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Baseline value of Global Indicators and Project Specific Indicators 

  Table 1: Summary table for global indicators  

Indicator Description 
Unit of 

Measurement 
Parameter Range 

New Regions1  Old Regions2  All Region  

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

GI-01: Actual 

Income 

Household's total income 

from all sources (on farm 

and non-farm) for all 

household members in a 

period of one year 

BDT Annual (Average)  All    184,827  238    193,556  280    189,570  518 

Standard deviation 155,653 238 155,668 280 155,513 
518 

Below 150,000 
55% 

238 
50% 

280 
52% 

518 

150,001- 225,000 
15% 

238 
21% 

280 
18% 

518 

Above 225,000 
30% 

238 
29% 

280 
30% 

518 

GI-02: Household 

Dietary Diversity 

Score (HDDS) 

Calculated by recalling the 

number of food groups 

consumed over the last 24 

hours by households  

Number of food 

groups consumed 

Average Score On a scale of 1 to 12 7.93 246 7.78 287 7.85 533 

GI-03: Months of 

Adequate 

Household Food 

Provisioning 

(MAHFP) 

Calculated by the number 

of months that a household 

has adequate food access  

Number of months MAHFP Score Overall Average 11.8 246 11.7 287 11.8 533 

GI-04: Women 

making Household 

decisions jointly 

Women’s equitable control 

over family income and 

assets at household level 

Scale from (1 to 5) Category A: Low  3 < X  22% 246 18% 287 20% 533 

Category B: Medium  3=<X<4   47% 246 46% 287 47% 533 

Category C: High 

(Graduated) 

4< X=<5 31% 246 36% 287 34% 533 

GI-05: Women in 

leadership 

positions  

Participation of women in 

leadership positions in the 

organization that Heifer is 

working with 

Percentage 

(proportion of 

women in 

leadership 

In Cooperatives 

(Executive 

committee members) 

3 Executive committee 

position and 1 

managerial position 

per Coop 

- - 83% 12 83% 12 

 

 

 

                                                      
1 New Region: New project intervention regions include 6 Upazilas which are Gudagari (Rajshahi district), Puthia (Rajshahi district), Raiganj (Sirajganj district), Ullapara (Sirajganj district), Mirzapur 

(Tangail district) and Sakhipur (Tangail district) and these areas are currently treated as new project intervention regions for the Heifer BD2015 Projects. 

 
2 Old Region: Under the Heifer BD2915 Projects, a total of 7 Upazilas which are Belkuchi (Shirajgonj district), Poba, Mohonpur, Tanore (Rajshahi district), Baraigram, Walia-Lalpur (Natore district) 

and Bhairab (Kishoreganj district) treated as old regions. The reason behind, these areas were previously (2014 to 2018) intervened by the BD2012 Projects. 
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Indicator Description 
Unit of 

Measurement 
Parameter Range 

New Regions1  Old Regions2  All Region  

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

positions in the 

organization) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GI-08: Farmer 

Owned 

Agricultural 

Business (FOAB) 

Strengthened 

The Farmer-Owned 

Agribusiness' (FOAB) 

progress is derived at 

enterprise level through 

profitability ratio, which is 

the FOAB’s Gross Margin 

Average Gross 

Margin (%)  

(the difference 

between revenue 

and costs divided 

by revenue of that 

Coop) 

In Cooperatives   - - 38% 12 38% 12 

GI-09: Value of 

commodities 

produced/markete

d or processed 

Value of the total amount of 

targeted agricultural 

products produced by direct 

participants 

  

BDT per annum 

(average per 

household 

producing the 

commodity) 

Overall Average  71,110 246 50,546 287 59,897 533 

Standard Deviation  92,835 246 63,726 287 78,889 533 

Fattened Cattle      83,919  80     87,228  102     86,115  182 

Dairy Cattle      79,711  83   105,970  70     95,604  153 

Poultry (Broiler)     131,826  58       4,239  55     80,791  113 

Calf      32,173  67     23,900  39     29,875  106 

Goat      26,031  41     19,101  99     20,629  140 

Goat Castrated      17,100  8     45,600  8     34,200  16 

   

Category A No CSA techniques 16% 246 16% 287 16% 533 

Category B At least one CSA 

technique 

9% 246 8% 287 9% 533 

Category C More than one CSA 

technique 

75% 246 76% 287 75% 533 

GI-13: Household 

demonstrating 

solidarity and 

cooperation 

among community 

members 

The level of social cohesion 

of the household with the 

surrounding community is 

assessed 

Scale (A to C) Category A: Low Less than 50 80% 246 46% 287 62% 533 

Category B: Medium Equal or more than 50 

and less than 75 

20% 246 54% 287 38% 533 

Category C: High Equal or more than 75 

and equal or less than 

100 

0% 246 0% 287 0% 533 
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Table 2: Summary findings of Project Specific Indicators 

Indicator Description 
Unit of 

Measurement 
Parameter 

New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

PIS-01: SHG Members 

Involved in Collective 

Activities 

Members of Self-help groups created 

by the project, participating in social 

activities and making business 

decisions jointly 

Percentage Percentage of SHG 

members engaged in 

participatory activities 

9% 246 68% 287 41% 533 

PSI-02: Percentage of 

households cultivating 

vegetables in their Kitchen 

Garden 

Percentage of households who are 

involved in vegetables cultivation in the 

kitchen garden 

Percentage Percentage households 

cultivating vegetables in 

kitchen garden 

37% 246 35% 287 36% 533 

PSI-03: Percentage of 

livestock mortality reduced 

Project to report the rate of reduction 

through impact surveys. We have 

measured the baseline value of 

mortality rate due to illness for each 

species.  

Mortality rate due to 

illness 

Calf- Baseline Mortality rate 

(%) 

2% 2 4% 2 3% 4 

Chicken-Baseline Mortality 

rate (%) 

70% 105 35% 140 58% 245 

Cattle-Baseline Mortality 

rate (%) 

0.02% 3 0.08% 7 0.05% 10 

Duck-Baseline Mortality rate 

(%) 

21% 22 23% 31 22% 53 

Goat-Baseline Mortality rate 

(%) 

30% 18 20% 25 24% 43 

Pigeon-Baseline Mortality 

rate (%) 

6% 3 13% 7 11% 10 

Sheep-Baseline Mortality 

rate (%) 

13% 3 11% 2 12% 5 

PSI-04: Rearing cycle per 

year for beef 

Number of households who sell cattle 

two times in a year 

% respondents No. of respondents who 

reported selling their cattle 

within 6 months of rearing 

51% 80 55% 102 53% 182 

PSI-05: 30 Days of Kidding 

Interval Reduced for 

Breeding Doe 

Kidding interval in number of days    Black Bengal Doe 245 73 240 139 242 212 

Jamuna Pari Doe 273 40 271 91 272 131 

Cross Breed Doe 269 39 234 88 244 127 

PSI-06: Percentage of 

income increased for coops 

Project to measure the income growth 

of Coops based on the baseline net 

income of the Coops  

Baseline Net 

Income (BDT) 

Net profit per cooperative  - - BDT 

359,544 

12 BDT 

359,544 

12 

PSI-07: Number of hubs 

functioning as of plan 

Percentage of respondents who report 

that they get services (inputs, finance, 

insurance, technical, marketing 

assistance) from their respective hubs 

Number of hubs   11 Hubs 533 
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Indicator Description 
Unit of 

Measurement 
Parameter 

New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

is taken and if any hub provides more 

than 3 of these services, they are 

denoted as “functional business hub” 

PSI-08: 1500 entrepreneurs 

developed 

Entrepreneurs are defined as business 

owners who received training on 

entrepreneurship and business plan 

development, who have functional 

business plan and who maintain 

business records regularly. 

Number of 

entrepreneurs 

developed 

  - 246 - 287 - 533 

PSI-09: Good Hygiene 

Practices of Local Butchers 

Butchers who maintain proper hygiene 

at their local shops is taken and proper 

hygiene is defined as: wearing gloves 

and apron, cleaning the meat properly, 

use of disinfectants, cleanliness of 

slaughter slabs, getting rid of 

contaminated meat 

Number of butcher 

shops maintaining 

improved hygienic 

practices 

  4 out of 5 butcher shops interviewed good hygiene 

practice (at least four hygiene activities). Average no. of 

hygiene activities per butcher are 4.4 

5 

PSI-10: Percentage of sales 

increased of farmers through 

Hub 

Percentage of farmers' sales done 

through hub or collectively throughout 

the year is used to calculate the 

increase in sales 

Percentage of sales 

value (amount-KG, 

value-BDT) 

  No hubs engaged in facilitating buying and selling 

activities of farmer’s produce during baseline 

533 

PSI-11: 70% of HH used 

quality input and services 

Percentage of respondents availing 

input materials and services provided 

by project or SHG is taken. Inputs and 

services include fertilizer, feed, seed, 

fodder cutting, medicine, veterinary 

services, technical knowledge etc. 

Percentage of 

respondents or 

households 

  12% 246 52% 287 33% 533 

PSI-12: Percentage of active 

cooperative members 

Percentage of active cooperative 

members (who regularly save with the 

Coop) who are actively engaged 

(attend regular meetings) in self-help 

group (SHG) in project 

Percentage   0%* 246 54% 287 54% 533 

PSI-13: Number of market 

linkages established 

Average number of market actors((both 

input and output market actors) linked 

to the HHs by their SHGs, HUB or 

project staff or services providers are 

measured 

Number of market 

linkage established 

with both output 

and input market 

actors during 

project period 

  0.04 246 0.21 287 0.13 533 
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Indicator Description 
Unit of 

Measurement 
Parameter 

New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

PSI-14: Developed 

cooperative policies and 

procedures in practice 

Number of cooperatives indicated to 

have standard operating procedures, 

good record of policies and procedures 

in practices 

Number of coops   None of the 12 Coops interviewed are found to fully 

follow the developed cooperative policies and 

procedures 

12 

PSI-15: Percentage of sales 

turnover increased of market 

actors 

Project will report percentage of 

respondents (market actors, e.g. 

CAVE, HUB, Input Sellers, Traders, 

Butchers and Buyers) reporting sales 

increased at community level 

Monthly 

Income/sales (BDT) 

during baseline 

Butcher 
- 

16,500     5 

CAVE  
- 

13,600     3 

Input Seller 
- 

47,150     3 

PSI-16: SHG Members Who 

Are Shareholders of 

Cooperatives 

Percentage of SHG members who are 

the members of Coops with at least one 

share 

Percentage  Proportion of SHG members 

who have at least one share 

in cooperative 

2% 246 95% 287 53% 533 

*The active members of Coops in new regions is observed to be zero since no cooperative was active during the baseline period   
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Executive Summary 
 

Background and objectives  

 

This study summarizes the baseline findings from the qualitative and quantitative field study undertaken 

for the purpose of “Economic Enhancement through Strengthening Beef and Goat Market System 

Project” at 13 Upazilas in five districts in Bangladesh (Rajshahi, Natore, Sirajganj, Tangail, Kishoreganj).  

