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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report comprised findings of the so@oonomic baseline survey undertaken in the two rural
union councils (UCs) namely Dad Khan Jarwar and Masoo Bozdar, tehsil Chamber, district Tando
Allahyar. The survey was undertakerith a sample of 2298 households spread in the two UCs. One
fifth (20%) of sampled households had PSZ3 @vhile 80% households were randomly sampled. As

part of the research component under the SUCCESS prograammargjomised control trial hebeen

setup in these UGswvhere some settlements will receive the intervention early and others with a
delay of 2 yearsalculated from the date of the first intervention in treatment villag&be objective

of this baselinesurvey is to measure the status quo ilhthose settlements before any intervention

has taken place. ihcludesdata on income, sources of income, asset ownership, incidence, depth and
ASOSNRGE 2F LRGSNIesx albddzyiAy3d yR gladiaya 2F OKA
matters.

The survey comprised two questionnaires asked from one household; one general questionnaire from
male or female member about household profession, income, expenditure, health and education and
the other questionnaire to the female member particularly abdwtr role in household decisions
making. The data analysis has been carried out by dividing the population in d@ateahtervention)

and treatment villages in order toest whether both groups are similar in terms of baseline
characteristics, which the goal of aandomised experiment. Therefore, results have been reported

in three categories of villages; control, treatment and overdalowever, since this was the first
baseline survey, no significant differences have been seen in control and &eggroups.

The survey covered a population of 14, 822 individuals including 7667 males, 7155 females. This
population also includes 4749 male and female children agéd pears, 32% of the population. The
average household size is 6.4 while the housdelsize is slightly larger for the poor households. The
official poverty line has been adjusted for current Consumer Price Index and used in this survey to
categorise the poor and nepoor households. In the age group above 10 years, almost half of the
female (50.5%) and male (52.4%) worl&ven the high share of younger people, thependency

ratio is extremely high with every 100 persons supporting 92 persons.

Majority of the working persons (55.2%) are unskilled and nearly one fifth (19%) of theknowo
farms. Literacy rate is extremely low at 23%. Without much hope for this rate to improve, more than
three fourth (77%)of children aged 4.7 years are out of school. Despite lack of adequate health
services, 98.8% people find themselves in good airdhialth conditionsThis finding corresponds

well with 53% not using Basic Health Unit when asked about the use of health facilities. Also, only 4%
of the monthly expenditure share is spent on heal@®nly 13%f households have pacca houses while
59%have katcha houses. Computed on the basis of household expenditure and using the adjusted
official poverty line, 26% households fall in poveffisreducedpoverty finding is in line with the
argument that poverty has reduced globally, in South Asiing from 50.6pc in 1991 to only 12.7pc

in 2012) and PakistanWhat is considered as poverty happens to be inequality in many cases and
inequality has increased despite decrease in povdrhe average per capita expenditure per month

1 https://www.dawn.com/news/1310296 access&anuary 312017.
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amountsto RS. 7610AImost three fourth of the expenditure share (71%) idaod items.

Nearly half of the peole (nearly 50%) or more are not satisfied with the provis@f leésic public
services such as lady health worke, vaccinator, basic health unityfataihning unit, school,
agriculture, police, bank, road, drinking water, bus, railway, post office, NADRA, Union Council and
electricity and gas department.

Aware of lack of education and health servicEEpand 79%of the sampled households considack

of educationand health servicess a seriousor very serious problemrespectively.Regarding
perception about government functioning, almost half (49%) of the households think the government
working is somewhat transparent and corruption free. Hoer, less than one fifth (16.5%) are willing

to fully trust their local government to address their problems.

wSIIFNRAY3I 62YSYyQa LISNELISOUG A @ Sn both, 2ol atdhr&amidt F I Y A f &
villages and in both groups, PSCa28 above, more than half of the sample households (58.4%) do

not have any knowledge about contraceptive methodsiong those who have knowledge about
contraceptive methods, more than half (55.7%) do not use any method. Athosg currentlyusing

any mettod, injection is the most commonly (39.1%) used method followed by the female sterilisation

method (32.8%) in both control and treatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and above. Among
those who are currently using contraceptive method, half of thegi@ households in both control

and treatment and in both groups, PSC 23 and above, use the injection (51.0%) method followed by

pills' (26.0%) method.

More than two third of the sample households (69.6%) have knowledge about pregnancy
complications In both, control and treatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and aheady

two third (61.1%) of the sample households had visits for prenatal consultation dtréig last
pregnancy Overall, 67.0% women were given Tetanus Toxic (TT) injections miyirpregnancy
Regarding the cost of deliveryy, both, control and treatment villages and in both groups, BRG
andPSC 24 andbove, most of the sample households (85.4%) st 0,000 onthe last delivery
followed by one tenth (9.9%)ho spent Rs20,000 for last deliveryDue to general lack of public
health facilities,n both, control and treatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and above, almost
half of the sample households (45.9%) delivettesir last baby at private hospital/clinicone third
(35.9%) at home followed by one fifth (18.28#)o deliveredtheir last baby atgovt. hospitalfacility.

In both, control and treatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and above, more than half of the
sample households (65.8%) bredstl thechildren for a period of six month®n the whole two fifth

of the sample households (42.0%jpressed thatlecision makingole liesthe head/father of the
household alone and one third of the sample househatisrmed thatspouséwife is alsoinvolved

in household decision makingyrespective of the poverty status and without much difference in
control and treatment groups, nearly half (46.3%) of the sample households, father as head of the
household decides the time and appropriate match regardirgrfarriage of a woman. Only 2.9%
households consult the woman concerned in her marriage deci€uwarall,two fifth of the sample
households (42.1%) responded that husband and woman jointly takes decision of using of birth control
methods andhearlyone fourth of the sample households (23.5%) responded that husband alone can
decide to use birth control method.
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On the whole, nearly two third (64%) of the sample children are severely stunted wiBe8% are
moderately stunted. Unlike popular view in rusattings that boys are preferred over girls and thus
fed better, more boys, 62%, areseverelystunted than girls, 62.3%imilarly, more boys (81.9%) are
moderately stunted than girls (75.8%nalysis shows that likelihood of being poor does not retiate

the stunting status of sample households. Almost same percentage of children (nearly two third), boys
and girls, are stunted among households having R&&Cahd PSC 24 and above.

On the whole,7.5%o0f the children in the sample households are severely wasted wbitE% are
moderately wasted. Like stunting, more boy$.4%) are severely wasted than girs309 in both
control and treatment groupsln terms of moderate wasting, boys (20.7%) are tivoes more
moderately wasted than girls (10%).

Looking within age brackets, the severely wasted children (17.3%), both boys and girls are in the age
bracket from 05 months. Within this age bracket, six times more boys (26.7%) are severely wasted
than gits (4.5%). This difference counters the popular view that males among siblings have better
food than their female siblings.

It is encouraging to note that 84% of children are vaccinated to BCG, 79.9% to Penta 1, 77.1% to Penta
2, 74% to Penta 3 dosesderfive years of ageHowever, nearlyalf of the children (49%) miss the

Polio zero dose. Most of the households (98%) spend up to 500 on vaccination of a child including the
cost of transport and nearly ordird (31%) have to travel up to 2 KM to getthchild vaccinated.

Those who miss on vaccination, majority of female respondents (43.4%) reported that no vaccination
team has visited their household. Regarding the sources of getting vaccination, majority of children
(82%) are vaccinated by an NGMgealth worker and only 3% children are vaccinated at Basic Health
Unit (BHU) in both groups PSC 23 and above and in both control and in treatment villages.
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1. INTRODUCTION TO SUCCESS PROGRAM

1.1 Program lackground

The Sindh government launched the UniBouncil Based Poverty Reduction Program (UCBPRP) in
four districts in 2008. Implemented by the Rural Support Programs (RSPs), the program was aimed at
mitigating extreme/chronic poverty rates in rural Sindh. Encouraged by positive outcomes produced
by UCBRP in terms of community development, the Sindh government planned to scale up the
program.

Subsequently in 2015, after an agreement with the Sindh government, the European Union launched
the Sindh Union Council and Community Economic Strengthening Supmmgtam (SUCCESS), in
partnership with the Rural Support Programmes Network (RSPN), National Rural Support Programme
(NRSP), Sindh Rural Support Organisation (SRSO) and Thardeep Rural Development Programme
(TRDP). The overall objective of the SUCCES&RArizgo support the Sindh government to develop

a local development policy with emphasis on commudditiven development with corresponding
budgetary allocation for implementation from 2018. The purpose of the SUCCESS program is to
stimulate communitydriven local development to reduce poverty in eight poor rural districts of Sindh,
with particular emphasis on empowering women. Under various SUCCESS initiatives, living conditions
are expected to improve by building the local social capital for better sscte basic social and
economic services, and, by diversifying income generating activities.

The SUCCESS program is based on commirivign development through social mobilization
approach. Working in eight districts, the SUCCESS program will mobilz@0Q 7rural poor
households into 32,400 Community Organizations (COs), 3,240 Village Organizations (VOs) and 307
Local Support Organizations (LSOs). The SUCCESS program districts are Sujawal, Matiari, Tando
Muhammad Khan, Tando Allahyar (with NRSP), LarkéambaiShahdadkot (with SRSO), and Dadu

and Jamshoro (with TRDP).

1.2 Introduction to the research component

Under the research component the focus is on exploring household poverty dynamics. A number of
research studies will be conducted in SUCCESSges#eanch component will provide an-itepth
understanding about the causes of chronic poverty, escape from chronic poverty and an analysis and
policy and practical guidelines on programme interventions for reducing chronic poverty. Particular
attention will be given to track the transformational changes in the lives of the poor over the
programme life and trace its linkages with the programme interventions and other-samoomic
changes that occur in the programme area. This research component alsdritmissues of social
cohesion, gender empowerment, community leadership and effectiveness of different programme
interventions.

1.3 Rationale of the annual socieconomic baseline survey

As part of the research component, randomised control trials have Ise¢mup through a formal
research experiment design. Through randomly selected households in village organisation clusters,
one cluster has been identified to be offered programme interventions and the other cluster would
be controlled for approximately twgears.With sociceconomic survey in the end of first, second,
third and fourth year, we will analyse data and make quantitative comparisons to see causality
between beneficiaries and nepeneficiaries/late starters. Details of the control and treatment
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villageshave been provided in the Annex 5With the analysis of annual so@gonomic baseline
surveys, the dynamic growth path caused by the programme interventions will be identified and
lessons would be drawn for improving further development inteti@ms by the stakeholders.

1.4 Scope of thesurvey

The main purpose of the assignment was to conduct a household-ecaimmic baseline survey
covering 2300 households before rolling out the SUCCESS program. With the technical support of
the University of Manheim, RSPN has designed the sampling strategy and survey instruments.

The purpose of the baseline survey was to:

1. Collect baseline data on income, sources of income, asset ownership, incidence, depth and
severity of poverty and associated social chargstie of the households in the target union
councils (UCs);

2. Collect baseline data from targeted poor and rawor households on access to and use of
public services, such as water and sanitation, education, health, civil acts registration, etc.;
and

3. Collect baseline data on the stunting rate of children less than five years of age in the two
targeted UCs.

4. Collect data regarding the role of women in matters of their day to day life such as when and
where to marry, birth control and family planning adecision making in household matters.

