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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

Initiated in 2008 by the Government of Pakistan, The Benazir Income Support 

Programme is the primary social safety net in Pakistan. The initial allocation for the 

programme was Rs. 34 billion (USD 425 million) for the year 2008-09, with the objective 

of targeting 3.5 million families in the financial year 2008-09. The allocation for the 

current fiscal year (2012-2013) has increased to Rs. 70 billion for covering 5.5 million 

families, which constitutes almost 40 percent of the population below poverty line. 

The selection of beneficiaries has been conducted by two main methods: selection 

through Parliamentarians and selection through the Poverty Scorecard. 

At the start of the programme, Application forms were designed and distributed equally 

among parliamentarians. Applicants could apply for enrolment through this form and 

were selected based on the pre-determined eligibility criteria. 

An evaluative study revealed that this method of selection of beneficiaries had no 

scientific basis. Therefore, the Benazir Income Support Programme’s (BISP) first 

challenge was to develop a fair and transparent method for identifying people deserving 

of the cash grant. Hence, the “Poverty Score Card” was chosen as the instrument with 

which to achieve this.  

The poverty scorecard is based on Proxy Means Testing (PMT), which involves using 

proxies of income such as personal or family characteristics. The Government of Pakistan 

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

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

house, type of toilet, asset ownership, livestock ownership, and land ownership, among 

others.  It is this scorecard that is currently used as the instrument in a targeting survey, 

wherein the scorecard is administered to all households and those households that fall 

below a pre-defined cut-off (PMT score of 16.17) score are selected as beneficiaries of 

the BISP. 

Adoption of the Poverty Scorecard required BISP to undertake a nationwide household 

Survey. BISP divided the districts into geographical clusters and selected Partners 

Organisation (PO’s) to undertake the survey in these Clusters. Table 1 shows the list of 

Clusters and Partners Organisations (PO’s) in the BISP National Roll Out (NRO)Survey 
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Table 1: Targeting Survey Clusters and Partner Organisations (PO’s) 

Cluster Description PO Districts 

Cluster A 
Upper Punjab and 

AJK 
RSPN 

19 

Cluster B Southern  Punjab AHLN 16 
Cluster C Sindh RSPN 23 
Cluster D KPK and G RSPN 21 

Cluster G 
Districts Covered by 

PPAF 
PPAF 

12 

Cluster E FATA AASR and FINCON 7 

Total   98 

 

While the poverty scorecard adopted by the BISP, is the best known instrument for 

surveying households for the programme’s targeting purposes, there may be problems in 

its implementation and data collection process which could ultimately result in failure to 

identify beneficiaries correctly. There can either be faults in coverage so that certain 

households are not surveyed because they were not identified or were located in an area 

which is not easily accessible. Or, issues could arise if forms are incomplete or have 

incorrect information. Therein lies the motivation for conducting a spot check of the 

targeting survey/data collection through a third party to determine if the scorecard is 

implemented fairly and correctly. This involves checking coverage and re-administering 

the scorecard on a representative sample and comparing results with the data collected by 

the PO’s. Identifying deviations in the two data sets will determine if the data is being 

collected correctly.  IDS was contracted to conduct the Targeting Survey Spot Check to 

serve the following specific objectives: 

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

relevant households covered? 

 Test the accuracy of the survey: Is information contained in the questionnaires 

correct? 

 Check for  signs of systematic biases linked with specific questions  

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

inaccuracy using the appropriate indicator 

 

Spot Check Methodology   
 

IDS repeated the targeting and listing processes in the defined sample areas and analyzed 

results with respect to the original fieldwork conducted during the national roll-out survey 

by PO’s.  The complete Spot Check was divided into three phases, with each phase 

covering different districts. The Spot Check involved a listing exercise, selection of a 

random sample of households, the administration of the score-card questionnaire, Data 

Analysis and the presentation of results in the form of phase wise reports. This report 

discusses the aggregated findings of the Spot Check spread over Three Phases. 
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Sample 

Sampling Strategy and Size 

A total of 67,000 households from 39 districts were to be covered in the Spot Check 

Survey with districts being included from all provinces except Balochistan. These 

Districts and households within were selected from the universe of 99 districts in the 

NRO survey through the under mentioned sampling strategy. 

A four stage stratified random sample design was adopted for the Targeting Survey Spot 

Check. In the first stage/strata districts in each cluster were identified. Secondly, Tehsils 

in each district were identified. In the third stage, UCs in the Tehsils were identified 

separately as Urban and Rural, covering the Urban and Rural divide. Lastly in the 4th 

stage UCs were divided into 670 blocks of 200 households each. Households were then 

selected randomly from the IDS blocks surveying a total of 100 households in each block.  

 

Additionally, IDS was given four priority guidelines as the guiding principles of the 

sampling methodology. These included the following: 

1. All clusters covered by different POs to be covered 

2. Provincial capitals (all selected with certainty) 

3. Population of districts 

4. Geographical spread of districts 

 

The priorities were fulfilled according to the laid down objectives by IDS.  Karachi 

remained an exception due to security concerns. Table 2 shows the sample for the Spot 

Check. 

Table 2: Spot Check  

Cluster Description PO Districts 
Total HH's 

Sample 

Cluster A Upper Punjab and AJK RSPN 7 15000 
Cluster B Southern  Punjab AHLN 6 17400 
Cluster C Sindh RSPN 12 19400 
Cluster D KPK and GB RSPN 8 7300 
Cluster G Districts Covered by PPAF PPAF 4 6600 
Cluster E FATA AASR and FINCON 2 1300 

Total   39 67,000 

 

Survey Field Work 

Survey fieldwork was conducted by trained enumerators in the sample districts. As 

against a sample size of 67000 households, IDS field teams surveyed a total of 67, 368 

households i.e. 368 households more than the required sample. 
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Dataset for Comparative Analysis 

The list of surveyed households was sent to BISP for data matching. Data matching is a 

process in which the households surveyed by IDS are matched to the households in the 

BISP database in order to attain data for comparative analysis. Matching is carried out on 

the basis of the form number from the NRO survey and the CNIC of household members. 

Overall, 74.8 percent households matched to the BISP database. This was a substantial 

improvement from the matching during the Test Phase in which only 58 percent 

households were matched. Matching is affected by the retention of receipts, data entry 

status, provision of CNICs numbers during NRO Survey and coverage. Table 3 reports 

the matching percentage for each cluster. 

Table 3: Dataset for Analysis-Summary 

 
Household 
Surveyed 

Households Matched Data Available for Analysis 

Number of 
Households 

As a 
percentage 
of Surveyed 
Households 

Number of 
Households 

As a 
percentage 
of Surveyed 
Households 

Cluster A 15016 11501 76.6% 10984 73.1% 
Cluster B 17400 11811 67.9% 11446 65.8% 
Cluster C 19539 15250 78.0% 14382 73.6% 
Cluster D 7513 5848 77.8% 5576 74.2% 
Cluster G 6600 5139 77.9% 4728 71.6% 
Cluster E 1300 849 65.3% 777 59.8% 

Overall 67368 50398 74.8% 47893 71.1% 

NADRA does not calculate the PMT score of these households whose survey forms are 

incomplete or with missing information. Table 3 also shows that NADRA had calculated 

the PMT score of 47,893 households. Hence overall, 71.1 percent of the surveyed 

households were ultimately used for comparison of the two datasets. Table 3 above shows 

the cluster wise distribution of the available dataset. 

Coverage 

Coverage is an essential indicator of the performance of POs that were contracted during 

the NRO to conduct the survey activities. The NRO was a national level activity and the 

POs were to interview every household. Hence, during the Spot Check respondents were 

asked if their household was included in the NRO survey. Overall, 82.4 percent of the 

surveyed households reported that they were approached by an enumeration team during 

the NRO. This is referred to as the Reported Coverage. During the Survey it was 

observed that there are households that incorrectly report exclusion as these households 

were matched to the BISP/NADRA database. Hence, Actual Coverage is calculated as 

the Reported Coverage plus households that reported as not been included in the NRO but 

their data existed in the BISP/NADRA database. 
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As Table 4 shows, the Actual Coverage was 87.8 percent.  This is also a considerable 

improvement from the Test phase, where the coverage was 61.4 percent. Table 4 also 

shows the cluster wise Reported and Adjusted (Actual) Coverage. In all regions (clusters) 

actual coverage was higher than 80 percent. 

Table 4: Coverage 

Cluster Reported Coverage Adjusted Coverage 

Cluster A 88.9% 90.8% 
Cluster B 73.7% 81.6% 
Cluster C 84.1% 90.2% 
Cluster D 79.6% 85.7% 
Cluster G 88.6% 92.0% 
Cluster E 83.1% 90.2% 

Overall 82.4% 87.8% 

 

The law and order situation and Floods in 2010 and 2011 is some districts adversely 

affected coverage. Furthermore in certain districts, BISP officials mandated POs to 

carryout resurvey of missed households. During the Spot Check Phase 1 and 2 these 

resurveys may not have been captured as POs were in the process of conducting the 

resurveys. The adjusted coverage of these two phases was 83.58 percent and 85.1 percent, 

respectively. By the time the third phase of the Spot Check was launched the resurveys 

had been completed. Hence, the coverage in Phase 3 increased to 93.4 percent 

 

Data Quality 
The quality of data was analysed by comparing the two databases i.e. the Spot Check 

Data and the NADRA dataset. The first household indicator evaluated the differences in 

the mean of the scores for the sampled households during the Spot and the NRO survey. 

The difference between the mean of the scores obtained in the two surveys was very 

small. The mean score for the households calculated with the NRO data was only 0.64 

score points lower than the mean calculated in the Spot Check. Cluster wise, this 

difference was less than 2 score points for all cluster except Cluster C. Cluster C had a 

difference of (negative) 2.66 score points. 
Table 5: Data Quality 

Cluster HH Indicator 1 HH Indicator 2 Net Change 

Mean Difference 
(NRO-SC) 

Mean Number of 
Discrepant Questions 

Cluster A -0.63 4.00 0.45 
Cluster B 1.54 4.22 -4.01 
Cluster C -2.66 4.26 7.02 
Cluster D -0.05 4.35 -0.97 
Cluster G -0.34 4.66 -0.39 
Cluster E -1.44 5.94 6.98 

Overall -0.64 4.27 1.07 
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Household Indicator 2 measures the mean number of questions with discrepant answers. 

Of the total 27 questions, the average number of questions with discrepant answers was 4 

to 5 questions for the available dataset (N=47,893).  Cluster wise, Cluster E had a slightly 

higher than average value for this indicator. This cluster was comprised of the two FATA 

agencies, where the mean number questions with variation in answers is 5 to 6 questions. 

The next indicator in assessment is ‘Net Change’. It is calculated as the difference 

between the percentage of Spot Check sample moving above the cut-off and the 

percentage of Spot Check sample moving below the cut-off. A positive value indicates 

Net Inclusion Error, implying more households have been included than should have 

been. A negative value suggests a Net Exclusion Error, where more households have been 

excluded. Overall the Net Change value was positive but very small. This means that 

there was a Net Inclusion Error of a very small magnitude. The Net Change varied across 

different clusters, but remained within the permissible limit of ±10 percent. A Net Change 

of higher than 10 percent suggests systematic errors which may not be intentional but 

arise due to inconsistencies in understanding of questions.  

At the District Level there were indications of limited systematic bias in the Districts of 

Umerkot, Hyderabad, Dadu, Okara, Sargodha, Bajur agency and Khyber agency where 

the Net change was greater than 10 percent. 

Analysis revealed that the net change error was caused by differences in age calculation 

methodology and misinterpretation of certain questions. Once these variables were held 

constant the net change reduced to within permissible limits. (See Figure & Figure 12). 

Reasons for Variation in Data 

Some of the variations in the two datasets exist as a result of the changes that took place 

in the households during the time lag between the two surveys. Around 14 percent 

households reported that there were changes in the family composition of their 

households. Such changes include birth, death, marriage, etc of household members, and 

have implications to the score of a household.  Additionally, only 1.2 percent households 

had bought or sold at least one asset after the conduct of the NRO, which affected the 

scores of these households during the Spot Check. 

During the survey it was analysed that there were two definitions that caused the most 

confusion among the enumerators and respondents. The definition related to the number 

of rooms in areas where households were residing in “Jhonparis”.  There was no clear 

understanding as to when such an accommodation would be considered as one room or no 

rooms. The other perplexing definition was that of cooking stove, especially when 

translated in Urdu. A lack of understanding of the definition of cooking arrangement of 

households resulted in the variation in the ownership of cooking stove for about 35 

percent households in the two data sets, affecting the PMT score of households.  
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Performance of POs 

POs were contracted to conduct the NRO survey in different clusters. Each cluster was 

assigned to only one PO except for Cluster E, comprising of agencies from the FATA 

region. There were only two agencies selected in the sample and each was assigned to one 

PO. FINCON was responsible for the survey activities in Khyber Agency while Bajur 

Agency was covered by AASR. Thus, overall there were five POs whose performance 

was analysed. 

Coverage 

In terms of coverage AASR was the best performer, with an actual coverage rate of 99.4 

percent households.  The next in ranking was PPAF, with actual coverage of 92 percent, 

followed by RSPN for which 89.6 percent households were included in the NRO survey. 

The coverage by AHLN was low at 81.6 percent. FINCON had the weakest coverage 

results with a rate of coverage less than 80 percent. 

Data Quality 

FINCON had the weakest data quality, with a higher difference in the mean scores and 

difference in the percentage of households below the cut-off. Additionally, the mean 

number of questions with discrepant answer was 5 to 6 questions, while for all other POs 

it ranged from 4 to 5 questions. The value for Net Change was very high at 21.87 percent 

and indicated a Net Exclusion Error, implying that more households had been excluded 

then they should have been. 

The variations in the data for all other POs remained within permissible limits.  

Enumeration Procedures 

 CNIC Verification 

Enumerators were detailed to ask for all CNIC numbers. The highest percentage of 

households reported that the NRO enumeration teams asked the households to provide 

all CNIC numbers were from AASR and PPAF districts, i.e. 93.9 percent and 84.3 

percent, respectively. From RSPN district, 78.4 percent households reported that they 

were asked to provide all CNIC numbers. The remaining two POs, FINCON and 

AHLN, were the least abiding to the enumeration methodology as only 63 percent and 

66.6 percent, respectively, reported that they were asked to provide CNIC number of 

all household members of the age 18 years and above in their respective districts. 

 Splitting of Households 

Households were asked about the number of forms that were filled during the NRO 

for the people living in that structure. In case the response was more than one, the 
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reason was asked as well. There was no indication of household splitting by any of the 

POs.  

