirpurkhas 598 90% 42% 30% 28%
Sanghar 840 74% 34% 43% 23%
Thatta 455 98% 24% 49% 27%
Umerkot 598 98% 42% 37% 21%
All 4025 89% 41% 37% 22%
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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 districts. 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.

Table 35: Community Beliefs About Women’s Roles — Perceptions on Women’s Engagement in Civic, Financial, and

Domestic Spheres by District

District Discuss Participate Hold Manage Domestic Level Number of
Community Issues in Vote Leadership | Finances Decisions responses (n)

Badin 32% 25% 16% 15% 13% 1900
Khairpur 21% 21% 19% 18% 20% 2807
Mirpurkhas 23% 19% 17% 18% 23% 2109
Sanghar 32% 25% 21% 16% 6% 2132
Thatta 36% 21% 10% 3% 30% 660

Umerkot 27% 21% 16% 16% 20% 2006
Total 27% 22% 17% 16% 17% 11614

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
barrierthere.

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
transformation to enable more inclusive
participation.

Table 36: Key Barriers Hindering Women’s Participation in Community Activities by District

District Cultural Lack of Family Limited Accessibility Number of
Norms Education Duties to Services responses (n)
Badin 34% 31% 24% 11% 1753
Khairpur 32% 31% 24% 13% 2469
Mirpurkhas 27% 26% 26% 21% 1871
Sanghar 36% 32% 24% 8% 1967
Thatta 19% 56% 16% 10% 658
Umerkot 24% 31% 29% 16% 1810
Total 30% 32% 25% 13% 10528
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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
consultedin 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.

Figure 18: Key Indicators of Women’s Empowerment (Tables 25-36)
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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

Table 37: Beneficiary feedback about access to CIF

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.

District Badin | Khairpur | Mirpurkhas | Sanghar | Thatta | Umerkot Al.l .
Districts

Avg. Personal Expenses Incurred

for example transportation, 995 297 804 946 1,244 549 769

documentation (PKR)

Avg. Days to Receive CIF 48 33 45 55 a4 50 45

Avg. No. of Visits to CO/VO/SRSO 1 1 1 5 1 1 1

Office

Application Process Was Simple 87% 99% 82% 79% 96% 98% 90%

CIF Terms and condition explained

by VO/LSOs leaders 53% 32% 27% 31% 9% 36% 33%

CIF Terms and condition explained

by SRSO field staff 39% 50% 58% 54% 86% 52% 54%

CIF Terms and condition explained

by peers 2% 18% 14% 14% 5% 11% 12%

No Collateral Required 100% 100% 99% 92% 100% 100% 98%

Loan Was Suitable for Intended 74% 96% 79% 70% 79% 92% 829%

Purpose

very Satisfied with Loan 85% | 97% 92% 76% | 86% | 92% 88%

Processing

Fair Beneficiary Selection 97% 100% 98% 96% 98% 96% 98%

Number of Beneficiaries (n) 673 861 598 840 455 598 4,025

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.
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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.



Table 38: Summary of CIF Beneficiary Perceptions by Thematic Area (in %)

Thematic Area

Key Findings Across Districts

Awareness of How
Repayments Are
Tracked

- Overall, 68% of beneficiaries are aware of how repayments are tracked.
- Highest awareness in Khairpur (98%), Umerkot (94%), and Thatta (77%).
- Badin shows the lowest awareness (15%), with 68% unaware.

Perception of CIF as
a Community-

Owned Resource (76%).

- 73% of all respondents fully consider CIF community-owned.
- Strongest ownership sense in Umerkot (96%), Khairpur (76%), Thatta (76%), and Badin

- Mirpurkhas (63%) and Sanghar (55%) trail behind.

Trust in SRSO

- 88% of respondents report significantly increased trust.
- Near-universal trust in Khairpur (99%), Umerkot (94%), and Thatta (93%).
- Sanghar stands out with only 64% reporting high trust and 36% somewhat.

highlighted.

(18%).

What Works Well - Most commonly cited strengths:
e Fast disbursement (29%) — highest in Thatta (52%), Sanghar (28%), Umerkot (28%).
e Fair selection (23%) and recordkeeping (23%) also highly rated.
e Support services (16%) and low cost (9%) rated lower overall.

What Needs - Most cited areas for improvement:

Improvement e More training (33%) — highest in Thatta (44%) and Khairpur/Mirpurkhas (38%).

e Better recovery (25%), tracking tools (15%), and transparent selection (15%) also

* Mobile banking (10%) is a niche but important concern, especially in Mirpurkhas

CIF Fund Sustainability, 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 initslong-termviability.

Table 39: Community Investment Fund (CIF) Functionality, Access, and Reuse Across Districts

District Badin | Khairpur | Mirpurkhas | Sanghar | Thatta | Umerkot | Total
Is the CIF fund still revolving?

Yes (%) 55% 56% 64% 35% 77% 84% 59%
Are others still receiving CIF in

your community?

Yes (%) 68% 80% 63% 42% 77% 85% 68%
Sample size (n) 673 861 598 840 455 598 4025

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 financial 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 SRSQ'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.

Table 40:CIF Governance, Mismanagement, and Perceived Threats (by District)

Indicator Badin | Khairpur | Mirpurkhas | Sanghar | Thatta | Umerkot | Total
Who Manages Tracking of CIF?

- LSO (%) 2% 5% 1% 15% 17% 3% 7%
- Other (%) 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0%
- SRSO Staff (%) 44% 69% 90% 76% 80% 88% 73%
- VO Executive (%) 54% 26% 1% 9% 3% 9% 19%
Sample Size (Tracking) 673 861 598 840 455 598 4025
Have There Been Mismanagement

Issues?

- No (%) 99% 100% 97% 100% 100% 100% 99%
- Yes (%) 1% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Sample Size (Mismanagement) 673 861 598 840 455 598 4025
*Top Perceived Threats to CIF (%) in

case SRSO support stops

- Poor Recovery 24% 18% 21% 23% 21% 20% 21%
- Favouritism 22% 8% 9% 23% 9% 16% 16%
- Poor Records 15% 18% 10% 22% 17% 14% 16%
- Lack of Training 17% 21% 16% 15% 29% 22% 19%
- Lack of Funds 16% 26% 24% 8% 8% 20% 17%
- No Bank Link 2% 1% 10% 3% 1% 8% 4%
- Other 1% 8% 11% 5% 16% 0% 6%
Total Responses (Threats) 1779 1912 1243 2139 727 1938 9738
* Respondents could select multiple options for perceived threats.

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%)
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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.



Table 41: What support do you think will be needed for sustainability of CIF?

District Badin | Khairpur | Mirpurkhas | Sanghar | Thatta | Umerkot | Total
Audits 18% 22% 10% 23% 5% 17% 18%
Training 24% 25% 21% 29% 50% 25% 26%
Recovery System 22% 14% 13% 22% 9% 16% 17%
Digital Records 12% 11% 9% 12% 3% 13% 11%
Community monitoring 9% 7% 11% 11% 2% 15% 10%
Technical support 6% 10% 10% 4% 1% 10% 7%
Larger fund 9% 12% 26% 0% 30% 4% 10%
Total Responses (n) 1889 2212 1530 2270 534 2024 | 10459

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
expressedin somedistricts.

Afirst 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

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.

Income-generating grants (IGG) and
vocational/technical training (VTP) were also
impactful, with over half of the recipients reporting
high benefits. Conversely, CPI/village rehabilitation

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.

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.
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Table 42: Number of sample Beneficiaries received benefits from other PPRP Interventions and Their Perceived

Benefit Levels

Intervention No. of % of High Moderate Low Not

Beneficiaries Sample Benefit Benefit Benefit Beneficial
Income Generating Grant (IGG) 242 6% 61% 36% 2% 1%
Vocational/Technical Training (VTP) 306 8% 55% 42% 2% 2%
Low-Cost Housing/Shelter Support 123 3% 62% 34% 4% 0%
CPI/Village Rehabilitation Support 112 3% 37% 59% 4% 0%
Micro Health Insurance (MHI) 14 0.3% 50% 43% 7% 0%
Educational Support 437 11% 78% 19% 2% 1%
Enterprise/Value Chain Support 178 4% 89% 11% 0% 0%
Kitchen Gardening Support 68 2% 50% 41% 6% 3%
Village Rehabilitation (Post- 51 1% 27% 71% 0% 2%
Disaster)

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
servicesreceived.