2. METHODOLOGY

Theresearch projecintendsto measure the change of the Poverty Score over time precisely enough

to detect differences in changes between treatment and control village organisations (VOs). As a
minimum, to be able to detect differences in average Poverty Scores of at least 258&nhaxdrd

deviation at baseline. The Poverty Score Card (PSC) survey conducted in the UCs Dad Jarwar and
Masoo Bozdar provided the following estimates:

Average PSC value: 26.17
Standard deviation of PSC value: 12.78
Fraction of variance due to VO rand@ffects (Rho): 0.047

Therefore, using these numbers for clustered sample size / power calculation. However, observations
can be expected to be correlated over time and that differencing out these common error components
over time could result in lowert@ndard errors. Combining clustering and awtwrrelation in power
calculations is not trivial, so a more conservative option of ignoring-eoitcelation was adopted. We
believe that in our setting effective power might be larger than estimated in théeTadow.

Tablel: Powercalculations

Observations / Village

o 25 50 75 100 125 150
Organisations
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Power 49.2%| 59.5% | 63.8% | 66.1% | 67.6% | 68.6 %

Note: Numbers based on Stata command clsampsi, average poverty scorest&ntiard deviation
12.78, rho 0.047, minimum detectable effect size 25% of a standard deviation, level of significance
5%.

The power calculation presented in Table 1 suggests that above 100 observations per VO, gains in
power become relatively small keegiim mind that the power is estimated at a conservative level. To
simulate a slight gain in efficiency of the estimation, the calculation was repeated with rho = 0.03
(about one third decrease in intreluster correlation). The estimated power was then48% which
satisfied the usual standards.

The overall sample size needed in 23 VOs was determined to be N=2300. This number was to allow
analyses in different subgroups. Within each VO, 80 households were sampled completely at random.
Furthermore, within ach VO, 20 households were additionally sampled in the PSC re2@)eThis

was in view of the SUCCESS programme interventions focussing on households havi@§.FRC 0

this sample has a 20% oversampling bias to include those who were likely to be poor.

For each of those samples, 30% additional replacement households were sampled to make up any
deficiency in the original sample households. During the survey, replacements were made only when
original sampled households could not be reached due to migratidhey refused to be interviewed.

This baseline covered 2298 households located in the two union councils namely Dad Khan Jarwar and
Masoo Bozdar, Tehsil Chambar, district Tando Allahyar. On the basis of prospective CO formation,
control and treatmentvillages were determined. Treatment and control settlements and villages are
located in both the UCs. During the analysis, sample households are divided in control and treatment
groups.

With control and treatment, the households have been bifurcated hy Boverty Scorecard (PSC)
measure, specifically using the score ranges-28 @nd 24100 to categorise households. In the PSC
measure, households with the score of O are likely to be the poorest, and those with the score of 100
are likely to be the leagtoor. This serves the purpose of being able to establish the -®atinomic
baseline status of households within the2@ range at the onset of the Programme, and track the
changes in their socieconomic indicators at the end of the Programme. This iginpant as the
households within the @3 range are being specifically targeted for household level interventions in
the SUCCESS Programme.

At this point in time being the first baseline, no difference is expected in the control and treatment
groups. Theradre, most of the results interpretation is carried out at the sample level while data is
reported separately for PSC23 and PSC 24 and above.

2.1 Baseline surveyugstionnaire

The [aseline survey questionnaire was adopted from Pakistan Standadis.igimg Measurement
Survey 2008. Two questionnaires were developed; one targeted to household head that could be
answered by a male or femalealled General Questionnairghe other questionnaire comprised
female information and therefore was asked female member of the househaldeferred to as
Female QuestionnaireSince all enumerators were female, they preferred to have female respondent
who could answer both the questionnairdsater, this customised General Questionnaire was used by
for the overall SUCCESS programme baseline.

Each questionnaire took from 45 minutes to 1.5 hours depending upon the family size and
16



interruptions in the survey. Respondents were not offered aftyagia compensation of their time.
There were few cases where respondents refused to participate and in all such cases, their choices
were respected.

Several steps were taken for data cleaning purposes including:

1. Missing values were replaced/incorporatading the nearest value rule. For example, if one
cow has been mentioned but its value has not been added. In data cleaning, the value of this
cow was added using the nearest extreme value calculalibis. extreme value was
calculated by averaging thiaree values located above and below tméssingvalue.Such
instances were in abolit5% of values mainly in income and expenditure sections of the
survey.

2. In multiple response options, a number of response options appeared in addition to actual
optionsas per questionnaire. Such options were removed from data.

3. In certain instances, columns labels were replaced. For example, quantity was labelled as
value and value was labelled as quantity, so this was corrected.

4. Typo errors such as to the questionfisiding the household were corrected.

5. Marriage age was recoded under five years in certain instaradesit 10%So this was
corrected through nearest value.

6. Wrong relationship code with household head was entered. So this was corrected.

7. Under theimpression of expecting some kind of benefit, most of the respondents
underreported their income with many reporting their income levels as zero. Therefore,
expenditure was used a proxy for calculating poverty and other income related indicators.

2.2 Hiring and training of female field enumerators

Local females were hired as enumerators. The enumerators were provided with three to five days
training of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was in English language. The enumerators were also
trained to ollect data using computer assisted devices, tablets. Field supervisors supervised
enumeration teams. Enumerators were also given training by a qualified doctor on collecting
anthropometric data of height and weight of the children under five years of Blige.enumerators

were provided with a tool kit in a bag containing digital children weight scale and a measuring tape.

2.3 Limitations of the survey

The two selected union councils are located in the rural area of the district Tando Allahgtan Wi
these two UCs, the sample had 20% bias to include households havingZBSlikély to be poor.
Without complete random sampling, the findings of this survey cannot fully represent the whole
population of the two UCs.

The questionnaire was in Engliddnguage and most of the enumerators found it difficult to
understand fully. The survey enumeration lasted from June 26 to September 2, 2016 with a 10 days
break for Eid days. The months of June, July and August are usually the hottest months of tie year
across the country. The recruitment, training, test launch occurred in the month of fasting, Ramadan,
starting first week of June 2016. Though most of the respondents and enumerators did not fast, there
were some enumerators and respondents who fastedl felt difficult to participate in the survey.

Such responses might have been influenced due to the physical hardship of the respondents and the
enumerators.

17



Initially only native Sindhi speaking females were recruited for enumeration. However, dxgeme

hot weather, there was a high turnover of the enumerators. Therefore, enumeration rates were
revised upwards and the condition of native Sindhi speaker was removed to attract more female
enumerators. Surely, this strategy helped to enrol more eatators but some of the them did not

know Sindhi language and just spoke Urdu. This language barrier might have affected data quality as
most of respondents had limited ability to understand any language other thanSincd; if any.

Since the complettj dzSa G A2y y A [\IE 221 2 GSNJ Iy K 2 dzNJ 02 02VYL
02NBR2Y | YR SydzYSNI U2 NR Q quesdtianiaifiedzsre retarsetldinfillédyanda S O U A 2
UKdza UNBFUOSR AYy ab2 wSalLkRyasSé¢ Ol iorSaBaitNbusehold U K |
assets, savings and loans was returned unfilled and therefore excluded from the analysis.

2NAGGSYy O2yaSyid 02dAZ R y20 6S 26GFAYSR RdzS (2 LINE
oral consent and willingness was obtainadeach case by explaining to them the objective of this

baseline survey.
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3. BASELINE SURVEY RESULTS

This chapter presents the soeg@onomic baseline divided in two major sséctions. Section 3.1
comprises results of the general questionnaire while Sact®2 reports the results of the
guestionnaire thatvas asked to one of the female member of the sample household.

3.1. Socieeconomicprofile of households

This section preserdgthe survey findings regarding demographic structure of the sample households,
occupation typesliteracy levelsexpenditureand access to public services.

3.1.1. Demographic structure of households and work status of household members

Table 2shows data on household demographic structure of the sample household members. The
sample includes a total of 2298 households, with a population of 14, 822 including two age groups;
43.9% from 180 years and 32.0% from13} years. The sex ratio (malenfale) is 107:100. In

comparison to other districts in the SUCCESS programineg; 8 K2 N2 aSE NI GA2 A& MMHYWw
ratio is 103:100 Three per cent of the population of sample househdddlsn above 60 years of age.

The average householdzsiis 6.4 persons with slightly lower (6.4) for treatment villages than the
control villages (6.5)n line with popular view that larger household size is responsible for poverty,
the household size for the poor households is larger (6.7) than thgpponhouseholds (6.4). Within
SUCCESS districts, tighest household size is that of Matiari (6.8he numbers of Poor households are
589 with a population of 3,960 individuals. The poverty has been calculated using the adjusted
national poverty line ands detailed calculation is provided in the technical notes to this report.
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Table2: Demographicstructure of household

Control Villages Treatment Villages All Villages

Sex and Age PSC 24

PSC @3 e Total s & Total el e Total

above 23 23 & above
above

644 455 1099 | 702 497 1199 | 1346 952 2298
Household

4456 2736 7192 | 4782 2848 7630 | 9238 5584 14822

Total population

Male 2317 1400 3717 | 2481 | 1469 | 3950 |4798 | 2869 | 7667
2139 1336 3475 | 2301 | 1379 |3680 |4440 |2715 | 7155
Female
Male: Eemale 108 105 107 | 108 107 | 107 | 108 106 107
1465 858 2323 | 1543 | 883 | 2426 |3008 | 1741 | 4749
Children (5-14) 32.9% | 31.4% | 32.3%| 32.3% | 31% | 31.8% | 32.6% | 31.2% | 32%
Male 787 435 1222 | 822 484 | 1306 | 1609 | 919 2528
678 423 1101 | 721 399 | 1120 | 1399 | 822 2221
Female
1937 1219 3156 | 2080 | 1267 | 3347 |4017 | 2486 | 6503
Adults (1860 Years)
435 44.6 439 |435 445 | 439 |435 |445 43.9
Male 977 627 1604 | 1048 | 644 |1692 |2025 |1271 | 3296
960 592 1552 | 1032 | 623 | 1655 | 1992 |1215 | 3207
Female
128 84 212 | 148 100 | 248 | 276 184 460
Elders (60+)
2.9 3.1 29 |31 3.5 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.1
73 41 114 | 77 50 127 |150 |91 241
Male
55 43 08 71 50 121|126 |93 219
Female
Average size of the | ¢ o 6.0 65 |68 57 64 |69 5.9 6.4
household
Non poor lousehold
Number of 463 391 854 | 465 390 |855 |928 |781 1709
household
Total Population 3203 | 2353 5556 | 3130 | 2176 |5306 |6333 |4529 | 10862
Average size of the | 6.0 65 |67 5.6 6.2 6.8 5.8 6.4
household
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Poor tbusehold

Number of 181 64 245 | 237 107 | 344 |418 |171 589
household

, 1253 383 1636 | 1652 672 2324 | 2905 | 1055 3960
Total Population
Average size of the 6.9 6.0 6.7 7.0 6.3 6.8 6.9 6.2 6.7
household

Although, under article 28\ of the constitution of Pakistan, every child frori® years must be in
school, in realitychildren start earningand begin to work in early agén Pakistan, among 25 million
school children, 15 million earn for their families through various forms of manual labour in Pakistan.
According to the National Child Labour Survey Report 1996, abdfutmaillion of these children
belong to the Sindh provincélo child labour survey has been conducted in the country in 20 years
Due to 18th amendmertb the wnstitution in 2010 Employment of Children Act 1991 was abolished
and child labour is a provincial subject nowble3 presents dat@an work status of householdh this
table,household population of over 10 years has been considered. The populatiassgfied in three
categories: working, not working, and no response. Work status has also been reported by four age
groups: 0to 10 years, 11 to 18 years, 19 to 55 years and 55xgarand above. No response category
indicates those entries that were not recorded by the enumerator or the respondent chose not to
answer.