 

The goal of the project is to bring total of 34,500 families from a state of poverty and vulnerability to a 

state of economic growth, improved livelihoods and food and nutrition security. Innovision Consulting 

was commissioned by Heifer to undertake this baseline evaluation to assess the baseline value of key 

indicators. In the follow-up studies, the progress of the project will be evaluated by comparing with these 

baseline values. 

 

Methodology 

 

The study involved a mixed method, utilizing both qualitative and quantitative approaches for data 

collection. The quantitative approach was used to compare the targeted outcomes against relevant 

counterfactual outcomes for the measurable global and project specific indicators. Subsequently, the 

qualitative approach was used to understand the aspects of the interventions which could not be 

measured through quantitative approach. For quantitative survey, the household samples (533 HHs) 

were selected randomly from 13 purposively selected Upazilas of the project areas. The qualitative 

study included 17 FGDs and 25 IDIs with project beneficiaries and stakeholders. 

 

Key Findings related to Global Indicators 

 

From the data we observed overall an average annual income of BDT 189,570 in all regions with 52% 

of respondents are in Category A (below BDT 150,000 annually), 18% are in category B (from BDT 

150,001 to BDT 225,000) and rest 30% in category C (above BDT 225,000). The old intervention 

regions have an annual average income of BDT 193,556 which is comparatively higher than BDT 

184,827 for the new regions. Comparing the median values for both regions, we can see that the median 

income from old region is comparatively higher than the new region having BDT 150,150 and BDT 

136,270 respectively (P value<0.05). Major sources of on-farm income for the respondents included 

crop cultivation (53%) and livestock resources (57%) and a major source of non-farm income included 

wages income (54%). 

 

An average Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) of 7.85 out of 12 is found for all respondents. 

Segregating the results by Upazila level we observed the lowest scores for Ullapara (6.83), Baraigram 

(7.07), Raiganj (7.15) and Tanore (7.17). Food groups which were found to be most lacking in the overall 

beneficiary diet were fruits, meat, egg and milk.  

 

For GI-03, we found Months of Adequate Household Food Provisioning (MAHFP) score to be 11.8 out 

of 12. When respondents were inquired about having adequate food for 12 months, 12% claimed to 

have inadequate food i.e. facing partial starvation during some months of the year. Among the different 

months of the year, July (49%) and June (35%) are reported to be the most challenging months in terms 

of acquiring adequate household food. The months of June-July are rainy season when the income 

opportunities from on-farm and off-farm sources are comparatively lower than other months. 

 

For GI-04 Women’s household decision score, the overall average score is calculated to be 3.34 out of 

5 with old regions having comparatively higher average score (3.39) compared to new regions (3.27). 

In terms of GI-05 Women in Leadership Position, we found 84% of overall managerial and leadership 

position of the 12 Coops we interviewed being held by women.  
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The baseline value of GI-08 FOAB (Farmer Owned Agriculture Business) strengthened is derived to be 

38% of average gross margin for the 12 Coops we interviewed. 

 

In case of GI-09 Value of agricultural commodities produced, we found the overall average value of 

agricultural products produced by households to be BDT 59,897. Furthermore, we observed that the 

agricultural commodity produced per household is poultry (broiler) for new region (BDT 131,826) and 

dairy cattle for old region (BDT 105,970). 

 

For GI-13 Climate Smart Agricultural Techniques, we observed that the most popular smart agricultural 

practice among respondents is balanced feeding (57%), animal health (55%), crop residue (54%) and 

use of manure (46%) while least awareness included the technologies sprinkler irrigation (1%), drip 

irrigation (1%), biogas (1%) and reuse of water (2%).  

 

The GI-14 household solidarity and cooperation index is derived to be 39.4 out of 100 during the 

baseline study, with old regions showing slightly better score than new regions represented through the 

scores 40.3 and 37.3 respectively. Categorizing the respondents from A to C according to the PIRS, 

we can observe that 38% of overall belong to category A, followed by 62% belonging to category B 

while no respondent is in category C. 

 

Key Findings Related to Project Specific Indicators 

 

The baseline value of PSI-1 Percentage of SHG members engaged in participatory activities (attending 

group meetings, group based informal savings and lending, social initiatives, collective buying or selling 

of produces etc.) is found to be 41% with older regions showing significantly higher value (68%) than 

new regions (9%). This is due to old regions having higher degree of project activities (time and extent) 

than new regions. 

 

 

For PSI-02 Percentage of households cultivating vegetables in their Kitchen Garden, 36% of overall 

respondents are observed. Among the different type of vegetables grown, the most frequent are found 

to be pumpkin, papaya, potato, eggplant, radish etc. Regions with lowest prevalence of cultivating 

vegetables in home courtyard are found in Godagari (20%), Tanore (20%), Puthia (15%). 

 

For PSI-03 Percentage of livestock mortality reduced, we observed that highest mortality rate is for 

poultry (58%) followed by goat (24%) and duck (22%). When we inquired about the different reasons 

for livestock mortality, 19% and 10% respondents from new and old region mentioned not having access 

to healthcare facilities for their livestock. 

 

In terms of PSI-04 rearing cycle of beef, we observed 53% of respondents with the practice of rearing 

two cattle per year.  

 

In case of PSI-05 kidding interval of doe, the baseline value of kidding interval is highest for Jamuna 

Pari doe (227 days on average) followed by cross breed doe (219 days on average) and Black Bengal 

doe (197 days on average).  

 

For indicator PSI-06 percentage of income increased for coops, the baseline value of average income 

per Cooperative is derived to be BDT 359,544 per year. 

 

In case of PSI-07 number of hubs functioning as of plan, the baseline value is found to be 11 hubs 

where respondents are getting inputs, finance, insurance, technical and marketing assistance service.  
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In terms of PSI-08 1500 entrepreneurs developed, currently no entrepreneur is found. Among the 

respondents none of the business owners had received training on entrepreneurship and business plan 

development, with a functional business plan and regularly maintaining their business records. Only 5% 

of respondent women were engaged in business and among them only 12% had received training on 

entrepreneurship and business plans.  

 

For PSI-10 Percentage of sales increased of farmers through Hub, we observed that only a minor 

amount of respondents in Rajshahi (1.3% of overall respondents) mentioned selling their produce 

through a Coop. From the qualitative FGD we found that few respondents in Laalpur Upazila of Rajshahi 

had sold their produce during past project activities. Since, the project had yet to set up collection 

centres to facilitate the selling of agricultural produce, the baseline value is considered to be zero.  

 

Baseline values for the indicator PSI-11 households using quality inputs and services is 33% of overall 

respondents, with significantly higher percentage observed for old regions (52%) compared to new 

regions (12%). Among the different Upazilas, respondents from Bhairab, Lalpur, Mohanpur, Belkuchi, 

and Sakhipur are found to be using inputs provided by project. From the FGDs, it was revealed that the 

SHG and Coops in these region were formed during previous project intervention and part of the 

intervention plan involved providing the beneficiaries with inputs.  

 

In case of PSI-12 Percentage of active cooperative members, 54% of respondents are found to be 

active Cooperative members and all of them belong to the old region. During the baseline, only SHG 

groups were found to be formed in the new regions and Cooperatives were yet to be formed, therefore 

no respondent from the new region were found to be members of cooperatives.  Analyzing the results 

we found that 32% of these coop members could recall at least 3 activities of Coops. 

 

The baseline value of PSI-13 average number of market linkages is derived to be 0.13, which can be 

explained as 13 connections per 100 respondents. Segregating the results by region, we can observe 

that the average number of market linkages in old regions is significantly higher than new regions. In 

the new project intervention regions, beneficiary households are yet to be linked with input and output 

market by cooperatives and project officials. Linkages formed include shop owner, agro instrument 

provider, local business men, CAVE etc. Analyzing the results, we observed that 13% of respondents 

have at least 2 or more linkages. 

 

In terms of PSI-14 Coops policies development and practices, all the coops are found to have written 

policies and resolution with these being followed accordingly. Although the coops interviewed had 

executive committee members who received trainings and attended workshops, none of them could 

mention the exact name of the trainings received and describe the topics in detail. Therefore, periodic 

refresher trainings should be provided alongside additional capacity building trainings.  

   

For PSI-15 Percentage of sales turnover increased for market actors, it was observed that the income 

of the market actors vary considerably depending on their geographical location, type of product and 

service provided. Average monthly income or sales of butchers during the baseline study period is found 

to be BDT 16,500, while for the CAVEs BDT 12,600 and for input sellers it is found to be  BDT 47,150.  

   

In case of Baseline value of PSI-16 Proportion of SHG members in shareholder of cooperatives is 53% 

for all regions. In the new regions, the project activities had just stated with only SHG groups being 

formed but, no cooperatives have been formed or are operational. Therefore, all (100%) respondents 

from the old region are found to be SHG members and 95% are found to be a shareholder of their 

respective coops. Only 50% of respondents from the new region are found to be SHG members and 

none are found to be Cooperative members. 
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Recommendations  

 

 Major sources of income of the respondents are crop cultivation and livestock rearing. Use of 

advanced technologies can increase the agricultural yield and the number of livestock reared, 

leading to increased income.  

 

 The project Hubs, Coops or SHG can connect the beneficiaries with backward linkages (input 

sellers) ensuring access to quality inputs and higher yields of produce. Additionally, the 

beneficiaries can be linked with forward market actors i.e. wholesalers, traders, private sector 

agribusiness companies etc. so that beneficiaries can receive fair prices for selling their 

produce.  

 

 Increased income can enable the beneficiaries incorporate fruits, meat, milk, egg, and sweet in 

their diets which are found to be lacking.  

 

 Diversifying the sources of food such as vegetable cultivation in homestead garden, cultivation 

of alternative crops, rearing of backyard poultry, rearing of goat etc. can help to meet dietary 

and nutritional requirements of HHs. 

 

 The project’s activities of promoting kitchen gardening and livestock rearing are relevant since 

they can contribute to mitigating the shortage of adequate food. Kitchen gardening among 

beneficiaries from Tanore (Rajshahi) and, Belkuchi (Sirajganj) should be promoted to meet the 

food shortage in these project regions. 