Table 43:Perceived Benefit and Service Provider Coverage of Social Protection and Support Interventions (n=4025)

District Name % of sample beneficiaries received Level of perceived benefits reported by
benefit from: beneficiaries
BISP/Ehsas | Govtof | NGOs | SRSO | High Low Moderat Not
Sindh e Beneficial
Cash assistance 46% 21% 2% - 66% 2% 32% -
Ration or food distribution - - 1% - 55% 14% 32% -
Health services (e.g., - 1% 1% - 78% 2% 20% -
vaccination, medical
camp)
Education support (e.g., 1% 18% 1% - 92% 5% 4% -
free books, scholarships)
Livelihood training or - - 3% - 92% 7% 1% -
vocational skills
Shelter/housing support - 7% 2% 1% 85% 9% 6% -
Agricultural or livestock - - 1% 1% 92% 4% 3% 1%
input support
Water/sanitation scheme - - 3% - 94% 3% 3% -

8 Ex-post Evaluation of the Sindh Union Council and Community Economic Strengthening Support (SUCCESS) Programme, Oxford

Policy Management 2025
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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
poverty profiles shifted during the PPRP
implementation.

Figure 19 compares the poverty status of PPRP
beneficiaries in 2017 and 2025, based on PSC
bands. It 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%
inthe 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 progressis 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.

Figure 19: Change in Poverty Status of CIF Beneficiaries (n=4025)
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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
thelowest category.

By 2025, the overall distribution of beneficiaries had
changed:

» PSCO0-11:declined from 28% to 20%.
» PSC12-283:declined from 72%to 52%.
« PSC24-35:increasedto20%.

» PSC35-100:increasedto 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 realincome 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.

Table 44: Movement in Poverty Status of CIF Beneficiaries Based on Poverty Scorecard (2017-2025)

After PPRP (2025) \ o
Benefi Before PPRP
PSCBand | 0-11 | 1223 | 24-35 | 36-100 | (n) |  Ceneficiaries Before
253 | 559 | 207 | 101 .

Before PPRP Lt (23%) | (50%) | (18%) | (9%) 2L 2Rz
(2017) 1534 | 581 | 240 .

12-23 3% | 2oy | @) | 250 72%

(n) 803 | 2,093 | 788 | 341 | 4,025
% of Beneficiaries After PPRP 20% 52% 20% 8%

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.

Table 45: CIF Cycle-wise Change in Poverty Status of Beneficiaries (2017-2025)

CIF Cycles | HHs (n) Before CIF (2017) After CIF (2025)

PSC PSC PSC PSC PSC PSC

(0-11) (12-23) | (0-11) | (12-23) | (24-35) | (36-100)

Once 2,044 30% 70% 21% 52% 19% 8%
Twice 1,224 26% 74% 20% 52% 20% 9%
Three 521 24% 76% 17% 52% 21% 10%
Four 224 24% 76% 19% 55% 18% 8%
Five 12 42% 58% 0% 58% 25% 17%
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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.

Figure 20: CIF cycle-wise sample household PSC distribution after CIF (2025)
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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 comparedto 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). Inthe Only CIF group, 25
percent were extreme poor (PSC 0-11) and 75
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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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Table 46: PSC Distribution of beneficiary households — Only CIF vs. CIF+BISP (Before & After PPRP)

Intervention Time Period PSC 0-11 PSC 12-23 PSC 24-35 PSC 35-100 Number of
(Extreme Poor) (Poor) (Vulnerable) (Non-poor) sample
Beneficiaries (n)
Only CIF Before PPRP 25% 75% 0% 0% 1217
After PPRP 14% 50% 26% 10% 1217
BISP+CIF Before PPRP 32% 68% 0% 0% 1865
After PPRP 18% 54% 19% 10% 1865

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 importance for
policymakers of designing integrated social
protection and livelihood strategies, rather than
implementing theminisolation.

Figure 21: Household PSC Bands _ Comparison of Only CIF and CIF+BISP (Before & After PPRP)
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This section presents an in-depth narrative of
insights derived from the Key Informant Interviews
(Klls) 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 Community Ownership and Collective
Accountability

A central insight from both Klls 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,
andreturnit. Itis not from outside;itis fromus.”

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
andrepay loans.

4 Repayment Mechanisms and Challenges

CIF loan repayments rely heavily 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 limited
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, | got a loan
with respect and dignity.”

In addition, women highlighted the CIF'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 Klls and FGDs confirmed that the
model is not yet ready for a complete handover.
Women leaders admitted their dependence on

SRSO fortechnical 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
abletorunitthe sameway.”

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
basedonreadiness.

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
fund, deliberate capacity strengthening,
decentralised systems, and a carefully crafted
sustainability strategy must be prioritised.
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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 Kills, to
provide a comprehensive picture of CIF'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 inthe 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. Participationin 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 Khairpurand Umerkot.

Attheinstitutional level, 84% of VOs (4,647 of 5,564)
were actively managing CIF funds, while 16% had
notyet 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
Thattaand 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
socialand 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
assetbase.

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.
Rl = ST
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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 PKR 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.




Table 47: Comparative Analysis of CIF and Conventional Microfinance Models in Pakistan

Indicator CIF (SRSO-PPRP) Conventional Microfinance | Sources for Conventional
(Pakistan) Microfinance (Pakistan)
Target Group Women with PSC < 23 Low to middle-income Based on programme
(ultra-poor/poor) (some targeting poor) design
Loan Size (PKR) 15,000-40,000 25,000-50,000 PMN (2023); Shah et al.
(2022)
Interest Rate 0% 20% — 35% annually ADB (2022); PMN (2023)
Repayment Rate ~99% 98% — 99% PMN (2023)
Operational Cost per 343-511 3,000 - 6,000 ADB (2022); PMN (2023)
Loan (PKR)
Loan Purpose High (livestock, Moderate (may be sector- Based on programme
Flexibility microbusiness, etc.) specific) documentation

Repeat Loan Access

Yes (up to 5 cycles)

Yes (conditional on credit
history)

Programme documents

Collateral
Requirement

No

Sometimes required or
group guarantee

PMN (2023)

Management Community-led (VOs) Institution-led Shah et al. (2022); ADB

Structure (2022)

Sustainability Revolving, community Institutionally driven Based on programme

Approach managed & Institutionally documentation
Supported

Sources:

X  ADB. (2022). Microfinance in Pakistan: Sector overview and operational efficiency. Asian Development Bank.

X Pakistan Microfinance Network (PMN). (2023). Pakistan Microfinance Review 2022-2023. Islamabad, Pakistan.

X Shah, A., Ahmed, A., & Khan, M. (2022). Effectiveness of microfinance programmes in poverty alleviation: Evidence
from Pakistan. Journal of South Asian Development Studies, 18(3), 112—-135.

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 gapsin
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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The Community Investment Fund (CIF) under the
GoS—-PPRP, implemented by SRSO, has provento 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,
reinforcing both economic and social
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.

b I J
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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
limitimpact.

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 SRSQ'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
dependentonthe 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.




Based on the findings of the CIF assessment, the
following recommendations are proposed to
strengthen the effectiveness, equity, and
sustainability of the Community Investment Fund
(CIF) model underthe 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.

o Activate the 917 VOs (16%) that have not yet
managed CIF, addressing governance and
readiness barriers.

* Deployidlefunds (PKR 523.5 million, 18%) quickly
through district-level re-lending benchmarks and
stronger oversight.

2) Ensure Repeat Access for Graduation

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

e 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
supportintimes 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
takerstoensure 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
enteragriculture or enterprise activities sustainably.

* Develop risk-sharing mechanisms (such as
livestock insuranceor disaster-contingency funds)
to protect households from sector-specific shocks
andincrease 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
meetrising input and consumption costs.

e 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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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

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.

e Assessment of CIF beneficiaries' perspectives
for participationin COs, VOs,and LSOs.

e 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.

e Change in sample CIF beneficiary households
PSC scores.

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

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

¢ Increase in valuation of assets e.qg. livestock and
small enterprises as result of CIF investment.