It is worth noting that in both, control and treatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and above,
only onethird (32.6%) of the overall sample population is working and nearly one third (30.7%) of the
overall sample population is not working. However, alnwthird of the overall sample population
(36.7%) did not respondmongworkingmales (52.9%) and fertes (52.6%), almostalf ofeach sex

do not workin both, control and treatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and abbge.
dependency ratio is extremely high at 92.59% that is later reflected in the work status table showing
working and norworkingpopulation segments.

Table3: Work status of household

Control Villages (%) Treatment Villages (%) All Villages (%)
PSC 24
Category psc o3 | POC 24 & 14 | PSCO) Total | ToC 9| PSC24& 1 10y
above 23 23 above
above
Working 335 31.3 32.7 | 325 | 327 32.6 | 33.0 |32.0 32.6
Not
Overall>10 | Working 30.3 30.9 30.5 | 30.7 |314 309 | 305 |311 30.7
No 36.2 37.8 36.8 | 36.8 |35.9 36.5 | 36.6 | 36.9 36.7
Response
Total 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 | 100 100 100
Male >10 Working 52.9 54.6 53.5 | 52.6 |49.5 51.4 | 52.7 |52.0 52.4
Female>10 | Working 52.2 45.8 49.8 | 50.2 52.8 51.2 | 51.1 49.4 50.5

2 http://www.dawn.com/news/1287147/nechild-labour-surveyconductedin-20-years accessed December
15, 2016
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years

Work status of household byge

Working 32.3 32.0 32.2 | 326 | 335 329 | 325 | 328 32.6
Not . 30.8 32.0 31.3 | 315 |31.8 31.6 | 31.2 | 319 31.4
Working
0-10 years NoO
36.9 36.0 36.5 | 35.9 | 34.7 35,5 | 36.3 | 35.3 36.0
response
Total 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 | 100 100 100
Working 33.0 29.6 31.7 | 32.0 | 30.5 314 | 324 | 30.1 31.6
Not : 29.4 31.9 30.3 | 32.3 | 325 324 | 309 |322 31.3
Working
11-18 years NoO
37.6 38.5 38.0 | 35.7 |37.0 36.2 | 36.7 |37.7 37.1
Response
Total 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 | 100 100 100
Working 33.7 32.3 33.2 | 33.1 |33.8 33.3 [ 334 |331 33.2
Not : 31.0 30.2 30.7 | 30.4 | 30.6 30.5 {30.7 |304 30.6
Working
19-55 years NoO
35.3 37.5 36.1 | 36.5 |35.6 36.2 | 359 |36.5 36.2
Response
Total 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 | 100 100 100
Working 34.3 29.9 325 | 294 |334 31.0 | 31.7 | 31.7 31.7
Not : 27.5 32.0 294 | 264 |320 28.6 | 26.9 | 320 29.0
Working
55+ years NO
38.2 38.1 38.1 | 442 | 346 40.4 | 414 | 36.3 39.3
Response
Total 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 | 100 100 100

As shown in Table 4m@ng those who are working, a majority of the population (55.2%) is engaged
in unskilled labour and almost one fifth of the household members (19.0%) are engaged in farm labour
in both, control and treatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and abowevet, 3.8%of
household members are engaged in livestock followed by 3.2% engaged in cultivation on
partnership/sharebasis Only2.2%of the household members am@oing government jobs and 2.6%

of the household members aiia private jobs.

Table4: Types of occupation

Control Villages Treatment Villages All Villages
t
Category psc@a | PSC24& | 1o | pscas |PSC24& | 1y | PSCOIPSC24 Lo
above above 23 & above

Unskilled 53.9 54.6 54.2 56.8 55.3 56.2 | 55.4 |54.9 55.2
FarmLabair 20.0 195 19.8 18.4 18.0 18.2 | 19.2 18.7 19.0
Cultivation on 35 4.3 3.8 2.8 2.4 27 |31 |33 3.2
partnership/Share
Skilled Labor 3.5 3.9 3.7 4.2 4.6 4.4 3.9 4.3 4.0
Business/trade 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.7 1.7 1.7
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Self
Cultivation/Own 1.3 0.8 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.2 0.9 1.1
farm
Livestock only 3.5 3.8 3.6 3.8 4.3 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.8
Govt Job 2.2 1.7 2.1 2.4 1.9 2.2 2.3 1.8 2.2
Private Job 3.1 2.0 2.7 2.5 2.8 2.6 2.8 2.4 2.6
Family helper
without monetary | 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.6 2.1 1.8 1.8 2.0 1.9
payment
Household chore | 2.5 2.9 2.7 2.6 3.7 3.0 2.6 3.3 2.9
Begging 1.0 1.2 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.0
Other 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 1.6 15
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 | 100 100 100
3.1.2. Adult literacy and schooling of children
Table5 shows literacystatusamong adults in the sample households. In both, control and treatment
villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and above, the total number of adults is 6963, out of which 1649
are literate adults. One fifth of the sample households (23.8%) are literate adults and (23.5%)
are literate female adults.
Among the literate adultsalmost two thirdhas completed primary level (63.6%) followed by middle
school (14.9%) and intermediate education (7.8%). Only 0.7% has master level education and 1.8% has
completed graduation level education in both control and treatment and in both groups, PSC 23 and
above.
Table5: Adult literacy in households
Control Villages Treatment Villages All Villages
PSC 24
Literacy level | PSC@3 | & Total | PSC @3 i Total | PSC @23 FEe Total
Above above & above
Total Adults 2141 1260 3401 | 2218 1344 3562 | 4359 2604 6963
Literate Adults 18/ 5, 205 |828 |522 299 821 |1055 |594 1649
years and above
Male adults | 285 145 430 261 164 425 546 309 855
Female adults 248 150 398 261 135 396 509 285 794
Percent of adult literate
24.9 23.4 24.4 | 23.6 22.3 23.1 | 24.2 22.8 23.7
%Overall
% Male 25.4 23.0 245 | 22.7 23.8 231 | 24.1 23.4 23.8
% Female 24.3 23.8 24.1 | 244 20.6 23.0 | 24.4 22.2 23.5
Percent of maximum education levelchieved
Primary School | 62.9 58.6 61.4 | 63.6 69.6 65.8 | 63.2 64.1 63.6
Middle 135 19.3 15.6 |15.3 12.0 141 | 144 15.7 14.9
High school 13.1 10.8 12.3 | 10.9 9.0 10.2 | 12.0 9.9 11.3
FS/F.SC 6.8 9.5 7.7 7.7 8.4 7.9 7.2 8.9 7.8
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BA/BSC 3.0 1.4 2.4 15 0.3 1.1 2.3 0.8

1.8

MA/M.SC 0.8 0.3 0.6 1.0 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.7

Data inTable 6 presents the status of schooling of children in households. In both, control and
treatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and above, the total number of school age children is

up to 6284, out of which 4825 children are not going tocsthMore than three fourthof the sample
K2dzaSK2f RaQ OKAf RNBY 07c @y (176.1%Nkile ghidien ang 77.8% K 2 2 ¢

female children. Among those going to school majoi@.7%)f them are at primary level followed
by middle level (7%) and high school level (3.7%).

Table6: Schooling of children

Control Villages Treatment Villages All Villages

PSC 24 PSC 24 PSC 24
Children in school| PSC 23 | & Total | PSC 23 | & Total | PSC23 | & Total

Above above above
All children (417) | 1843 1168 3011 | 2044 1229 3273 | 3887 2397 6284
s(,:chr:gjé?n notin | 1397 901 2208 | 1584 943 | 2527 | 2981 1844 | 4825
% of all children | /o o 77.1 76.3 | 77.5 76.7 | 77.2 | 76.7 769 | 768
not in school
No. of male
children not in 717 480 1197 | 824 494 1318 | 1541 974 2515
school
% of male children) /o 78.8 76.4 | 76.9 76.7 | 76.8 | 75.9 777 | 766
not in school
No. of female
children not in 680 421 1101 | 760 449 1209 | 1440 870 2310
school
% of female
children not in 76.8 75.3 76.2 | 78.2 76.8 776 | 77.5 76.0 77.0
school
Percent of childrenat different levels
Primary school 87.7 89.1 88.2 | 86.7 82.9 85.2 | 87.2 85.9 86.7
Middle school 6.3 5.2 5.9 8.3 10.8 9.3 7.3 8.1 7.6
High school 4.0 3.7 39 |31 4.2 3.5 |35 4.0 3.7
FS/F.SC 1.8 1.5 1.7 |20 1.4 1.7 |19 1.4 1.7
BA/BSC 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.7 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.3

3.1.3. State of health and physical environment

The survey indicateéTable 7)that, despite lack of adequate health services, all people (98.8%)

consider themselves in good and fair health conditio% of thesample householdsonsider

themselvedo be in a good health state, out of which there are 51.9% males and 48.1% females. There
are 44.3% adults and 55.7% children in good health state. 48.8% of the population considers itself to
be in a fair lealth state, out of which there are 51.5% males and 48.5% females. There are 44.1% adults
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and 55.9% children in fair health state. While only 0.7% of the population considers itself to be in a

bad health state, out of which there are 52.8% males and 47eR84ales. There are 37.7% adults and

62.3% children in fair health state.

Table7: Household health status

Health Status of Control Villages Treatment Villages All Villages
HHMembers | psc@3 | "oC 24 & 1o | psc@s | P5C 24 | 1otal | Psc @3 | PSC 24 & | 1o
above & above above
Households 644 455 1099 | 702 497 1199 | 1346 952 2298
Total Population | 4456 2736 7192 | 4782 2848 | 7630 | 9238 5584 ;482
E‘ngh”t inGood | 5, 49 50 54 45 51 |52 47 50
Male 51.6 52.3 51.9 |52.4 51.0 |520 |520 51.7 51.9
Female 48.4 477 481 | 476 490 | 48.0 |480 48.3 481
Adults 43.9 43.4 437 | 44.4 456 | 44.8 | 441 445 443
Children 56.1 56.6 56.3 | 556 544 | 552 | 559 55.5 55.7
ﬁigtehm InFair | 191 49.8 49.4 | 44.9 53.8 | 482 |46.9 51.8 48.8
Male 52.0 49.4 51.0 |51.6 524 | 519 |518 51.0 515
Female 48.0 50.6 49.0 | 48.4 476 | 481 | 482 49.0 485
Adults 438 442 440 | 451 430 |442 444 43.6 441
Children 56.2 55.8 56.0 |54.9 570 | 558 | 556 56.4 55.9
ﬁi;clteh”t inBad | ;g 05 07 |07 07 07 |o0s8 0.6 07
Male 63.9 28.6 540 |543 476 |518 |59.2 40.0 52.8
Female 36.1 71.4 46.0 | 457 524 | 482 | 40.8 60.0 472
Adults 33.3 64.3 420 |31.4 38.1 | 339 |324 48.6 37.7
Children 66.7 35.7 58.0 |68.6 619 | 661 |67.6 51.4 62.3
Eeeg‘;iﬂts'g'o 0.4 0.3 03 |06 0.4 05 |05 0.3 0.4
Male 55.6 57.1 56.0 |63.3 50.0 | 60.0 |60.4 52.9 58.5
Female 44.4 42.9 440 |36.7 50.0 | 40.0 | 39.6 471 415
Adults 61.1 57.1 60.0 | 40.0 60.0 | 450 | 47.9 58.8 50.8
Children 38.9 429 400 |60.0 400 |55.0 |521 412 49.2

Due to prevalent poverty conditions, more than two third of the households (70%) having-Z5C 0

live in Katcha structures in both control and treatment villggdg®wn in Table.8However, less than
half (44%) of the householdsving PSC 24 and above live in Katcha structures. Two third (67%) of the
households in the control villages having P&3 Bave Katcha houses whereas 73% of the households

in their comparable group in the treatment group live in Katcha houses. Regaodinmgownership,
91% of the sample households have just two rooms. Only 3% of the households haviRgF&ed
three to four rooms while the same percentage is more than double (7%) for the households having

PSC 24 and above. Regarding homeless, 1 Be siimple population does not have any room to live
in. These people have been seen living in shabby tents.
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More than two third (69%) of the households in the sample do not have access to piped water and
depend on hand pump for all of their water needs igaale in their dwellings. Households with PSC 0

23 in the treatment group are better off with 7% of them having act¢essiped water than their
counterparts in the control group where only 2% have access to the piped water. Canal Watelys
availabg in the area with only 1% accessing canal water.