 Filling of Forms 

 

Forms filled completely at the household are also vital to accuracy and correctness of 

information to calculate the poverty score. It is thus important that all the questions on 

this form are asked from the respondent. Of the total households reporting inclusion, 

63.8 percent indicated that in their opinion, the enumerator asked all the questions in 

the form (T-1 form). However, 16 percent indicated that they had not been asked all 

the questions in the T-1 form. FINCON reported the least percentage of forms filled 

completely with only 53.3 percent respondents reporting that their forms were filled 

completely. 

 

Additional Findings of Interest 
a. The information campaign launched by the POs preparatory to the NRO 

survey was not very effective as only 25.6 percent of the households claimed 

that they knew about the BISP NRO survey in their area. 

b. During the period between the conduct of the NRO survey and the Spot Check 

Survey 3.4 percent households had applied for CNIC. 

c. Overall, 6 percent of the households had at least one female household 

member receiving benefits from BISP. The highest percentage of beneficiaries 

was in clusters C and D i.e. 8.8 percent in both clusters respectively.  

Conclusion  

BISP took up the challenge of the NRO and has gathered data that will not only serve 

their purpose but can also be benefited by researchers from different sectors. The 

indicators exhibit variations but all within the permissible limits. There was only one 

district in the sample for which there were indications of poor quality data and systematic 

errors: Khyber Agency. While analyzing the results for this district, the law and order 

conditions along with the culture should also be taken into account. Completion of the 

NRO survey and then the Spot Check survey is an accomplishment and has opened the 

doors for future work in the FATA region under BISP. 

 

The NRO dataset is the most recent household data collected for the whole country. IDS 

has attested the validity of the dataset and is certain of its reliability. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. Background 

1.1. The Benazir Income Support Programme 

The Benazir Income Support Programme is the primary social safety net in Pakistan, 

started by the Government of Pakistan in 2008. The purpose of the programme is to 

counter the effects of rising food and energy prices on ultra poor households. The BISP 

gives a cash grant of PKR 1,000 per month to deserving poor families. An additional 

purpose of the programme is to empower women, therefore only the adult (above 18) 

female(s) in a household are eligible to receive the cash grant. 

The initial allocation for the programme was Rs. 34 billion (USD 425 million) for the 

year 2008-09, with the objective of targeting 3.5 million families in the financial year 

2008-09. The allocation for the current fiscal year (2012-2013) has increased to Rs. 70 

billion for covering 5.5 million families, which constitutes almost 40 percent of the 

population below poverty line. 

The selection of beneficiaries has been conducted by two main methods: selection 

through Parliamentarians and selection through the Poverty Scorecard. 

MNA Administered Beneficiary Selection 

At the time of the commencement of the programme, no authentic data on poor 

households was available to provide a basis for the selection of beneficiaries. Hence, 

beneficiaries were selected through Parliamentarians. 

Application forms were designed and distributed equally among parliamentarians. 

Applicants could apply for enrolment through this form and were selected based on the 

pre-determined eligibility criteria. 

A rapid assessment was carried out by IDS which recommended adoption of a scientific 

basis/criteria for selection of beneficiaries. . Hence, BISP decided to adopt the poverty 

scorecard for this purpose. 

1.2. The Poverty Scorecard 

In implementing the programme, the BISP’s first challenge was to develop a fair and 

transparent method for identifying people deserving of the cash grant. The “Poverty Score 

Card” was chosen as the instrument with which to achieve this.  



    
Targeting Survey Spot Check- Final Report 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 2 

 

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

proxies of income such as personal or family characteristics (e.g. ownership of car). 

Literature on the subject reveals this to be the best known method for identifying 

underprivileged citizens as opposed to national surveys of household income. This is 

particularly true in a developing country such as Pakistan, where it is difficult to verify 

income and to value the wealth of poorer households because their assets may not be 

measurable in currency. This is demonstrated by Sharif (2009), who implemented a proxy 

means test in Bangladesh to determine if the government was effectively targeting poor 

households with their safety net programmes. Proxies selected included individual and 

household characteristics such as household size, location, education level, asset 

ownership, and characteristics of the house itself. Sharif’s findings suggested that these 

social welfare programmes were unfair due to inaccuracies in collecting household data 

and inaccurate cut-off points. Sharif argues that following a PMT based formula allows 

for quicker identification of households and potential beneficiaries.     

The “Poverty Scorecard” adopted by the BISP uses this PMT methodology.  The 

scorecard uses a small number of indicators which are highly related to poverty and 

changes in poverty.  The criterion for selection of indicators includes how reliably data 

for the indicator can be collected. Examples of indicators include household 

characteristics (e.g. number of rooms), characteristics of household individuals (e.g. age 

and education), type of latrine, and household durable goods and assets (e.g. electrical 

appliances, stoves, livestock and cultivable land owned).  

Each indicator provides a “weight” which is added up to calculate the probability of being 

poor. A further advantage of the scorecard is that it minimizes costs and risks. If the 

process is implemented correctly, then the outcome is the ability to identify beneficiaries 

while ensuring objectivity, eligibility, and transparency.
1
     

The Government of Pakistan ultimately chose about16 indicators for the BISP poverty 

scorecard. These relate to the number of family members in the house, their education 

levels, number of rooms in the house, type of toilet, asset ownership, livestock ownership, 

and land ownership, among others.  It is this scorecard that is currently used as the 

instrument in a targeting survey, wherein the scorecard is administered to all households 

and those households that fall below a pre-defined cut-off score are selected as 

beneficiaries of the BISP. 

Adoption of the poverty scorecard required BISP to conduct a nationwide household 

survey to administer the poverty scorecard to each household, collection of these poverty 

scorecard forms and entry of the data in an accurate database. The authenticity of the 

household and duplication issues were to be addressed by verifying the household 

                                                 
1
 Schreiner (2008). Schreiner implemented a poverty scorecard in order to calculate the incidence of poverty in Pakistan. 

Using data on 15 indicators from the Pakistan Integrated Household Survey (2001) yielded an average poverty rate of 

40.3% for Pakistan, equal to the poverty rate as measured by the World Bank (2004). 
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through the computerized National Identity Card (CNIC) by the National Database and 

Registration Authority (NADRA) 

This was a daunting task for the nascent BISP. However to ensure transparencies BISP 

decided to undertake this immense task. Door to Door Survey for administration of the 

Poverty Scorecard was to be conducted through Pos selected by BISP through a 

Nationwide bidding process. NADRA was partnered for Data Entry and CNIC 

Verification 

1.3. Implementation of Scorecard 

The Nationwide Survey was to be undertaken in 2 Phases. The initial Test Phase covered 

16 Districts. Third Party Evaluation of the Test Phase was also conducted and lessons 

learnt were incorporated to improve the subsequent NRO Phase. 

NRO covering the remaining 125 Districts was conducted, the initial work being done by 

the Pakistan Census Organization (PCO) in 26 Districts of Balochistan. Subsequently 

survey work in 98 Districts was initiated through the selected POs. These 98 Districts 

were grouped into Clusters based on Geographical Regions and were appointed to 

different PO’s for conduct of the door to door household survey. 

Clusters and Partner Organizations  

POs were charged with conducting the targeting survey of the BISP. The country’s 

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

PO’s (as shown in Table 6). However, one PO, the PPAF, was assigned districts from 

several geographic belts. Thus, POs were allotted clusters excluding any districts being 

covered by PPAF. 

Agencies from the FATA region were grouped into one cluster but the survey was 

conducted by different POs in different agencies. 

Table 5: Clusters and POs 

Cluster Descriptions 
Number 

of 
Districts 

POs 
Estimated 
No. of HHs 

Estimated 
Pop. 

A 
Upper Punjab 
& AJK 

19 RSPN 4,698,650 32,568,525 

B 
Southern 
Punjab 

16 AHLN 5,448,656 38,194,067 

C Sindh 23 RSPN 5,437,758 33,272,613 

D KPK & GB 21 RSPN 2,286,006 18,278,774 

E FATA 7  396,283 3,685,435 

F Balochistan 1 PCO 113,254 980,324 

G 
Districts 
covered by 
PPAF 

12 PPAF 2,659,266 18,696,187 

Total 99  21,039,873 145,675,925 
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The Test Phase  

The implementation of the scorecard-based BISP began with a “test phase” covering 16 

districts. Approximately 2.34 million households were covered in this exercise. Data 

collection, validation, and verification were completed in these districts and the list of 

beneficiaries identified using the predetermined eligibility criteria. Table 7 summarizes 

the implementation of the scorecard. 

Table 6: District and Household Coverage in Test Phase and National Roll-Out of BISP 

Cluster PO Descriptions Test Phase PPAF(Cluster G) Rollout Survey 

Districts Households Districts Households Districts Households 
A   RSPN  Upper Punjab   0 0 0 0 10 4,228,836 

 AJK   1 69,120 0 0 9 469,814 
B   AHLN  Southern Punjab   4 1,160,785 7 2,087,652 16 5,448,656 
C   RSPN  Sindh   3 715,415 1 227,113 23 5,437,758 
D   RSPN  KPK (NWFP)   3 182,637 4 344,502 17 2,189,850 

 Gilgit-Baltistan   2 48,326 0 0 4 96,156 
E     FATA   0 0 0 0 7 396,283 
F   PCO  Balochistan   3 166,381 0 0 27 1,098,904 

Total 16 2,342,664 12 2,659,266 113 19,366,257 

Grand Total 
Districts = 141 

Households = 24,368,188 

 

The National Roll-Out  

Following the findings and recommendations from the Spot Check of the Test Phase, the 

nation-wide targeting survey was planned and executed in the remaining 125 districts of 

Pakistan. Districts covered by PPAF were part of the national roll-out. The initial phase of 

the NRO survey covered 27 districts from Balochistan. The next phase of the targeting 

survey was conducted in the remaining 98 districts of Pakistan. 
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II. TARGETING SURVEY SPOT CHECK BY IDS 

 

2. Objective  

The poverty scorecard adopted by the BISP is the best known instrument for surveying 

households for the programme targeting purposes. However, there may be problems in its 

implementation and data collection process which could ultimately result in failure to 

identify beneficiaries correctly. Moreover, there can be faults in coverage so that certain 

households are not surveyed because they were not identified or located in an area which 

is not easily accessible. Issues could also arise if survey forms are incomplete or have 

incorrect information. Therein lies the motivation for conducting a spot check of the 

targeting survey/data collection to determine if the scorecard is implemented fairly and 

correctly. This involves checking coverage and re-administering the scorecard on a 

representative sample and comparing results with the data collected by the PO’s. 

Identifying deviations in the two data sets determines whether the data is being collected 

correctly.  IDS was contracted to conduct the Targeting Survey Spot Check to serve the 

following specific objectives: 

 

 Test the completeness of the survey conducted by the PO’s: Were all relevant 

households covered? 

 Test the accuracy of the survey: Is information contained in the questionnaires 

correct? 

 Check for  signs of systematic biases linked with specific questions  

 Review and compare performance of the PO’s: measure extent of inaccuracy using 

the appropriate indicator 

3. Methodology Overview 

The targeting survey spot check followed two distinct survey activities, as under: 

a) A Household Listing Exercise to check whether 100% coverage was achieved  

b) Household Interviews to check the accuracy of the data collected for a sample of 

scorecards    
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Figure 1 outlines the methodology and implementation of the Targeting Survey Spot 

Check. 

Figure 1: Targeting Survey Spot Check Methodology 

 

Each phase started with the earmarking of the district, tehsil and union council from 

the established sample. At the time of planning for each phase the union councils within 

each district were identified. The selection of the union councils was based on the urban 

and rural strata as determined in the main inception report.  

Once the union councils were decided and the logistics planned the Training of Master 

Trainers was held in the Islamabad Head Office. This was followed by the training of 

enumerators in their respective districts. 

At the start of the field activities block maps were prepared. These block maps defined 

the IDS enumeration blocks of 200 households, using landmarks such as mosque, school, 

Earmarking of 
District , Tehsils and 

UC from the 
established sample 

Selection and 
Training of 

enumerators  
Preparation of Block 

Maps  
Listing of all Households 

in Block-200 Houses 

Survey of each second 
Household in Block-100 

Houses 

Each household covered 
was marked. GPS 

Coordinates of each house 
were obtained and 

recorded 

Filled forms were sent to 
Islamabad whereby the Data 

was entered in a MIS Program 
designed for the purpose of 

analysis 

A list of household ID’s was prepared based on     

•CNIC of Household Head 

•CNIC of Household members  

•Previous Survey receipt if available 

This list was shared with NADRA 
who matched it with their data and 
provided IDS with the data entered 

for those households 

Data entered by NADRA and 
IDS was the compared 

Variations, if any, were 
identified and effort made 

through analysis to determine 
causes of the variations 

A detailed report was prepared for 
each phase in which the performance 

of the PO’s was compared and 
submitted to BISP HQ Islamabad    
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roads, irrigation channels etc. Planning the survey and allocating areas to enumeration 

teams within a block were facilitated by the block maps. 

Once all the arrangements were in place, the enumeration teams started with the Listing 

of households. Each listing sheet was filled for the entire block of 200 households and 

each listing sheet required the name of household head, household head CNIC, type of 

dwelling, complete address and GPS coordinates to be recorded. Using the listing sheet, 

as per the agreed methodology, every second household was selected to be surveyed, i.e. 

100 households were surveyed from each block. The T1 form and supplementary 

questionnaires were administered for these households. During the survey each 

household was marked as was required by the BISP Operational Manual. 

Completed forms were sent to IDS Head Office in Islamabad. Following monitoring and 

evaluation procedures, these forms were entered in a MIS Programme designed for the 

purpose. A list of household IDs was shared with NADRA for data matching. IDS 

surveyed households were matched to the NADRA/BISP database on the basis of CNIC 

of household head, CNIC of household members and form number from the NRO 

Survey. 

Data analysis for the matched households was based on the approved indicators. The 

new scorecard data(gathered by IDS)was than compared against the scorecard data 

collected by the POs during the NRO survey, to see if there were significant differences 

in the scores achieved.Variations, if any, were identified and effort was made through 

analysis to determine causes. A detailed report was prepared for each phase in which the 

performance of the PO’s was compared and submitted to BISP HQ Islamabad. This was 

followed by a presentation and discussion on the findings.  

The sampling, training and other aspects of methodology are discussed in detail in the 

following sections.    

4. Sample Design 

The sampling methodology for the targeting survey spot check survey is described as follows. 

The Universe: The entire population of the country was under study excluding the 16 districts 

which were covered in the Test Phase, and also including 1 district of Balochistan, as per 

BISP directives. This left 99 districts of Pakistan under study. The universe was distributed 

into six geographical clusters by BISP and each cluster was assigned to Partner Organizations 

(POs) for the targeting exercise. Detail is given in Table 8. 
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Table 7: BISP's District Clusters and PO’s 

Cluster Descriptions 
Number 

of 
Districts 

POs 
Estimated 
No. of HHs 

Estimated 
Pop. 