* Increaseinincomeannually 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:
and Enterprise

Livestock, Agriculture

e Consumptionreasons
Family 2: Women empowerment

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

Female individual level outcome measured through the followings indicators:

Decision-Making

Autonomy Marriages)

Household decisions (health, purchases, schooling, CIF usage, and Children

Financial Control

CIF fund control, income management, budgeting/savings skills

Confidence & Agency

Self-reported increase in confidence, ability to express opinions

Community Engagement

Membership in groups, participation in meetings, civic roles

Perceived Empowerment

Attitudes towards women'’s roles, recognition of barriers, increased influence

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

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

* Costofaccessto CIF perbeneficiary

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

* Total profittobe earned on CIF amount and yearly
operational expenses.

e Program sustainability
H7: CIF has alow cost-benefit ratio.

e Calculate cost benefit ratio for the main types of
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CIF investments made by beneficiaries.
Family 4: CIF Recovery and revolving Cycle
H8: CIF recovery mechanism

Asses a recovery mechanism using the following
indicators:

* ClFcycles
e ClFrecoveryrate
e CIFoverduerate

* Verification of CIF Recovery through Bank
Accounts & PPRP MIS



Annex —2: Household Survey Questionnaire

AWy 52 Samw 2 SIS

Study on the Approach and Impact of Community Investment Fund (CIF)

(GOS funded PPRP of SRSO)
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Survey Questionnaire

9AWl 9w 92 9

Consent Statement

My name is [Enumerator's Name], and | work with Himat Consulting Pvt. Ltd. We are conducting a survey for
the Sindh Rural Support Organisation (SRSO) to understand how the PPRP CIF loan has helped your household.
Your responses will remain confidential and will be used solely to improve the programme. This survey will take

about 45 to 60 minutes. You may skip any question or stop the interview at any time.

Ole 92 Greld)

Sygew gy Jw Oll okal 92y (§% ¢S Ol Himat Consulting Pvt. Ltd. ob ¢ ¢ 2T [ 96 g2 Jiss S m] U gxigia
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Do you agree to participate in this survey?
[dYes [ No (End the survey if 'No')

Section A: Identification

Tounl (92l £ Oy Lo o (Som B Olagi >
(3s5= 035 G & "4 p2inz) 40 WL

low 1A i
Al. District Name U s> s
A2. Union Council Name b 9> Jud gl (1
A3. Village Name A9 &8

A4.VO Name HU gz addais (= 23/9) S9

A5. CO Name 36 gz eudai3 365/l (o

A6. Respondent Name U o> Juiud Clex

A7. Contact Number AR 9> Sy

Age of the Respondent SRS (3 Hhd Olg>

Marital Status: (Single, Married,
Widowed, Divorced)

$ols e9)lgiss) ol (193!
(2 AMb ealgo cadi

A8. Date )Y

A9. Enumerator Name A 92> S ($9

A10. Enumerator Contact AR 9= Gl (2 JNEs $9 w

A11. GPS Location g oS gl 3

Section B: Targeting and Loan Access
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QL) 086 28 ¢ Bub 1B iaw
B1. What was your household’s Poverty Scorecard (PSC) score when CIF was approved?

S92 95k I (PSC) Sl 52 st & IS & Ol gs 55 (58 Hokare (2,3 92 Olags ya.B1
What is your Designation in CO:

S 2T 9345 54gs 97 Olagl g 5l o/ alais 3UsS
Member Manager President

B, S S o
B2. Who facilitated your CIF selection? (Select all that apply)
[1 CO [ VO [ LSO [ SRSO staff [1 Other:

(9097 @2 SY @ nz) § ol S jlengu o @ o3 (258 § Olags: B2
500 O seure O 51 Gl oV 0sdais (onlin OO 9l (S9/andass 2> O 9l g/ asdais 3615ST]

B3. Were you asked to prepare a Micro Investment Plan (MIP)?
1 Yes 1 No

T3 567 Y 580 (MIP) sigsain 52 (28 § OsS 2t B3
40 b[O
B4. If yes, who helped you with the plan?
[ Self I Self with family [1 CO/VO member [ LSO staff [1 SRSO staff [1 Other:

TS 2o (¢ 0L Y gaie 4 b pads: B4
bl 9 (91 gl Bl) adas alin I sann 9 (o1 S3) ankass e/ (5] s2) andais GUsS O 931,45 + 395 [ 59500

B5. How many times have you received CIF?
[0 One O Two [ Three O Four [ Five.

S 2l 5= Jool> 028 Ly Livs 0legsi BS
b g [0 bdo )l [ lads 3 [ beds 40 9285 <=a [
Was CIF utilized according to the MIP?

O Yes [0 No

SO0 [
If No, what was the reason that CIF not utilized according to the MIP?

$ 90 Cow 95 92 0y 4 Jlaiwl (0,8 Bl o Qaie [ U.rb:\ﬁp
B6. CIF Loan Cycle Details (Repeat this table for each CIF cycle):

(PT Jeho kb o (2)8) JualS 20,8 Juds 1 BE
1%t CIF loan 2" CIF Loan 3" CIF Loan 4th CIF Loan 5th CIF Loan

Year Received
02 Jle g
gy
Loan Amount
received (PKR)
28 & 028 dds
Specify the
amount of any
service charges
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1%t CIF loan 2" CIF Loan 3" CIF Loan 4th CIF Loan 5th CIF Loan
paid for
receiving the CIF.
By Jol> o
151 08 &y & oY
> ol & 0 3=
5S) i
How much
money did you
return in total?
& 28 Olagl
Je 5 S
1ol _ady (S
s
Main Purpose of | O Livestock O Livestock O Livestock O Livestock O Livestock
Loan [ Farming [ Farming [ Farming 1 Farming [ Farming
”"‘?“’ 9 2 [ Enterprise [ Enterprise [ Enterprise [ Enterprise [ Enterprise
i O Other: OOther: | OOther: ___ | OOther: ___ | OOther: ____
Jle g2be=x[1 Jle 9obsx1 Jle 2bex[1 Jle 2bex[1 Jle gobsx]
e ey e e b0
Jbolsll BITPIE N Jbolsll BTSN Sboys=l
s bl | wes= bl | e D | __wes b | i e O

If Invested (tick

O Invested in

[ Invested in

O Invested in

O Invested in

[ Invested in

the main Livelihood Livelihood Livelihood Livelihood Livelihood
activity) 1 Emergency [J Emergency [0 Emergency | [JEmergency | I Emergency
O'QMJ“'/:*" [JEducation [JEducation [JEducation [JEducation [JEducation
Sle= ff“f‘“ OHealth OHealth OHealth OHealth OHealth
2 Lé;ﬂw ) [IMarriage [OMarriage [IMarriage [IMarriage [OMarriage
(=50 Cother: Cother: COther: | OOther: | OOther:
e 0080 O | B 0080 O | e 389 O | e p 0893 O | waw g 69y O
Jxhge K] ¢Sl sl sl sl
palal] Jodyse Jb)ge Jb)ge Jb)s0
ool el PR | el k]
s Couol ] cowol] Cowol] Cowe]
sl eolad | | ssad
S m| o000 s
Was this [J Yes I No [ Yes [0 No [ Yes (I No 1 Yes [1 No [ Yes [ No
investmentinan | Q4w O« 0Ow O« Ow O« 0w O« 0Ow
activity you had
prior experience
in?
4 25 0l Olagl I
S olegl p e
92 9205 Obye
Do you feel it 1 Yes [ No [JYes [J No I Yes [J No [ Yes [0 No [J Yes [J No
was a good Oao0w O 0w Oa 0w O 0w O4 0w
investment
decision?
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1%t CIF loan 2" CIF Loan 3" CIF Loan 4th CIF Loan 5th CIF Loan

& 8z olayl
ad 9)ly GHbiw

If no, why not?
ECRURERVEES
Sox

If you could access CIF again, how would you use it?
[ Same activity [1 New activity (specify):

(N Joadl)) g 2o WS =0 4 w280

Section C: Income from CIF Activity
C1. Please fill the following details for each CIF cycle:

1989 Jadl > (0,8 Sk e J (489 calise s :C1

028 i A 8

[ Small

[ Small

O Small

O Small

1% CIF loan 2"4 CIF Loan 3rd CIF Loan 4th CIF Loan 5th CIF Loan
Main Activity O Livestock O Livestock O Livestock O Livestock O Livestock
Invested In? I Agriculture [J Agriculture 1 Agriculture | [ Agriculture | [ Agriculture

[ Small

bl bady business business business business business
[ Other: [ Other: O Other: __ | OOther: ___ | OOther: ___
Jle 2bs=[] Jle b= Jle 2bsx[] Jle gobsx[] Jle g2bs=[]
celyyd caslyyO ey cslyyd celyyd
Dbole 9ianll | Hbyyls giunll 9yl 93] 96
0 o Dbyl Dbyl Dbyl
sold sl g0l
Did It Generate [ Yes I No O Yes I No [ Yes I No [ Yes I No [ Yes I No
Income? Os0O OsO OsOw Os0w OsO
§3 M @MT Ob O >
If yes, income O Daily O O Daily O O Daily O O Daily O O Daily O
frequgzncy? Weekly Weekly Weekly Weekly Weekly
Gool o o#4&=e> | O Monthly O | O Monthly O | O Monthly O | O Monthly O | O Monthly O
Sl guids ol Seasonal [] Seasonal [l Seasonal [ Seasonal [ Seasonal [
Yearly Yearly Yearly Yearly Yearly
Lhoyd “hoy “hoy “hoyO Lhoyd
Dl @\‘&D Dl L”g\.a.aD Dl Lg\.a.aI:I Dl Lg\.a.aI:I Dl @MD
Dlgale[] Dlgalell Dlgalell Dlgale[l Dlgalal]
Gl Gl Gl Gl Gl
Sl SWl] SWl] SWl] SWl]