The area has insufficient hygiene situation with half the sample households not having a latrine (53%).
Poverty status is directly related with the capacity of the household to have a latrine. Abethird

(39%) of the sample households having PSI3 Bavea latrine in the treatment and control villages.
Whereas, both in control and treatment groups of PSC 24 and above, 62% araf B6&#seholds

have latrine, respectively.

Only 39% of the overabample households have proper drainage facilities while the remaining
population (61%) do not have proper drainage. More than two third (68%) of the households with PSC
0-23 in control and treatment groups do not have drainage facilities whereas litde lalf of their
counterparts (51%) having PSC 24 and above do not have drainage facility.

Majority of the sample households have access to electroityy 286 have no acce3sHowever,
amongthe households having PS&38in treatment and controla higher sharehas no access to
electricity 30% and 39% respectivily

A majority of the sample households (67%) burn wood as fuel for cooking and heating purposes. Both
in control and treatment groups, three fourth of the households having P&X; U686 and 75%, rely
on wood for fuel purpose.

Table8: Facilities for household members

Control Villages Treatment Villages All Villages
Housing Facilities | PSC @3 | PSC 24 & | Total | PSC @3 | PSC 24 & Total | PSC9 PS@4 & | Total
above above 23 above

All household 644 455 1099 | 702 497 1199 | 1346 952 2298
Total population 4456 2736 7192 | 4782 2848 7630 | 9238 5584 14822

0,

% Pacca 8 23 14 7 18 12 8 20 13
structure

0,

% Katcha 67 40 55 |73 48 63 |70 44 59
structure

% Raccat
Katchastructure 25 38 31 20 33 25 23 36 28

No. of rooms | 807 760 1567 | 875 750 1625 | 1567 1625 3192
Avg. No of rooms |, 5 1.7 1.4 |12 15 1.4 |12 1.7 1.4
per HH

Avg. No of 0.2 0.3 02 |02 0.3 02 |02 0.3 0.2
rooms per person
% Household vith:
No room 2 1 2 3 1 2 3 2 1
upto 2 rooms 94 85 90 94 88 92 94 86 91
3-4 rooms 4.0 12.0 7.0 3.0 10.0 6.0 3.0 11.0 7.0
5 or more rooms 0.0 2.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0

Water Supply:
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% Piped 2 5 3 4 7 5 3 6 4
% Canal 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
% Well 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
% Handin | 4 62 70 |72 62 68 |74 62 69
dwelling
Latrine:
% Have latrine| 39.0 62.0 49.0 39.0 55.0 45.0 39.0 58.0 47.0
% Nothave | o) 38 51 |61 45 55 | 61 42 53
latrine
Drainage:
% Yes 31.0 52.0 40.0 | 33.0 46.0 38.0 | 32.0 49.0 39.0
% No 69 48 60 67 54 62 68 51 61
Electricity:
% Yes 70 85 76 61 78 68 65 81 72
% No 30 15 24 39 22 32 35 19 28
Fuel Used:
% Wood 76 50 65 75 61 69 75 55 67
% Other 24 50 35 25 39 31 25 45 33

3.1.4. Household consumption andx@enditure as proxy for income

This subsection servesthe purpose of gaining an understanding of poverty in the control and

GNBIFGYSYy(d 3INBdAB Ay GKS NBASINDK dzyizy O2dzyOAf &G

2F GKS FASS 8SINBEQ LINEINI YYS KNP dz3ifig the gogcdpt € 6 |

of the official income poverty line with reference to the consumption based basic needs approach. In
addition to this the, depth and severity of poverty and inequality are also being measured to provide
a holistic analysis of poverty in tippogramme districts.

Since income data was grossly under reported due to expectations of getting some kind of cash
rewards during the socieconomic baseline survey, the expenditure data was used as proxy for
income. This was despite the fact that resgents were not offered any monetary or-kind
compensation for their participation in the survey.

It is evident that average expenditure per capita per month of the sample households having PSC 0
23 is 6217, 38% less than that of the sample householdingdSC 24 and above (9916). Regarding
share of different heads in the overall expenditure, all the sample households, both in control and
treatment groups and households having PSX3 (68%) and PSC 24 and above (73%), more than two
third of their expemliture on food. After food, the next highest head of expenditure is fuel that takes
11% of the overall expenditure share.

a

é
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Table9: Household Expenditures

Control Villages Treatment Villages All Villages
Expenditures PS@- PSC 24 PSCO | PSC24 PSC 24
23 & above| Total 23 & above| Total PSC @3 | & above| Total
Average
expenditures per HH
per annum (00) 5122.08| 7441.87 | 6075.73 | 5118.39 | 6561.90 | 5716.74 | 5120.15 | 6974.65| 589098.83
Average 42684 | 62016 |50631 | 42653 | 54682 | 47640 | 42668 58122 | 49092
expenditures per HH
per month
Average expenditure 74026 | 123668 | 92894 | 75138 | 114511 | 89835 | 74602 118994 | 91319
per capita per
annum
Average expenditure 6169 10306 | 7741 6262 9543 7486 6217 9916 7610
per capita per month
% Share of householexpenditures per month
Food expense | 67 73 70 70 73 71 68 73 71
Fuel 12 8 10 13 11 12 12 9 11
Transport 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 3
Clothing 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2
Housing 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Health 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 4
Education 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Social 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 2
Durables 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 6 5 5 6 4 5 6 5 5
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Computed on the basis of adjusted official poverty line, the total number of poor household in the
sample households are 588 using the head count method as shown in Table 10. Three poverty
measures have been used in this baseline; head count ratio, payaptyatio and severity of poverty.
TheHead count ratigHCR) is a simple measure of poverty that shows the proportion of a population
that lives below the defined poverty line. In the sample, 26% households live below the official poverty
line. Out of tkese total poor, 418 (71%) have PSZ30Head count method does not show the depth

of poverty, how poor are the poor and does not change if people below the poverty line become

poorer.

Poverty Gap Ratio or Poverty Gap Index (PGI) is another povertyuraeismt shows the mean
shortfall of the total population from the poverty line, expressed as a percentage of the povetty line
Overall, PGI for our sample is 33% with P23 Baving 35% and PSC 24 and above only 8% PGls

respectively. However, this metdadoes not inform about the inequality among the poor.

To find out the inequality among the poor, the Squared Poverty Gap or Severity of Poverty index is
obtained by squaring the Poverty Gap Index. The overall Severity of Poverty among the poor is 15%.

3 https://mdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/Metadata.aspx?Indicatorida2cessed on March 10, 2017
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Households having PS@B8 have higher severity of poverty (17%) than those having PSC 24 and above
who have just 3% Severity of Poverty.

This reduced poverty finding is in line with the argument that poverty has reduced globally, in South
Asia (falling fom 50.6pc in 1991 to only 12.7pc in 28).and Pakistan. What is considered as poverty
happens to be inequality in many cases and inequality has increased despite decrease in poverty.
According to the World Bankhe decline in poverty has been inclusive some extent with
O2yadzYLJiAzy 2F (KS LI22NBad 3 RNByading the révisedip@dity G Ky
line of the Govt. of Pakistan and head count method, al#®6 percent people were below the

poverty line in the fiscal year 20413!.

Tablel0: Poverty incidence, gap ratio and its severity

All Villages
Poverty Status and Indicators PSC 23 | PSC 24 and above | Total
Poverty Gap Ratio (%) 35 8 33
Severity of Poverty (%) 17 3 15
% of HH in PovertyHead Count Method 31 18 26
No of poor HH within each PSC category 418 170| 588
% of poor HH within each PSC category 71 29| 100

3.1.5. Use of public servicesstatus ofpublic satisfaction change inthe quality of services
and reason fomot using theseservices

This section presents the results of the use, status of satisfaction and change in the quality and reason
for not using about of 21 public services. Although no difference is expected at this stage, the analysis
is provided sepately for the control and treatment groups and PSC wise.

Regarding the public service of Lady Health Woirkd&iable 11in control villages and in both groups,
PSC 23 and abogembining all categories togethame third (33.1%) of the households aatisfied
with the access and use dhis service For the same group of household®garly one fifth (16.6%)
think that the quality of service has improved during the last one year.

Tablell: Lady Health Workein Control Villags

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Not | Once Not | Once
at ina No at ina No
all | while | Often | Always | response | all | while | Often | Always | response
No. | 120 63 261 192 8| 101 58 159 124 13
To Not 0.0 1.5 4.9 3.8 0.0| 0.0 1.1 2.9 1.7 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied 0.0 21| 10.0 7.2 00| 0.0 2.2 6.2 5.4 0.0
satisfied | (%)

4 https://www.dawn.com/news/1310296 accessed January, 2017.
5 http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/pakistan/overview accessed March2017
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of this Total (%) 00| 36| 149 11.0 00| 00| 33| 91 71 0.0
service
What Worst (%) | 0.0 9| 34 2.7 00| 00 9 17 12 0.0
type of e 0.0 9] 41 2.9 00| 00| 10| 33 18 0.0
change bef o
you efore (%)
foundin | Better 00| 11| 49 35 00| 00| 11| 31 2.9 0.0
the than
service before (%)
dhu“lng Don't 0.0 71 25 18 00| 00 4| 10 12 0.0
tlze ast | know (%)
months | Total (%) 00| 36| 149 11.0 00| 00| 33| 91 71 0.0
Any Far away 11| 00| 00 0.0 00| 1.1 1| 00 0.0 0.0
particular | (%)
reason | Very 3| 00| o0 0.0 00| 8| 00| 00 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 51| 11| 00 0.0 00| 33| 15| 00 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
\?V';l‘i:le'”a Lack of 4 4] 00 0.0 00| 3 1| 00 0.0 0.0
€ tools/staffs
(%)
No 3| 19| o0 0.0 00| 1| 12| o0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility (%)
Other (%) | 7.8| 14| 00 0.0 00| 63| 22| 00 0.0 0.0
Not 15| 39| 00 0.0 00| 19| 28] 00 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) | 165 | 87| 00 0.0 00|139| 80| 00 0.0 0.0