 

 The most common business among the respondents is found to be poultry farming. As a 

prerequisite for availing loans from banks and MFIs for expanding the business, the 

respondents need to maintain business records and have a business plan. The project 

intervention should focus on providing capacity building training on entrepreneurship, business 

plan and record keeping through the Coops or SHG. 

 

 Among different climate smart agricultural technologies/practices, sprinkler irrigation, drip 

irrigation, biogas  reuse of water etc. are found to have least awareness among the 

beneficiaries and should be promoted. 

 

 Participation in social activities and volunteer work should be promoted, with special emphasis 

on new project regions. This will increase social cohesion between community members and 

facilitate solidarity and cooperation among community members.  

 

 Improved housing facilities for livestock  such as providing adequate light and air, use of two 

separate pots for food and water, special emphasis on ramp floor (with drain) should be 

promoted in all regions with special emphasis on Mirzapur (Tangail), Belkuchi (Sirajganj), 

Raiganj (Sirajganj), Kishoreganj (Bhairab), and Sakhipur (Tangail).  

 

 Use of raised platform improves the housing for goat and sheep and should be promoted in 

Bhairab (Kishoreganj), Mirzapur (Tangail), Sakhipur (Tangail), Raiganj (Sirajganj), since 

currently no respondents from these regions are using raised platforms. 

 

 Linking business with SHGs or cooperatives and connecting the market actors via a HUB can 

link them with additional no. of customers and increase their monthly income/sales turnover.   

 

 Due to lack of resources in DLS and adequate number of professional vets, farmer rearing 

livestock suffer from lack of access to medical services for their livestock. CAVEs can be trained 
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and linked with Coops. Increasing access to medical services for livestock including regular 

vaccination and deworming of livestock can help decrease livestock mortality.  

 

 One of the prime constraints for rearing multiple goats is found to be the rearing cost (food, 

healthcare and accommodation expenses). Since, beneficiaries have limited monthly income, 

affording the food cost for rearing multiple goats becomes challenging. This can be overcome 

through the use of alternate food sources (vertical fodder, Urea Molasses) and modern animal 

husbandry techniques (to decrease incidence of illness and mortality). 

 

 Cultivation of improved variety of grass such as Napier, Pakchong, Para alternate food sources 

such as Urea Molasses Block or Straw, cultivation of vertical fodder etc. will reduce the food 

cost encouraging the beneficiaries to increase the no. of cattle reared per year.  

 

 Majority of the respondents are found to sell one cattle per year and rearing them for an average 

of 3-6 months. The major constraint for rearing more than one cattle is due to cost of food and 

insufficient asset ownership. Using improved rearing and modern husbandry practices will 

encourage the beneficiaries to increase the yearly rearing cycle leading to the sale of more than 

one cattle per year.  Through financial inclusion or, availing customized micro-finance loans, 

beneficiaries can expand their income generating activities such as improve the housing 

facilities for their livestock and avail more cattle for rearing. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

1.1 Background 
 

Heifer International Bangladesh (HIB) conducted goat and beef value chain analysis and found that the 

country has a significant deficit in meat production. Moreover, it was found that the MDG’s target to 

meet a sufficient nutrition goal was far behind. Deficiency of animal nutrition was assumed to be the 

core contributor. Bangladesh is the third-most populous Muslim-majority country which means the 

country has a huge demand for beef and goat during the Eid Festivals.  Due to challenges such as low 

production and productivity, high cost of production, poor access to services, etc., Bangladesh is unable 

to meet the demand for meat consumption. 

 

Heifer International commissioned this baseline study with the objective to establish the current status 

of performance against the key indicators that are defined in the results framework of the project. This 

will then be used to periodically assess the progress and achievements of the project against its targets. 

However, we also emphasize on the fact that the baseline can lead to amendments to the targets that 

were set-up at the design stage of the project.   

 

Overview of the project 

 

Heifer International Bangladesh (HIB) conducted goat and beef value chain analysis and found that 

there are a number of market related problems, such as poor nutrition status, climate change, weak 

social capital, poor status of women.  

 

Therefore, to overcome these challenges Heifer has designed the project following Heifer’s Value 

Based Holistic Community Development Approach which would be combined with Market Development 

Approach.  This is a five-year project to improve livelihoods of 34,500 families by building social capital 

and strengthening beef and goat market systems which would be implemented in two phases covering 

21,000 families in the first phase (FY-18 to FY-21) and 13,500 families in the second phase (FY-19 to 

FY-23). Its main focus is to improve capacity and enhance livelihoods through strengthening of beef 

and goat market systems and building social capital using their available resources.  

 

Overall objective of the project is to bring people together, improving their capacity to enhance their 

livelihoods and facilitating them in the empowerment journey through strengthening beef and goat 

market systems and building social capital using their available resources as well as leveraging external 

resources to increase income, nutrition, social capital, improve the environment, empower women, 

producer’s organizations and market systems. In line with the project goal, the project has the following 

objectives:  

 

 Strengthening Social Capital and empowerment of 34,500 women, 

 Increased Income and asset, 

 Improved nutritional status, 

 Capacitated and self-propelled producer organizations through functional structure, financial 
Management and gradual business expansion,  

 Strengthened input, services and output market 
 

The project will be implemented in 13 sub-districts of 05 districts of Bangladesh (Sokhipur and Mirzapur 

of Tangail, Raigonj, Ullapa and Bekuchi of Sirajgonj, Godagari, Poba, Tanore and Mohonpur of 

Rajshahi, Bhairab of Kishoreganj, Raipura of Narsingdhi, Baraigram and Lalpur of Natore). The project 

will work with inclusive farming families and exclusively with women to achieve their living income. 
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1.2 Objective of the study 
 

Heifer International commissioned the baseline study with the objective to establish the current status 

of performance against the key indicators that are defined in the results framework of the project, to 

periodically assess the progress and achievements of the project against its targets. 

 

The project has already defined its baseline questions and shared in the TOR. Those questions are:  

 What is the present demographic status of the participating HHs? 

 What is the present income and asset base of the HHs? 

 What is the value and volume of sales of beef and goat at actors’ level? 

 What is the condition of social capital, nutrition, women empowerment and environment in the 
working area? 

 What are the market constraints existing presently throughout the systems?  

 What is the status of the producer organizations’ (leadership, governance, financial 
management, organization development, members’ engagement and business development)? 

 

1.3  Overview of the methodology 
 

1.3.1 Study Design  

 

To address the research questions, we adopted a mixed (both quantitative and qualitative) method 

approach to get a comprehensive view of the project or study areas. A semi-structured interview 

questionnaire was used to gather information on selected households. We also conducted in-depth 

interview (IDI), Key Informants Interview (KII) and Focus Group Discussion (FGD) with Cooperative 

members and farmers in project area to explore the condition of the project participant’s livelihoods. 

Twenty (20) trained field enumerators assisted in data collection. 

 

We reviewed the project proposal, definitions of the global indicators, results framework and other 

relevant documents to define hypothesis and research questions for the study. Stakeholders and 

respondents for the survey were mapped out and survey tools and questionnaires for each respondent 

and respondent group were developed based on the global and project specific indicators. We also had 

consultative discussions with the project team to understand the approach and the interventions of the 

project which guided us to develop the tools for the study.  

 

As advised by the Project team, we reviewed the baseline indicators. In total, the project’s performance 

is to be reviewed against 25 indicators, of which 10 are global indicators and 15 are project specific 

indicators, as per the project’s result framework. The calculation method and analysis plan for global 

indicators are based on Heifer International’s Guidelines which were provided by Heifer Bangladesh.  

 

The Project Specific Indicators were developed and defined prior to the field assessment for the 

baseline study, in close collaboration between Innovision Consulting and Heifer Bangladesh team. Total 

of 16 Project specific indicators (PSI) were selected for the purpose of the baseline and Heifer 

Bangladesh team defined the indicators as per the project’s results framework. We defined the 

calculation methodologies, formulas and prepared respective questions for each of the 16 project 

specific indicators. After the draft analysis plan was shared with Heifer Bangladesh, feedback was 

provided and after subsequent discussion, these indicators were finalized.  

 

The baselines values of the global and project indicators are mentioned in the respective sections of 

the report and the analysis plan, calculation are given in the Annex of the report. The following table 

lists the indicators used for this baseline study along with the different sections of the report where the 

baseline values are discussed.  
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Table 3: List of Global Indicators and Project Specific Indicators  

Global Indicators (GI) 

GI-01: Actual Income 

GI-02: Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDD 

S) 

GI-03: Months of Adequate Household Food Provisioning (MAHFP) 

GI-04: Women making Household decisions jointly 

GI-05: Women in leadership positions  

GI-08: Farmer Owned Agricultural Business (FOAB) Strengthened 

GI-09: Value of commodities produced/marketed or processed 

GI-10: Stable Household Income Growth1 

GI-11: Household adopting Climate Smart Agriculture (CSA) Techniques 

GI-13: Household demonstrating solidarity and cooperation among community members 

Project Specific Indicators (PSI) 

PSI-01: SHG Members Involved in Collective Activities 

PSI-02: Percentage of households cultivating vegetables in their Kitchen Garden 

PSI-03: Percentage of livestock mortality reduced 

PSI-04: Rearing cycle per year for beef 

PSI-05: 30 Days of Kidding Interval Reduced for Breeding Doe 

PSI-06: Percentage of income increased for coops 

PSI-07: Percentage of respondent report functions of hubs are as of plan 

PSI-08: 1500 entrepreneurs developed 

PSI-09: Good Hygiene Practices of Local Butchers 

PSI-10: Percentage of sales increased of farmers through Hub 

PSI-11: 70% of HH used quality input and services 

PSI-12: Percentage of active cooperative members 

PSI-13: Number of market linkages established 

PSI-14: Developed cooperative policies and procedures in practice 

PSI-15: Percentage of sales turnover increased of market actors 

PSI-16: SHG Members Who Are Shareholders of Cooperatives 

 

1.3.2 Methodology of the Quantitative Study 

 

A total of 533 households were surveyed both new and old project regions. Survey questionnaire 

comprised of closed and open-ended questions. The survey was carried out to collect socio-economic, 

global and project specific indicators related information of selected households 

 

Sampling procedure  

 

For 34,500 population size, with a 95% confidence level, 5% Acceptable Percentage of Error (APR), 

and 20% contingency percentage, the sample size is 481 households. Considering our project design, 

a systematic clustering is done and even distribution of households is selected per cluster. Total of 13 

Upazilas (sub-districts) have been selected (Paba, Mohonpur, Tanore, Godagari, Puthia, Boraigram, 

Walia-Lalpur, Raigonj, Ullapara, Belkuchi, Mirzapur, Shokhipur and Bhairab) within the geographies of 

the project. Therefore, as per the formula applied, 37 participants in each of the 13 clusters for a total 

sample of 481 households (13X31=481) is calculated. 