A 
Upper Punjab 
& AJK 

19 RSPN 4,698,650 32,568,525 

B 
Southern 
Punjab 

16 AHLN 5,448,656 38,194,067 

C Sindh 23 RSPN 5,437,758 33,272,613 

D KPK & GB 21 RSPN 2,286,006 18,278,774 

E FATA 7  396,283 3,685,435 

F Balochistan 1 PCO 113,254 980,324 

G 
Districts 
covered by 
PPAF 

12 PPAF 2,659,266 18,696,187 

Total 99  21,039,873 
145,675,925 

 

 

Stratification Plan: As the descriptions in the table above show, the clusters of districts 

were formed based on geographical considerations so that clusters are equivalent to 

geographical strata. The exception is cluster G which was formed of those districts that 

have been assigned to PPAF which are geographically dispersed across Sindh, Punjab and 

KPK. Regardless of this, clusters were taken as one layer of strata, to achieve a 

geographically heterogeneous sample of districts representative of the Total No. Of 

Households covered in the NRO.  

A four stage stratified random sample design was adopted for the spot check survey given 

as: 

Table 8: Strata’s for Sample Selection 

1
st
 Strata: District in each cluster 

2
nd

 Strata: Tehsil 

3
rd

 Strata: Union Council (UCs)( Urban and Rural ) 

4
th

 Strata: UC’s divided into 670 Blocks of 200 

Households each 
 

 

Each district was stratified into Tehsils. Each Tehsil was further stratified into Union 

Councils (UCs) which have then been further divided into “urban” and “rural” UCs.  IDS-

Bs were selected from the sampled urban and rural UCs. Finally households were selected 

at random from the sample IDS-Bs. 

4.1. Sampling Frame 

 List of districts within each Cluster were used as the Sampling Frame for selection of 

districts. 
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 For each district selected within each cluster, Tehsils were selected for further 

stratification. 

 Lists of UCs given by urban and rural division within the sample Tehsils were used as 

Sampling Frame for selection of sample UCs. 

 In the next step, IDS-defined Blocks (demarcated by IDS), each consisting of 200 

households on average were covered from the sampled UC. However, the total 

number of Blocks within a sampled UC was calculated based on the size of the 

sampled UC. Sketch maps of sample blocks made by IDS were covered in the listing 

and subsequent targeting SC survey.   

 Listing of all households in the sample IDS-Bs was used to select the 100 households 

to be covered in the spot check survey 

4.2. Sample Size and Selection 

 Districts: In all 39 districts i.e. 39% of the 99 districts were proposed to be covered. 

The complete list of sampled districts from each cluster is given by the tables in the 

following section. The sample of districts was distributed over the six clusters 

proportionate to the actual numbers of districts in each. All provincial headquarters, 

being the most representative of the provincial populations, were selected with certainty. 

The remaining districts in each cluster were picked at random.  

 Union Council: Within the sampled districts, 164 UCs, distributed proportionately to 

cover all Tehsils were randomly selected. In all 7% of the total UCs were covered in 

the survey which is statistically large enough to produce reliable estimates. The 

sampled UCs (proportionately divided into rural and urban) within a district were 

selected randomly.  

 IDS-defined Blocks (IDS-B): An enumeration block (as per PCO definitions) on 

average contained 200 households. IDS divided the sampled UCs into IDS-defined 

Block on the same lines. Given that 50 percent of each IDS-Bs were administered the 

scorecard, to achieve a sample of 67,000 households required that 670 IDS- Bs were 

selected for enumeration (4 IDS- Bs on average). However, the IDS-Bs to be covered 

per UC were dependent upon the average size of UCs in the districts to be covered. 

 Households: In each sample IDS-B, listing exercise covered 100% households 

located within the block boundaries. A block consisted of about 200 households. 

From the listing, 100 households were selected for administration of the survey forms 

by random/systematic method of selection. In all 67,000 households were to be 

enumerated (i.e. the scorecard administered) 100 households were selected based on 

the assumption that an IDS-B has 200 households on average. A sample size of 67,000 

households was pre-determined keeping in view the availability of resources and time 

considerations. Nonetheless, this sample size is sufficiently large for this validation 

exercise. Field staff was employed in each district based on the sample size in the 

district. Hired field staff had a bachelor’s degree and was locals of the area which 

allowed for easy access and communication. 
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4.3. Sample Size for Targeting Survey Spot Check 

The actual Sample size as per the inception report was 67,000. However taking into 

account the sampling strategy a total of 67, 368 households were surveyed during the 

targeting survey. The total number of households surveyed cluster wise is reflected in 

tables 10 to 16.    

Table 9: Targeting Survey Spot Check Sample-Households Covered 

Cluster Total Household’s Sample Total HH's Covered  

Cluster A 15000 15016 
Cluster B 17400 17400 
Cluster C 19400 19539 
Cluster D 7300 7513 
Cluster G 1300 6600 
Cluster E 6600 1300 

Total 67000 67,368 

 

Table 10: Sample Cluster A 

 District Number of 
Households 

Sample 

Number of 
Households 

Surveyed 

Cluster A-Upper Punjab and AJK 15000 15016 

RSPN Attock 1300 1316 

Bagh 500 500 

Gujrat 2100 2100 

Lahore 6000 6000 

Mirpur 500 500 

Muzaffarabad 900 900 

Rawalpindi 3700 3700 
 

 

Table 11: Sample Cluster B 

 District Number of 
Households 

Sample 

Number of 
Households 

Surveyed 

Cluster B-Southern Punjab 17400 17400 

AHLN Faisalabad 5600 5600 

Jhang 2200 2200 

Mandi Bahauddin 1300 1300 

Okara 2200 2200 

Rahim Yar Khan 3100 3100 

Sargodha 3000 3000 
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Table 12: Sample Cluster C 

 District Number of 
Households 

Sample 

Number of 
Households Surveyed 

Cluster C- Sindh    19400 19539 

RSPN Badin 2100 2107 

Benazirabad  1800 1916 

Dadu 1800 1800 

Ghotki 1800 1800 

Hyderabad 2300 2300 

Jamshoro 1200 1200 

Kashmore 1300 1300 

Khairpur 1500 1500 

Larkana 1700 1716 

Shikarpur 700 700 

Sukkur 2000 2000 

Umerkot 1200 1200 

 

Table 13:Sample- Cluster D 

 District Number of 
Households 

Sampled 

Number of 
Households 

Surveyed 

Cluster D- KPK and GB           7300 7513 

RSPN Abbottabad 1200 1250 

Buner 500 500 

Gilgit 300 300 

Kohat 700 700 

Mardan 1700 1700 

Peshawar 2300 2434 

Skardu 300 300 

Tank 300 329 
 

Table 14: Sample- Cluster E 

Cluster District Number of 

Households 

Sample 

Number of 

Households 

Surveyed 

Cluster E- FATA 1300 1300 

 Bajaur Agency 800 800 

Khyber Agency 500 500 

 
Table 15: Sample- Cluster G 

Cluster District Number of 

Households 

Sample 

Number of 

Households 

Surveyed 

Cluster G- Districts Covered by PPAF 6600 6600 

 Bahawalnagar 3000 3000 

Dera Ghazi Khan 1500 1500 

Muzaffargarh 1500 1500 

Shangla 600 600 
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4.4. Factors Influencing Selection of Districts 

The criterion for the selection of districts was on the basis of the following factors in order of 

priority: 

1. All clusters covered by different POs to be covered 

2. Provincial capitals (all selected with certainty) 

3. Population of districts 

4. Geographical spread of districts 

 

Table 17 shows that Priority 1 given above is fulfilled. Districts from all clusters 

administered by different POs have been covered. Coverage of all clusters has been taken 

as the top priority as the laid down objectives of the Targeting Spot Check Survey are to 

test the completeness and accuracy of the survey conducted by the POs. 

Table 16: Sample Coverage by Clusters and Population Share  

Cluster 
Total 

Districts 
Districts 
Sampled 

Sample 
coverage (%) 

Population share 
(% of total country 

population)  
A – Upper Punjab and AJK 
– RSPN  

19 7 37 19.37 

B – Southern Punjab – 
AHLN  

16 6 38 22.72 

C – Sindh – RSPN  23 12 52 19.79 
D – KPK and GB – RSPN  21 8 38 10.87 
E – FATA 7 2 29 2.19 
F-Balochistan- PCO* 1 N/A N/A 4.54 
G – PPAF  12 4 33 11.12 
TOTAL 99 39 39 90.61** 

** The remaining 9.39% of the population was covered in Test Phase districts. 

Table 17: Sample Coverage by Provinces and Population Share 

Province 
Total district in 

national roll-out 
No of sampled 

districts 
Sample Coverage (%) Population Share 

Punjab 33 13 39 48.8 
Sindh 24 12 50 20.5 
KPK 21 7 33 12.1 
Balochistan* 27 0 N/A 4.54 
Gilgit-Baltistan 4 2 50 0.46 
AJK 9 3 33 1.99 
FATA 7 2 29 2.19 
Total  125 39 31 90.6 

 

The tables given in the preceding section give the list of sampled districts under each cluster. 

All provincial capitals were selected with certainty, fulfilling Priority 2. Lahore was 

chosen from Cluster A, Karachi South and Karachi East were originally sampled to be 

covered in Phase 2 as Provincial Capital of Cluster C. However Karachi could not be 

surveyed in Phase 2 due to adverse security conditions. Hence, it was agreed between IDS 

and BISP to cover Karachi in Phase 3 and other Sindh districts in Phase 2. Due to 
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continued adverse security conditions in Karachi, it became impossible for enumeration 

teams to conduct survey activities. Consequently, keeping in view the urban population, 

Karachi South was replaced with Dadu and Jamshoro. Similarly, Karachi East was 

replaced with Khairpur, Sukkur and Shikarpur.  

Peshawar was chosen from Cluster D as the Provincial Capital of KPK. IDS teams also 

faced problems similar to Karachi in Quetta during Phase 2. The enumeration teams could 

not proceed with the survey due to security concerns and it was decided to wait till phase 

3. Since there was not much improvement in the security conditions of the district in 

Phase 3 either, Quetta was replaced with Gotki. Gotki was included in the original sample 

selected for the Targeting Survey Spot Check. 

Priority 3 is shown by considering population share both at cluster and provincial level given 

by Tables 16 and 17. Clusters and provinces with a higher population share mostly have a 

higher percentage of sample coverage 

Further rationale for the number of districts from each cluster and province that involve 

overlapping of some or all of the priorities set is given as following: 

 Table 16 gives the sample coverage for districts by clusters and population share. The 

sample coverage (%) column shows that the percentage of districts in the sample in 

each cluster are close to the overall sample coverage of 36%. 

 The rationale for low percentage of sample coverage for FATA compared to other 

clusters and provinces is its low population share i.e., 2.19%. 

 For Gilgit-Baltistan a minimum of 2 districts were selected which gives it a higher 

share in sample coverage (38%) despite its low population share (0.46%).  This was 

necessary for appropriate survey coverage and to ensure adequate geographical 

spread. 

 

Priority 4 which is the geographical spread of districts selected from a cluster is 

illustrated by the map below. 
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Figure 2: Targeting Survey Spot Check Sample Map 

 

5. Questionnaire Design 

The instruments that were used in the spot check of the targeting survey include 

 A listing sheet 

 Supplementary Questionnaire   

 The poverty scorecard (forms T1, T1α) 

 

The Listing Sheet: is the roster which was used in the listing exercise in which the 

enumerators filled the name of the household head, address, CNIIC and previous 

Forms No from the NRO survey. For the location of the household, the enumerator 

wrote down the GPS coordinates of each household.  
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The listing sheet was used to record the structures and households in a block. The 

enumerators entered the household head name, CNIC number and address. 

Additionally, the GPS coordinates of the households were also recorded. 

Supplementary Questionnaire: IDS designed an additional questionnaire that serves 

two purposes:  collecting information regarding the circumstances/environment under 

which the original NRO survey was done to help determine the reasons for any 

differences in calculated scores obtained in the spot check and that obtained in the 

POs targeting.  The questions relate to: 

 the characteristics of the respondent and venue of the previous survey and the 

venue of the current interviews  

 any changes in household composition, characteristics, and assets since the last 

scorecard/BISP interview 
 

Most of the questions are closed ended questions. The complete Supplementary 

Questionnaire is attached as Annex 

I. 

Secondly the supplementary 

questionnaire captures some useful 

information like CNIC, change in 

family composition, ownership of 

assets and awareness of 

information campaign. 

The Scorecard: The main 

interview for the targeting survey 

spot check was based on pre-

designed poverty scorecard 

comprising of forms T1 and T1α.    

6. Mapping and Coordination with BISP District Field Offices 

For enumeration and delineating IDS-defined Blocks (IDS-Bs), IDS demarcated the 

boundaries of the field area to be surveyed and created its own block maps.  The area 

to be surveyed was divided into blocks similar to that done for maps provided by 

PCO. The listing and survey began after the POs surveyed the area, thus the work was 

scheduled in association with the POs fieldwork schedules. All coordination with the 

POs was done through BISP such as provision of information about the progress of 

POs work in each district to be surveyed for spot check.  
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7. Field Staff 

Field staff was employed in each district based on the sample size in the district. The 

staff was organized into survey and listing teams, where the number of teams in a 

district was determined by the sample size of the district. The composition of each 

team was of five enumerators and one Field Supervisor. The Field Supervisor worked 

under the District Supervisor and was in charge of the enumeration teams placed 

under him. The quality control officers
2
, who were responsible for checking 

questionnaires at random, reported to the District Supervisors.  

7.1. Hiring of Field Staff 

IDS has a nationwide network and an existing roster of stand-by personnel allowing 

us to hire enumerators from every region. There was a gap of three to four days 

between completion of listing activity and commencement of spot check survey. The 

enumerators and field supervisors that make up listing teams later conducted the spot 

check survey. A few backup field staff members were also hired in case their services 

are required at any stage. Enumerators were hired based on a laid down criteria and 

contingent upon clearing a test. Where ever possible, IDS attempted to achieve a 

gender balance when hiring enumerators. A four-day training session was also 

conducted in each district. Training details are discussed in the next section of this 

report. 

8. Training of Staff 

Central to an effective Spot Check was to ensure the neutrality and quality of the 

Scorecard Spot Check 

Evaluation Consultant field 

staff and their work. For this 

Spot Check Managers and 

Enumerators received in-depth 

training and briefing, with field 

trials and post training tests, to 

ensure full motivation and first-

class competence. In addition, 

high quality monitoring and 

management of the field teams 

was also ensured. 