Regarding the public service of Lady Health Worker in Tahlén Ireatment villages and in both
groups, PSC 23 and abax@nbining all categories togetharne third (33.8%) of the households are
satisfied with the access and use of this servikag the same group of householaddmostone fifth
(18.6%) think that the quality of service has improved during the last one yea

Table12: Lady Health Workemm Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually
Catogery Onc Onc
ein ein
Not a NO Not a NO
at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS | at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS
all e n S E all e n S E
No | 141 84 | 197 235 45 | 101 58 | 149 172 17
To Not 0.0 1.7 4.3 4.5 0.0 | 0.0 14 2.7 3.2 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 3.1 7.0 9.0 0.0| 0.0 1.9 5.8 6.6 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) | 0.0 48| 11.2 13.4 0.0| 0.0 3.3 8.5 9.8 0.0
service
What Worst 0.0 .9 2.3 3.1 0.0| 0.0 9 1.9 1.8 0.0
type of (%)
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change | Like 0.0 1.3 3.8 3.2 0.0 | 0.0 1.0 29 24 0.0
you before
foundin | (%)
the Better 0.0 2.1 3.3 5.1 0.0| 0.0 1.0 2.8 4.3 0.0
service | than
during before
the last | (%)
12 Don't 0.0 5 1.9 21 0.0 | 0.0 5 1.0 1.3 0.0
months | know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 4.8 | 11.2 13.4 0.0 | 0.0 3.3 8.5 9.8 0.0
Any Faraway | 2.5 3 0.0 0.0 A 25 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
particul | (%)
ar Very 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
reason costly
for not (%)
using/ Does not | 8.0 15 0.0 0.0 00| 3.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
or using | suit (%)
g'ﬁ"‘g Lack of 7] 7| 00| 00 00| 1| 4| 00| 00 0.0
tools/staf
fs (%)
No 11 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other 5.2 23 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 6.6 25 0.0 0.0 0.0
(%)
Not 1.2 3.7 0.0 0.0 00| 11 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicabl
e (%)
Total (%) | 19. | 11.6 0.0 0.0 Ad ] 13. 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 9

Regarding the public service of Basic Health Wnitable B, in control villages and in both groups,
PSC 23 and abowembining all categories togethanearly two fifth(39.7%) of the households are
satisfied with the access and use of this senia® the same group of heeholds, one fifth (21%)
think that the quality of service hdseen the sameas beforeduring the last one year.

Table13: Basic Health Uniin Control Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually
Catogery onc onc
ein ein
Not a NO Not a NO
at | whil | Ofte | Alwa | RESPON at | whil | Ofte | Alwa | RESPON
all e n ys SE all e n ys SE
21| 129 | 158 115 24 | 15 88 | 108 86 20
No. 8 3
To Not satisfied 0.0 2.8 25 1.2 00| 0.0 15 15 7 0.0
which (%)
extent Satisfied (%) 0.0 6.6 9.0 7.2 0.0 0.0 4.9 6.4 55 0.0
you are
satisfie  5ar (9) 00| 94115 8.4 1/ 00| 64| 78 6.3 0.0
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d of
this
service
What | Worst (%) 00| 27| 17 1.0 00] 00| 20| 15 6 0.0
f:yhpaenOfe Like before 00| 38| 57 3.4 00| 00| 26| 32 2.4 0.0
A CO!
}’Ound Better than 00| 15| 25| 20 00| 00| 9| 17| 17 0.0
in the before (%)
service | Don't know 0.0 1.5 1.6 1.9 0.0 0.0 .9 1.5 15 0.0
during | (%)
the last
rlnzomhs Total (%) 00| 94| 115| 84 1] 00| 64| 78| 63 0.0
Any Faraway (%) | 1.7| 2| 00| 00 00| 16| 2| 00| 00 0.0
gf‘”'C“' Very costly 1] 00| 00| 00 00| 2| 1| 00| 00 0.0
reason (%)
fornot | Doesmotsuit [ 40| 22| 00| 00 00| 30| 20| 00| 00 0.0
using/ (%)
or Lack of 11| 2| 00| o0 00| 6| 2| 00| o0 0.0
using tools/staffs
once in (%)
awhile | No enough 21| 65| 00| 00 00| 7| 42| 00| 00 0.0
facility (%)
Other (%) 60| 4| 00| 00 00| 48| 1| 00| 00 0.0
Not 32| 11| 00| 00 00| 18] 6| 00| 00 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 18.1 107 | 00| 00 1] 12| 73| 00| o0 0.0
0 7

Regarding the public service of Basic Health Unit in Tdble tteatmentvillages and in both groups,
PSC 23 and abowembining all categories togethanearly two fifth (38.4%) of the households are
satisfied with theaccess and use of this servi€er the same group of householddmost one fourth
(22.2%) think that the quality of service has been the sambeforeduring the last one year.

Tablel14: Basic Health Uniin Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually
Catogery onc onc
ein ein
Not a NO Not a NO
at whil | Ofte | Alwa RESPON at whil | Ofte | Alwa | RESPON
all e n ys SE all e n ys SE
25| 116 | 132 139 61 17 79 | 114 111 23
No. 4 0
To Not satisfied 0.0 2.5 2.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.4 1.6 0.0
which (%)
extent Satisfied (%) 0.0 6.0 7.6 7.4 0.0 | 0.0 4.1 6.9 6.5 0.0
you are
Zaé'ff'e Total (%) 00| 84| 96| 101 00| 00| 57| 83 8.1 0.0
this
service
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What | Worst (%) 00| 13] 19 2.2 00] 00| 9| 13 1.6 0.0
type of - 5 hefore 00| 36| 31| 47 00| 00| 24| 37 2.8 0.0
change (%)
]%'0” Better than 00| 19| 28| 20 00| 00| 14| 21 17 0.0
ound before (%)
in the efore (%
service | Don't know 00| 16| 18 12 00] 00| 11| 1.2 2.0 0.0
during | (%)
the last
12 Total (%) 00| 84| 96| 101 00| 00| 57| 83| 81 0.0
months
Any Faraway (%) | 42| 7| 00| 00 00| 26| 2| 00| 00 0.0
gf‘r“cu' Very costly 5] 00| 00| 00 00| 4| 00| 00| 00 0.0
reason (%)
fornot | Doesmotsuit [ 46| 17| 00| 00 00| 22| 13| 00| 00 0.0
. (%)
gf'”g/ Lack of 22| 4] 00| 00 00| 4| 2] 00| 00 0.0
usin tools/staffs
oncein (%
awhile | Noenough 2.2 5.4 0.0 0.0 00| 14 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
facility (%)
Other (%) 46| 1] 00| 00 00| 46| 2| 00| 00 0.0
Not 29| 13| 00| o0 00| 25| 5| 00| 00 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 21.] 96| 00| 00 00| 14.| 65| 00| 00 0.0
0 1

Regarding the public service of Family Planning Unit in Table d&nirol villages and in both groups,
PSC 23 and abowembining all categories togethe?8.9% of the households are satisfied with the
access and use of this servi€er the same group of householagarly one fourth23.6%) think that
the quality of service hdseen the same as beforuring the last one year.

Tablel5: Family Planning Uninh Control Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually
Catogery Onc Onc
ein ein
Not a NO Not a NO
at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS | at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS
all e n S E all e n S E
No. | 342 78 | 132 62 30 | 244 58 85 42 26
To Not 0.0 3.9 1.9 .8 0.0| 0.0 2.4 1.4 2 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 45 | 123 6.0 0.0 | 0.0 3.9 7.8 43 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) | 0.0 8.4 | 14.3 6.7 0.0| 0.0 6.3 9.2 4.5 0.0
service
What Worst 0.0 2.3 1.6 A 0.0| 0.0 1.7 9 A4 0.0
type of (%)
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change | Like 0.0 4.4 7.7 3.1 0.0 | 0.0 24 4.9 1.1 0.0
you before
foundin | (%)
the Better 0.0 1.2 3.4 25 0.0 | 0.0 15 2.7 2.3 0.0
service | than
during before
the last | (%)
12 Don't 0.0 5 1.6 1.0 0.0 | 0.0 .6 .8 .8 0.0
months | know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 8.4 | 143 6.7 0.0 | 0.0 6.3 9.2 4.5 0.0
Any Faraway | 1.6 2 5 1 3] 11
particul | (%)
ar Very 5 i 4 3 A v 0.0 0.0 A A
reason costly
for not (%)
using/ Does not | 5.5 6| 20 5 7| 39 8| 15 .6 4
or usipg suit (%)
g'ﬁ"‘g Lack of 1] 1 2 0.0 00| 3| 1| 1 0.0 0.0
tools/staf
fs (%)
No 9 .6 .6 2 A1) 112 A v .2 i
enough
facility
(%)
Other 7 3 2 2 A .5 2 2 0.0 1
(%)
Not 5.2 1.7 1.9 1.3 3] 3.9 1.1 9 5 4
applicabl
e (%)
Total (%) 14. 3.5 5.8 2.6 15| 11. 2.6 3.7 1.7 1.1
5 4

Regarding the publiservice of Family Planning Unit in Table b&reatment villages and in both
groups, PSC 23 and aboeembining all categories togethealmost two fifth (38.7%) of the
households are satisfied with the access and use of this seRacahe same group of households,
more than one fifth (21.3%) think that the quality of service has been the same as before during the
last one year.

Tablel6: Family Planning Uninh Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually
CatOgery Onc Onc
ein ein
Not a NO Not a NO
at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS | at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS
all e n s E all e n s E
No. | 365 96 96 74 71| 259 62 80 59 37
To Not 0.0 4.9 1.9 14 0.0 | 0.0 2.1 1.0 5 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 5.5 8.4 6.6 0.0 | 0.0 4.7 7.7 5.8 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of thjs Total (%) | 0.0 | 104 | 104 8.0 00| 0.0 6.7 8.7 6.4 0.0
service
What Worst 0.0 3.5 1.2 0.0 00| 0.0 1.3 9 A4 0.0
type of (%)
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change | Like 0.0 4.4 4.3 3.6 00| 0.0 3.0 4.2 1.7 0.0
you before
foundin | (%)
the Better 0.0 1.7 3.8 3.4 0.0 | 0.0 1.9 2.6 35 0.0
service | than
during before
the last | (%)
12 Don't 0.0 .8 11 1.1 00| 0.0 4 1.0 .8 0.0
months | know (%)
Total (%) | 0.0 | 104 | 10.4 8.0 0.0 | 0.0 6.7 8.7 6.4 0.0
Any Far away 7 .3 3 .3 2 5 0.0
particul | (%)
ar Very .6 3 A A 3 5 0.0 A 0.0 0.0
reason costly
for not (%)
using/ Does not | 5.9 .9 1.1 .8 8| 44 .9 8 1.3 3
or usipg suit (%)
g'ﬁ"‘g Lack of 2] 1 1 1 1| 1] 00| 1 0.0 1
tools/staf
fs (%)
No 1.8 2 .5 2 A .9 .5 4 3 3
enough
facility
(%)
Other 7 A4 A4 A4 3 11 3 5 0.0 1
(%)
Not 6.1 15 1.7 14 13| 37 1.0 11 .9 7
applicabl
e (%)
Total (%) | 16. 3.7 4.3 3.2 3.1 | 11. 2.7 3.1 2.7 15
0 3

Regarding the public service of Vaccinator in Tablenl@omtrol villages and in both groups, PSC 23
and abovecombining all categories togethemvo fifth (40.6%) of the households are satisfied with
the access and use of this servi€®r the same group of householddmostonethird (31.9%) think
that the quality of service has been the same as before during the last one year.