 

However, considering the subject factors like- subjects may fail or refuse to give valid responses to 

particular questions, physical measurements may suffer from technical problems including with some 

allowance for non-response and design effect; the suggested sample size for the study was revised, 

10% over sampling in each cluster and the total sample size becomes (481+52=533). However, the 

sample size is divided equally in each sub-district which is a total of 533 households. 
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Since, 10% of oversamples are taken; we can exclude samples with outlier values if needed. 

 

Process of respondent and household selection 

 

As per discussion with Heifer team, respondents were selected randomly from the groups formed by 

the project in 10 sub-districts. However, in three sub-districts (Ullapara, Mirzapur, Puthia), groups were 

not created and project partners were planning to form new Original Groups (OG) in collaboration with 

Local Government Institutions and Heifer. Heifer team also suggested collecting household lists for 

these three sub-districts, from respective Union Parishads and selecting respondents randomly by 

following systematic random sampling process.  

 

In addition, from the proposed project areas, one union was selected by following simple random 

sampling and then minimum 04 Self-Help Groups (SHG) was selected from that Union randomly where 

groups are available. Finally, 41 respondents were selected randomly from the selected self-help 

groups.  

 

For the baseline survey, there was no beneficiary category as the project follows an inclusive approach 

for beneficiary selection. The main respondents were women and data for income, market and 

community-related information were collected in consultation with the household head/husbands. 

 

Table 4: Sample distribution among the 13 sub-districts and five districts  

District Upazila (sub-district) Number of sample  

Tangail  Shokhipur 41 

Mirzapur 41 

Shirajgonj 

 

Raigonj 41 

Ulappa 41 

Belkuchi 41 

Rajshahi Godagari 41 

Poba 41 

Mohonpur 41 

Tanore 41 

Puthia 41 

Natore Baraigram 41 

Walia-Lalpur 41 

Kishorganj Bhairab 41 

Total Sample Size  533 

 

 

1.3.3 Methodology of the Qualitative Study   
 

Based on the documents reviewed, we revised the type of respondents for Key Informants Interviews 

(KII). There has been a slight change in the qualitative approach with respect to sample size and 

location of the quantitative survey. The team collected data from farmers, management committee 

members of Coops, Community Agro - veterinary Entrepreneurs (CAVE), service providers, and output 

market actors etc., to evaluate the present scenario of beef and goat market system by using a set of 

checklist.   

 

The research team interviewed key stakeholders and market actors. KII was conducted to collect 

information from various beneficiaries and stakeholders in order to gain first-hand knowledge about the 

existing situation. Through the KIIs, the team was able to know about the distribution network, key 

constraints in output and input market and other important information that is influencing the overall 
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beef and goat value chain. Furthermore, the use of KII provided in-depth understanding on 

stakeholders’ role & responsibility, status and sectorial bottlenecks associated with this project.  

In addition, use of both quantitative and qualitative method has helped us to triangulate the findings of 

the study.  

 

Table 5: Geographical distribution of KII stakeholders 

 

We conducted 17 FGDs in 5 districts as per discussion with Heifer Project team.  The FGDs had been 

conducted purposively during data collection. Each of the FGD comprised of 6 to 10 participants. 

 

Total of 12 Coops were formed in 4 districts and we have conducted FGDs with the management 

committee of all 12 cooperatives. Moreover, we also conducted 5 more FDGs with female farmers in 

the 5 districts. Therefore, total of 17 FGDs were conducted. The geographical distribution is outlined in 

the table below- 

 

Table 6: Type of FGDs participants and their geographical distribution 

Type and number of FGDs 

Name of 

Upazila 

FGD with Cooperative 

member 

FGD with Women 

Farmer 

Shokhipur 0 1 

Raigonj 0 1 

Belkuchi 2 0 

Godagari 0 1 

Poba 3 1 

Mohonpur 1 0 

Tanore 1 0 

Baraigram 1 0 

Walia 1 0 

Bhairab 3 1 

Total FGDs  12 5 

  

 

 

 

 

District Name Name of Upazila (Sub-

district) 

Total KIIs 

Tangail  

 

Shokhipur 

 

5 

Shirajgonj 

 

 

Raigonj 5 

Rajshahi 

 

 

Godagari 

 

Pabai 

5 

Natore Baraigram 

 

5 

Kishorgonj Bhairab 5 

Total   25 
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1.3.4 Data Management and analysis  
 

Extensive 3 Day training was provided to the enumerators before the field investigation. Pre-testing was 

conducted in Shokhipur and a session was done on findings from the pre-testing. The questionnaire 

was also revised based on the feedback from the pre-testing stage. 

 

1.3.4.1 Data analysis 
 

The quantitative data was collected using Tablet or Smart Phone and were recorded in the SurveyCTO 

online platform. The collected raw data was cleaned in Microsoft Excel and input was given in SPSS. 

For the analysis of this report, SPSS version 24 was used to conduct the necessary analysis and 

generate the result tables. Data was disaggregated according to region like new and old regions, and 

other sub-categories outlined in the global and project indicator files e.g. sex of household (for global 

indicators), type of agricultural produce (Gl-09: Values of commodities produced or marketed), species 

of animal (for PSI-04: Rearing cycle per year for beef) etc. The disaggregated results of the quantitative 

survey are given in Annex 3 of the report.  

 

Qualitative data was transcribed, and then soft copies were prepared for thematic analysis. The Key 

Informant Interview (KII) and FGD transcripts were read multiple times and a summary was written 

manually. The different quantitative segments were matched with the respective qualitative data to 

triangulate the findings and provide additional insights to the findings.   

 

1.3.4.2 Data quality control  

 

We deployed 3 trained and experienced supervisors to ensure data quality and carry out quality control 

of the survey results. The specific roles of the supervisors included promptly supervising the first few 

interviews by each interviewer, replace unsatisfying interviews with properly conducted ones and 

ensure that requested answers are gathered from the target respondent, assist enumerators in securing 

respondents’ participation if necessary; provide all logistical support and material to enumerators etc. 

Data collection quality was ensured through stringent quality control mechanism through multiple steps 

as follows: 

 

 Stringent training procedure of enumerators: Stringent training procedure was followed, 

which included a 3-day training to narrate the background and objective of the survey, methods 

of seeking appointment, manners and etiquette, do’s & don’ts, explanation of and instruction 

on each and every question, description of behavioral conduct before, during and after the 

interview with tips on how to handle difficult situations, etc.  

 Call backs and scrutiny: Survey supervisors checked all completed questionnaires and 

conducted a minimum of 10% call-backs in order to verify the accuracy of the data recorded 

and, where deemed necessary, to clarify with respondents any inconsistencies in their answers 

with that of the enumerator.  

 Data acquire, cleaning, processing and analysis: Data acquire, cleaning was conducted in-

house to ensure security and better control. 

 

1.4 Limitations  
 

The scope of the study did not involve a quasi –experimental study design and therefore we do not 

have a control group in the baseline. Since, the baseline studies focused on the assessment of baseline 

values and causal reason for these values were not explored. However, the overall sample was divided 
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into two regions- - new regions3 (six Upazilas and 246 HHs) and old regions4 (seven Upazilas and 287 

HHs) and simple comparison was done. Since the two regions were divided in data analysis stage, they 

did not have any statistical significance.  

 

In the discussions section, some of the key findings are compared with national statistics from HIES 

2016. However, this comparison is indicative and not fully comparable, since the baseline study is 

executed in 2019 whereas the HIES study data are from 2016. Furthermore, the sampling frame and 

methodology used in the national HIES study and this baseline study are different. 

 

1.5 Structure of the Report 
 

Chapter 2 of the report outlines the demographic profile of the respondents. Chapter 3 consists of the 

baseline findings related to the financial status of the respondents and households. Chapter 4 consists 

of the global indicators which are related to the changes in group members lives and Chapter 5 presents 

the findings related to the project specific indicators of the study. The findings given in Chapter 6 discuss 

the baseline key findings in comparison with national statistics. Lastly chapter 7 is explores the 

conclusion of the study including a set of recommendations.   

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      
3 New Region: New project intervention regions include 6 Upazilas which are Gudagari (Rajshahi district), Puthia 

(Rajshahi district), Raiganj (Sirajganj district), Ullapara (Sirajganj district), Mirzapur (Tangail district) and Sakhipur 

(Tangail district) and these areas are currently treated as new project intervention regions for the Heifer BD2015 

Projects. 
4 Old Region: Under the Heifer BD2915 Projects, a total of 7 Upazilas which are Belkuchi (Shirajgonj district), Poba, 

Mohonpur, Tanore (Rajshahi district), Baraigram, Walia-Lalpur (Natore district) and Bhairab (Kishoreganj district) 

treated as old regions. The reason behind, these areas were previously (2014 to 2018) intervened by the BD2012 

Projects.  
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Chapter 2: Demographic Profile of the Respondents and 

household  
 

Average age and median age of the respondents are 38 year and 37 year respectively. Lowest age of 

the respondents is 18. Majority of the respondents were middle aged to senior citizens with 79% of 

overall respondents being above the age of 30. Segregating the results by region we can observe that 

respondents from the new region have slightly lower average age of 36 compared to respondents from 

old region having average age of 39.  

 

Majority of the respondents had little or no education, with 37% having no formal education except 

signing their name and 36% not having completed till class eight in school. Between old and new 

regions, the education level of the respondents is found to be similar. Highest prevalence of 

respondents with ‘no formal education but can sign their names’ is from the Upazilas in Sirajganj, 

Kishoreganj, and Tangail. 

 

Since the beneficiary of the Heifer project is women, all the respondents taken for the survey consisted 

of women beneficiaries. We inquired about the family status of respondents, amount of respondents 

acting as household head, marital status, average no. of children etc. From the data we can observe 

that 30% of the overall respondents acted as household heads.  

 

In terms of average number of household respondents, we found that average number of household 

members is 4 persons. Maximum and minimum number of household member is 10 persons and two 

persons respectively.   

 

In terms of marital status, we observed that all the respondents from the new region and 99% of the 

respondents from the old region are married. Among the overall respondents, 72% of respondents have 

school going children and the average number of school going children is 1. 

 

Majority of the respondents are found to be housewives (20%), peasants (13%), day labourers (12%), 

and small-business owners (11%). Other category of professions include- tailors, government service 

holders, housekeepers, school teachers, carpenters, clerks, reporters, weavers, tea-stall owners, 

fishermen, dependent on remittances etc. List of different professions are given in Annex-3 Additional 

Data Tables.  