For the Targeting Spot Check 

activity in each Phase, training workshops were conducted at the IDS office in Islamabad 

and at each of the district field offices.  The details are given as below: 

                                                 
2
 Quality controllers refer to those who edit data in the field. Editors refer to the officers who work in the 

MIS department and deal with data issues. 
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8.1. Training of Field Staff 

Field trainings were conducted for the targeting survey spot check. As laid down in the 

contract, BISP officials trained the key staff from IDS as Master Trainers. Training of 

Trainers Workshop for the Targeting Spot Check was conducted at the start of each 

phase of the Spot Check survey, at Islamabad. The training workshop was of four days in 

each phase. 

 On the first and second days, the trainees received in-depth training about the 

questionnaire and the understanding of the questions in it. The trainees filled the 

survey questionnaires with the information from their household playing the role of 

respondents. They were briefed on the survey procedure and skills & techniques on 

how to carry out the activities in field.  

 

 On the third and fourth day, the trainees were taken out in the field for the field test of 

the training they received. The 

supervisors were trained in 

how to manage the team of 

enumerators to report to them 

effectively. Guidelines on how 

the staff should conduct 

themselves in the field and how 

they can overcome the 

challenges that they may face 

during field work was also part 

of the training. The trainees 

were also trained on how to 

effectively communicate with 

the respondents in order to get 

maximum accuracy of the information. The master trainers then reviewed the conduct 

of the trainees and provided them with feedback to improve their performance on 

field. The logistical plan was also discussed with the supervisors and enumerators.  

 

The workshops were interactive throughout so that the trainees were encouraged to ask 

questions and elicit any problems in understanding and interpretation of questions and the 

overall procedures for the conduct of the survey.  

9. Composition of Teams and Survey Activities 

District Level: For the implementation of the survey, IDS established offices at the 

district level. Each district office had the following staff:- 

 District Supervisor 

 Listing Teams
3
 

                                                 
3
 There are separate teams for listing and survey but since the two activities do not take place 

simultaneously, staff hired for listing was also  a part of spot check survey teams. 
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o Each team headed by a Field Supervisor 

o Each team composed of 5 Enumerators 

 Survey Teams 

o Each team headed by a Field Supervisor 

o Each team composed of 5 Enumerators 

 Field Editors in each district 

 Quality Control Officers 

 3 M&E officers  from the central M & E team  from the head office who visited 

districts being surveyed 

The day-to-day activities at the district offices involved:  

 Assigning and dispatching of survey and listing teams by the district supervisor.  

 Listing and Survey teams enumerating the blocks assigned to them.  

 Each team returned the day’s questionnaires to the district supervisor who first did 

a general perusal and reconciled questionnaires returned against questionnaires 

issued. (The record of questionnaires issued was maintained in a log-book).  

 Questionnaires were then handed to Quality Control Officers who were 

responsible for detailed 

reviewing. Each and every 

questionnaire was checked 

for errors, omissions and any 

inconsistencies.  

 Any incorrect 

entries/omissions found were 

marked, and questionnaires 

with faults were returned 

through the district 

supervisor to the field 

supervisors to be corrected 

in the field.   

 The teams revisited households if required. This was in cases when the form was 

not complete (as identified by the Quality Control Officers), the house was locked, 

non-availability of an appropriate respondent at the time of first visit and other 

reasons that prevented completion of the poverty scorecard. 

 Monitoring and evaluation of survey and listing staff by the Field and District 

Supervisors. This included keeping check on the progress of work according to the 

schedule, maintaining of log forms (T2 & T3, T4) and supervision and random 

checks of enumerators to ensure that survey guidelines were met. 

 Monitoring and evaluation of the field survey was also carried out by the M&E 

officers from the IDS head office who would conduct random spot visits to the 

field and monitor the overall practices and performance of field staff. Such checks 

were also conducted during the spot visits by the Director Operations.  

 The questionnaires vetted and approved by the Quality Control Officers at the 

district were despatched to the IDS Head Office in Islamabad. 

Head Office Level: At the head office in Islamabad, questionnaires went through a 

second review. Quality control officers at the head office re-checked questionnaires. 

Once questionnaires passed this second review, they were handed over to the MIS 

department for processing and data entry. 
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9.1. Field duties and activities 

The following matrix gives an outline for the field activities that were performed during 

the Spot Check Targeting Survey and how the duties were divided among the field survey 

teams. 

Table 18: Field duties performed by the survey staff 

S # IDS Supervisors Field Supervisor Enumerator 

1 Establishment of Field District 

Offices 

  

2 IDS Supervisors  arranged coordination 

meetings with 

a. District Officials 

b. BISP Representative 

c. Tehsil & UC Officials 

d. Polio/LHW for Obtaining Maps 

Coordinating the meetings 

for IDS Supervisors and 

helping in obtaining maps of 

districts and UCs. 

 

3 Training of District Field Staff: 

a. Two days training in class 

b. Two days field training 

Organizing and coordinating the 

4-day Training Workshop 

Attending the 4 -day 

Training Workshop 

4 a. Reconnaissance of Complete UC 

b. Selection of IDS Blocks (Blocks must 

be spread over the entire UC) 

c. Preparation of IDS Block Maps 

  

a. Reconnaissance of Complete 

UC 

b. Selection of IDS Blocks 

(Blocks must be spread over 

the entire UC) 

c. Preparation of IDS Block 

Maps 

 

 

5 a. Issuing of required number of T-1 

Forms, Supplementary 

Questionnaire and recording them in 

the log forms every morning. 

b. Accompanying field teams and 

supervision of Listing and 

Enumeration. 

c.  Receiving of Filled and Blank 

questionnaires and recording them 

in log forms at the end of work day. 

d. Reviewing of at least 10% of Filled 

Questionnaires. 

e. Maintaining of log forms (T2 & T3, 

T4) 

f. Supervision of Editing Work. 

a. Issuing of listing forms every 

morning 

b. Supervising and assisting 

preparation of route maps for 

targeting spot check 

c. Issuing of required number of 

T-1 Forms, Supplementary 

Questionnaire and recording 

them in the log forms every 

morning. 

d.  Receiving of Filled and 

Blank questionnaires and 

recording them in log forms 

at the end of work day. 

e. Reviewing of at least 20% of 

Filled Questionnaires. 

a. 100% Listing of 

assigned area by the 

Field Supervisor 

b. Preparation of route 

map for conducting 

spot check survey 

c. 100 households  

enumerated in each 

IDS-defined block 

selected 

 

6 Distribution of Filled Questionnaire to 

Editors for Editing. 

Issuing of Questionnaire with 

errors to respective Enumerator 

for Revisit. 

a. Enumeration of 

Household as directed by 

the field supervisor. 

Keeping in view the 

enumerations techniques 

learned in the Training 

session and the field 

exercise. 

b. Returning the 

Filled and Blank 

Questionnaires to Field 

Supervisor at the End of 

Work Day. 
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10. Separate M&E Wing  

An M&E component was directly 

under the project manager and 

team leader having communication 

links with all other components. 

The M&E team was lead by a 

senior IDS person with extensive 

experience of monitoring and 

evaluation of similar projects 

undertaken by the PPAF. All 

aspects of the scorecard spot 

check, from training of 

enumeration teams to report 

writing of all four parts of the spot check, were monitored by M&E teams reporting 

directly to the project manager. This involved team visits to the field offices at various 

intervals to monitor field work and to resolve or draw the manager’s attention to any 

issues/problems identified. Enumeration teams were joined at times in the field to inspect 

the listing and enumerating activities. Data entry was also monitored at intervals, where 

the M&E team randomly selected a small sample of entries/questionnaires to check 

accuracy. All report writing was carefully supervised and proof read by the M&E team to 

make sure that these and all presentations were accurate and met high writing and 

publishing standards. 

11. Data Collection  

Three-Tier Management and Quality Control: For field work, IDS implemented a three 

tier management and quality control mechanism to ensure that the survey data collected is 

authentic.  

 

Tier 1- Supervision in the field: Field offices were established at the district level to 

ensure efficient management and control. Field supervisors were responsible for 

monitoring of enumeration and listing teams in the field. They ensured that day-to-day 

targets are met.   

 

Quality Control Officers reviewed each and every questionnaire filled, marking errors and 

omissions. Questionnaires with faults were returned to field supervisors via district 

supervisor for correction in the field through return visits. 

 

Tier 2 – Supervision at District Level: The District Supervisor, a permanent IDS staff 

member, ensured enumeration targets were met, and kept an overall check on the field 

activity at the district level. The District Supervisors maintained the questionnaire log-

book (T2 & T3, T4) to ensure that all questionnaires are accounted for, randomly 

inspected filled-out questionnaires, and received error reports from the Quality Control 
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Officers. Questionnaires with faults were returned for enumeration through the District 

Supervisor who ensured that survey guidelines and techniques were being followed. 

 

Tier 3 – Supervision at the Head Office Level: Questionnaires received at the head office 

were put through a second layer of monitoring before being passed on for data 

processing. An additional team of Editors reviewed questionnaires. The MIS Manager 

was directly responsible for overseeing all supervision at the head office. 

12. Data Processing 

Database Development: Databases for the Targeting Survey Spot Check was 

developed using SQL Server 2000.  

Elements of Quality Checks implemented within Data Processing are as follows: 

Double Entry: Each questionnaire (of all instruments used in the Spot Check Evaluation) 

was entered twice, to ensure that human errors are minimized.  

Traceability: To ensure the traceability of forms to be entered, a tag was designed for the 

purpose. When a form was entered once by a KPO, a unique key was generated and a 

coloured tag was put on the form which contained information about the name and 

identification code of the KPO who entered the form into the software, source of data (as 

relevant), number of times the form has been entered into the software i.e., first or second 

entry, phase number, quarter number and date of data entry. This was to ensure that each 

form is entered twice. The unique key ensured traceability of the forms systematically in 

case errors during the data entry needed to be corrected. The forms entered twice, as 

indicated by the information completed on the tag were then passed on to the MIS 

department. 

Built-in Checks: There are standard built-in features in the software designed for the 

various spot checks. These include: skip-and-fill design, pre-defined data range for entry 

of different questions e.g. CNIC number cannot be more than 13 digits, for entry under 

gender, codes other than male (1) and female (2) will not be accepted by the software. 

“Forced entry” features ensure necessary fields are not left blank.  

Data Editors: The MIS team at the IDS head office included data editors. Once a certain 

batch of data entry load was completed, an error report was generated by the software 

highlighting all kinds of discrepancies, if any. The data editors were than responsible for 

checking these discrepancies against the original questionnaires and make the relevant 

corrections in the entered data.  

Software Comparison: With double-entry, the two data sets were matched within the 

(SQL-based) data entry software and also transferred to a second programme (SPSS), at 

random intervals). This allowed a further comparison and helped rule out any software 

related errors. Any discrepancy found was rectified by going back to the form and 

correcting the error.  
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Data Analysts: Data analysts, responsible for final findings worked in close coordination 

with the MIS department during the data analysis and report writing at the required 

intervals, provided an additional layer of review when/if analytically unexpected or 

exceptional results arrived.  

Once the data entry was verified, and cleared by the MIS Manager it was made 

available for analysis as given below. The MIS Manager then worked in close 

coordination with the data analysts to get the desired outputs for the reports.  

13. Data Analysis and Reporting 

The following activities took place: 

 Calculation of the PMT formula. 

 Analysis to check if there are significant differences between the calculated score 

obtained in the spot check and that obtained from POs .  

 If differences exist, determine their causes.  

The methodology for analysis and comparison was similar to that for the test phase 

spot check, i.e. the indicators listed below were used to determine if there are 

significant differences in the poverty scores. Indicators were defined at the household, 

block, district and cluster (cluster of districts) level. 

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

achieved in using spot check data and the score achieved using the NRO data. 

                

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

the NRO and the spot check  

          

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

different scores 

     
 

 
     

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

check and the score achieved in the NRO. 

     
              

 
 

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

     
      

 
 

 

 

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

 Block Indicator 4b: Percentage of households moving below cut off point. 
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 Question Indicator: Percentage of discrepant entries for each question calculated 

for each district. This shall allow us to indicate if particular questions have 

heightened inaccuracy and identify the source of discrepancy in overall poverty 

score. These two indicators are to check for signs of systematic biases linked to a 

specific question. 

 District Indicator: Difference between the mean score achieved in the spot check 

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

 Cluster (Cluster of Districts) Indicator: Difference between the mean score 

achieved in the spot check and mean score achieved in the national roll-out, along 

with tests of significance. This will allow a comparison of POs’ performance as 

each PO will handle one cluster. 

Phase progress reports were produced as stipulated in the contract. Any other key 

information/ issue identified during the survey and analysis, critical to the process, was 

also communicated to BISP. Key findings and recommendations were presented using 

power points presentations for every report that was produced. 

14. Work Plan/Phasing 

The entire Targeting Survey Spot Check was divided over three phases. . The actual 

survey completed as against a sample size of 67000 households for the three phases is 

shown in Table 20, 21 and 22. The total households surveyed were 67,368 i-e 368 

households more than the given sample size. 

 

 

Table 19: Actual Surveyed Households Phase 1 

PO  Province  District  No of households 
Surveyed  

RSPN  Punjab   Lahore  6000 

RSPN  Punjab   Rawalpindi  3700 

RSPN  Punjab  Attock  1316 

AHLN  Punjab  Faisalabad  5600 

RSPN  Sindh  Larkana  1716 

RSPN  Sindh  Benazir Abad  1916 

RSPN  Sindh  Badin  2107 

RSPN  GB  Skurdu  300 

RSPN  GB  Gilgit  300 

RSPN  KPK   Peshawar  2434 

RSPN  KPK  Tank  329 

RSPN  KPK  Abbottabad  1250 

Total      26968 
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Table 20: Actual Surveyed Households Phase 2  

PO  Province  District  
Number of 

Households Surveyed 

RSPN  AJK  Bagh  500 

RSPN  AJK  Mirpur  500 

RSPN  AJK  Muzaffarabad  900 

RSPN  KPK  Mardan  1700 

RSPN  KPK  Buner  500 

PPAF  KPK  Shangla  600 

AHLN  Punjab  Jhang  2200 

PPAF  Punjab  DG Khan  1500 

RSPN  Punjab  Gujarat  2100 

AHLN  Punjab  RY Khan  3100 

RSPN  Sindh  Hyderabad  2300 

RSPN  Sindh  Umerkot  1200 

RSPN  Sindh  Kashmor  1300 

Total        18400 

 

 

Table 21: Actual Surveyed Households Phase 3 

PO Province  Districts  
Number of Households  

surveyed 

PPAF  Punjab  Bahawalnagar  3000 

PPAF  Punjab  Muzaffargarh  1500 

AHLN  Punjab  Okara   2200 

AHLN  Punjab  Sargodha  3000 

AHLN  Punjab  Mandi Bahuddin  1300 

RSPN  Sindh  Dadu  1800 

RSPN  Sindh  Jamshoro  1200 

RSPN  Sindh  Khairpur  1500 

RSPN  Sindh  Sukkur  2000 

RSPN  Sindh  Shikarpur  700 

PPAF  Sindh  Gotki  1,800 

RSPN  KPK  Kohat  700 

AASR  FATA  Bajur Agency  800 

FINCON  FATA  Khyber Agency  500 

Total        22,000 

 
A report was generated for each phase and submitted to BISP. The subsequent phase was 

only undertaken after approval of the previous phase results. This report combines the 

work of the 3 phase’s reports and presents a combined unified picture of the entire 

targeting spot check.  
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III. DATASET FOR ANALYSIS 

15. Matching of Surveyed Households 

The data of surveyed households was forwarded to NADRA/BISP for matching against 

their database. Of these, 50,398 (74.8 percent of 67,368 households surveyed) could be 

matched
4
. This is a significant improvement from the Test Phase, where only 58 percent 

of the surveyed households were matched to the BISP/NADRA database. Figure 3 shows 

the percentage of households matched in each cluster The percentage of matching was 

above 70 percent for all clusters except for clusters B and E.  