Yearly Profit Earned
Directly from This
Investment (PKR)
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Ole ylminw 243!
928l g Pl
R
Did you reinvest O Yes O No O Yes O No O Yes O No O Yes O No O Yes O No
income into your O4 0w O 0w O« 0w O« 0w O« 0w
activity?
L~;,\,al V3t Olagl >
Dbl g el Abed §
(oS i
If yes, invested in O Invested in | O Investedin | O Invested in | O Invested in | O Invested in
which activities (tick | Livelihood Livelihood Livelihood Livelihood Livelihood
the main activjty) O Emergency | O Emergency | O Emergency | O Emergency | O Emergency
“5}@5‘43 L p2d= | OEducation [JEducation [JEducation [JEducation [JEducation
L’i“’f:;‘ *“5‘) g COHealth OHealth CHealth CHealth CHealth
z) @L} - [OMarriage [OMarriage [IMarriage [IMarriage [IMarriage
> Oother: | OOther: | OOther: | OOther: | OOther:
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Did the CIF O Yes O No O Yes O No O Yes O No O Yes O No O Yes O No
investment O« 0w O4OWw O 0w O 0w O 0OWw
contribute to any
cost savings (e.g.,
through milk or
meat consumption,
etc.)?
Sl 028
Cm (& L oes
S9H7) G240
Slnls eSS
(~ne9
If yes, specify the
total amount saved
annually.
a8 GAaSs
Income Use & Reflections
Jexiwl 9= Q..\»T

C2. How did you spend the income from CIF? (Select all that apply)
[ Loan repayment [ Reinvested (same activity) [1 Reinvested (other activity)
1 Household consumption [ Education I Health [ Savings [ Other:

(6 08 589 s 280 0L § o) T 3 o Oyl § Gal e ool 0ls (253
(p 0= &) O yo0 O (f 0= §) Ol o0 Oewly & 0258 O
:MDQ@DWDWD@Gy@‘“gﬁ@sS@)@fD
C3. How would you rate your current financial condition after the CIF?
[0 Much improved [ Slightly improved [1 Same [ Worse?
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§0 9o G 42> e & > e nd92 5.0 (10 OGS 938 (2,8
b0 S O jie w9 O je SO
Section D: Financial Spillover
MG 5 31 Jlo 1D opdnimn
D1. After receiving CIF, did you approach any other financial services?
O Yes O No

&S Ul Gl o6 Olsl Jad g ginds Jle (& o 0Lg I 90 08 Oy uol> 0,8
4 [
D2. If yes, from where?

ok & oo i

Source Accessed Amount of loan Total Amount Total amount
923 &= dol> Gl taken in PKR Repaid taken in To Be Repaid
58 )28 9 s PKR 3l _ady Gt J&s

ol _ad) g J& Sldse
Lle=

Microfinance O Yes /O No

Institution O O,

33 028 b s S

hlal

Commercial Bank [JYes /[ No

=il GuS O4 O W

Money Lender [dYes /[ No

3403 HI3gh Ludy 040w

Friends/Family [ Yes / O No

O/ Cawgd O O W

Other: [ Yes /[ No

O« O
9w =

D3. Did CIF experience build your confidence to handle loans?
1 Yes [ No [ Not sure?

§5aldg sbaticl g (linw § 52x8 0 @25 (&7 28 ke oS gguaie (g s § Ol I
O b =4 0 b

D4. How confident are you in managing finances now?
[ Very [ I Not at all.

Qwal,olcbgjjfb)ﬂaé)\&)w‘ d\,@ Oyl ,_:;Lm
O @ Jsabdaxs daxss O ol

D5. Have you advised or supported other women in accessing CIF?
1 Yes I No

ST Q3 o bade ¢ 0y ol (258 (§ pise o O
4 [ ]

If yes, how?

s & elo ol
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Section E: Household Asset Base
boads 9> 0361 (2 (31,68 (E Gl
E1l. What assets did you own before CIF?

Sl B 155 &g gl SI 08 Gl ol (ow/ 2,8 . E1

Asset Type Owned Partially owned | Quantity (Enter | Estimated Value (PKR)
pasd g2 361 = (sharing) half of the (Enter half the amount in
e ysb G95= | total assetin case of shared ownership)
(o) pT case of shared | (&lla & &)lgb) cansd OjlL
ownership) (5 23y 31 5 Cygue &
& ©lsb) s
g0 (& g‘_:.!l/a
(5031 5> 31
Goats/Sheep O Yes /O No [JYes /O No
D/ Ogr= 4 OO s0Ow0O
Cows/Buffalo OYes/ONo | OYes/ONo
098/ e < 0 0 < 0 0
Land (acres) O Yes /O No
(s 3=2) (nn) 4 0bO
Shop O Yes /O No
o= 40O
Shelter/House I Yes /O No
5 & OO

E2. What did you buy or improve with CIF?

T Wy 2 b uo g lr Ole il o (gu/ 2y Olags

Asset Type Invested CIF? Additional Quantity Amount Invested (PKR)
s g2 301 B U (2 o2yd 3ldas 3L B Qi 8y S
Goats/Sheep [JYes /[ No
/Oy O« O W
Cows/Buffalo [JYes /[ No
RVSWYRTLY Os 0O
Land (acres) [ Yes /[ No
(6 3=21) (nn) O«s 0w

If yes, please specify.

SN Juadi & o uﬂ:\&f&

Shop [dYes /[ No
ol O«4 0w

If yes, please specify.

3N ot & o ol

Shelter/House [dYes /[ No
Glay/ 568 O 0 b

If yes, please specify.

3N ot & o ol

Household appliances [dYes /[ No
Olalw > 565 040w

If yes, please specify.
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S Juads & o ol

Other:

[JYes /[ No
O« O

E3. Has the total value of your household's productive assets increased?

O Yes [ No

ST $39 Cuard (£9ame o o301 NS sl & G & 0

O« O .

E4. If yes, what assets do you own now?

S0l Bl e g Olag Gl 4 ol ol

Asset Type Owned Quantity Estimated Value (PKR)
o gz 30 s Sl Canid Oyl
Goats [ Yes /[ No
Oy Os 0
Cows/Buffalo O Yes /O No
RYSYYATLS OsOb
Land (acres) [JYes /[ No
(. O3=1) 00) OOl
Shop [dYes /O No
ol Os 0w
Shelter/House [ Yes /O No
oley/ 88 Os 0w
Other: O Yes /O No
94 O« O .

ES5. Education Status Before and After Accessing CIF

Iz (g addad g day ¢ S 08 Oy ool sl o g/ (258

Before CIF
S O8 il o o/ oy

Now
Sl

(5-16 years)

(L b 86 Jlw

Number of school-going children

16 USS) .)|.J.x35>.- Q)ng.)..ljj d}&.«d

Number of out-of-school
children

Slal 92 Oyb Sy & JgEml
Section F: Decision-Making Authority & Financial Autonomy

‘”5_)[_.527.;0.)? L“;Lo %_)l:«zélj:? C)_)bw ‘F O’:‘*b‘!“‘

F1. Who typically makes decisions in your household regarding the following areas?

€55 o shad 1 (Jsb sl § phalas o 195 (e ¢ (InS (Ol

Decision Area
RV TR TR Vs
3 & Sl Mad

Main Decision by?
A5 S shald
¢ 2l guige

Your role in decision

IuE p Juasd s Olag)
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Visiting family or friends
OB Ol wgs b Ol

[0 Woman Alone
[0 Men Alone
[ Joint Decision

L_>l:"5| e
sl o [
shas LSO

[ | propose ideas or suggestions.

[ I have the final say.

[0 I am consulted but do not make the final decision.
[0 I am informed after decisions are made.

3 0LyE Gy 09925 b JLs ool

P shasd 63T &y 0ge O

BT ghad )3T 5 ool g ks hgiu Ol 090 O
(2T 509 35 el (§ Oge £50 OF o8 Puasd O

Your own medical
treatment

& Ple g ek

[0 Woman Alone
[0 Men Alone
[ Joint Decision

LA#‘ e
_915.5| Sy |
s LI

I | propose ideas or suggestions.