 

Comparing with the income data, we can also observe that on-farm activities have two primary sources- 

crop cultivation and livestock rearing while off-farm income include primary salaried jobs. 

 

Respondents were inquired if they belonged to a minority group and only 6% respondents from the old 

region (3% of overall respondents) mentioned belonging to a minority group. All of these respondents 

are from the region of Rajshahi and belong to either ethnic minority (76%) or scheduled cast (24%).  

Ethnic minority groups consisted of dalit, horijon etc. categories.  

 

We asked the respondents regarding their intention to migrate for income generation, and 8% of overall 

mentioned positive intent for migration. Among the different regions, respondents from new region are 

found to have slightly highest intent (10%) compared to the old region (7%). 

 

When we asked the respondents interested to migrate for income generating about their intended 

migration location, majority expressed interest of migrating within country (41 out of 44 respondents 

interested for migration) and a minor amount (3 out of 44 respondents) mentioned intention to go outside 

the country.  
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Table 7: Socio-demographic characteristics of surveyed of households and respondents (project participants) 

Household head 

Regions   New (n= 246) Old (n=287) Total (n=533) 

Male  66% 73% 70% 

Female  34% 27% 30% 

Household member distribution (%)  

Number of usual members  New (n=246) Old (n=287) Total (n=533) 

1  1% 1% 1% 

2  14% 16% 15% 

3  17% 26% 22% 

4  36% 26% 31% 

5  20% 18% 19% 

5+  12% 14% 13% 

Household size  3.9 3.9 3.9 

Distribution of household income (%) 

Annual Income (BDT)  New (n=246) Old (n=287) Total (n=533) 

<50,000  7% 9% 8% 

50,000- 100,000  25% 17% 21% 

100,001-150,000  21% 22% 22% 

150,001-200,000  16% 12% 14% 

> 200,000  31% 40% 35% 

Average Income (BDT)  184,826 193,556 189,569 

Standard Deviation (BDT)  155,653 155,668 155,513 

Average Savings (BDT)  23,596 12,392 17,034 

Age distribution (%)   

Age (year)  New Old Total  

<25  13% 6% 9% 

26 to 30   17% 7% 12% 

31 to 35  19% 24% 21% 

36 to 40   21% 26% 24% 

41 to 45   13% 10% 12% 

46 to 50  10% 11% 11% 

> 50   8% 15% 12% 

Total  100% 100% 100% 

Average Age (year)  36 39 38 

Education level      

Education Level  New Old Total 

No formal education  5% 3% 4% 

Can only sign name  37% 37% 37% 

Below Eight Grade  16% 11% 13% 

Under Eight Grade  19% 19% 19% 

Eight Grade  6% 5% 6% 

SSC or equivalent  2% 1% 2% 

HSC or equivalent  0% 2% 1% 

Graduate or higher  15% 21% 18% 

Marital Status  

Marital Status  New Old Total 

Married  100% 99% 100% 

Unmarried  0% 1% 0% 
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Chapter 3: Financial Status of the Respondents  
 

We inquired the respondents regarding their asset ownership, sources of income and expenditure, 

financial condition such as ownership of a bank account, amount of savings, amount of outstanding 

loans, source of savings and loans etc. 

 

3.1 Current Status of Asset Owner ship 
 

The current status of asset ownership is assessed from two perspectives-  

i. Homestead land and size  

ii. Asset owned by the households 

 

Homestead Land and Size 

 

We asked the respondents regarding their land ownership, amount of land and type of ownership. The 

respondents have 9 decimals of land as their household land, 53 decimals as cereal cropland and 7 

decimals as vegetable cropland on an average.  

 

Average amount of area for fish culture is 2.53 decimal for own land and 1.18 decimal for lease. In 

terms of land used for poultry farming, we observed that the average amount of land is below 1 decimal 

for all the regions with the overall average being 0.27 decimal.  

 

In case of land used for livestock rearing, we observed that the most commonly reared livestock is cattle 

(cow and buffalo) and average land used at present for rearing cattle is lower than 1 decimal with the 

overall average being 0.28 decimal.  

 

Asset ownership 

 

The asset ownership of the beneficiaries is mapped to understand their livelihood condition. The most 

common asset type is found to be bed (100%) and cooker (100%) with all respondents from all the 

regions owning them. The next prevalent asset type is found to be mobile phone (98%), chair (97%), 

household land (97%), fan (94%) and livestock (89%). Among the respondents, 83% had toilets and 

71% had tube-well.  

 

Majority (88%) of the respondents are found to own animal resources with highest prevalence found in 

Mohonpur (100%), Tanore (91%), Godagari (95%) of Rajshahi, Lalpur of Natore, Mirzapur and Sakhipur 

Upazila of Tangail district.   

 

 

Among the type of animal resources, most common category is found to be poultry (73%), dairy milk 

(49%), and backyard poultry egg (41%). 

 

3.2 Household Income and Major Sources  
 

Sources of household income are divided into two prime segments: sources of on-farm income and 

sources of off-farm income. Sources of on-farm income include crop production, livestock rearing, and 

others whereas sources of off-farm income include income from salary, dividends, transfers etc.    

 

We investigated the livelihood activities of respondents and asked if their family was involved in crop 

production and 65% of overall mentioned being involved in producing crops and farming activities. 
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When respondents were inquired about the type of crop they produced, paddy is found to be the 

predominant crop type with Boro (75%) and Aman (62%) being the most predominant variety. Crops in 

the other category include different types of spinach, chili, edible ferns and green etc. Detail break-down 

is provided in Annex 3. Different sources of income are also discussed in section 4.1, for the Global 

indicator 01 Actual income. 

 

3.3 Household Expenditure and Major Source  
 

We collected detailed household expenditure for the respective income categories such as expenses 

related to crop cultivation, livestock rearing, other on-farm income, paid labour work, salary etc.   

 

Expense for crop cultivation 

 

Among the different expense categories for crop cultivation, we observed the highest expense is found 

to be for land rent, fertilizer and seeds incurring costs of BDT 8505, BDT 7744 and BDT 3271 

respectively. Analyzing the results by region we can observe that the highest cultivation related cost in 

Rajshahi is for water (BDT 2,762 on average), for Natore highest cost is incurred by fertilizer (BDT 

10,009 on average), for Rajshahi land rent (BDT 14,845 on average), for Sirajganj fertilizer (BDT 3,492 

on average) and for Tangail fertilizer (BDT 4,616 on average). Detail of expenses is provided in Annex 

3. 

 

Expense for livestock rearing 

 

From detail break-down of the cost parameters for livestock rearing, we can observe that highest 

expense is for purchasing of large livestock (BDT 11,324 on an average) and purchasing of concentrate 

feed (BDT 8,963 on an average). Other notable cost categories include livestock shelter, supply of 

water, purchase of minerals etc.   

 

Expense for other non-farm income generating activities 

 

For other non-farm income generating activities, the common expense category includes purchase of 

raw materials (BDT 561) and land rent (BDT 489).  

 

Expense for labour work 

 

We collected detail break-down of expenses for labour work from the respondents in different categories 

including uniform, logistics cost, food, rent, communication etc. Analyzing the results by location, we 

can observe that highest cost is for meals (BDT 3,503 on average) followed by uniform (BDT 1,297 on 

average).  

 

Detail of expenses alongside detail of income is provided in a table in Annex 3. 
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3.4 Access to Finance  

 

We inquired the respondents about their access to finance - if they have savings or loans, which 

financial institution are they affiliated with, amount of savings or loan etc. Majority (70%) of overall did 

not have any bank account. Most predominant financial institution for savings and taking loans is micro-

finance institutions. 

 

Figure 1: Percentage of respondents owning a bank account 

 
 

Respondents were inquired about their behavior regarding mobile money and if they had experience of 

using a mobile wallet. Majority (73%) did not have a mobile wallet. 

 

We observed that 88% of overall respondents have savings. Respondents who mentioned having 

savings were further inquired about the type of financial institution and majority (79%) mentioned micro-

finance institutions followed by local NGO (22%), Bank (15%) and in their house (7%). Post office was 

found to be unpopular among the respondents with only 1% of respondents from Tangail reported using 

it.   

 

Figure 2: Percentage of respondents with savings  

 
 

We asked the respondents, the present value of their savings and it is observed that the respondents 

have savings worth of BDT 16,998 on an average. Among the regions, highest amount of savings is 

from Sakhipur (BDT 47,717), Gudagari (BDT 30,759) whereas lowest amount of saving is reported to 

be from Tanore (BDT 7,329).  

 

It should be noted that the initial savings for overall regions was found to be BDT 21,558 with 

households from new region showing higher amount of savings than households from old regions. 

Analyzing the data by upazila, we observed that the Upazila of Sakhipur had significantly higher value 

of savings. From the segregated data we found two extreme values- BDT 1,200,000 and BDT 1,000,000 

in Sakhipur. Recalculating the average savings excluding these two extreme values, we found that the 

average saving of Sakhipur became BDT 47,717, sharply decreasing from the previous value of BDT 

113,484. The revised average savings of overall regions become BDT 16,998.  

 

Respondents were inquired about availing any loans and 67% of overall mentioned having outstanding 

loans. In terms of source of loan, significant amount is seen in micro-finance institution (85%). The next 

highest incidence of responses is for NGOs (17%) and Bank (4%). 

 

 

33%

28%
30%

New regions Old regions Total

78%
97% 88%

New regions Old regions Total



13 | P a g e  

 

Figure 3: Source of loan for respondents 

 
 

Respondents were inquired about their outstanding loan amount and BDT 38,035 is found to be the 

average outstanding amount for all respondents with loans. Segregating the results by region we can 

observe that new regions have higher average outstanding loan (BDT 43,378) compared to old regions 

(BDT 33,646). Analyzing the data by Upazila we can observe that the highest outstanding amount is in 

Bhairab (73,013) whereas lowest outstanding amount is found in Tanore (14,922 BDT). Amount of 

outstanding loan for all the upazilas are given in Annex 3. 

 
Table 8: Region-wise amount of average outstanding loan (Unit: BDT) 

 

  

85%

2%

4%

17%

3% 1% 0%

Micro Finance

Local Money Lender

Bank

NGO

Relatives

Neighbours

Other's

30,382 
37,534 

73,013 

29,680 
37,134 

68,291 

21,044 22,791 
17,242 

27,492 

66,646 

14,922 

47,549 
38,035 
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Chapter 4: Changes in Group Members Lives: Baseline of 

Global Indicators 
 

4.1 GI 01 Actual Income (GI-01-SDG1) 
 

The detail calculation methodology for the indicator GI-01 Actual Income is detailed in the Annex. We 

segregated the income of the respondents by region and sex of household as per the analysis guideline. 