Tablel7: Serviceof Vaccinatorin ControlVillages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Not | Once Not | Once
at in a No at in a No
all | while | Often | Always | response | all | while | Often | Always | RESPONS
No. | 218 78 207 109 32| 165 62 136 67 25
To Not 0.0 1.6 2.3 .6 00| 0.0 14 15 .3 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied 0.0 4.1 12.9 7.4 0.0 0.0 3.1 8.4 4.6 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 0.0 57| 15.2 8.0 00| 0.0 45| 10.0 49 0.0
service
What Worst (%) 0.0 1.3 1.3 4 00| 0.0 7 .6 .3 0.0
g}p;n‘)fe Like 00| 29| 106 54 00| 00| 24| 77 2.9 0.0
9 before (%)
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you Better 0.0 1.0 2.4 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.2 1.3 0.0
found in than
the before (%)
SEVICE  Mpon't 0.0 4 9 5 00| 00 4 4 4 0.0
during know (%)
the last
12 Total (%) 0.0 5.6 15.2 8.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 10.0 4.9 0.0
months
Any Far away 15 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0 15 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
particular | (%)
reason Very 7 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 3 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 5.7 1.2 0.0 0.0 00| 44 8 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
\‘,’v';]?li'”a Lack of 4 4] 00 0.0 00| 1 2| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staffs
(%)
No 1.6 1.1 0.0 0.0 00| 1.0 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility (%)
Other (%) 1.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 00| 11 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 9.3 2.5 0.0 0.0 00| 71 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 20.6 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 15.6 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Regarding the public service of Vaccinator in Tablenli8eatment villages and in both groups, PSC
23 and aboveombining all categories togethgwo fifth (40.8%) of the households are satisfied with
the access and use of this serviEer the same group of householdgarly one third(30.246) think

that the quality of service has been the same as before during the last one year.

Tablel18: Service of Vaccinatdn Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein NO Not | ein NO
at a Ofte | Alway | RESPONY at a Ofte | Alway | RESPONS
all | while n 5 E all | while n S E
No. 215 89 180 142 76 | 163 69 139 88 38
To Not 0.0 2.2 2.9 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.2 1.7 1.1 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied 0.0 43| 10.2 8.6 00| 0.0 3.8 8.5 5.3 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 0.0 6.5 13.2 104 0.0 0.0 5.1 10.2 6.4 0.0
service
What Worst (%) 0.0 1.2 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0
type of ke 00| 39 79 6.2 00| 00| 24| 65 3.3 0.0
change before
you (%)
found in B
the etter 0.0 1.0 3.1 2.4 00| 0.0 1.0 2.3 1.8 0.0
. than
Service before
during (%)




* *
* oy x
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the last Don't 0.0 4 1.2 g 0.0 0.0 7 .8 .8 0.0
12 know (%)
months | Total (%) 0.0 6.5 | 13.2 10.4 0.0| 0.0 51| 10.2 6.5 0.0
Any Far away 2.3 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 .6 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 9 5 0.0 0.0 00| 1.0 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 49| 18| 00 0.0 00] 30| 11| o0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
oncein 1| ack of 1 2] 00 0.0 00| 3 5| 00 0.0 0.0
awhile | t5ols/staff
s (%)
No .8 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .6 8 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 11. 2.6 0.0 0.0 00| 7.6 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable 0
(%)
Total (%) 20. 8.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 15. 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
3 4

Regarding the public service of School in Tablenl®pitrol villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and

abovecombining all categories togetharearly two fifth(38.7%) of the households are satisfied with
the access and use of this serviEer the same group of households)e fourth (25.2%) think that
the quality of service has been the same as before during the last one year.

Tablel19: Service of Schoah Control Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually
Catogery Onc Onc
ein ein

Not a NO No a NO

at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS | tat | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS

all e n S E all e n s E

327 38 | 107 135 37| 17 27 97 130 28

No. 3

To Not 0.0 1.5 2.8 2.7 0.0 | 0.0 4 1.6 3.0 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 2.1 7.4 10.2 0.0 | 0.0 2.2 7.6 9.3 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) | 0.0 3.6 | 10.2 12.8 0.0 | 0.0 2.6 9.2 12.3 0.0
service
What Worst 0.0 1.1 1.7 1.3 0.0 | 0.0 2 1.4 1.4 0.0
type of (%)
change | Like 0.0 1.6 5.8 6.3 0.0 | 0.0 1.5 4.4 5.7 0.0
you before
foundin | (%)
the Better 0.0 4 2.1 3.7 0.0 | 0.0 7 2.4 4.3 0.0
service | than
during before
the last | (%)
12 Don't 0.0 2 .6 1.5 0.0 | 0.0 2 1.0 .9 0.0
months | know (%)
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Total (%) 0.0 3.6 | 10.2 12.8 0.0 | 0.0 2.6 9.2 12.3 0.0
Any Faraway | 3.0 4 9 15 1] 15 2 9 1.6
particul | (%)
ar Very 1.1 0.0 1 1 0.0 3 0.0 2 3 i
reason costly
for not (%)
using/ | Doesnot | 3.4 1 9 8 3|16 2| 12 8 4
orusipg suit (%)
gr:/‘\jﬁ”'g Lack of 9 1 3 ) 00| 3| 2 2 3 1
tools/staff
s (%)
No 1.2 2 e g 3 T 3 4 .8 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other 1.6 A 2 5 31 1.0 0.0 3 .5 A
(%)
Not 3.2 4 1.8 2.3 4| 2.6 4 1.1 9 i
applicabl
e (%)
Total (%) 14. 1.2 4.8 6.3 1.2 | 7.8 1.2 4.2 51 9
3

Regarding the public service of school in Table 2@eatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23

and abovecombining all categories togethesne third (33.1%) of the households are satisfied with

the access and use of this serviEer the same group of households, one fifth (20.1%) think that the
guality of service has been the same as before during theolastear.

Table20: Service of Schoah Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually
Catogery Onc Onc
ein ein

Not a NO No a NO

at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS | tat | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS

all e n S E all e n s E

305 46 86 156 109 | 20 28 66 138 64

No. 1
To Not 0.0 1.6 2.7 5.9 0.0 | 0.0 9 11 4.0 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 2.8 55 8.9 0.0 | 0.0 1.7 5.1 9.1 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) | 0.0 4.4 8.2 14.8 0.0 | 0.0 2.7 6.3 13.1 0.0
service
What Worst 0.0 1.1 1.2 2.3 0.0 | 0.0 9 .6 1.8 0.0
type of (%)
change | Like 0.0 2.0 34 5.4 0.0 | 0.0 9 3.8 4.6 0.0
you before
foundin | (%)
the - Better 0.0 9 2.4 55 0.0 | 0.0 4 1.6 5.1 0.0
service | than
during before
the last | (%)
12 Don't 0.0 3 1.1 1.6 0.0 | 0.0 3 3 15 0.0
months | know (%)
Total (%) | 0.0 4.4 8.2 14.8 0.0 | 0.0 2.7 6.3 13.1 0.0
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Any Faraway | 3.7 .6 5 1.3 6| 21 5 4 1.1 .6
particul | (%)
ar Very 4 0.0 A 4 3 5 0.0 2 4 A1
reason costly
for not (%)
using/ | Doesnot | 1.8 3 5 1.8 8|12 1 6 1.1 5
orusing | suit (%)
g':;ﬁ”'g Lack of 4] 00 1 8 1] 2 1 1 6 3
tools/staff
s (%)
No 1.7 3 9 .8 40 1.2 1 3 A4 5
enough
facility
(%)
Other 1.0 3 4 .6 3 T 0.0 4 3 3
(%)
Not 4.5 4 1.0 2.5 19| 31 4 5 1.7 .8
applicabl
e (%)
Total (%) 13. 2.1 34 8.1 43| 9.1 1.1 25 5.6 3.1
5

Regarding the public service of Agriculture in Tabler2&ontrol villages and in botjroups, PSC 23
and abovecombining all categories togetharearly one third (30.2%) of the households are satisfied
with the access and use of this serviEer the same group of househol@most one fourth(22.4%)
think that the quality of service hdseen the same as before during the last one year.

Table21: Service of Agriculturéen Control Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually
Catogery Onc Onc
ein ein
Not a NO Not a NO
at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS | at | whil | Ofte | Alway | RESPONS
all e n s E all e n S E
No. | 437 52 78 14 63 | 294 33 70 15 43
To Not 2 4.8 4.3 T 0.0| 0.0 2.2 43 .5 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 45 9.7 1.8 0.0| 0.0 3.8 8.3 2.2 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 2 9.3 | 14.0 25 0.0| 0.0 59| 12.6 2.7 0.0
service
What Worst 0.0 .5 2 0.0 0.0| 0.0 0.0 4 0.0 0.0
type of (%)
change | Like 0.0 4.0 6.5 1.4 00| 0.0 3.4 6.8 4 0.0
you before
found in | (%)
the Better 0.0 45 6.1 .9 0.0| 0.0 2.2 45 1.8 0.0
service | than
during before
the last | (%)
12 Don't 2 4 1.3 2 0.0 | 0.0 4 .9 5 0.0
months | know (%)
Total (%) 2 9.4 | 14.0 25 0.0| 0.0 59| 12.6 2.7 0.0
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Any Faraway | 1.8 2 0.0 0.0 00| 14 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
particul | (%)
ar Very 7 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
reason costly
for not (%)
using/ | Doesnot | 5.7 3| 00 0.0 0.0 41 2] 00 0.0 0.0
or using | suit (%)
g':;ﬁ”'g Lack of 1 3| 00 0.0 00| 1| 00| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staf
fs (%)
No 2.0 7 0.0 0.0 00| 13 4 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other 35 4 0.0 0.0 0.0| 2.0 .6 0.0 0.0 0.0
(%)
Not 13. 11 0.0 0.0 0.0| 9.0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicabl 0
e (%)
Total (%) | 26. 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 18. 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
8 0

Regarding the public service of Agriculture in Tabler2eatment villages and in both groups, PSC
23 and abovecombining all categories togethealmost one third (32.0%) of the households are
satisfied with the access and use of thésvice For the same group of householagarly one fourth
(23.0%) think that the quality of service has been the same as before during the last one year.

Table22: Service of Agriculturéen Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all_ | while n S e all_ | while n S e
No. | 410 57 78 30 127 | 300 46 57 24 70
To Not 2 6.3 3.9 1.4 0.0 2 34 4.1 13 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 39| 101 3.9 0.0 | 0.0 4.8 6.1 3.1 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 2| 102 | 14.0 5.4 0.0 2 8.3 | 10.2 4.3 0.0
service
What Worst (%) | 0.0 .5 2 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 A4 0.0 0.0 0.0
type of - e 2 45| 68| 22 00| 00| 34| 49| 11 0.0
change bef
you 0e ore
found in (%)
the Better 0.0 4.9 5.4 25 0.0 | 0.0 3.8 4.1 2.0 0.0
service than
during b;fore
the last  |-(%0)_
12 Don't 0.0 4 1.6 4 0.0 | 0.0 7 1.3 1.3 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 2| 103 | 14.0 5.4 0.0 | 0.0 8.3 | 10.3 4.3 0.0
Any Far away 2.8 5 0.0 0.0 00| 26 4 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
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rreason | Very .6 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 .8 A1 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 6.3 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
once In-— 17 ack of 1 1| 00 0.0 0.0 00 3| 00 0.0 0.0
awhile tools/staff
s (%)
No 3.6 4 0.0 0.0 00| 21 .6 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) 1.9 A4 0.0 0.0 00| 13 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 9.9 7 0.0 0.0 00| 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 25. 35 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 18. 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 4

Regarding the public service of Police in Tabler28pntrol villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and
abovecombining all categories togethenorethanonefourth (29.2%) of the households are satisfied
with the access and use of this serviEer the same group of householdgarly one fifth (16.6%)
think that the quality of service has been the same as before during the last one year.