[ I have the final say.

[J 1 am consulted but do not make the final decision.
[J I am informed after decisions are made.

9 ObyE= Giew 09pe b Jbs ool

Pl sbasd 53T &y 090 O

BT 4 shad $,3T n ool g L hgdw Ol O9e O
(B Fog 39 el § 09 92 OF 5 guad [

Children's education and
schooling

Js=wl & padad (= b

[0 Woman Alone
[ Men Alone
[ Joint Decision

9155| e
51.{.5| dy0 O
st L38O

[0 | propose ideas or suggestions.

[0 I have the final say.

I I am consulted but do not make the final decision.
[0 1 am informed after decisions are made.

9 0bye i 099 b Jus ol

Pl sbad 63T &y 050 O

BT 4 sbad G375 ol g b hgdw Olw Oge O
(2T w9 39 Pl (§ 090 £90 OF & shard O

Marriages of children
L§AL% & Q)\z)

[0 Woman Alone
[0 Men Alone
[ Joint Decision

L;L:'b| wyee]
ﬂf&‘ SR O
shad 38T

[ | propose ideas or suggestions.

O I have the final say.

I I am consulted but do not make the final decision.
[0 I am informed after decisions are made.

$ 0y Gin 0= b Jbkes ol

P shasd 63T &y 0ge O

BT shad 63T ol g ks giw Ol ige [
(2T B09 35 b § 096 293 OF &8 sbad O

Major household
purchases

& A Olol ol (2 568
(G

0 Woman Alone
[ Men Alone
[ Joint Decision

&fb‘ e
sl o [
shad L0

I | propose ideas or suggestions.

I 1 have the final say.

[0 1 am consulted but do not make the final decision.
O I am informed after decisions are made.

5 0bye G 09 b Jbs ol

Pl shad 3T Gy 090 O

BT 4 sbad ©3T ol g b hgdw Ol 0ge O
(2 Fos 3§ oMbl § 09 92 OF £ guasd [

Use of CIF loan funds
d[,ud.wlj.? g.j:)l gT L}"ﬁ’/uajé

[0 Woman Alone
[J Men Alone
[ Joint Decision

‘7?15_%| gl
5{{5| Sy |
shas LD

I | propose ideas or suggestions.

I I have the final say.

[J 1 am consulted but do not make the final decision.
[J 1 am informed after decisions are made.

$ 0Ly Gy 09925 b JLs ol

Pl sbad 63T &y 050 O

BT 4 shiad 63T » ool g LS hgdw Ol 090 O
(2T B9 3§ el (§ 090 e50 OF &8 Suard O
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F2. Since receiving the CIF loan, has your involvement in household decision-making:

[ Increased [J Remained the same [ Decreased.

ST 635 Culsati p By shiass § GnS 97 OlasH b esgs OF By ol il o (/23
9545 0 52 98w [ 52350
F3. In which areas have your involvement changed? (Select all that apply)

[ Financial decisions [ Children's education [ Children marriages [ Healthcare [ Social activities [1 Other:

(6 xS 53 & 28 0lad 3 gew 08l) ST 3T s p Clgnd (2 Ol 3 Jalas S
92 DOwﬁﬂ$MDdW)u$WD§éw$O)9DW@Oj}@mwdhm

F4. Do you feel more confident expressing your opinions in household decisions?
[ Yes I No

S 2T 9o (gums Slaiel S3g g )lebl 2 £ g p Jhad & SIS Oy &
OO
F5. What contributed to this change?
[ Financial contribution I Support from family [1 Training [ Other:

3T e & I8 e Lis bl
o0 O cwys O s 08 0l [ sde JWO
Financial Autonomy and Control

JNS ¢ Gylisasgs Jlo
F6. Who decided how to allocate the CIF loan amount?
[0 Woman herself [J Husband [J Joint [J Other:

9o shad (S 97 Ol S > &Y ake S £ (S § o) i il o (o028
s 0 L38O 3 O g ey

F7. What was the primary reason?

[ Expertise in area [ Trust by family (1 Cultural norms 1 Other:
T8 bz o S0l
s O Jgol (238 ¢ uley O sleis! g2 oISl O oyl
F8. Do you control the income received from CIF utilization ?
[ Yes [ No [ Partially?
ST shls (3 el Juisd Juolo Ole i) o (/258 9 Ologl b
ek s> 04 OO
If yes, rate your control on income received from CIF utilization.

O Fully O Partially

933|.193:.>).)/d5¢.l o L?Ja.xl.,o & Qlﬁsg‘ L_; L_;A}TJMS J,,ab Ql/a L.é:\‘ gT @f/&)—a & el u,m:\bp
ook $93> O sk Jasmsd
F9. How is this income managed?

[0 I manage independently (1 Joint decision [1 Family manages [ Other:
T2 39 ¢ phae gy Gl ( p
500 0 95 6y plate O O hiasd L38O 85 0byes elate 3 b wabT oL
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F10. How do you use the income? (Select all that apply)
[ Reinvest [1 Household Consumption [1 Education [ Health [ Savings [ Other:

(B x5 oSy ;—,,P,ﬁ@ Olad 3 gu) CoudT IS Jlostunl s el Olags
s 0 cee O cove 0w O 55 97 165 0 9w e

F11. Which of these do you prioritize?
[ Reinvest [1 Household Consumption [1 Education [ Health [J Savings [1 Other:

?Bﬁs TS ‘50.4.1.5 Olagl Ole ¢yl
MDQ@DWDWDG}}?ﬂfDL@L&S}}“MD

F12. Has managing the CIF loan improved your financial confidence?
[ Yes I No

‘?@T&;Tgsﬂ@e,?al}m dtﬁ‘;,ouy Ol Oy alain 5;@\ gT‘é\:U/ub)é (S
< O WO
F13. If yes, in which areas? (Select all that apply)
[ Budgeting [ Negotiating [ Saving/investing [1 Other:

(608 53Y Fr 280 05 G ) Tp halas O3S 6 ebd padmr
s O G)leaim/con O Oy oo o O Oy SO
F14. Who is responsible for paying the CIF loan back?

[ 1 am alone responsible [1 Only male members are responsible [1 Whole Family is responsible
[J Other:

SR A lgsed Y Soo (o)
MD @T)lws QL,\.':BW | Q,QT)‘_%A:)M dy0 d_}p O C)L}.QT)‘}}).S}\;&‘ ujiTD

Section G: Community Participation and Civic Engagement

9 32> p naS Gt § S (2 P9 1G o

G1. Are you currently a member of any community organizations?
[ Yes O No

Eoel oo b bl (F5se S/ GUsT oo S 02 Olagi
4 [
G2. If yes, what motivated you to join? (Select all that apply)

[ Networking [ Access to resources [1 Contribute to community [ Encouragement [ Other:
(6 08 539 (v 9280 05 (o) S5eo Slin/sealidl 8 S35 Y 08 Sl § Ologh 6 el podpnr
50 O 3531 dbpg [0 9y oo (2 $3olp Gy O Gl 08l ey O 25139 dlaly/ S 2500

G3. Since receiving the CIF loan, has your participation in community activities:

[ Increased O Remained the same [ Decreased.

(2] () Sl S (DS (3 O i 258 0,5 ol il o o/ 23
éj@l@fmgm)él.wméjgb: O
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G4. What types of activities have you engaged in? (Select all that apply)
[ Attending meetings [1 Volunteering [J Leadership roles [1 Other:

(6 08 55Y Frer 0 OLad (3 gu) ST 5509 392> A0S (3 Oloogs
s O 0y bl ins g2 3151 0 o Ghlsly) O s 4 (3850
G5. Do you feel more confident voicing opinions in community forums?
I Yes [J No

§ 500 i ugaum . SLoiclyy 39 39 523 £y b U Ligy e o818 (2 01 b sl (§ 0L Olagl b
4 [ [
G6. If yes, what has contributed to this confidence?