Figure 3: Data Matching 

 

Figure 4 below shows the percentage of matching for each of the five PO’s. The best 

matching was of PPAF and RSPN at 77.5 percent & 77.9 percent respectively. The lowest 

matching was of FINCON at 64 percent. 

                                                 
4
 The total sample size of 67,00 households for the Targeting Survey Spot Check was determined on a 

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

excess to the sample required for the spot check. According to Krejcie and Morgan (1970) for a population 

size of 10,000,000 households, for 99% confidence interval and margin of error of 1%, the maximum 

sample size required Is 16,560. Taking the same yard stick the sample size for the spot check is in excess 

.The sample size was kept in excess under the assumption which was experienced during the Test Phase 

that the matching of the Spot Check and the National Roll Out would not be more than 60 percent. 
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Figure 4: Data Matching- PO Wise 

 

 Data Matching is affected by the following factors:  

 Low Coverage 

In case of low coverage of certain areas by the POs, there is an increased 

possibility of low matching.  Overall the reported coverage was 82.4 percent of 

the surveyed households. The coverage aspect is discussed in more detail in the 

next section. 

 Incomplete Data Entry 

Households may have been surveyed but failed to match if their forms had not 

been entered by the time the matching exercise was carried out. 

 Receipt Retention 

During the interview by the POs each household was provided with a receipt for 

the poverty scorecard. The receipt bore the machine number of the form which 

was filled for that household and duly signed by the respondent. Households 

which reported being included in the NRO survey were asked to present the 

receipt. Of these 42,328 were able to present the receipt (see Table 23 ).This 

means, among all households surveyed  62.83 percent (42,328 of the 67,368  

surveyed households) had receipts that could be used to facilitate matching.  

Table 22: Receipt Retention 

Districts 
Total HH's 

Covered 

Households Reported as Included HHs with 

Receipts as 

% of HHs 

Surveyed 
Included 

Households 

with Receipt 

Receipt 

Retention 

Rate 

Cluster A 15016 12983 9885 76.14 65.83 

Cluster B 17400 12732 9595 75.36 55.14 

Cluster C 19539 16128 13169 81.65 67.40 

Cluster D 7513 5976 5365 89.78 71.41 

Cluster G 6600 5802 3323 57.27 50.35 

Cluster E 1300 1080 999 92.50 76.85 

Overall 67368 54701 42328 77.38 62.83 
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 CNIC’s of all household members not provided or not made during NRO 

In addition to the Form number the CNIC numbers of household members were 

used as a variable for matching. This ensured that if the CNIC of at least any one 

member was made and provided during NRO survey, that household was matched 

to IDS’s list of surveyed households. Households that did not provide the CNIC 

number for any of the household members and had not retained the receipt/ form 

number could not be matched.  

16. Data Available for Comparative Analysis 

Of the matched households 5 percent households had to be excluded from the analysis as 

the poverty scores of these 2,505 households had not been calculated by NADRA due to 

missing information. This left IDS with 71.1 percent households (47,893 of 67,368 

surveyed households) for comparison and data analysis. Table 24 shows the cluster wise 

breakup of the data available for analysis and Table 25 reports this PO wise. 

 Table 23: Data Available for Analysis 

Cluster 
Number of 

Households 
Surveyed 

Available Data 
for Analysis 

Percentage of 
Households 

Surveyed 

Cluster A 15016 10984 73.1% 

Cluster B 17400 11446 65.8% 

Cluster C 19539 14382 73.6% 

Cluster D 7513 5576 74.2% 

Cluster G 6600 4728 71.6% 

Cluster E 1300 777 59.8% 

Overall 67368 47893 71.1% 

 

 

 

Table 24: Data Available for Analysis- PO Wise 

 PO 
Number of 

Households 
Surveyed 

Available Data 
for Analysis 

Percentage of 
Households 

Surveyed 

RSPN 42068 30942 73.6% 

PPAF 6600 4728 71.6% 

AHLN 17400 11446 65.8% 

AASR 800 474 59.3% 

FINCON 500 303 60.6% 

Overall 67368 47893 71.1% 
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IV. COVERAGE AS AN INDICATOR OF PERFORMANCE 

17. Reported Coverage 

The Targeting Survey Spot Check evaluated the rate of inclusion of households by the 

POs in the NRO survey. Spot Check respondents were asked if their household was 

included in the NRO survey. Responses to this question are referred to as the Reported 

Coverage. Overall, 54,701 (out of 67,368 surveyed) households or 81.2 percent reported 

that they were included in the previous survey. This is a considerable increase from the 

Test Phase, where the coverage was 61.4 percent. Of the remaining households, only 1.2 

percent reported refusal or that the house had been locked and 11,833 households or 17.6 

percent reported that they were not covered in the survey conducted by the POs.   

 Households Reporting Being Included:   81.2%    

 Households Reporting Refusal/Locked:   01.2% 

Sum- Total Reported Coverage    82.4% 

 Households Reporting Not Being Covered:   17.6% 

        100.0% 

As shown in Figure 5, Cluster B (Southern Punjab) and D (KPK and GB) had the highest 

reported exclusion rate, where 26 percent and 20 percent of the households interviewed, 

respectively, reported that they were not interviewed in the previous survey.  

Figure 5: Reported Coverage 
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18. Actual Coverage 

During the Spot Check it was observed that the reported coverage does not equal actual 

coverage. This is due to inaccurate/incorrect reporting of exclusion by respondents. These 

households reported that their household was missed during the NRO survey but it was 

found during the matching exercise that the data for some of these households actually 

existed in the NADRA/BISP database. Those households that reported not being covered 

in the NRO survey but their data was matched in the NADRA data set were factored in 

calculating actual coverage. Thus the actual coverage includes those households that 

reported being included in the NRO survey and those households that reported not being 

included but their data was matched. This is referred to as the Actual Coverage. 

A total of 11,833 households reported not being covered by the enumeration teams. Out 

of these households, the data for 3600 or 30.4 percent was in fact present in the NADRA 

database and was matched. The following table (Table 26) reports the adjusted rate of 

coverage by adding these 3600 households to those that reported inclusion.  

Overall, the actual rate of coverage was 87.8 percent whereas the reported rate of 

coverage was 82.4 percent.  

Table 25: Actual Rate of Coverage 

Cluster 

Total 

HH's 

Covered 

Reported Coverage 

Reported 

as Not 

Included 

Reported 

as not 

included 

but 

Matched 

Actual Coverage 

Included 

Refusal

/ 

Locked 

Reported 

Rate of 

Coverage 

Included 

+Refusal/ 

Actual 

Rate of 

Coverage 

Locked + 

Not 

Included 

but 

Matched 

Cluster A 15016 12983 371 88.9% 1662 285 13639 90.8% 

Cluster B 17400 12732 99 73.7% 4569 1366 14197 81.6% 

Cluster C 19539 16128 311 84.1% 3100 1181 17620 90.2% 

Cluster D 7513 5976 7 79.6% 1530 455 6438 85.7% 

Cluster G 6600 5802 46 88.6% 752 221 6069 92.0% 

Cluster E 1300 1080 0 83.1% 220 92 1172 90.2% 

Overall 67368 54701 834 82.4% 11833 3600 59135 87.8% 

 

Figure 6 shows the affect of the above mentioned adjustment on the cluster wise 

coverage. The coverage in the districts of Upper Punjab and AJK( Cluster A), Sindh( 

Cluster C), FATA( Cluster E) and the districts covered by PPAF( Cluster G) rose to 

above 90 percent households covered in the NRO survey. The actual coverage in the 

districts of Southern Punjab (Cluster B) and KPK and GB (Cluster D) was lower than 

other districts but higher than 80 percent.  
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Figure 6: Reported and Actual Coverage- Cluster Wise 

 

19. Assessment of Coverage -PO Wise 

Overall the actual coverage of the survey by the POs was 87.8 percent, which is 

considered as a good rate of coverage in a national level exercise. Figure 7 below shows 

the coverage performance of each PO. In terms of coverage PPAF and AASR were the 

best performers, with both covering more than 90 percent of the sampled households after 

adjusting for households that incorrectly reported exclusion. FINCON conducted the 

survey in only one of the FATA agencies, i.e. Khyber Agency. The coverage for this PO 

was the lowest, with 75.4 percent of households being covered in NRO survey. 

   

Figure 7: Coverage- PO Wise 
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20. Possible Reasons for Missed Coverage 

The enumeration teams cannot reach households due to some factors that get in the way 

of survey activities.  Additionally, migration of households from one district to the other 

can also impact the coverage results. Following are the possible reasons that may have 

affected the coverage results during the Targeting Survey Spot Check: 

 Law and Order 

The overall deteriorating law and order conditions in a number of districts affected 

coverage adversely, as is evident in Khyber Agency where only 75.4 percent 

households were surveyed during the NRO survey 

 Flood Affectee’s 

Major displacement of the population as a result of the 2010 floods in the main 

flood affected districts of Pakistan. 

 Survey Methodology 

As per the contractual mandates laid down by BISP, blocks of 200 households 

were to be mapped. Listing was to be done for the entire 200 households in the 

block but the survey was to be conducted of only 100 households. Thus, the 

missed households in the block were slightly over- represented. If all 200 

households in the block had been surveyed, the number of missed households 

would have been more accurately determined. 

 Resurvey by POs 

In certain districts, BISP officials mandated POs to carryout resurvey of missed 

households. During the Spot Check Phase 1 and 2 these resurveys may not have 

been captured as POs were in the process of conducting the resurveys. The 

adjusted coverage of these first two phases is 83.58 percent and 85.1 percent, 

respectively. By the time third phase of the Spot Check was launched the 

resurveys had been completed. Hence, the coverage in Phase 3 increased to 93.4 

percent. 
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V. ANALYSIS OF DATA QUALITY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Glossary of Statistical Terms 

MEAN: Refers to the arithmetic mean or simple average.  

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

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

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

standard deviation means data is more widely spread.  

STATITISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE: A result is “statistically significant” if we are 

confident that it is true. Results reported in this report use a Confidence Level of 95% 

(by using the appropriate t-value). This means that a “statistically significant” result 

in this report is one in which we have 95% confidence that it is true.  Note that a 

statistically significant result may not necessarily be important, meaningful or 

significant in the typical (non-statistical) sense.  

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

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

be important (insignificant in the typical sense).  

SYSTEMATIC BIAS: Systematic Errors are consistent, repeating errors in 

measurement that follow a pattern and skew results in a particular direction. Thus, a 

Systematic Bias is a skew in the data caused by Systematic Errors. In contrast, 

Random Errors follow no pattern and therefore have an average value of zero over 

large samples. Random Errors are inherent in any measurement; Systematic Errors 

are indicative of flawed measuring.  

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

expected and will not affect average results over a large sample as they 

“cancel out”. Systematic Errors do not cancel out and skew the data. The 

source of the Systematic Error then needs to be identified to improve data 

collection. 
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21. Household Indicator 1- Mean Difference in Scores 

Overall 

As a whole, the mean poverty score in BISP’s National Roll-Out survey is 0.64 points  

lower than the Spot Check survey (see Table 27). The difference is very small and 

statistically significant. 

 Mean Poverty Score in National Roll-Out :  25.86   

 Mean Poverty Score in Spot Check:   26.50   

 Difference in Means(NRO-SC):   -0.64 

 Difference Statistically Significant:   at 5% significance level 

Table 27 also reports the percentage of households falling below the cut-off score in the 

two surveys.  As a whole, the difference in households falling below the cut-off is 

(negative) 0.5 percent of the 50,398 matched households
5
. 

 

 % below Cut-Off in National Roll-Out:   21.0  

 % below Cut-Off in Spot Check:    21.5 

 Difference in %:      -0.5 

 

By Cluster 

Looking at the cluster-wise break up in Table 27 all clusters except clusters B and D have 

a statistically significant difference in scores. Districts from Cluster A (Upper Punjab and 

AJK), D (KPK and GB) and G (districts covered by PPAF) are the best performers in 

terms of having the smallest difference in mean scores (-0.63, -0.05 and -0.34, 

respectively).  

 

 
Table 26: Cluster-Wise Summary Statistics for Household Indicator 1 

   Household Indicator 1 % HH below cut-off = 16.17 

Overall National Roll Out 25.86 21.0% 

Spot Check 26.50 21.5% 

Mean Difference -0.64 -0.5% 

NRO-SC t - value (13.25) 
 

Cluster A 
(Upper Punjab and AJK) 

National Roll Out 31.01 8.2% 

Spot Check 31.65 8.4% 

Mean Difference -.63 -0.2% 

NRO-SC t - value (6.53) 
 

Cluster B 
(Southern Punjab) 

National Roll Out 27.62 14.3% 

Spot Check 26.07 20.1% 

Mean Difference 1.54 -5.9% 

NRO-SC t - value (16.04) 
 

Cluster C 
(Sindh) 

National Roll Out 20.77 36.2% 

Spot Check 23.43 32.0% 

Mean Difference -2.66 4.2% 

NRO-SC t - value (31.29) 
 

                                                 
5
 IDS calculated scores for all matched households.  . 
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   Household Indicator 1 % HH below cut-off = 16.17 

Cluster D 
(KPK and GB) 

National Roll Out 26.46 19.1% 

Spot Check 26.50 21.0% 

Mean Difference -.05 -1.9% 

NRO-SC t - value (.34) 
 

Cluster G 
( Districts covered by PPAF) 

National Roll Out 24.94 20.9% 

Spot Check 25.29 22.8% 

Mean Difference -.34 -2.0% 

NRO-SC t - value (2.08) 
 

Cluster E 
(FATA) 

National Roll Out 22.62 27.4% 

Spot Check 24.06 24.1% 

Mean Difference -1.44 3.3% 

NRO-SC t - value (3.15) 
 

 

 

 

 Figure 8 shows the difference in the mean scores of all clusters was less than 2 score 

points, except for Cluster C (Sindh). For cluster C the mean score obtained during the 

Spot Check is 2.66 score points greater than that calculated from the data gathered during 

the NRO Data. With a t-value greater than 2, the difference in the scores of this cluster is 

also statistically significant. The difference in the percentage of people falling below the 

cut-off is relatively large for this cluster. This indicates that overall in cluster C districts 

more households tend to (incorrectly) fall below the cut-off. However, the variation in the 

data of this cluster is within permissible limits. 