 

From the data we observed that average income in the old regions is BDT 193,556, comparatively 

higher than BDT 184,827 for the new regions. Comparing the median values for both regions, we can 

see that the median income from old region is comparatively higher than the new region having BDT 

150,150 and BDT 136,270 respectively.  

 

Table 9: Baseline values for indicator GI-01 Actual income 

Parameter New 

Regions 

Old 

Regions 

All 

Region 

Male-headed Female-headed 

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

All region New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

All region 

Average 

Income 

184,827 193,556 189,570 192,261 193,810 193,158 180,812 178,031 179,543 

Base (N) 237 282 519 151 208 359 87 73 160 

 

From the segregated data in terms of household head, we can observe higher income for male-headed 

households (BDT 193,158) compared to female-headed households (BDT 179,543). However, the 

average annual income values of female headed households may not be representative, since the 

sampling used was systemic random sampling, and proportionate number of male and female 

household heads were not included during data collection.  

 

Segregating the income range by A, B, C categories of Heifer we observed that majority of respondents 

(52%) are in category A followed by category C. In case of region-wise segregated data we can observe 

that higher number of beneficiaries from old region are in Category B compared to new regions.   

 

Table 10: Segregation of beneficiaries according to income range 

Category 
Income 

Range 

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 
Total 

A <1,50,000 55% 50% 52% 

B 1,50,001 to 

2,25,000 
15% 21% 18% 

C >2,25,000 30% 29% 30% 

 Total 238 280 518 

 

From the table below, we can observe that the median income per participant is BDT 143,200 with 

standard deviation of BDT 155,513 and maximum value of BDT 1,276,200. From the quartile values we 

can observe that households with diverse range of income are selected from both old region and new 

region making the study participants inclusive of both high income and low income beneficiaries.  
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Table 11: Descriptive statistics for indicator GI-01 Actual Income (Unit: BDT/year) 

Range 
New 

Regions 

Old 

Regions 

All 

Region 

Male-headed Female-headed 

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 
All region 

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

All 

region 

Base (N) 237 282 519 151 208 359 87 73 160 

Mean per 

participant 
184,827 193,556 

189,57

0 
192,261 193,810 193,158 180,812 178,031 179,543 

 

Standard 

Deviation 

155,653 155,668 
155,51

3 
169,284 158,106 162,670 129,230 148,939 138,130 

 

Median 
136,270 150,150 

143,20

0 
136,540 153,925 147,750 136,000 131,825 135,691 

 

Min 
- - - - 300 - 37,300 - - 

 

Max 
1,196,810 1,276,200 

1,276,2

00 
1,196,810 1,276,200 1,276,200 623,050 724,660 724,660 

Lower Limit 

(95%) 
44,155 36,000 40,280 42,100 40,000 40,000 45,940 16,384 40,765 

Upper Limit 

(95%) 
84,000 94,260 89,600 81,980 99,465 91,200 90,500 79,000 82,000 

1st Quartile 251,660 240,280 
245,00

0 
251,660 239,806 244,250 251,700 246,200 248,950 

3rd Quartile 464,250 457,200 
464,25

0 
480,000 430,600 460,500 422,600 554,250 488,475 

 

The different sources of income of the households are outlined in the table below. We can observe from 

the data that major source of income included crop cultivation (53%) and livestock resources (57%). 

Among the different non-farm income categories, most prevalent is wages income (54%). To balance 

the different sources of income according to the overall proportion of respondents, weighted average 

income is calculated.  

It should be noted that among the difference sources of income, dividends and households receiving 

cash included outlier values. In the dividend category, older regions had average of BDT 100-150 from 

cooperative society whereas in new regions, extreme values ranging higher than BDT 100,000 were 

observed. Therefore, to make comparable analysis, extreme values were excluded. Also, for the 

households receiving cash category, remittance income of more than BDT 100,000 was observed, 

which were excluded to calculate an average household income representative of the average 

household.   

 

Table 12: Different sources and average amount of income of respondents for the past 12 months (Unit: BDT) 

 Indicators / Sources income  Approximate 
income per 
annum per 
beneficiary 

(A) 

(Unit: BDT) 

Number of 
samples who 
responded 

income from 
the source (B) 

Total 
number 

of 
samples(

C) 

Proportion of 
respondents as 
a percentage of 
total samples 

D=(B*C) 

Weighted 
average E= 

(D*A) 

(Unit: BDT) 

  Crop cultivation   40,892 273 519 0.53 21,509 

  Livestock   50,858 296 519 0.57 29,006 

  Other on farm income   . -   - 

  Non-farm income   208,835 123 519 0.24 49,493 
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  Wages income   109,408 280 519 0.54 59,026 

  Salaries income   141,867 58 519 0.11 15,854 

  Dividends   602 93 519 0.18 108 

  Household received cash or in 
kind benefit from other source   

73,437 103 519 0.20 14,574 

  Total   519 519 1.00 189,570 

 

4.2 GI 02 Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) (GI-02-SDG2) 
 

Household dietary diversity Score (HDDS) is used to quantitatively measure household access to a 

variety of foods through of food consumed by any member of the household over the past 24 hours. It 

is calculated by recalling the number of food groups consumed over the last 24 hours by households.  

 

HDDS represents the number of food groups consumed and HDDS in this study ranges from 0 to 12. 

Increase in HDDS value indicates higher dietary diversity. The total number is divided by the total 

number of respondents to derive the average HDDS.  

 

Average HDDS of 7.85 out of 12 is found for the overall respondents. Analyzing the results by region, 

we can observe that comparatively little higher score is observed for new regions compared to old 

regions with HDDS value of 7.93 and 7.78 respectively.  

 

Table 13: Baseline value of indicator GI-02 HDDS 

Range New 

Regions 

(n=246)  

Old 

Regions  

(n=287) 

All 

Region  

(n=533) 

Male-headed Female-headed 

New 

regions  

Old 

regions  

All 

region  

New 

regions  

Old 

regions  

All 

region  

HDDS 7.93 7.78 7.85 7.94 7.95 7.94 7.94 7.32 7.65 

 

Analyzing the results by Upazila, we can observe that in the new region, the Upzaila of Sakhipur and 

Mirzapur from Tangail district have significantly higher values compared to the other Upazilas. If we 

recalculate the average HDDS of new regions excluding these two Upazilas, the value becomes 7.41 

sharply decreasing from the previous value of 7.93. The comparatively better condition of Sakhipur and 

Mirzapur can be attributed to their better dietary behavior and comparatively higher household income 

(allowing the households to acquire comparatively diverse food).    

 

 
 

From the table below we can observe that minimum value of HDDS is 4 for overall respondents, 

meaning some respondents had very limited access to food, with only 4 out of 12 dietary food categories 
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consumed. From the minimum value and standard deviation we can observe that new regions with 

female-headed households have respondents with the most limited access to dietary food categories.  

 

Table 14: Descriptive statistics for the indicator GI-02 HDDS 

Range 
New 

Regions 

Old 

Regions 

All 

Region 

Male-headed Female-headed 

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 
All region 

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

All 

region 

Base (N) 246 287 533 162 210 372 84 77 161 

Mean per 

participant 
7.9 7.8 7.9 7.9 7.9 7.9 7.9 7.3 7.6 

Standard 

Deviation 
1.8 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.6 2.0 1.7 1.9 

 

Median 
8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.0 

 

Min 
4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 

 

Max 
12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

Lower Limit 

(95%) 
5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Upper Limit 

(95%) 
7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 

1st Quartile 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 8.0 9.0 

3rd Quartile 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 12.0 10.0 11.0 

4.3 GI 03 Months of Adequate Household Food Provisioning 

(MAHFP) (GI-03-SDG2)   
 

The value of this indicator is calculated by the total number of months over the past 12 months that a 

household had adequate food access. Months of adequate household food provisioning (MAHFP) score 

for each individual household is calculated and the average of these values are taken to derive the 

average MAHFP score. We found the MAHFP score to be 11.8 with only 12% of overall respondents 

reporting not having adequate food to meet their family’s needs for 12 months, meaning they  face 

partial starvation in some months of the year. 

 

Table 15: Baseline values for indicator GI-03 Months of adequate food provisioning 

Range New 
Regions 
(n=246) 

Old 
Regions 
(n=287) 

All 
Region 
(n=533) 

Male-headed Female-headed 

New 
regions 

Old 
regions 

All 
region 

New 
regions 

Old 
regions 

All 
region 

MAHFP 11.8 11.7 11.8 11.85 11.78 11.81 11.76 11.65 11.71 

 

From the statistics of MAHFP score, we can observe that households in the new region and old region 

have minimum of three months and seven months of adequate food provisioning respectively. This 

shows that the average households in the newer regions have comparatively better access to food than 

old regions. Furthermore, among the respondents who are suffering from inadequate access to food 

provisioning, male-headed households in old region are the highest sufferers having households with 

access to adequate food provisioning for five months.   

 

Table 16: Descriptive statistics for the indicator GI-03 Months of adequate household food provisioning 

Range Male-headed Female-headed 
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New 

Regions 

Old 

Regions 

All 

Region 

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 
All region 

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

All 

region 

Base (N) 246 287 533 162 210 372 84 77 161 

Mean per 

participant 
11.8 11.7 11.8 11.9 11.8 11.8 11.8 11.6 11.7 

Standard 

Deviation 
0.5 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.7 

 

Median 
12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

 

Min 
9.0 5.0 5.0 9.0 5.0 5.0 9.0 8.0 8.0 

 

Max 
12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

Lower Limit 

(95%) 
10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 9.0 10.0 

Upper Limit 

(95%) 
12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

1st Quartile 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

3rd Quartile 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 

 

Disaggregating the results by Upazila, we can observe that Belkuchi (Sirajganj) had significantly lower 

incidence of adequate food provisioning reported by 51% of respondents, followed by Tanore 

(Rajshahi),Gudagari (Rajshahi) which had 83% and 85% respondents respectively. 

 

Figure 4: Region-wise segregation of respondents with adequate amount of food provisioning for whole year (%) 

 
 

Households were inquired about any food shortage faced during any specific months. Among the 

different months of the year, July (49%) and June (35%) are found to be the months where majority of 

respondents suffered from not having enough amount of household food. The months of June-July are 

rainy season when the income opportunities from on-farm and off-farm sources are comparatively lower 

than other months. The month of January and August have the lowest prevalence of inadequate food 

provisioning which is 3%.  
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Figure 5: Months with adequate amount of food provisioning (%) 

 

 

4.4 GI 04 Women making Household decisions jointly (GI-04-SDG5) 
 

Women’s equitable control over family income and assets at household level is calculated through two 

different index – income index and asset index. These two values are averaged to assess the household 

decision jointly score on a scale of 1 to 5. From region segregated data, we can observe that old regions 

have comparatively higher average score (3.39) compared to new regions (3.27)., and; the overall 

average score is 3.34. 