[ Success of CIF [ Community support [ Training [1 Other:

T39 skiel 5 (& o SRS 6 b paise
s DOcws Do s> Esms O glsls (& il o (/2,8 O
G7. Do you believe women should engage in the following? (Select all that apply)
[ Discuss community issues [ participate in vote [ Hold leadership [I Manage finances L1 Household level

decisions [ Other:

(6 o8 93 (o 5080 OLad 3 o) T zmrdS 59 30> ¢ (nasSw s § 098 4 B sgmams Ologl b
O 559 32> 4 S)l duad § o 145 O ylmallasil Jlo O by JIs81 O by 99 O 568 G s 2 931200
R

G8. What are the key barriers for women in your community? (Select all that apply)

[ Cultural norms [ Lack of education [ Family duties (1 Limited accessibility to services [1 Other:
(6 8 55Y (S 5280 OLad § (o) T02T g3 Ogiolm) el &Y Giyse p (Fganso (3 Olags
L sn O Gl a9dme 86 Geas [0 Ogulsesd 09 OIS 0 oS 2 eabad T 090 Oy @3S 5 Goloo[]
Section H: Cost-Effective Access to Finance via Women-Led Institutions
Sl 06 U gae Jlo Oilg g3 S (205 Wl ylg 31851 (& oygs H rumpn
H1. How many days it takes from applying to receiving CIF:
TonT I g0l I p Oy 309 1258 (39 OF (23 Canlss (o ol o o/ 258

H2. Number of visits made to CO/VO/SRSO office: [0 1 0 2 I 3 or more.
L 0102035098 &2 bk OpAE= L (uidl guar/ (9 o) 1) adas oli o/ (51 S9) andaid a23/(9) (g2) odais 36
=2y
H3. How much personal expenses are incurred while accessing CIF (for example transportation,
documentation) ? Amount in PKR

eax b yle 8558 (& 0IEle  lS/93k 52 529 031 sk Jbie) € o 3 oA (1 0bed Oy Juol il of g/ 2,3
£ oW A §(Hhe

Comparison with Other Financial Services
(GXT) Olw O)|.}|3.Ab”3 OFhpds> él} om

H4. Have you ever taken loans from other sources?
[ Yes (I No

TR 59 U2y 08 pad b Wbl (& pads Oy
4 [0k
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H5. If yes, what was the purpose of the loan? Please specify:

Jeads 5,5 Qbren 90 Lad s 93 S 12,0 Ol 4 e el

H4. Comparison of CIF with other sources:

0

Cw Ol 033)5/0.)‘.3‘ dl} o = ol gT (“5‘9/00)5

Feature
Cuo -

CIF

il ol g/ 2y

Local Moneylender
Ly s uolle
343 i3

Micro Finance

028 b e G
hylal Fused

Commercial Bank
=ib dols

1.What was the total interest
amount paid on loan? (in PKR)
T bl zby gl J= (3 28
(55 ¢ o)

2.How much processing fee did
you pay for this loan? (in PKR)
S Olagl (86 Oy Jguey o2
(N 5 o) Sh=o s @b @

3.What was the total amount
of loan you were allowed to
take? (in PKR)

& D9 M) GRS (& o2sd § Olay)
2 ow) €39 &3 Gshaia/jle

(s

4.How far (in kilometres) is the
nearest branch/office of this
loan provider?

O (AT (7 D3 o2y8

Ve O 545 (5 Ol T/l
Sl 6 s s

5.How many visits did you
make to apply for the loan?
Olagl &Y &3 cunlgsns (o 0258

6.How would you rate the
complexity of the application
process?

S dos (& o3 Calgys Olagl

[0 Very Simple

[J Somewhat
Complicated I

[ Very Simple O
Somewhat
Complicated [

[ Very Simple OJ
Somewhat
Complicated [

O Very Simple OJ
Somewhat
Complicated [

< Very Very Complicated Very Complicated Very Complicated
6 ggzmaws Ol 135:‘53 s Complicated OleT oslasd] Olwl ola3[ Ol ol
ol sl 99 953 dgxssl] 9% 5453 4= 9% 5453 4=
52583 4] | 92 553 935 AL | 92 553 925 Al] | 92 553 925 sl
553 5265 slLas[]
52
7.Did anyone help you O Family O Family member | O Family member | [ Family member
complete the application member 0 Community 0 Community 0 Community
process? [0 Community member member member
‘%‘5 D= d.""ﬁ' Cf“‘”b"')" & | member O Staff member O Staff member [ Staff member
PGS e gz Olagl 0 5 O Staff 359 92,50 359 92,50 3% 9= S0
member _ 3% 97 L8/ 5ol | 39 92 B8/ o0l | 35 92 g8/ 6psln]
29 5= 450 Sann 97 Blwl(] Aans 97 Blwll] Aass 97 B[]
s L8/l
Y
9> Bl
IS
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8.What documents were
required to apply for the loan?
e &Y fpd Cunlgsyy (> 12,8
Sl JoyeS diles )

9.How many days did it take
from submitting the
application to receiving the
loan amount?

0258 39 U8 PhE gaxr cunlgsys
ol L 086 Oy Jgeg 03)
&

10.Was the repayment [ Flexible O Flexible O Flexible O Flexible
schedule flexible or rigid? O Monthly O Monthly O Monthly O Monthly
3;;;’)? U“f’b 022 . i [ Yearly [ Yearly [ Yearly [ Yearly
19655 b 58 Ol I/l b old | O ol [0 olul O oluT
Dlsaled | O Hlgale O Llgele O Llgale
sWld | O sul. O sl O sl
11.Was any collateral or [ Yes O Yes O Yes I Yes
security required for the loan? | [ No I No O No O No
bcdlas gz pud peio Y (28 I O | O O O
T2 8 & Joge 0 | O O« Pt

12.1f yes, please specify the
type of collateral provided
(e.g., land, livestock, jewellery,
bank statement, cash):

SHE Sy (brer 4 o polmer
ELRET) QS il (o awd

& =0 05 e 52bsz 1))
(s ey pid

13.Was the loan suitable for
the purpose you needed it for?
Labe (9o (o Olagl 58 1

[ Very Suitable

[0 Somewhat

Suitable

[ Not Suitable
wlin olasl]

I Very Suitable
[0 Somewhat
Suitable

I Not Suitable
O wlin olas

I Very Suitable
[ Somewhat
Suitable

[J Not Suitable
O cwlis olas

[J Very Suitable
[0 Somewhat
Suitable

[0 Not Suitable
O wlis olas

Gl dg=xS[1 | [ el g O cwlio dg=s O cwlio dg=s
90 4wl | [ 90 & cwlin O 52 & cwlin O 50 & cwlin
14.0verall, how satisfied were | [ Very Satisfied | [ Very Satisfied O Very Satisfied O Very Satisfied
you with this loan processing? | (JSomewhat OSomewhat OSomewhat OSomewhat
& 02R op Olgl (3 ogb (Foexe | satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
& 2% 6“"’5 O o C"““ﬁ‘?ﬁ O Not Satisfied | O Not Satisfied O Not Satisfied O Not Satisfied
fﬂf’ w:«:: O Jeoll 0d) S AS0 | O giaks S ole | O hakas g€ slas | O chakas 5265 alas
ke | O celae dgnss O elae dgnss O elae dgnss
hakas dg=0] | [ ool fakes 0 0keb akae 0 0kab ke
Okal (il o]
Institutional Efficiency and Transparency
Cudlad ¢ §9,5S Gy

H5. Who explained CIF terms?

[0 VO/LSO leader [ Field staff (1 Peer [1 Nobody?
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H6. Was the CIF selection process:
[ Fair 1 Sometimes unfair C1 Not transparent?
T30 Ov Jas 5> Moz (o ol ol (/23
Glas pe [ dSlaaie pe (odss yads O dlaai sl
H7. Are you aware of how repayments are tracked?
1 Yes [ Somewhat [1 No

T058 0z U L)/ oz (s Oghaud & (2T Olx S Olag
& 0 ag=s= O O

Perception of CIF as a Community-Owned Resource
JUs 1> Olagl Cob uud Hsb Cosale (2 G/ Fomss § il f g/ 2,3

H8. Do you feel CIF is community-owned?
[ Yes — fully [J Somewhat [1 No
TRl cvals (2 oln/(Foms il ol (oo/2)8 68 gyo ugume Oyl 1z
4 0 442 O b Jase o
H9. Is your trust in SRSO increased?

I Much [0 Somewhat [1 No change [ Less trust?

S @l 939 slaisl/ g9 3 SIS s 52 Ol 1z
4 0 b s w1 [ dgnss [ 9265 sl
H10. What works well? (Select all)
[ Fast disbursement [ Recordkeeping [ Fair selection [ Support [ Low cost [1 Other:

(60 589 @ (v 8 5 G ) T0RT O o (393 (s O O3
GO <Y eSO Wlewl sz Slninl] oS W0 58 Gl 25 =0
H11. What can be improved? (Top 3)
1 More training [J Better recovery [ Tracking tools [ Transparent selection [1 Mobile banking [ Link to

formal finance I Other:

5 g e falr
ikl g OIS § s sl wisd Sl shub s> By S/ T §l 028 Awl] 05w udsl]
g O shaly Olw ylsl Jawd (2,8 wld

Institutional Sustainability of CIF

GO 318l (2 il 6T (qw/ p2y3
11. Is the CIF fund still revolving?
1 Yes [ No [ Do not know?

