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Sustainability Evaluation Indicators - Batch !, 1i & Il BGs

51, No. ‘lndicators Units May-05 Oct-06
|BGs evaluated IN©. 744 789
Batches covered | &ll I, &1l
Total HHs No. 37452 37408
HHs surveyed (thru’ pre- determined
formats) No. B399 4118
% HHs surveyed % 22% 11%
HHs surveyed (thru' FGDs) 2786 3418
% HHs surveyed 7% 9%

Al Present sustainability |
No. of functional schemes at the
time of survey % S7 94%

No. 722 738
User level overali satisfation % of HHs 93% 90%
Assessment for Future likelihood of

B sustainability % 95% 92%

[Overali risk assessment % 5% 8% |