 

This is one of the indicators for the graduation model and this score is used to segment the households 

into three categories – Low, Medium and High. From the table below we can observe that for Category 

A or, households with lowest level of women’s decision making score, newer regions have slightly 

higher number of households (22%) compared to older regions (18%). From the values segregated by 

household head, we can see that male-headed households in new region have the comparatively 

highest percentage of households in Category A or, low level.  

 

Table 17: Baseline values of GI-04 Women making household decisions jointly 

Parameter Range Regions Male-headed Female-headed 

Ne
w  

Old  All  Regions Regions 

New  Old  All  New  Old All 

Women’s 
household 
decision 
score 

On a scale 
of 0 to 5 

3.27 3.39 3.34 3.02 3.10 3.07 3.76 4.19 3.96 

Category A: 
Low  

Less than 
3 

22
% 

18
% 

20% 25% 24% 24% 15% 1% 9% 

Category B: 
Medium  

Equal to 3 
and lower 
than 4 

47
% 

46
% 

47% 58% 55% 56% 26% 22% 24% 

Category C: 
High 
(Graduated) 

Greater 
than 4 and 
equal or 
less than 5  

31
% 

36
% 

34% 17% 21% 19% 58% 77% 67% 

 

In case of participation of women on taking decisions regarding family income, we observed that 18% 

of overall female respondents mentioned they give input into all decision.  

 

3%

15%
8%

14% 18%

35%

49%

3% 5% 9% 11% 9%
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Figure 6: Opportunities for women's decision on family income (%) 

 
 

For women’s taking decision making on family wealth, we observed that 17% of overall female 

respondents mentioned they give input into all decision.  

 

Figure 7: Opportunities for women's decision on wealth (%) 

 
 

We explored the current condition of women’s decision making through their participation on household 

affairs regarding family income, family wealth, selling of produce, decision on savings, control over 

using saved amount and availing loans for their activities. In the event of decision-making on selling of 

produce, we observed that Bhairab (95%) Upazila had highest prevalence of joint decision making while 

lowest incidence of joint decision making was reported by the respondents in Sakhipur and Tanore 

Upazila. 

 

Figure 8: Women's decision-making on selling of produce (%) 

 
 

In case of control on decision to save, 79% of overall respondents are found to be making joint decisions 

with highest prevalence observed in Bhairab (95%) and lowest prevalence in Tanore (68%), Sakhipur 

(76%) and Ullapara (76%).  
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Figure 9: Women's control over decision to save (%) 

 
 

When the respondents were inquired about their ability to use the savings, 82% of overall mentioned 

the decision to be a joint decision. Highest instances of taking a joint decision is seen in Bhairab (95%) 

Baraigram (71%), Mohanpur (76%) and Sakhipur (76%).  

 

Figure 10: Women's ability to use the saving (%) 

 
 

In case of a borrowed loan, 83% of overall respondents mentioned that the decision to use the loan is 

a joint decision taken by both the husband and wife. Highest instances of taking a joint decision is for 

Bhairab (95%) and lowest instance is found for Baraigram (71%), Sakhipur (76%) and Ullapara (76%) 

 

Figure 11: Women's decision-making to use loans (%) 

 
 

The qualitative findings from FGDs in the different regions also reveal that in household decisions, both 

husband and wife are engaged.  The reasons for higher value for joint decision making is due to the 

fact that respondents had been involved in previous project activities and this has changed the mindset 

of the women into being more involved and engaging actively in family affairs. Among the different 

project regions, Kishoreganj is the regions with highest prevalence of past project interventions and the 

respondents from Kishoreganj showed highest instances of joint decision making. The Upazila of 

Sakhipur of Tangail, Tanore and Mohonpur of Rajshahi, Ullapara of Sirajganj and Baraigram of Natore 

is found to have comparatively lower instances of joint decision making.  
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4.5 GI 05 Women in Leadership Position (GI-05-SDG5) 
 

This indicator is calculated by assessing the participation of women in leadership positions in the 

organizations that Heifer is working with. The number of position occupied by women is divided by the 

total number of managerial or leadership position available in that respective organization. We 

conducted FGD of 12 Coops (cooperatives) and inquired about the leadership and managerial 

composition of Coops and total number of women occupying these position.  

 

We found that leadership of Coops is composed entirely from the beneficiary women community. 

Therefore, leadership in Coops have 100% of women participation. Additionally, all Coops have a 

manager post, which can either be occupied by male or female candidates. Out of the 12 Coops we 

conducted FGD sessions with, only 4 had managerial positions were found to be occupied by women 

managers.  

 

Table 18: Percentage of leadership and managerial positions occupied by women in the 12 Coops interviewed 

 Total New* Old Base 

Total number of managerial positions in Coops (1 position in each) 12 - 12 12 

Total number of leadership positions in executive committee of 
Coops (3 position in each) 

36 - 36 12 

Total number of managerial and leadership positions 48  48 12 

     

Total females occupying managerial positions   4 - 4 12 

Total females occupying leadership positions  36 - 36 12 

Total females occupying managerial and leadership positions 40 - 40 12 

     

Percentage of women in leadership position 100% - 100% 12 

 

It should be noted that Coops in the new intervention regions are yet to be active and therefore the 

Coops interviewed during the baseline period are all from the old intervention regions. 

 

From the FGDs we observed that- 

 In all the Coops, we observed that the management committee consisted of six female 

members. Among them, president, vice-president and secretary position consist of one 

member. 

 In Baragachi Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited, Walia Shimul Mohila Shomobay Shamity 

Limited and Mundumala Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited are found to have monitoring 

committee consisting of five female members.  

 Furthermore, we observed that in four Coops the managerial position was held by females. 

These Coops are Walia Shimul Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited in Rajshahi, Mundumala 

Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited in Natore and Shimulkandi Mohila Shamity & Sotota Mohila 

Shamity in Kishoreganj.  

 

4.6 Household with adequate hygiene score 
 

We asked the respondents about their access to sanitation and if they used a sanitary latrine (latrine 

having ring slabs and a pit). Overall of 59% respondents reported using sanitary latrines with responses 

from old regions showing slightly higher incidence (60%) compared to new regions (57%).  
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Figure 12: Households using sanitary latrines 

 
 

 

4.7 GI 08 Farmer Owned Agricultural Business (FOAB) 

Strengthened (GI-08-SDG8) 
 

The baseline value for the global indicator- FOAB (Farmer Owned Agriculture Business) strengthened 

is calculated at enterprise level. Total revenues and cost for the business for the last 12 months is 

collected from the profit and loss books of Cooperatives and is used as the baseline value for this 

indicator. The Farmer-Owned Agribusiness' (FOAB) progress is derived at enterprise level through 

profitability ratio, which is the FOAB’s Gross Margin. We derived the Gross Margin (%) of the Coops by 

calculating the difference between revenue and all costs divided by revenue. 

 

Table 19: Baseline value for indicator GI 08 FOAB strengthened 

Parameter 
New Regions  Old Regions  All Region  

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Average Gross Margin (%)  - - 38% 12 38% 12 

  

Major source of income of the Coops is found to be the loan interest. Additionally, two instances of 

Coop related business are found. The input shop ‘Gashful Agro’ and the meat shop ‘Shomobay Meat’ 

are initiatives of the Gashful Cooperative Society in Natore. The additional earning from the 

cooperatives are invested in to form these two business.  

 

4.8 GI 09 Value of commodities produced/marketed or processed 

(GI-09-SDG8) 
 

This indicator expresses the value of the total amount of targeted agricultural products produced or 

marketed by direct participants. According to the Heifer international guideline for global indicators, the 

value of agricultural products produced is collected from household and the value of marketed or 

processed agricultural products is collected from collection centres or hubs.  

 

The overall average value of agricultural products is BDT 59,897. We observed that the agricultural 

commodity with the highest value produced annually is poultry (broiler) for new region (BDT 131,826) 

and dairy cattle for old region (BDT 105,970). 

 

Table 20: Baseline value of top commodities produced by households for indicator GI-06 total value of agricultural 

commodities produced annually (average per commodity) (Unit: BDT) 

Parameter Regions Male-headed Female-headed 

New  Old  All  Regions Regions 

New  Old  All  New  Old All 

Overall 
average 

71,110 50,546 59,897 72,579 55,170 62,754 68,080 38,191 53,13
5 

57%

60%
59%

New regions Old regions Total
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Fattened 
Cattle 

83,919 87,228 86,115 83,919 87,276 86,405 83,919 86,970 85,21
0 

Dairy 
Cattle 

79,711 105,97
0 

95,604 81,362 89,419 86,040 68,981 165,553 137,9
61 

Poultry 
(Broiler) 

131,826 4,239 80,791 209,038 3,673 130,804 6,358 4,992 5,772 

Calf 32,173 23,900 29,875 29,875 24,896 28,453 39,833 19,917 34,85
4 

Goat 26,031 19,101 20,629 30,238 18,077 20,510 14,462 24,103 21,13
7 

Goat 
Castrated 

17,100 45,600 34,200 11,400 - 11,400 22,800 45,600 39,90
0 

 

Table 21: Descriptive statistics for indicator GI-06 Total value of agricultural commodities produced per annum 

(average per household) (Unit: BDT) 

Parameter New 
Regions  

Old 
Regions  

All 
Region  

Male-headed Female-headed 

New 
regions  

Old 
regions  

All 
region  

New 
regions  

Old 
regions  

All 
region  

Base (N) 196 235 431 132 171 303 64 64 128 

Mean 71,110 50,546 59,897 72,579 55,170 62,754 68,080 38,191 53,135 

Standard 
Deviation 

92,835 63,726 78,889 101,605 67,936 84,563 72,081 49,160 63,256 

Median 37,395 20,953 29,147 32,689 26,609 30,149 43,318 17,149 28,140 

Min 404 183 183 404 183 183 1,052 358 358 

Max 678,517 412,825 678,517 678,517 412,825 678,517 413,177 263,698 413,177 

1st 
Quartile 

11,796 7,511 9,205 10,923 7,608 8,705 15,752 6,399 10,600 

3rd 
Quartile 

98,518 67,456 79,544 96,203 78,827 84,037 100,218 53,280 78,315 

 

4.9 GI 11 Households adopting climate smart agricultural 

techniques (GI-11-SDG2) 
 

The baseline value of this indicator represents the average number of CSA adopted by the households. 

Based on the score, the households are categorized into three levels. The type of CSA techniques 

included 24 different types. Therefore, the indicator score can have a score between 0 and 24. 