TPl w0y Jo (50 L) Wid il of (/28 1z
LUl
12. Are others still receiving CIF in your community?
[1 Yes [ No [ Do not know?
Sol ke s Juol> il ol o/ 28 o
P04 0O
I3. Who manages tracking of CIF?
[J VO executive [J LSO [J SRSO staff [1 Other:
ST s 1 Sism/ S o il o (/053
tow [0 Blisl 92 guuon [ (91 ool B) oS ala o [0 (gunss allail (o (91 (S9) andais (42
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14. Are recovered loans reused?

[ Regularly [ Irregularly I No [ Do not know.

O Yes [0 No

16. If yes, describe:

I7. Biggest threats to CIF? (Select up to 3)

S8 029 Lo Jlaninl e 028 b pax/owls r
PUas 04 0ok 38usl g O olw 2§t
I5. Have there been mismanagement issues in your community?

4 0 WO

[ Poor recovery [ Favouritism [1 Poor records [ Lack of training [ Lack of funds [ No bank link (1 Other:

O b skl Ol i 0 O 08 O OS ey Oyl 0l O Gldsb/z St O J ey b0

18. Support needed for sustainability. (Top 3)

92

O Audits O Training [ Recovery system [ Digital records 1 Community monitoring I Technical support [

Larger fund

(521 0T 3 4 () S 2T g2 (29 (S56= Y GISL

@0 O 05 S & @seass O 59 1) 4 Sbss/ Sssnsa/Sirs O sl 5> dgioy O e O il ol
Jd =039 [ Oy aun
19 Have you or any member of your household received any of the following support/services under the

People's Poverty Reduction Programme (PPRP) from SRSO?

(Please tick all that apply)

OLe (fpds (o 455 cpind O guupw Cox alSap (2 (UGS Cost (22 Al9e § 0k Ole 45 & Olagl b Ologl L
C@T L?l)o S 0 &?}:.wé o

(6 08 53Y Fvr 80 05 G o)
Component/Service Received? If yes, Level of
Benefit Received
(tick one)
2. Income Generating Grant (IGG) [ Yes [ No 1 HighO Moderate
(& & &) Sl G)ls By I Gl 50w | 5 LowH Not
Beneficial
[ =341
0 Jdo=s
4. Vocational/technical skills training (VTP) 1 Yes [1 No
Sy ohlgs GO s G O 0
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5. Low-cost housing/shelter support O Yes [ No
20 g 526 585 3 > oS 040 e
6. Benefiting any Community Physical Infrastructure O Yes (I No
(CPI) scheme (e.g., road, water) or Village
Rehabilitation post-disaster OsDl e
& D55 2956 CAT b (a9 G 09)) S93ex slmnl &Y B8
Jdbe
7. Micro Health Insurance (MHI) coverage 1 Yes [1 No
(F @) ) gl (2 Coe (2 o (S5 Ou O
8. Educational support (e.g., second shift school, 1 Yes 1 No
school re-opening)

Ou 0w
Jgawl Judal b 35168 J gl Jus Lo S 95¢>) dd e Al
9. Enterprise development/value chain support [ Yes (1 No
Oy sdp Y GI3ly byl O« 0 b
10. Kitchen gardening inputs/support [1 Yes [1 No
By S 3 33S3: Oginl Ogeery 3 ga v 545 040
11. Village Rehabilitation (e.g., house & basic O Yes [0 No
infrastructure post-disaster)

Ou 0 W
§ 45 £92 06 COT S93a) Oy dua 8 Jlow sam & OS5
(o & @b ol
12. Other specifies
35) Juads 34 a Q =

110 Have you or any member of your household received any support or services from the Government or
other NGOs (excluding PPRP/SRSO)?

1 08 (asdle 05 oS85 & &3S Cast (3 lge/gunm) 391 & ol 0 b Cusgla (§ 38 4 (i Ola a8 & Ol b ool 1
&l o cdsgu bona oy

Service/Support Provided by Received? Level of Benefit Received (tick
Type (Govt/NGO S e e one)
Name) -
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Aud 92 Copbdds | G 0ds o raw o 88 Julo
& O Cngn) (280 0Lid 3 = @ i)
(6 9= 9
1. Cash assistance 1 Yes L1 High [0 Moderate [l
(e.g., BISP, Ehsaas, Low [ Not Beneficial
] No
Zakat)
. O Jsz9 =035
Jbre) 5de (o R8) L He bl NUPRNE IV VLY
el > phain 5b “
b ol,8952 el
(wlgs=d
2. Ration or food LdYesONo | [ High [0 Moderate [
distribution icial
06 0 Low [ Not Beneficia
& =hs= b pdlh O dsz9ld =390
el NUPRRUIER i VLY
3. Health services OYesONo | [OHigh [ Moderate O
(e.g., vaccination, S
g : 06 0 Low [ Not Beneficial
medical camp)
| Q_s?jlj =u39[]
Ogipds 57 S Aol e[S
b s )b JUs)
e (& s
(&9
4. Education support OYesONo | OHigh [ Moderate [
(e.g., free books, ici
g . 060 Low [ Not Beneficial
scholarships)
[l dﬁjD =39
290 JBs) s (o adds RUPNRERY VLY
‘;ﬂzlﬂ Lols £ Cln
(3229
5. Livelihood training OYesONo |[OHigh 0[O Moderate [
or vocational skills -
060 Low [ Not Beneficial
b cws Y e )89, O Jy>s0 <350
lfs‘“":;ﬂ LasdSd pe[JgS $
6. Shelter/housing OYesONo |[OHigh O Moderate O
support ici
pp 060 Low [ Not Beneficial
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240 (g 506 48 O Jyzs0 =350
RUNRU R m WLy
7. Agricultural or OYesdONo | OHigh [ Moderate [
livestock input Low [ Not Beneficial
support LS ILJE
O Jsz90] =350
s @3 bdle Glsx RUPRRU{ LV VLY
Sde (0L ” “
8. Water/sanitation OYesONo | [OHigh O Moderate O
scheme ici
060 Low L[ Not Beneficial
sl el O Jszs0l <3500
9. Other (please [dYesONo | [High [0 Moderate [
specify): ici
0% 0 b Low [ Not Beneficial
e cabog gn & 0 J ozl =034
J. Poverty Scorecard B Hgaul g3 Cuyl

J1. Household Composition (number of household members)

(3145 92 5L 2 65) i & 31eS

Age/Sex Female Male Total
S )98 % J=
up to one year
o6 Jlw =0
over1to5

o6 Jlw 5 081
over 5to 10

o6 Jlw 10 08’5
over 10 to18

o6 Jlw 18 05 10
over 18 to 24
o6 Jlw 24 0818
over 24 to 55
o6 Jle 55 06 24
over 55 to 65
b Jlw 65 08 55
over 65 years
& 08 WJlw 65
Total

Js
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J2. Work Status (number of household members)

(s g2 x5 68 Jis ) Jloiygwo (2 Oye Ao

over 10to 18

over 18 to 55

over 55 years

ot L 18 0810 o6 Jlw 55 05 18 G 05 Jlu 55
Work status M F M F M F
rS B CHse | e CO9e | e )9
Household Work
45 92 1S

Own Farming
Oy b 0 31 (o

Farm Labour
Oy 9390 3 SHL (& 0

Off-farm Labour
Ry (§)93d 0

Service/lob

e Gy

Business
Dbyl

Other
e

Not Working (old/unable to)
Ao OB by LS/S)p) & 25 4 9
(2

Not Working (willingly)
(L?mT ) JERPERVE S I

Unemployed
BiSTP

J3. Children in School and adult literacy (number of household members)

(a3 92 Bl (3 18 kD ol askal) QUL palal ¢ 5 Sty p JgSaml

Upto5 over 5to 10 over 10 to over 16 to 18 years | Over 18 years
years years 16 years ool Yl 18 0816 | (40 08 e 18
o6 Il 5 o6 Yl 10 085 | 16 08 10
o6 ol
F F M F
M 9 | M F M )¢ | M F S0 295
dyp (&3] SyR Oyee SR (&3] dyp Oyee (&3]

Not in School/not
literate

Ja25a/ 2L S35 s Uyl
2L

Primary school (1-5)

5 081) gl Sy 8l5
(o

Middle school (6-8)
(95 8 08'6) Jgs=wl Jd o
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High school (9-10)
(210 05 9) Js=wl sl
College (11-14)

(s 14 05 11) s
Higher (15 & over)
I Juol> adsl =039
(Gr 080l 5 > 15)