Table23: Service of Policen Control Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n S e all | while n S e
No | 537 | 14| 18 3 72| 355 | 14| 22 57
To Not .6 4.2 4.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 24 4.8 .6 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 4.2 6.5 .6 0.0 | 0.0 6.0 8.3 3.6 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) .6 8.3 | 10.7 1.8 0.0 0.0 83| 131 4.2 0.0
service
What Worst (%) 0.0 1.8 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.2 0.0
type of - e 00| 30| 36 6 00| 00| 36| 59 0.0 0.0
change bef
you Oe ore
found in (%)
the Better 0.0 24 .6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 3.6 1.2 0.0
service tbhe:cn
during 0(/3 ore
the last  |-(%0)_
12 Don't .6 1.2 53 1.2 .6 0.0 1.2 24 24 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) .6 8.3 | 10.7 1.8 .6 0.0 8.3 | 13.0 4.1 0.0
Any Far away 14 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 12 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 7.1 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 51 A1 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
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once in
a while

RSPN
Lack of A A 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
No 2.3 A 0.0 0.0 00| 14 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) 2.6 0.0 0.0 00| 17 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 15. .5 0.0 0.0 00| 938 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable 5
(%)
Total (%) 29. .8 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 19. .8 0.0 0.0 0.0

3 4

Regarding the public service of Police in Tablertfeatmentvillages and in botlgroups, PSC 23 and
abovecombining all categories togethanore thanonefourth (29.2%) of the households are satisfied
with the access and use of this serviEer the same group of households, nearly one fifth (15.4%)

think that the quality of service has improved as before during the last one year.

Table24: Service of Policen Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n s e all | while n S e
No. 517 17 14 148 | 358 22 18 9 90
To Not .6 6.5 2.4 1.2 0.0 .6 6.5 3.6 2.4 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied .6 3.6 6.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 6.5 7.1 3.0 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 1.2 | 101 8.3 3.6 0.0 6| 13.1| 10.7 5.4 0.0
service
What Worst (%) 1.2 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 1.8 1.2 0.0 0.0
type of - e 00| 18| 18 00| 00| 12| 24 1.2 0.0
change b
efore
found in (%)
found in
the Better 0.0 3.0 1.8 .6 0.0 | 0.0 4.1 4.1 1.8 0.0
service Lha}n
during sore
the last  |-(2)
12 Don't 0.0 3.0 2.4 2.4 0.0 .6 5.9 3.0 2.4 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 1.2 | 101 8.3 3.6 0.0 13.0 | 10.7 5.3 0.0
Any Far away 2.1 2 0.0 0.0 00| 22 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 2 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 8.1 1 0.0 0.0 00| 46 .3 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
gr:/‘;ﬁ"'g Lack of 1 2| 00 0.0 00| 1 1] 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
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No 24 A 0.0 0.0 00| 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) 1.7 0.0 0.0 00| 11 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 13. 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 10. 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable 6 0
(%)
Total (%) 28. 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 19. 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 5

Regarding the public service of Bank in Tabler28pntrol villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and
abovecombining all categories togethanore than one third (35.6%) of the households are satisfied
with the access and use of this serviEer the same group of householdgarly one fifth (18.9%)

think that the quality of servicdoes not suit them

Table25: Service of Bank ic€ontol Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n S e all | while n S e
No. 461 60 44 7 72 | 298 41 47 15 54
To Not 0.0 6.0 1.6 2 0.0 | 0.0 3.0 1.6 1.4 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 7.9 8.5 14 0.0| 0.0 6.5 9.2 2.1 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 0.0 139 | 10.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 95| 10.9 35 0.0
service
What Worst (%) 0.0 55 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.2 1.8 0.0
type of 70 00| 44| 39 00| 00| 35| 42 9 0.0
change b
efore
you (%)
found in
the Better 0.0 3.7 3.7 4 0.0 0.0 1.4 3.9 1.6 0.0
service Lhe;n
during Ot/eore
the last  |-(%0)_
12 Don't 0.0 2 1.2 2 0.0 0.0 5 9 T 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 139 | 10.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 95| 10.9 35 0.0
Any Far away 15 2 0.0 0.0 00| 112 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3 i 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 10. 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 .6 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%) 3
g’xﬁ“'g Lack of 3 1| 00 0.0 00| 1 1] 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
No 3.3 3 0.0 0.0 00| 17 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
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Other (%) 2.6 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 8.8 1.1 0.0 0.0 00| 6.2 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 27. 35 0.0 0.0 0.0 17. 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 6

Regarding the public service of Bank in Tabler2Beatmentvillages and in both groups, PSC 23 and
abovecombining all categories togethanore thanone third (34.9%) of the households are satisfied

with the access and use of this servi€er the same group of households, one fifth (20.1%) think that
the quality of service does not suit them.

Table26: Service of Bank Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n S e all | while n S e
No. | 430 60 47 12 153 | 301 44 40 16 96
To Not 0.0 7.6 1.6 4 0.0 | 0.0 4.2 4 .9 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied 0.0 6.2 9.2 2.1 0.0 0.0 6.0 8.5 2.8 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 00| 139 | 109 2.8 0.0 0.0 | 10.2 9.2 3.7 0.0
service
What Worst (%) | 0.0| 35 7 5 00| 00| 46| 14 7 0.0
type of e 00| 42| 44 5 00| 00| 25| 32 9 0.0
change bef
you efore
found in (%)
the Better 0.0 4.8 55 9 0.0 0.0 2.5 4.4 1.4 0.0
service than
during before
the last (%)
12 Don't 0.0 1.4 2 9 0.0 0.0 5 2 7 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 00| 139 | 109 2.8 0.0 0.0 | 10.2 9.2 3.7 0.0
Any Far away 1.8 .6 0.0 0.0 00| 22 5 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 4 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
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using/ or | Does not 11. 11 0.0 0.0 00| 6.8 7 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
once N | ack of 1 1| 00 0.0 00| 1 2| 00 0.0 0.0
awhile | too1s/staff
s (%)
No 25 A 0.0 0.0 00| 14 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) 1.7 4 0.0 0.0 00| 12 .3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 7.4 9 0.0 0.0 00| 53 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 25. 35 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 17. 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 8

Regarding the public service of Road in Tabler2épntrol villages and in both groug3SC 23 and
abovecombining all categories togethanore thanonefourth (29.6%) of the households are satisfied
with the access and use of this serviEer the same group of household®arly one fifth (19.6%)
think that the quality of service has beé#me worst during the last one year.

Table27: Service of Roath Control Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n S e all | while n S e
No. 62 25 244 279 34 42 22 160 198 33
To Not 0.0 3 6.8 6.4 0.0 0.0 4 3.9 4.1 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied 0.0 1.1 6.7 9.1 0.0 0.0 .8 4.9 6.9 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 0.0 14| 13.6 15.5 0.0 | 0.0 1.2 8.9 11.0 0.0
service
What Worst (%) | 0.0 .5 5.8 5.8 0.0 | 0.0 .6 3.2 3.8 0.0
type of - e 0.0 7| a8 5.4 00| 00 5| 38 4.4 0.0
change bef
you 0e ore
found in (%)
the Better 0.0 1 2.3 3.1 0.0 0.0 2 1.7 2.2 0.0
service Lha}n
during 5 ore
the last |-
12 Don't 0.0 A .6 1.2 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 2 .6 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 14| 13.6 15.5 0.0 | 0.0 1.2 8.9 11.0 0.0
Any Far away 8.1 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not .8 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0 .6 .6 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
gr:;ﬁ"'g Lack of 3 6| 00 0.0 00| 3| 11| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
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No 19 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 .8 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) 14 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 .6 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 45 1.7 0.0 0.0 00| 22 11 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 17. 7.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 11. 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

3 7

Regarding the public service of Road in Tabler2Beatmentvillages and in both groups, PSC 23 and
abovecombining all categories togetharearly one fourth(24.4%) of the households are not satisfied
with the access and use of this serviEer the same group of househol@ddomostone fifth (19.3%)
think that the quality of service has been the worst during the last one year.

Table28: Service of Roath Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n 5 e all | while n S e
No. 79 35 136 343 109 69 25 111 222 70
To Not 0.0 5 3.5 10.9 0.0 | 0.0 4 2.2 7.0 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied 0.0 1.4 4.1 8.2 0.0 0.0 1.0 4.0 5.3 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 0.0 1.9 7.6 19.1 0.0| 0.0 1.4 6.2 12.3 0.0
service
What Worst (%) 0.0 7 3.5 7.9 0.0| 0.0 7 1.7 4.8 0.0
type of 750 00| 10| 24 5.6 00| 00 5| 26 3.6 0.0
change bef
you 0e ore
found in (%)
the Better 0.0 3 1.1 4.3 0.0 0.0 1 1.4 2.7 0.0
service Lhe;n
during ; ore
the last  |-C O),
12 Don't 0.0 0.0 .6 1.2 0.0 0.0 i i 1.2 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 1.9 7.6 19.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 6.2 12.3 0.0
Any Far away 12. 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 12. 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%) 8 8
rreason | Very .3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 .6 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 1.1 8 0.0 0.0 0.0 .6 .3 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
gr:,‘\jﬁ"'g Lack of 6] 11| 00 0.0 00| 00| 00| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
No 3.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
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Other (%) 2.5 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 1.7 1.4 0.0 0.0 00| 25 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 22. 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 19. 7.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0 2

Regarding the public service of drinking water in Tabler28pitrol villages and in both groups, PSC
23 and aboveombining all categories togethame third (33.3%) of the households are satisfied with
the access and use of this serviEer the same group of households, more than émearth (26.0%)
think that the quality of service has been the same as beforendutie last one year.

Table29: Service of Drinking Watdn Control Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n S e all | while n S e
No.| 85 29 143 349 38 73 23 120 197 42
To Not 0.0 4 2.8 8.2 0.0 | 0.0 3 1.9 3.8 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied 0.0 1.0 5.6 12.5 0.0 0.0 1.1 5.2 7.9 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 0.0 1.7 8.5 20.7 0.0 0.0 1.4 7.1 11.7 0.0
service
What Worst (%) | 0.0 4 1.8 4.8 0.0 | 0.0 2 1.4 3.0 0.0
type of e 0.0 8| 41| 105 00| 00 9| 42 5.6 0.0
change bef
you 0e ore
found in (%)
the Better 0.0 A 1.8 3.1 0.0 | 0.0 A 1.2 2.0 0.0
service tbha]\(n
during ; ore
the last  |-C O),
12 Don't 0.0 2 .8 2.3 0.0 0.0 i 2 1.2 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 1.7 85 20.7 0.0 0.0 1.4 7.1 11.7 0.0
Any Far away 4.7 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 4 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 2 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 85| 1.3 0.0 0.0 00| 53| 24| 00 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
gr:;ﬁ"'g Lack of 4 9| 00 0.0 00| 1.6 2| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
No 0.0 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) .9 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 .9 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Not 4.2 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 29 7 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 18. 6.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 16. 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
9 3

Regarding the public service of drinking water in TablerB@eatment villages and in both groups,
PSC 23 and abogembining all categories togethenore thanonefourth (27.6%) of the households
are satisfied with the access and use of this seroethe same group of householdsprethan one
fifth (21.0%) think that the quality of service has been the same as before during the last one year.