Figure 8: Household Indicator 1- Difference in Mean Scores 

 

22. Consistency of Scores at Block Level 

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

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

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

accuracy of the information collected by comparing the data from the NRO  survey with 

the Spot Check survey.  
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Block Indicator 1: At the block level, the percentage of households that have different 

scores.  

                   
 

 
     

Block Indicator 2: The mean absolute difference between the score achieved in the Spot 

Check and the score achieved in the NRO. That is, it is the average difference in scores 

disregarding the direction of difference. 

                   
                

 
 

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

                   
         

 
 

Table 28 reports the results for Block Indicators 1, 2, and 3.  

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

more than 90 percent of the households have different scores from the NRO  survey. The 

discrepancy of scores at the block level is lower for Cluster A and Cluster G with 89.7 

and 89.28 percent households, respectively, for which the scores calculated by IDS and 

NADRA/BISP did not match.  
 

Table 27: Summary Statistics of Score Consistency by Block  

District 

Block 
Indicator 

1 
Block Indicator 2 

Block 
Indicator 

3 

% of HHs Absolute Mean Difference Mean 

Cluster A 89.73 

7.86 4.18 

[1.73] 0.79 

(4.55) 
 

Cluster B 94.43 

8.22 4.33 

[1.49] 0.66 

(5.50) 
 

Cluster C 91.61 

8.03 4.39 

[1.65] 0.76 

(4.87) 
 

Cluster D 92.15 

7.99 4.45 

[1.18] 0.62 

(6.75) 
 

Cluster G 89.28 

8.69 4.79 

[1.73] 0.81 

(5.03) 
 

Cluster E 91.14 

10.23 6.06 

[1.74] 0.41 

(5.87) 
 

Note: *Absolute t-values in (.) parentheses; standard deviation in [.] parentheses 
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Block Indicator 2 checks the mean absolute difference in the scores achieved between 

the two surveys. Table 28 shows that most of the values for Block Indicator 2 fall 

between 7 and 11 i.e. on average the difference in scores is between 7 to 11 points.  The 

small values for the standard deviation suggest that that the distributions are fairly 

concentrated around the means. The value of Block Indicator 2 for Cluster E is higher 

than the other districts, i.e.  10.23. 

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

Most of the values fall within the range of 4 to 7. This means that for most of the clusters 

there are between 4 to 7 questions that have different answers. Differences in data 

collection could explain differences in score calculation (see Figure 9 which illustrates 

this correlation). Small values for the standard deviation again suggest that the 

distribution is concentrated around the mean. The mean value for Cluster E is higher than 

that for other districts with on average 6 questions with discrepant answers. This suggests 

higher inconsistency in data collection in comparison to other districts. 

Figure 9: Correlation of mean Absolute Difference in Score and Discrepant Answers 

 

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

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

answers to each question in order to determine potential sources of inconsistency.  

23. Testing for Systematic Bias – Net Inclusion/Exclusion  

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

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

considered a systematic bias. A systematic bias may not indicate an intentional 

manipulation of data but a recurring error which may arise due to common 

misunderstanding of certain questions in the questionnaire.  
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Recall that: 

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

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

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

Net Change = BI4a minus BI4b 

is calculated. 

 A positive Net Change implies a Net Inclusion Error – That is, more households 

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

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

been included as possible beneficiaries by BISP, exceeds the number of 

households that should have qualified as poor but have been excluded.  

 

 A negative Net Change implies a Net Exclusion Error – That is, overall fewer 

households have been included than should have been, suggesting a tendency to 

exclude. That is, the number of households that should have qualified as poor but 

have been left out from the possible list of beneficiaries by BISP, exceeds the 

number of households that were included though they should not have qualified as 

poor. 

 

Figure 10 and Table 29 present the summary results of this analysis. Cluster A, C, D and 

E have a Net Inclusion error. This implies that more households had been included than 

excluded. The standard deviation of Net Change in Cluster E is very high at 28.51, 

indicating a higher variation of results by blocks. 

Clusters B, D and G indicate Net Exclusion Error, implying that more households were 

excluded than included. Net Change in Cluster B, D and G is 4.01, 0.97 and 0.39, 

respectively.  

The absolute Net Change of all clusters ranges from 0 to 10 percent, within the 

permissible limit. Hence, at the cluster level there is no indication of systematic bias. The 

standard deviation for all clusters is higher than 6. This gives evidence of higher variation 

in the results at the block level. 
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Table 28: Average Net Change 

Districts 
No. of 

Blocks 

BI4a BI4b Net Change 

(% moving above 

cut-off) 

(% moving below 

cut-off) 
(BI4a minus BI4b) 

Average 
Standard 

Deviation 
Average 

Standard 

Deviation 
Average 

Standard 

Deviation 

Cluster A 150 4.96 4.90 4.51 5.08 0.45 6.84 

Cluster B 174 7.35 7.05 11.36 8.22 -4.01 12.14 

Cluster C 193 15.81 9.17 8.79 5.90 7.02 11.84 

Cluster D 73 9.20 6.22 10.17 7.33 -0.97 9.79 

Cluster G 66 11.90 10.08 12.29 7.52 -0.39 14.68 

Cluster E 13 20.86 17.40 13.88 12.74 6.98 28.51 

Total 669 10.17 9.05 9.09 7.42 1.07 12.37 
 

 

 

Figure 10: Average Net Change (Inclusion/Exclusion) by Cluster 

 

23.1. Districts with Indication of Systematic Bias 

Systematic Errors are defined as recurring errors in measurement that follow a pattern and 

skew results in a particular direction. Thus, a Systematic Bias is a skew in the data caused 

by Systematic Errors. A net change greater than 10 percent in any direction is regarded as 

an indication of Systematic Bias. The errors in measurement may not be intentional 

manipulation of data but a result of discrepancies in understanding of certain questions. 

During the three phases of the Targeting Survey Spot Check, evidence of limited 

systematic bias was indicated and analysed for seven districts. Table 30 lists these 

districts. The net change for the remaining districts was less than 10 percent. 

Table 29: Districts with Systematic Errors 

District Cluster PO Net Change 

Umerkot Cluster C RSPN 15.6 

Hyderabad Cluster C RSPN 13.5 

Dadu Cluster C RSPN 15.8 

Okara Cluster B AHLN -16.4 

Sargodha Cluster B AHLN -12.2 

Bajur Agency Cluster E AASR 25.9 

Khyber Agency Cluster E FINCON -23.3 
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23.1.1. Analysis of Indication of Systematic Bias in Umerkot and 

Hyderabad 

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

indicates a recurring error in the system. Through a detailed analysis it has been 

determined that in these districts the frequency of error is higher for the variables of room 

ratio, number of dependents and children’s education. Room ratio is not a direct question 

on the score card but a ratio of two questions i.e. the number of rooms in the house and 

the total number of household members. 

 

Discrepancy in the number of dependents and children’s education variables is primarily 

because of a difference in the rule of calculation of ages of household members and room 

ratio. NADRA has calculated the age of household members according to the rule: If Date 

of birth is given then age is calculated with following formula DOB – Current Fiscal 

Year (2011-07-01), otherwise given age is considered. IDS was not issued these 

instructions by the World Bank or BISP and hence has calculated the age of household 

members as per the date of interview.  

 

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

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

to be calculated from the household roster. However, as confirmed, NADRA considers 

the number of household members as entered for question 24(back side of the 

questionnaire) when calculating the room ratio. 

An additional factor contributing to 

the discrepancy in the room 

ratio/number of rooms is the 

definition of a Jhuggi/ Johnpari. 

According to the instructions in the 

BISP Training Manual, a Jhonpari 

made of straw or any other 

temporary material (or a tent) will 

not be considered as a room and ‘0’ 

will be entered for the number of 

rooms. The definition is further qualified by the type of door, whether it is hinged or 

otherwise.  This definition has not been clearly understood by the enumerators and has 

led to varying interpretations and resultant discrepancy. 
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Systematic bias became evident because of the procedure adopted by NADRA to 

calculate age of the household members and using question 24 to determine the number 

of household members as against following instructions of the World Bank on the subject. 

The Jhuggi factor pronounced the problem in Sindh and the cumulative effect of all these 

was the emergence of net change of higher than the acceptable limit of 10 percent.  

 

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

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

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

 Number of dependents 

 Children’s education 

Figure 11 shows the effect on systematic bias when holding these three variables 

constant. 

Figure 11: Change in Systematic Bias in Hyderabad and Umerkot

 

Figure 11 shows that holding the three variables constant reduced the net change. In 

Hyderabad the net change reduced from 13.48 percent to 2.38 percent. Similarly, in 

Umerkot the net change fell from 15.57 to 9.02. Hence, indicating that there was no 

attempt by the survey organization or the enumerator to influence the scores of the 

households in these districts, but the indication of systematic bias is a result of difference 
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in methodology of data entry followed by NADRA and the Jhuggi factor in these 2 

districts. 

23.1.2.  Analysis of Indication of Systematic Bias in Okara, 

Sargodha, Dadu, Bajur Agency and Khyber Agency 

In the subsequent phases, to avoid 

methodology based errors, IDS 

followed the same methodology for 

calculation of age and room ratio as 

followed by NADRA. The districts of 

Okara, Sargodha, Dadu, Bajur and 

Khyber Agencies were hence not 

subject to methodology errors. 

Indication of systematic bias in these 

districts was caused by other 

factors/variables. Through a detailed 

analysis it has been determined that in 

these districts the frequency of error is 

higher for the ownership of cooking 

stove. This discrepancy occurs in case 

of misunderstanding of the definition 

of cooking stove and cooking range, 

especially when these are translated in 

Urdu. 

 

A lack of understanding of definition 

of cooking arrangement of households results in the variation in the ownership of cooking 

stove in the two data sets. In order to adjust for this difference and assess the impact, the 

ownership of cooking stove was kept constant in the two data sets, i.e. data on ownership 

of cooking stove as recorded by the POs was used for the calculation of PMT scores by 

IDS.  Figure 12 shows the resultant effect on Net Change. 
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Figure 12: Change in Systematic Bias 

 

 

Figure 12 shows that Net Change falls within the acceptable range when adjusted 

according to the aforementioned methodology for all districts except for Khyber Agency. 

The net change in Okara fell from 16.41 to 0.72, 12.15 to 3.95 in Sargodha, 15.8 to 8.27 

in Dadu and 25.9 to 5.63 in Bajur Agency. There is only a 1.4 percentage point decline in 

the systematic bias in Khyber Agency, implying that discrepancies in this question was 

not the only element that caused systematic biases in this District. 

24. Household Indicator 2 

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

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

the two surveys (out of 27 of the scorecard questions). 

         

where, 

∆Si   =  for household i, the number of the questions that have different answers 

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

Figure 13 illustrate the results of Household Indicator 2. The mean number of questions 

with discrepant answers is 4.27.  Cluster wise, the mean number of questions with 

discrepant answers is the highest for the FATA region (Cluster E), with an average of 

about 5 to 6 questions for which the answers in the two datasets were not the alike (See 

Figure 14). Figure 13 shows that the distributions are fairly concentrated around the 

means. 
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Figure 13: Frequency Distribution of HH 2 

Figure 14: Mean Number of 

Discrepant Answers- Cluster  wise

 

24.1. Question Indicator – Question-Wise Rate of Discrepancy 

To identify the source of discrepant answers, Table 31 below lists the questions with the 

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

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

 
Table 30: Questions with Highest Percentage of HHs with Discrepant Answers 

Rank Question  

Number 
of 

Househol
ds 

% of Data 
Available 

for Analysis 

1 
How many people in the household are under the age of 18 and 
over the age of 65? 24081 50.3 

2 How many people usually live and eat in the household? 23761 49.6 

3 Total number of rooms 20915 43.7 

4 What kind of toilet is used in the household? 20078 41.9 

5 
How many children in the household between 5 and 16 years of 
age are currently attending school? 18063 37.7 

6 Assets % HH owning – Cooking Stove 16860 35.2 
7 Assets % HH owning – TV 13847 28.9 

8 
What is the highest educational level of the head of the 
household? 13649 28.5 

9 Assets % HH owning – Washing Machine 10465 21.9 
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24.2. Magnitude and Direction of Question-Wise Discrepancies, and 

Impact on Poverty Scores  

Table 32 presents each of the variables/questions that are used to compute PMT scores 

and compares the values from the NRO survey with the Spot Check survey. In each case 

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

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

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

the total poverty score. The weights reflect the impact that a discrepant/incorrect answer 

will have on the total score for a household. The scores (weights) were computed through 

a regression analysis on an elaborate model with individual poverty predictors in the 

scorecard using the PSLM 2007-08 data. 

Analysis over the following pages compares mean scores for each of the 

variables/questions including whether the mean difference is statistically significant 

(absolute value of the t – value > 2). 
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Table 31: Comparison of the National Roll-Out (NRO) and Spot Check (SC) averages for the variables used to compute the PMT scores 

Variable Name 
 

National 

Roll Out 

Mean 

Spot 

Check 

Mean 

Difference 

of Mean 

Difference of 

Means 't value 

Number of 

Discrepant 

Hholds 

Discrepancy 

hholds as % 

of total hholds 

Number of 

Households 

with NRO 

variable value 

< spot-check  

value 

Households 

with NRO< 

spot-check as % 

of total 

discrepancy 

hholds 

PMT 

How many people usually live and 

eat in the household?  
5.73 5.57 0.16 

 
23762 49.6 11440 48.15 

 

How many people in the household 

are under the age of 18 and over 

the age of 65? 

Less or equal than 2 45.83 42.40 3.42 16.41 10042 20.97 4201 41.83 13.33627 

Equal 3 or 4 31.78 31.42 .36 1.72 10196 21.29 5011 49.15 8.1921546 

Equal 5 or 6 17.20 16.24 .95 5.76 6264 13.08 2904 46.36 4.3023447 

More than 6 5.20 9.94 -4.74 -33.46 4710 9.83 3490 74.10 0.0000000 

Overall 2.94 2.86 .08 11.20 24081 50.28 11962 49.67402 
 

Average Number of Rooms per 

HH  
.29 .33 -.03 -24.53 31772 66.33955 18234 57.39015 

 

Ownership of  Land 

No Agriculture Land 88.65 90.51 -1.85 -12.34 5187 10.83 3037 58.55 0.0000000 

Some Agriculture land but less or 

equal than 12.5 acre 
10.72 9.32 1.40 9.37 5148 10.75 2238 43.47 2.0266605 

More than 12.5 acres of 

agricultural land 
.61 .18 .43 11.04 356 .74 74 20.79 6.7259651 

Overall .32 .22 .10 2.91 7049 14.72 2933 41.61 
 

What is the highest educational 

level of the head of the household? 