J4. Poverty Scorecard

WS H9Saul g Cuyd

Q. | Indicators v one option from row one and write the corresponding score Score
_ in row at the score column.
DL/ O genS STE
580 g AL j35nl 52 Ol ¢ 9y gz (2 T S8 Ole oS
How many people in the 0-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more
household are under the age of
18 or over the age of 65? ] H ] iu‘ thae
) |15 10 5 2
b S O Jlo 18 2,3 L p 1S O
So2l > e 039 O Jlo 65
0
What is the highest educational | Never Less than class | Class 6 to class | Class 11,
level of the head of the attended 1to class 5 10 included. college or
household (completed)? school. included. 0 beyond
el O o g 4l 2 1S | L [ B [l
$52ux) Pl 9565 5205 aelel | 1 10
(o2 J8 Jrsmn 02210056
L i oz 5081 o6 Ll ez 11
2L Jy=wl | o8l =035 08 0
9
How many children in the There are All the Only some of None of the
household between 5 and 16 no children | children the children children
years old are currently between5 | between 5 between 5 between 5 and
attending school? and 16 and 16 years and 16 years 16 years old
NS ez s J16 085 @Jef yearsoldin | old are old are are attending
Sl Iy sl s @T the attending attending school.
household | school school. ]
L] L] L] 0
4 4 3 16 055 ¢ &S
550,85 [16065¢,85 |160655¢,85 | 9=y de
Fdwle | @y dw fEs g Jw 2L sl )b 4
NS pm | dssmwlobgw | Jhaexs B | gdug
P g g0 o2l g Iy J gl
o2l
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How many rooms per person >=0-<=0.2 | >0.2-<=0.3 >0.3-<=0.4 >0.4
does the household owns? ] ] L] L]
(calculate the room per person 0 2 4 12
ratio by dividing the number of
rooms by the household
members)
SooT hats s Y 5,8 & ¢ 565
Sl 313 92 o @ S 5 10 )
Ol (o 3lual 92> Opeo cs99 OF
(928 Clus 92 0 Glayg
What kind of toilet is used by Flush connected to a public Dry raised There is no
the household? sewerage, to a pit or to an latrine or dry toilet in the
29530 5> awd S5 93145 | open drain. pit latrine household.
§ 2T s Jlaniul | [ ] []
3 2 0
$ &y 2= el (id g | (2 00) 295L @ 95 5 468
O ol diy I 52 g | et g | el U a9l
£ SIS Jugd 0bsy (o oA b (b 5> Olg ol
S P deas | glS U J=s
PSS e 4
Does the household own at Yes No
least one refrigerator, freezer or
washing machine? L] [
_ _ _ 3 0
B CVUN JYON ST (N
9790 ndns (2 393 U= b )38
S‘@T
Does the household own at Yes No
least one air conditioner, air
cooler, geyser, or heater? L] L]
Hesedpedos e | ’
BUAERTCE - R (PVIT) [EP-NRVE S T &
A b (s )ls 0y a8 3U)
Sy Oyso My lasS ¢ §,45)
TPl 39290 (Cndes
Does the household own at Yes No[ ]
least one cooking stove, cooking L] 0
range, or microwave oven? 5 Py
>

o 0 S 5
Lz 9)ly Bl GU) sl Siss
Silae §36) iy oS o(seld
5991 9929 9y5=8Le b (s (S)l9
5750 (Otden ©)ly Oy )5 ($36)
?@T
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9 Does the household own the At least At least one No car / Neither car /
following engine driven one car / car / tractor tractor but at tractor NOR
vehicles...? tractor and | but no least one motorcycle /
09236 jude 3 ozl &y db@fb at least one | motorcycle / motorcycle / scooter[ ]
Sool 39290 motorcycle | scooter[ ] scooter[_] 0

/ scooter 24 7 L A= ol
[ S p S A= bls J=sle Jse
% e peSnpl | b

CE R | /gl | Saagiea

Sr=e BIYET L?a:T L?ch J=ible

A=e | et sl

g "

FIEN UV

P9p

gcaT J=ible

10 | Does the household own at Yes No
least one TV? O n
d $3me S 5 S 9 S e ) 0
JELRES

> &

11 | Does the household own the At least one | At least one No buffalo / Neither buffalo
following livestock...? buffalo / buffalo / bullock BUT at | / bullock NOR
ST Jle sabs> g J1eS & bullock bullock BUT least one cow | cow / goat /

AND at NO cow / / goat / sheep | sheep

least one goat / sheep L] L]

cow / goat / L] 2 0

sheep 6 PLboges | 34 2T peen &
O CE Ll CEsSn | /09855
6 BT 5 s | S 2Tob

c 40 | L=/osf n | vlsyElogs

GENS b &'

§ 959/ s

ML RUVL

Sr=e

S=/088

)"

12 | How much cultivable 0 >0-<=12.5 >12.5
agricultural land does the [] ] ]
household own? (converted 0 4 7
into acres)
G 3 GobT (£2) @9 31eS
(5N 2 3=) ST 0

Total Score

Il Jiss
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Annex — 3: FGD and KlI guidelines.
Study on the Approach and Impact of Community Investment Fund (CIF)
(GOS funded PPRP of SRSO)
Focus Group Discussion (FGD) Guidelines
Participants: CO/VO/LSO leaders managing the CIF
Group Size: 6-8 participants (preferably from same or neighbouring union councils)
Duration: 60—90 minutes
Facilitator Materials: Notepad, audio recorder (with consent), flip chart/markers
Introduction (5 minutes)

- Introduce yourself and your organization.

- Explain the purpose of the discussion: understanding the CIF process, its challenges, and successes.
- Clarify that the session is confidential, voluntary, and no names will be shared.

- Seek verbal consent for participation and audio recording (if applicable).

Guiding Questions
1. CIF Planning and Lending Process

How much is your CIF portfolio in PKR:

How are CIF loans planned and allocated at your level (CO/VO/LSO)?
What steps are followed from application to disbursement?

Who is involved in reviewing and approving applications?

oo W =

What criteria are used to select eligible women?
2. Loan Conditions and Terms

1. What are the key terms and conditions of CIF loans?
a. CIF Amount (size)
b. interest/ service charge/ processing fee
c. repayment terms
d. repeated loans
2. How are these conditions communicated to the beneficiaries?
3. Do all members understand the terms clearly before accepting the loan?

3. Repayment Management

How is the repayment process managed at your level?
What systems are in place for recordkeeping and tracking repayments?
What happens if a beneficiary defaults or delays repayment?

BN

How do you ensure accountability and fairness?
4. Challenges and Problem-Solving

1. What challenges do you face in managing CIF at your level?
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2. Are there issues related to favouritism, lack of transparency, or conflicts?
3. How are such issues handled or resolved?

5. Observed Results and Successes

1. What positive changes have you observed in households who accessed CIF?
2. Can you share any success stories from your area?
3. How has CIF affected women’s participation in your CO/VO/LSO?

6. Fund Sustainability and Recommendations

Is the CIF fund still revolving in your area? How is it maintained?

Do you feel the current system is sustainable in the long term?

What kind of support or improvements would help strengthen CIF management?
Would you suggest linking CIF with formal financial institutions in the future?
Would you prefer another financial service over CIF? Why or why not?

L A O
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Study on the Approach and Impact of Community Investment Fund (CIF)
(GOS funded PPRP of SRSO)
Key Informant Interview (KII) Guidelines
Informants: CO/VO/LSO Leaders, CIF Managers, Field Staff, SRSO Professionals
Duration: 45—60 minutes
Method: In-person or phone/Zoom; audio recording (with consent)
Introduction

- Brief the interviewee on the objective of the study.
- Seek permission for notetaking and/or recording.

Interview Questions

What is your role in CIF-related activities (selection, disbursement, recovery)?
How long have you been involved in this role?
How are CIF beneficiaries selected?
What mechanisms ensure fair and transparent disbursement?
From your experience, how are most CIF loans being used?
Have you observed improvements in household income or assets among beneficiaries?
What challenges do you face in the recovery of CIF loans?
Are there cases of default or misuse? How are they addressed?
Do VO/LSO leaders have the skills to manage CIF? What support do they need?
. What trainings or tools have helped in effective CIF management?

O e ol I

P
= O

. Do community members view CIF as a community-owned fund?

[any
N

. How has women's leadership in CIF management affected trust and performance?

[any
w

. In your opinion, is the CIF model sustainable in the long run?

=
D

. What would help in scaling or improving the CIF model?

[EEN
v

. What policy or operational recommendations would you make to improve CIF?
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