Table30: Service of Drinking Watdan Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n S e all | while n S e
No.| 89 34 92 364 123 81 35 83 221 77
To Not 0.0 s 1.6 10.4 0.0 | 0.0 11 1.4 6.4 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 1.4 3.8 11.2 0.0 | 0.0 1.0 35 6.7 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 0.0 2.0 5.4 21.5 0.0 | 0.0 2.1 4.9 13.1 0.0
service
What Worst (%) 0.0 e 1.2 6.4 0.0 0.0 T 9 3.6 0.0
type of - e 0.0 8| 28 8.6 00| 00 9| 31 48 0.0
change bef
you 0e ore
found in (%)
the Better 0.0 3 1.1 3.6 0.0 0.0 4 g 2.8 0.0
service tbha]\(n
during ; ore
the last  |-(%0)_
12 Don't 0.0 3 3 2.8 0.0 | 0.0 A 2 2.0 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 2.0 5.4 21.5 0.0 | 0.0 2.1 4.9 13.1 0.0
Any Far away 5.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 2 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 A4 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 7.6 2.0 0.0 0.0 00| 71 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
g’xﬁ”'g Lack of 27| 11| 00 0.0 00| 4| 16| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
No 0.0 g 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) T 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 T 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 3.1 4 0.0 0.0 00| 31 11 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 19. 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 18. 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
8 0
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Regarding the public service of Bus in Table r3tontrol villages and in botgroups, PSC 23 and
abovecombining all categories togethanore than one third (34.5%) of the households are satisfied
with the access and use of this servi€®r the same group of households, more than one tenth
(12.6%) think that the quality of service has no enough facility during the last one year.

Table31: Service of Bug Control Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No No | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons | tat a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n 5 e all | while n S e
No.| 152 85 219 151 37| 86 68 149 120 32
To Not 0.0 2.9 6.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.4 3.8 3.2 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied 0.0 2.9 9.0 8.3 0.0 | 0.0 2.4 6.7 5.2 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 0.0 59| 154 10.6 0.0 | 0.0 48| 104 8.4 0.0
service
What Worst (%) 0.0 9 1.4 .8 0.0 0.0 5 1.3 7 0.0
type of g 00| 15| 54 3.0 00| 00| 13| 33 2.2 0.0
change b
efore
you (%)
found in
the Better 0.0 3.1 7.6 6.1 0.0 | 0.0 2.7 5.3 51 0.0
service tbha]\(n
during Osore
the last |-
12 Don't 0.0 .5 9 4 0.0 | 0.0 3 .6 3 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 59| 15.3 10.5 0.0 | 0.0 47| 104 8.4 0.0
Any Far away 1.4 9 0.0 0.0 00| 1.2 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 0.0 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 41| 18| 00 0.0 00[29] 15| 00 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
g’xﬁ”'g Lack of 8 4 00 0.0 00| 6 7| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
No 5.1 3.0 0.0 0.0 00| 23 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility (%)
Other (%) .6 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 4.9 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 16. 9.4 0.0 0.0 00| 95 7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
8

Regarding the public service of Bus in TablerB2eatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23 and
abovecombining all categories togethenorethan onefourth (26.3%) of the households are satisfied
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with the access and use of this servi€®r the same group of households, more than one tenth
(14.7%) think that the quality of service has no enough facility during the last one year.

Table32: Service of Bus Treatment Villages

Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n S e all | while n S e
No. 206 95 136 143 122 | 152 63 112 91 79
To Not 0.0 3.6 3.7 3.4 0.0 | 0.0 2.4 2.9 2.2 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 0.0 2.9 5.8 6.7 0.0 | 0.0 1.8 4.9 4.2 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 0.0 6.6 9.5 10.0 0.0 | 0.0 4.1 7.9 6.4 0.0
service
What Worst (%) | 0.0 1.0 3 .6 0.0 | 0.0 .6 3 A 0.0
tcyhpaengg Like 00| 20| 37 3.0 00| 00| 13| 33 12 0.0
before
found in |-(%)
found in
the Better 0.0 3.1 45 5.7 0.0 | 0.0 2.2 3.8 4.3 0.0
service Lhafn
during 0(/3 ore
the last  |-(%0)_
12 Don't 0.0 5 1.0 .6 0.0 0.0 3 i .8 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 6.6 9.5 10.0 0.0 0.0 4.4 7.8 6.4 0.0
Any Far away 4.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 00| 35 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very 3 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 4.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
gr:;ﬁ”'g Lack of 13 9| 00 0.0 00| 1.1 6| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
No 5.8 25 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 43 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) .6 g 0.0 0.0 0.0 .6 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 6.5 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 22. | 105 0.0 0.0 0.0 16. 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
7 8

Regarding the public service of Railway in Tablen3@mtrol villages anth both groups, PSC 23 and
abovecombining all categories togethasne fourth (25.4%) of the households are not satisfied with
the access and use of this servi€er the same group of households, more than one tenth (11.2%)
think that the quality of service has has no enough facility during the last one year.
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Table33: Service of Railwain Control Villages
Control
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n s e all | while n s e
No. | 536 18 12 4 74 | 366 18 9 5 57
To Not 7| 10.4 4.5 e 0.0 0.0 3.0 3.7 2.2 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are | Satisfied 7 3.0 45 2.2 7| 00| 104 3.0 15 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 15| 134 9.0 3.0 7| 00| 134 6.7 3.7 0.0
service
What Worst (%) .8 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 15 .8 .8 0.0
type of e 8| 30| 30 8 00| 00| 68| 23 8 0.0
change b
efore
foundin (%)
found in
the Better 0.0 6.0 3.0 0.0 8| 0.0 15 .8 15 0.0
service tbhe:cn
during ;ore
the last |-
12 Don't 0.0 3.8 3.0 2.3 0.0 | 0.0 3.8 3.0 .8 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 15| 135 9.0 3.0 8| 00| 135 6.8 3.8 0.0
Any Far away 2.3 A 0.0 0.0 00| 22 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very .8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 5.8 4| 00 0.0 0.0 | 4.4 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
gr:;ﬁ"'g Lack of 1 1] 00 0.0 00| 2 3| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
No 7.1 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) 2.0 A 0.0 0.0 00| 14 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 10. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.5 i 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable 8
(%)
Total (%) 28. 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 19. 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
9 7

Regarding the public service of Railway in TablerB4eatment villages and in both groups, PSC 23
and abovecombining all categories togethenore thanonefourth (28.4%) of the households are not
satisfied with the access and use of this servit@ the same group of householdapre than one
tenth (13.3%) think that the quality of service has enough facilityduring the last one year.

Table 34: Service of Railwain Treatment Villages
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Treatment
PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
Catogery service usually service usually
Onc Onc
Not | ein No Not | ein No
at a Ofte | Alway | respons at a Ofte | Alway | respons
all | while n S e all | while n S e
No. | 513 15 14 7 153 | 375 15 12 1 94
To Not 0.0 5.2 5.2 3.0 0.0 7 8.2 5.2 7 0.0
which satisfied
extent (%)
you are Satisfied 0.0 6.0 5.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 3.0 3.7 0.0 0.0
satisfied | (%)
of this Total (%) 00| 11.2| 104 5.2 0.0 7] 112 9.0 7 0.0
service
What Worst (%) | 0.0 2.3 .8 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 .8 0.0 0.0 0.0
tcyhpaengg Like 00| 38| 30 8 00| 00| 15| 23 0.0 0.0
before
you (%)
found in
the Better 0.0 4.5 45 2.3 0.0 | 0.0 5.3 3.8 .8 0.0
service tbhE;n
during Ot/eore
the last  |-(%0)_
12 Don't 0.0 .8 2.3 2.3 0.0 | 0.0 3.8 3.0 0.0 0.0
months know (%)
Total (%) 0.0 | 11.3| 105 5.3 00| 0.0 113 9.0 .8 0.0
Any Far away 2.7 A 0.0 0.0 00| 31 .2 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very .6 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not costly (%)
using/ or | Does not 4.6 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
gr:;ﬁ”'g Lack of 1 2| 00 0.0 00| 1 3| 00 0.0 0.0
tools/staff
s (%)
No 8.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 5.0 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
enough
facility
(%)
Other (%) 1.1 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 i 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 10. 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 i 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable 3
(%)
Total (%) 27. .8 0.0 0.0 0.0 20. .8 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 2

Regarding the public service of Post Office in Tablen3%gntrol villagesnd in both groups, PSC 23
and abovecombining all categories togethesne fourth (25.3%) of the households are satisfied with
the access and use of this serviEer the same group of heeholds,more than onetenth (13.4%)
think that the quality of seri¢e does not suit thenduring the last one year.

Table35: Service of Post Officen Control Villages

Control
PSC 0-23 ‘ PSC 24 and above

Catogery
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A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually
Onc Onc
ein ein
Not a No Not a No
at whil | Ofte | Alway | respons | at whil | Ofte | Alway | respons
all e n S e all & n S e
No. | 544 11 12 4 73 | 357 17 19 5 57
To Not satisfied .6 4.5 1.3 0.0 0.0 .6 7.0 3.2 1.3 0.0
which (%)
extent  "satisfied 00| 25| 64| 25 00| 00| 38| 83| 19 0.0
youare | g
satisfied
p Total (%) .6 7.0 7.6 2.5 0.0 .6 | 10.8 | 115 3.2 0.0
of this
service
What Worst (%) 0.0 25 .6 0.0 0.0| 0.0 3.8 1.3 0.0 0.0
ype of - e hefore | 00| 25| 31 6 00| 00| 31| 44 13 0.0
change
(%)
you
found in | Better than 0.0 1.9 1.9 .6 0.0 .6 3.8 3.8 1.3 0.0
the before (%)
service
during PRt know 6| 00| 1.9 1.3 6] 00| 00| 25 6 0.0
the last 0
12 (%)
months | Total (%) .6 6.9 7.5 25 .6 .6 | 10.7 | 11.9 3.1 0.0
Any Far away 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
particula | (%)
rreason | Very costly 1.8 A 0.0 0.0 00| 15 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
for not (%)
using/ or | Does not 5| 00| 00 0.0 00| 3| 00| 00 0.0 0.0
using suit (%)
once in Lack of 7.6 2 0.0 0.0 00| 54 2 0.0 0.0 0.0
awhile | tools/staffs
(%)
No enough 4 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
facility (%)
Other (%) 4.0 A 0.0 0.0 00| 22 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
Not 3.2 A1 0.0 0.0 00| 20 A 0.0 0.0 0.0
applicable
(%)
Total (%) 12. A 0.0 0.0 00| 7.9 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
1
Not satisfied | 29. .6 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 19. 9 0.0 0.0 0.0
(%) 7 5

Regarding the public service of Post Office in Tablen36gatment villages and in both groups, PSC
23 and abovecombining all categories togethealmost one third (32.5%) of theouseholds are
satisfied with the access and use of this servit@ the same group of households, more than one
tenth (11.9%) think that the quality of service does not suit them during the last one year.

Table36: Service of Bst Office inTreatment Villages

Treatment
Catogery PSC 0-23 PSC 24 and above
A. How many times do you use this A. How many times do you use this
service usually service usually


























































































































































































































