Never attended school 52.24 53.40 -1.17 -5.68 9672 20.20 5115 52.88 0.0000000 

1 to class 5 19.14 17.11 2.04 10.34 8905 18.59 3965 44.53 1.6335994 

class 6 to 10 22.20 22.84 -.64 -3.71 6892 14.39 3600 52.23 2.3821612 

class 11, college or beyond 6.42 6.65 -.23 -2.55 1829 3.82 352 19.25 9.9985183 

Overall 1.83 1.83 .00 .19 13649 28.50 6674 48.90 
 

How many children in the 

household between 5 and 16 years 

of age are currently attending 

school? 

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

school 

21.66 18.60 3.06 15.17 9384 19.59 3959 42.19 0.0000000 

Only some of the children between 

5 and 16 years of age are attending 
school 

19.28 19.38 -.10 -.51 9061 18.92 4555 50.27 2.6542210 

All the children between 5 and 16 

years of age are attending school 
28.52 30.75 -2.23 -10.64 7591 15.85 5579 73.49 5.6188757 

There are no children between 5 

and 16 years of age in the 
household 

30.54 31.27 -.73 -4.01 10090 21.07 3970 39.35 
 

Overall 2.68 2.75 -.07 -13.38 18063 37.72 9959 55.13 
 

What kind of toilet is used in the 

household? 

Flush connected to a public 

sewerage 
49.33 55.98 -6.65 -26.22 14980 31.28 9083 60.63 1.6021682 

Dry raised latrine or dry pit latrine 20.45 22.49 -2.05 -8.31 13944 29.11 7462 53.51 0.2421810 

There is no toilet in the household 30.23 21.53 8.70 39.96 11232 23.45 3533 31.45 0.0000000 

Overall 1.81 1.66 .15 38.04 20078 41.92 7612 37.91 
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Variable Name 
 

National 

Roll Out 

Mean 

Spot 

Check 

Mean 

Difference 

of Mean 

Difference of 

Means 't value 

Number of 

Discrepant 

Hholds 

Discrepancy 

hholds as % 

of total hholds 

Number of 

Households 

with NRO 

variable value 

< spot-check  

value 

Households 

with NRO< 

spot-check as % 

of total 

discrepancy 

hholds 

PMT 

Assets % hh owning 

Refrigerator 9.55 9.89 -.34 2.12 5905 12.33 2871 48.62 

2.4631382 Washing Machine 22.63 22.70 -.07 .34 10465 21.85 5215 49.83 

Freezer 4.40 4.59 -.19 1.53 3695 7.72 1801 48.74 

Air conditioner .69 .79 -.10 2.08 578 1.21 264 45.67 

7.0411817 
Geyser .80 .80 -.01 .16 620 1.29 308 49.68 

Air cooler 1.05 1.10 -.05 .80 906 1.89 441 48.68 

Heater 2.43 1.99 .44 -5.08 1708 3.57 959 56.15 

Cooking Stove 61.65 54.76 6.89 -25.59 16860 35.20 10080 59.79 

5.8609219 Cooking Range 1.26 1.00 .25 -3.72 1057 2.21 589 55.72 

Microwave Oven .47 .49 -.03 .60 396 .83 192 48.48 

TV 34.07 35.40 -1.33 5.40 13847 28.91 6606 47.71 1.2114644 

Car .41 .35 .06 -1.63 294 .61 161 54.76 22.708013 

Tractor .36 .31 .05 -1.39 275 .57 149 54.18 
 

Scooter .31 .33 -.02 .63 305 .64 147 48.20 
 

Motorcycle 5.39 6.16 -.77 5.85 3939 8.22 1786 45.34 6.0426008 

Bull .86 .69 .16 -2.96 694 1.45 386 55.62 
4.4248476 

Buffalo 10.34 9.51 .83 -5.31 5614 11.72 3006 53.54 

Sheep 1.83 1.15 .68 -9.08 1292 2.70 809 62.62 

0.2631514 Cow 7.86 7.30 .56 -3.93 4675 9.76 2472 52.88 

Goat 14.05 13.58 .46 -2.42 8394 17.53 4308 51.32 
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Question Wise Analysis  

Number of people who live or eat in the household 

The frequency of discrepancy of this variable was one of the highest: 49.6 percent of the 

total households available for analysis.  However, the difference of mean value for this 

variable is only 0.16 points higher in the NRO survey. Around 23.9 percent of the 

households scored higher for this variable in the Spot Check survey compared with the 

NRO survey (N = 47,893). This variation could be explained by the possible break up of 

households or changes in family composition (example death, moving out, or marriage) 

during the time between the two surveys.  

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

There are four possible answers to this question and out of the four only one is 

statistically insignificant. The first is “less than or equal to 2” which has a difference of 

mean value that is 3.42 points higher for the NRO survey. Overall this discrepancy covers 

21.29 percent of the total households and 10.5 percent of the households reported higher 

amounts for the Spot Check survey compared to the NRO survey. Some of this difference 

can be attributed to individuals reaching the age of 18 or persons passing away in the time 

between the two surveys.  

Additionally, the mean difference for “equal 5 or 6” is 0.95 points higher for the NRO 

survey. This discrepancy covers 13.08 percent of the total households and 6.1 percent of 

the households reported higher numbers in the Spot Check.  

Similarly, the mean difference of “equal 3 or 4” is very small at 0.36 points higher for the 

NRO Survey. This is the only category with a statistically insignificant difference and 

accounts for 21.29 percent discrepant households. 

The mean difference of “more than 6” is 4.74 points higher for the Spot Check survey. 

This discrepancy covers only 9.83 percent of the total households. Around 7.3 percent of 

the households reported higher numbers in the Spot Check survey compared to the NRO 

survey. Some of this difference can be attributed to births that took place in the time 

between the two surveys.  

Ratio of rooms over number of household members 

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

number of household members. This ratio is slightly lower for the NRO survey compared 

to the Spot Check survey (.03 percentage points). However, this variable has the highest 

number of discrepancies as a percentage of total households (66.3 percent). This can be 

explained by issues faced with inconsistencies in entries for other questions such as 

“number of people who live or eat in the household’ and number of rooms in the 

household. As explained earlier, discrepancies in this variable are also due to 

misunderstanding of the definition of Jhonpari. 
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Ownership of Land 

This variable has been divided into three categories with all three being statistically 

significant. 

The first category is “no agricultural land” which has a mean value 1.85 percentage points 

higher for the Spot Check Survey than that for the NRO survey. This discrepancy covers 

10.83 percent of the total households with 6.3 percent households scoring higher for this 

variable in the Spot Check survey  than in the NRO survey. 

The second category is “some agricultural land but less or equal to 12.5 acres” which has 

a mean value that is 1.4 percentage points higher for the NRO survey. Around 4.7 percent 

of the households reported scored higher for this variable in the Spot Check compared to 

the NRO. The discrepancy covers 10.75 percent of the total households. 

Additionally “more than 12.5 acres of agricultural land” has a mean value that is 0.43 

percentage points higher for the NRO survey.  This discrepancy covers only 0.74 percent 

of the total households.   

Highest educational qualification level of head of household  

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

category of “never attended school” is 1.17 percentage points higher for the Spot Check 

survey. This discrepancy covers 20.2 percent of the total households and approximately 

10.7 percent of the households reported belonging in this category in the Spot Check 

survey that did not during the NRO.  

The mean for “class 1 to 5” is 2.04 percentage points higher for the NRO survey. This 

discrepancy covers approximately 18.59 percent of the total households. Approximately 

8.3 percent of the households reported belonging in this category in the Spot Check 

survey that did not during the NRO. 

The mean for “class 6 to 10” is only 0.64 percentage points higher for the Spot Check 

survey. This discrepancy covers 14.39 percent of the total households. 

In the case of “class 11, college and beyond” the mean difference is only 0.23 percentage 

points higher for the Spot Check survey. This discrepancy covers only 3.82 percent of the 

households. 

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

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

the respondent for the Spot Check survey may not be aware of the answers given in the 

initial survey and may declare another head of household. Additionally the time lag 

between the surveys could have caused a change in family composition which could 

change the household head.    
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Number of children in household between 5 to 16 years of age currently attending 

school 

This variable has been divided into four categories with three being statistically 

significant. The mean for “none of the children between 5 and 16 years of age” is 3.06 

percentage points higher for the NRO survey. This discrepancy covers 19.59 percent of 

the total households. Around 8.3 percent of the households reported belonging in this 

category during the Spot Check survey but not in the NRO survey.   

The mean for “only some of the children between 5 and 16 years of age are attending 

school” is only 0.1 point higher for the Spot Check survey. This discrepancy covers 18.92 

percent of the total households and approximately 9.5 percent of the households reported 

belonging in this category during the Spot Check survey that did not in the NRO survey.    

The mean for “all the children between 5 and 16 years of age” is 2.23 point higher for the 

Spot Check survey. This discrepancy covers 15.85 percent of the total households and 

approximately 11.6 percent of the households reported belonging in this category during 

the Spot Check survey that did not in the NRO survey.    

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

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

compared to the NRO survey. The variation could be explained by the possibility that 

these children have reached their school going age.  

Kind of toilet used in household 

This variable has been divided into three categories with all three being statistically 

significant. The mean for “flush connected to a public sewage” is 6.65 percentage points 

higher for the Spot Check survey. This discrepancy covers a higher percentage of the total 

households, i.e. 31.28 percent. Around 19 percent of the households reported falling in 

this category during the Spot Check that did not in the NRO. 

The mean for “dry raised latrine or dry pit latrine” is 2.05 percentage points higher for the 

NRO Spot survey. Roughly 16 percent of the households reported belonging in this 

category in the Spot Check that did not in the NRO.  This category has an overall 

discrepancy rate of 29.11 percent. 

The mean for the Question “there is no toilet in the household” is 8.7 percentage points 

higher for the NRO survey. This discrepancy exists in 23.45 percent of the total 

households and 7.4 percent of the households reported belonging in this category in the 

Spot Check survey that did not in the previous survey.  

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

data. Type of toilet is potentially difficult to explain and there is no concept of a 
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standardized type of toilet facility. Difficulty in explaining this category could be faced in 

rural areas.  

Asset ownership 

Out of the twenty one categories for asset ownership, twelve are statistically significant. 

The difference in the ownership is below 3 percentage points for all assets, except 

cooking stove. Difference in the mean of ownership of cooking stove is 6.89 percentage 

points higher for the NRO survey. The change in the ownership of cooking stove is 

observed in 35.2 percent of the total households and 21 percent of the households 

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

during the NRO survey. This can also be explained by difficulty in explaining or defining 

a cooking stove versus other cooking equipment (example cooking range). It is possible 

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

cooking stoves.     

TV ownership has a discrepancy rate of 28.91 percent of the total households. However 

the value of the mean is only 1.33 percentage points higher for the Spot Check survey. 

Such a variation could be explained by an increase in the buying and selling of TVs for 

certain localities.  

Washing machine ownership has a discrepancy rate of 21.9 percent of the total 

households. In the case of ownership of this asset the difference in mean is only 0.07 

percentage points higher for the Spot Check Survey. 

The other variables are small in magnitude or don’t have a large enough discrepancy rate 

to be considered a serious explanation for the variations in the data between the two 

surveys.  

25. Possible Reasons for Variation in Data 

Reasons for Variation in Data 

1. Change in Family Composition 

Any change in the family composition (birth, death, marriages, etc.) during the time lag 

between the NRO survey and IDS Spot Check survey would result in a variance between 

the two data sets and affect the quality of data. IDS therefore, through the additional 

questionnaire also captured the change in family composition. Overall, 14 percent of the 

households informed of a change in the family composition. Figure 15 shows the change 

in family composition cluster wise. 
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Figure 15: Change in Family Composition 

 
2. Change in Asset Ownership 

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

the possession of certain assets. Therefore, discrepant scores between the spot 

check and the NRO  survey can result from changes in assets. Table 33 reveals 

that 1.2 percent had bought or sold at least one relevant asset between surveys. 

Table 32: Change in Assets 

Cluster 
Households with change 

in the ownership of at 
least of one asset 

Cluster A 1.1% 

Cluster B 0.3% 

Cluster C 1.1% 

Cluster D 0.9% 

Cluster G 1.6% 

Cluster E 15.7% 

Overall 1.2% 

 

3. Characteristics of Respondents 

Figure 16 shows the percentage of households with the same respondent for the 

NRO interview and the Spot Check interview. A change in respondent for a 

household could result in different answers and thus lead to variations in the 

poverty score.  

As shown in figure 16, the respondents for 59.5 percent of the total households 

interviewed were the same as the previous NRO survey.  
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Figure 16: Households with Same Respondent for Both Interviews 

 
4. Inconsistencies in Definition 

Detailed analysis revealed that there were misunderstandings in the definition of 

cooking stove and ‘ Jhonpari’ which led to variations in the two data sets in 

certain districts.  

a. Discrepancy in Ownership of Cooking Stove 

Figure 17 shows that there was a higher discrepancy in the ownership of 

cooking stove. This variation occurs in case of misunderstanding of the 

definition of cooking stove and cooking range, especially when these are 

translated in Urdu. A lack of understanding of definition of cooking 

arrangement of households results in the variation in the ownership of cooking 

stove in the two data sets, affecting the PMT score of households. 

Figure 17: Discrepancy in Cooking Stove Ownership 
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b. Definition of  ‘Jhonpari’ 

According to the instructions in the BISP Training Manual, a Jhonpari 

made of straw or any other temporary material (or a tent) will not be 

considered as a room and ‘0’ will be entered for the number of rooms. The 

definition is further qualified by the type of door, whether it is hinged or 

otherwise. This definition was not clearly understood by the enumerators 

and led to varying interpretations and resultant discrepancy.  

 

26. Assessing the Performance of PO’s on Data Quality 

Different POs were assigned different clusters, where only one PO was responsible for 

one cluster with the exception of Cluster E.  The FATA region was defined as Cluster E 

and only two agencies were selected to be surveyed. In this region each agency was 

surveyed by a different PO. This section assesses the performance on the POs: RSPN, 

PPAF, AHLN AASR and FINCON. The performance of the POs is assessed on the 

indicators discussed: Household Indicator 1, Net Change and Household Indicator 2. 

Household Indicator 1-Difference in Mean Scores 

Figure 18 shows the difference in mean scores for the four Partner Organisation that were 

responsible for conducting the NRO survey in different clusters. The difference in the 

mean scores is less than 2 score points for all POs except for AASR and FINCON. AASR 

carried out the survey in only one district, i.e. Bajur Agency, for which the difference in 

mean scores is 4.56 score points higher for Spot Check Survey. The difference in the 

percentage of households below the cut of point is 9.3 percent as shown in Figure 19. 

FINCON conducted the survey in the other FATA agency, Khyber Agency. The 

difference in the mean scores for this agency is 3.45. The difference in the percentage of 

households below cut off is also the highest for this PO, i.e. 23.1 percent.  As discussed 

earlier, Khyber Agency ranks the lowest in terms of quality of data collected during the 

NRO survey. 
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Figure 18: HH Indicator 1- PO wise 

 

 

Figure 19: Difference in Percentage of HHs below cut-0ff- PO Wise 

 

Net Change 

A net change in any direction of higher than 10 percent indicates the possibility of a 

systematic bias, where the bias may or may not be intentional. Figure 20 shows the net 

change for each of the five POs. For RSPN, PPAF and AHLN the average net change of 

their respective sampled districts is less than 4 percent. The average Net Change for the 

districts covered by RSPN exhibit Net inclusion Error. This implies that more households 

were incorrectly below the cut off than above. 

On the other hand, the average net change for the districts covered by PPAF and AHLN 

indicate Net Exclusion Error. In PPAF and AHLN, on average 0.4 percent and 4 percent 

households respectively, more households were excluded than included. 
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 Here too,the data collected by FINCON exhibits low quality as the Net Change is beyond 

the permissible range being 21.87 percent respectively. 

 Figure 20: Net Change- PO Wise 

 

Mean Number of Questions with Discrepant Answers 

The mean number of questions with discrepant answers for the 47,893 households for 

which data was available for analysis is 4.27 questions. Figure 21 shows that PO wise, 

FINCON and AASR have the highest value for this indicator with a mean of more than 5 

questions with discrepant answers. For the remaining POs, AHLN, PPAF and RSPN, the 

mean number of questions with discrepant answer is 4.22, 4.66 and 4.18 questions 

Figure 21: Mean Number of Questions with Discrepant Answers-PO Wise 
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VI. ENUMERATION PROCEDURES 

27. CNIC Verification 

The laid down enumeration procedure required enumeration teams to record CNIC 

numbers of all household members of aged 18 and above. Providing CNIC Numbers is 

important because it gives an identity to the household. Figure 22 shows the percentage of 

households that were asked by the enumerator to provide all CNIC numbers and the 

percentage of these households that were able to provide CNIC numbers of all members 

during the NRO survey. The findings are divided PO Wise. Overall, 76 percent of the 

households reporting inclusion were asked to provide all CNIC numbers. Out of these 

households 55.8 percent were able to provide all CNIC numbers. AHLN and FINCON 

enumeration teams rank the lowest in this regard.  

For AHLN 66.6 percent households were asked to provide CNIC numbers. Out of these 

only 50.1% were able to provide CNIC numbers. For FINCON 63.0 percent households 

were asked to provide their CNIC numbers and out of these households only 50.6 percent 

were able to provide their CNIC numbers.   

Figure 22: CNIC Verification

 

 

Overall 24.0 percent households reporting inclusion were not asked to provide their CNIC 

numbers which is against proper survey procedure and affects the accuracy of the survey. 

Failure to provide CNIC number(s) makes it difficult to identify the household in the 

future or allow NADRA to conduct its verification. 
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Of the 76.6 percent households that were asked to provide their CNIC numbers, 55.8 

percent households were able to provide their CNIC numbers. The remaining 44.2 percent 

households were not able to provide their CNIC numbers at the time of the NRO Survey 

Figure 23 illustrates the reasons why the aforesaid households could not provide all CNIC 

numbers. Majority of the cases where the CNIC numbers could not be provided were 

because CNIC’s of all eligible household members were not made.  Therefore, of the 44.2 

percent households which were not able to provide their CNIC’s, 67.4 percent households 

did not have CNIC’s of all eligible members made.  16.4 percent of the households could 

not find their CNIC’s at the time of the survey. 11.3 percent of the households said that 

the enumerator was not interested or was in a rush and did not let them bring the CNIC’s. 

Additionally 0.9 percent of the households stated that they did not want to give CNIC 

numbers of female members of the household due to cultural or religious reasons..  

Figure 23: Reasons for Not Providing All CNIC Numbers 

 

28. Number of Forms Filled 

Table 34 shows data on the number of forms filled in the NRO survey for people living in 

that structure. It is important to know the number of forms filled for a structure.  If proper 

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

could affect the completeness & accuracy of the survey. Of the total households reporting 

inclusion, 75.6 percent of the respondents indicated that the enumerators filled one form 

from their structure in the NRO survey, while more than 2 forms were filled for 21.8 

percent of the households reporting inclusion.  
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Table 34 shows these findings PO wise. 

 

Table 33: Number of Forms Filled per Structure 

 

 

1 form 2 forms 3 forms More than 

3 forms 

Don’t 

Know 

RSPN 74.4% 10.8% 6.3% 5.6% 2.9% 

PPAF 84.1% 6.8% 4.1% 4.2% 0.8% 

AHLN 76.4% 11.6% 5.7% 3.5% 2.7% 

AASR 38.1% 20.1% 15.9% 23.5% 2.4% 

FINCON 98.4% 0.3% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

Overall 75.6% 10.6% 6.0% 5.2% 2.6% 

 

Table 35 gives reasons for more than one form being filled for a structure. The reason 

prevailing at the highest percentage for more than one form being filled was that the 

structure accommodates people from separate households (more than one household). PO 

wise, this remains the most occurring cause for more than one form being filled for a 

structure. There were only 9.7 percent cases/structure for which the enumerator suggested 

more forms to be filled. PO wise, this percentage was highest for FINCON, followed by 

PPAF and AHLN. 

Table 34: Reasons for More Than One Form Filled for a Structure 

 RSPN PPAF AHLN AASR FINC

ON 

Overal

l 

Structure accommodates people 

from separate households 

87.4% 85.5% 86.1% 98.0% 80.0% 87.4% 

Enumerator him/herself suggested 

more forms to be filled for couples 

in one household 

9.4% 12.7% 11.1% 2.0% 20.0% 9.7% 

Household representatives 

required the enumerator to fill 

more forms for their household 

3.0% 1.7% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.7% 

Others 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 
 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

29. Were Forms Filled Completely? 

Figure 24 shows if respondents were asked all of the questions in the form (T-1 form) in 

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

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

reporting inclusion, 63.8 percent indicated that in their opinion, the enumerator asked all 

the questions in the form (T-1 form). However, 16 percent indicated that they had not 

been asked all the questions in the T-1 form. Out of these 16 percent where forms were 

not filled completely AHLN had the highest percentage followed by PPAF and RSPN. 

Not asking all questions in the T-1 form is against proper survey procedure and means 

that certain information will be missed.  Missing information affects the accuracy of the 
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survey. Additionally, missing information could be used to explain variations in the 

poverty score.  

Figure 24: Were Forms Filled Completely? 
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VII. ADDITIONAL FINDINGS 

30. Effectiveness of Information Campaign 

Figure 25 shows data on whether or not household members were aware that BISP teams 

would be coming to conduct a survey. Overall, 25.6 percent of the respondents were 

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

to conduct a survey. The remaining 74.4 percent of the respondents were not aware about 

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

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

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

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

PO Wise, areas covered by AASR had the most effective information campaign ( 87.9 

percent ) followed by PPAF and AHLN.     

Figure 25: Effectiveness of Information Campaign 
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31. Application for CNIC 

The NRO survey was a catalyst and motivational force for households to obtain CNICs. 

Table 36 shows that 3.4 percent of the total households surveyed had applied for CNIC 

during the time gap between the BISP NRO survey and IDS Spot Check Survey.  

Table 35: Application for CNIC for any household member  

Households Surveyed Households applying for 
CNIC (Percentage) 

67,368 3.4 

32. BISP Beneficiaries  

Figure 26 below shows data on the number of female household members that were 

receiving benefits from BISP at the time of the Spot Check survey. The results indicate 

that 6.0 percent of the respondents were receiving benefits from BISP.  Households in 

cluster C & cluster D have the most number of BISP beneficiaries. 

 

Figure 26: BISP Beneficiaries 
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VIII. CONCLUSION 

Based on a representative sample, the findings of the Spot Check support the good quality 

of data collected during the NRO. Comparison of the Spot Check and NRO datasets 

exhibits variations within permissible limits. Time lag between the two surveys led to 

most of the discrepancies where there were changes in the family composition and asset 

ownership by households. There is only one district in the sample for which there were 

indications of poor quality data and systematic errors: Khyber Agency. While analyzing 

the results for this district, the law and order conditions along with the cultural constraints 

should also be taken into account. Completion of the NRO survey and then the Spot 

Check survey is an accomplishment and has opened the doors for future work in the 

FATA region under BISP. 

 

An analysis of systematic errors in certain districts reveals a possible misunderstanding of 

definitions. There was a high discrepancy in the ownership of cooking stove along with a 

variation in the number of rooms entered for a “Ihonpari”.  In order to address this 

problem in the future, there is a requirement to establish a more clear definition and focus 

during trainings of field staff. It is further suggested that respondents are asked about only 

one of the two: cooking stove or cooking range, as these could be translated to mean the 

same in Urdu, which creates misunderstanding. Another area which needs more attention 

is the information campaign. The Spot Check results show that overall the information 

campaign run by the Partner Organizations was very weak. 

 

The effective conclusion of the NRO survey and its validation through a third party is a 

very significant achievement by BISP. Authentic data on  million households has been 

effectively collected and secured in a data base. This data base will be very useful to all 

future planners in economic and social sectors and contribute significantly towards 

poverty reduction in Pakistan 
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ANNEX II:  DISTRICT WISE COVERAGE 

 

Cluster E 
1300 83.08% 90.15% 

 Bajaur Agency 800 95.10% 99.40% 

Khyber Agency 500 63.80% 75.40% 

Cluster G 6600 88.61% 91.95% 

 Bahawalnagar 3000 92.20% 93.70% 

Dera Ghazi Khan 1500 75.50% 82.20% 

Muzaffargarh 1500 91.30% 95.60% 

Shangla 600 96.80% 98.30% 

Cluster District Number of 
Households 

Surveyed 

Reported 
Coverage 

Adjusted 
Coverage 

Cluster A 15016 88.93% 90.83% 

 Attock 1316 90.90% 93.20% 

Bagh 500 95.80% 99.20% 

Gujrat 2100 86.70% 93.10% 

Lahore 6000 91.60% 91.60% 

Mirpur 500 86.00% 89.00% 

Muzaffarabad 900 85.20% 92.70% 

Rawalpindi 3700 85.60% 86.10% 

Cluster B 17400 73.74% 81.59% 

 Faisalabad 5600 62.60% 71.80% 

Jhang 2200 72.68% 80.91% 

Mandi Bahauddin 1300 76.90% 85.10% 

Okara 2200 95.70% 98.20% 

Rahim Yar Khan 3100 70.58% 78.00% 

Sargodha 3000 81.20% 90.40% 

Cluster C 19539 84.13% 90.18% 

 Badin 2107 87.50% 91.20% 

Benazirabad  1800 83.60% 87.90% 

Dadu 1800 92.90% 95.90% 

Ghotki 2300 92.30% 96.60% 

Hyderabad 1200 61.90% 76.80% 

Jamshoro 1300 95.10% 97.70% 

Kashmore 1500 85.20% 88.80% 

Khairpur 1716 74.90% 89.90% 

Larkana 1916 82.20% 85.30% 

Shikarpur 700 93.40% 98.30% 

Sukkur 2000 90.40% 94.10% 

Umerkot 1200 82.60% 89.80% 

Cluster D 7513 79.64% 85.69% 

 Abbottabad 1250 70.50% 76.20% 

Buner 500 84.00% 91.20% 

Gilgit 300 90.00% 90.70% 

Kohat 700 64.40% 84.10% 

Mardan 1700 78.10% 85.10% 

Peshawar 2434 84.30% 87.10% 

Skardu 300 90.00% 93.70% 

Tank 329 94.80% 97.60% 
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ANNEX III: DISTRICT WISE DATA QUALITY INDICATORS 
Cluster District HH Indicator 1 HH Indicator 2 Net Change 

Mean Difference Mean Number of 
Discrepant Questions 

Cluster A -0.63 4.00 0.45 

 Attock 6.52 4.49 -10.45 

Bagh -1.51 5.23 2.24 

Gujrat -0.96 4.30 2.66 

Lahore -1.09 3.55 1.08 

Mirpur -7.97 5.63 7.21 

Muzaffarabad 1.65 4.45 -6.15 

Rawalpindi -2.02 3.83 2.45 

Cluster B 1.54 4.22 -4.01 

 Faisalabad 1.77 4.44 -5.8 

Jhang -0.80 3.84 3.05 

Mandi Bahauddin -1.80 4.28 3.3 

Okara 4.50 4.46 -0.72 

Rahim Yar Khan -2.37 3.73 7.82 

Sargodha 3.91 4.21 3.95 

Cluster C -2.66 4.26 7.02 

 Badin -0.98 3.12 5.35 

Benazirabad  -2.69 4.53 10.54 

Dadu -6.83 5.10 8.27 

Ghotki 0.72 4.63 -4.26 

Hyderabad -5.50 3.99 2.38 

Jamshoro -3.34 4.45 6.56 

Kashmore 0.14 4.09 -2.72 

Khairpur -1.08 4.87 4.08 

Larkana -3.09 3.81 8.34 

Shikarpur -1.61 4.05 4.78 

Sukkur -1.89 4.47 3.7 

Umerkot -4.49 3.66 9.28 

Cluster D -0.05 4.35 -0.97 

 Abbottabad 2.75 4.29 -4.15 

Buner 1.13 4.90 -9.43 

Gilgit -3.15 4.09 1.85 

Kohat -2.40 4.91 6.43 

Mardan 0.70 4.24 -5.89 

Peshawar -0.82 3.97 2.2 

Skardu -1.03 5.79 9.16 

Tank 0.28 4.61 -0.24 

Cluster G -0.34 4.66 -0.39 

 Bahawalnagar 3.20 4.21 -9.9 

Dera Ghazi Khan -2.27 4.75 6.42 

Muzaffargarh -4.35 5.45 9.72 

Shangla -2.17 4.55 4.78 

Cluster E -1.44 5.94 6.98 

 Bajaur Agency -4.56 6.14 5.63 

 Khyber Agency 3.45 5.63 -21.87 
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