 

From the baseline data we can observe average of 5 CSA techniques adopted by the overall 

respondents. In the regional segregated data, we can observe that new regions and old regions have 

almost similar number of CSA techniques adopted by the respondents. In terms of gender segregated 

data, female headed households from new region have the highest (6 CSA techniques) average number 

of CSA techniques while male-headed households from the new region have the lowest average 

number of CSA techniques (4 CSA techniques).  
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Table 22: Baseline values for the indicator GI-13 Climate Smart Agricultural Techniques 

Parameter Range Regions Male-headed Female-headed 

New  Old  All  Regions Regions 

New  Old  All  New  Old All 

Base (n) - 246 287 533 162 210 372 84 77 161 

Average 
No of CSA 
techniques 

From 24 
CSA 
techniques 

5 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 

Category A No CSA 
techniques 

16% 16% 16% 17% 14% 15% 14% 22% 18% 

Category B At least 
one CSA 
technique 

9% 8% 9% 10% 9% 9% 7% 6% 7% 

Category C More than 
one CSA 
technique 

75% 76% 75% 73% 77% 76% 79% 71% 75% 

 

From the segregated data, we can observe that the maximum number of CSA techniques is 19 and the 

mean and median are 5 and 4 respectively for the overall respondents, which expresses a diverse 

group of households. 

 

Table 23: Descriptive statistics for indicator GI-13 

Range New 
Regions  

Old 
Regions  

All 
Region  

Male-headed Female-headed 

New 
regions  

Old 
regions  

All 
region  

New 
regions  

Old 
regions  

All 
region  

Base (n) 246 287 533 162 210 372 84 77 161 

Average 
no. of CSA 
techniques  

5.1 4.9 5.0 4.5 4.9 4.8 6.3 4.9 5.6 

Standard 
Deviation 

4.1 4.0 4.1 3.7 3.9 3.8 4.7 4.3 4.5 

Median 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.0 5.0 

Min - - - - - - - - - 

Max 19.0 17.0 19.0 13.0 17.0 17.0 19.0 17.0 19.0 

Lower 
Limit (95%) 

- - - - - - - - - 

Upper 
Limit (95%) 

2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 

1st Quartile 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 10.0 8.0 9.0 

3rd Quartile 12.0 12.0 12.0 11.0 12.0 11.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 

 

We asked all the respondents regarding their awareness on different type of climate smart agricultural 

practices. The most popular type of smart agricultural practice is found to be balanced feeding (57%), 

animal health (55%), crop residue (54%), use of manure (46%) etc. Technologies which are found to 

be have least awareness among the beneficiaries include- sprinkler irrigation (1%), drip irrigation (1%), 

biogas (1%), reuse of water (2%) etc.  
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We inquired about the cultivation practices of the respondents and asked if they used modern 

techniques such as compost fertilizer, wormwood and organic pest management. Compost fertilizer 

was used by 50% of overall respondents. Among the respondents 32% are found to be aware of 

wormwood or vermi-compost.  

 

We inquired if the respondents were aware of pest management in organic method. From the collected 

data, we observed that 68% of overall respondents were unaware. Respondents who used pest 

management were asked about the type of organic method used and most popular method is found to 

be Pheromone trap (66%) followed by Nimpata Spray (60%). Minor amount of respondents are found 

to be using Bordeaux mixture (10%).    
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4.10 GI 13 Household Demonstrating Solidarity and co-operation 

among community members (GI-13-SDG16) 
 

The level of social cohesion of the household with the surrounding community is assessed through this 

indicator. Two type of index is calculated from the household survey - Community index and solidarity 

index, which are used to determine the baseline value for this indicator. The value of the indicator 

ranges from 0 to 100, with higher value representing better condition.  

 

Segregating the results by region, we can observe that old regions have slightly better condition than 

new regions represented through the household solidarity score of 40.3 and 37.3 respectively. 

Segregating the values by household head, highest score is seen in old regions with male-household 

head and lowest score is seen in new regions with female household head.  

 

Respondent households are divided into three levels according to the household solidarity index and 

none of the respondents are in Category C: High, which requires a score of equal or more than 70.  

 

Table 24: Baseline value for the indicator GI-13 Household demonstrating solidarity and cooperation among 

community members 

Parameter Range Regions Male-headed Female-headed 

New 
 

Old  
 

All   Regions Regions 

New  Old  All  New  Old All 

Base (n) - 246 287 533 162 210 372 84 77 161 

Average 
Score 

Between 0 
to 100 

37.3 40.3 39.4 37.6 40.8 39.9 36.8 39.1 38.2 

Category 
A: Low 

 Less than 
50 

80% 46% 62% 85% 47% 63% 71% 42% 57% 

Category 
B: Medium 

Equal or 
more than 
50 and less 
than 75 

20% 54% 38% 15% 53% 37% 29% 58% 43% 

Category 
C: High 

Equal or 
more than 
70 and 
equal or 
less than 
100 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

Among the overall respondents, 56% mentioned being an active participant of a social organization.  

 

Figure 13: Percentage of respondents as active participant of social organizations 

 
 

Among the overall respondents, 65% mentioned regularly participating in the project activities with 

highest participation seen in Natore (95%) and Kishoreganj (90%) and lowest seen in Tangail (37%). 

26%

60%
44%

New regions Old regions Total
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Figure 14: Percentage of respondents taking part in project activities 

 
 

Among the overall respondents, 37% mentioned helping their neighbor when the neighbour’s crop is 

damaged due to a disease and is financially damaged.  

 

Figure 15: Respondent perception on helping neighbours in the event of crop being damaged 

 
 

The respondents were inquired about the activity of neighbours during an accident of a household. 

Almost 87% of respondents mentioned that if a member of a family dies, the neighbours of that family 

will give financial or other assistance. Among old and new regions, old regions have higher number of 

responses (93%). 

 

Figure 16: Respondent perception on helping neighbours during death of family member 

 
 

From the data we can observe that 74% of overall respondents mentioned cooperating with a neighbor 

not receiving benefit from a project with highest instances are from Natore(91%), followed by 

Kishoreganj (90%), Sirajganj (85%) and lowest instances are from Tangail (56%) and Rajshahi (66%).  

   

Figure 17: Percentage of respondents mentioning cooperative neighbour not receiving benefit from a project 

 
 

The respondents were inquired about their level of trust for the neighbors, and it was observed that 44% 

of respondents fully trust their neighbors with lowest instances of trust are seen in Puthia (66%), 

Mohanpur (44%) and Poba (44%). None of the respondents mentioned “No trust” for their neighbors.  
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Figure 18: Respondent perception on trusting neighbours 

 

  

47% 41% 44%27% 40% 34%26% 18% 22%
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Chapter 5: Changes through Performance Indicators- 

Baseline of Project Specific Indicators   
 

The baseline study evaluated 16 project specific indicators (PSI) through which performance of the 

beneficiaries are assessed.  

 

5.1 Current Livestock Rearing Practices 
 

5.1.1 Use of Advanced Housing Facilities for Livestock 
 

When respondents were inquired about the type of livestock rearing method they use, we observed that 

respondents from old regions use comparatively more advanced housing facilities compared to new 

regions. Among the overall respondents, 76% mentioned using convenience of adequate light air with 

older regions reporting higher responses (85%) compared to new regions (66%).  

 

Figure 19: Housing facilities for cattle (multiple responses) 

 
 

When the respondents who were involved in goat or sheep rearing (n=266), were inquired about type 

of housing they used, majority (85%) are found to use traditional housing and only 15% mentioned 

raised platforms. The use of raised platform should be promoted in all regions with special emphasis 

on Baraigram, Bhoirab, Gudagari, Mirzapur, Puthia, Raiganj and Sakhipur.  

 

Figure 20: Housing facilities for goats/sheep (Base, n = 266) 

 

5.1.2 Use of Advanced Feed production for Livestock 

 

We asked the respondents who rear livestock, if they used Urea Molasses Blocks. Among the 

respondents, 79% mentioned not using them with highest prevalence of not using observed in Puthia 

(100%) followed by Gudagari (92%), Tanore (88%), Poba (88%), Mirzapur (88%). 
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We asked the respondents if they gave granular food to their livestock and 77% mentioned using them. 

Among the respondents 86% are found to be using home-made feed. For packaged feed category, 

26% of respondents are found to be using it.  

 

We asked the respondents who fed granular food to their livestock regarding the type of feed being 

home-made or packaged. The initial value from the survey for packaged feed was found to be of higher 

percentage and we investigated the value further through 50 additional random phone calls. From that 

we found that the respondents had confused packaged minerals and vitamins as ready-made feed 

during the survey. After cross-checking through the phone calls, we revised the values.   

  

5.1.3 PSI 04 Rearing Cycle per year for beef (PSI-04-SDG2) 
 

For PSI-04, a proxy question was used to determine the result, ‘how much time do you keep cattle 

before selling to the market’. Respondents with two rearing cycle of beef per year can rear cattle highest 

of 6 months. Therefore, percent of respondents who rear cattle up to six months are taken to derive the 

baseline value for this indicator.  

 

Table 25: Baseline value of the indicator PSI 04 rearing cycle of beef 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

No. of respondents who reported selling 
their cattle within 6 months of rearing 

51% 80 55% 102 53% 182 

 

We investigated the rearing cycle of beef owned by the respondents by inquiring about the amount and 

age of fattened cattle, number of months for rearing before selling to the market and average number 

of cattle sold per year. It was observed that 55% of respondents own no cattle currently, and majority 

(33%) own one cattle. 

 

In terms of preferred age of cattle for rearing, most common is 2-12 months (31%) and 13-18 months 

(30%) old cattle.  

 

Table 26: Preferred age of cattle for rearing 

  Percentage 

New regions Old regions Total 

0 to 1 month 3% 13% 8% 

2-12 months 35% 36% 36% 

13-18 months 34% 31% 32% 

19-24months 16% 5% 10% 

24 months+ 13% 15% 14% 

Total 80 102 182 

 

Table 27: Months of cattle rearing before selling to the market 

  Percentage 

New regions Old regions Total 

Less than 3 months 5% 8% 7% 

3-6 months 46% 47% 47% 

7-9 months 19% 14% 16% 
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10-12 months 19% 12% 15% 

More than 12 months (1 year) 11% 20% 16% 

Total 80 102 182 

 

Among the respondents, 43% rear their cattle for 3-6 months and 15% rear them for 3 months before 

selling in the market. Among the respondents, 48% sell one fattened cattle per year.  

 

5.1.4 PSI 03 Percentage of livestock mortality reduced (PSI-04-SDG2) 
 

Most common livestock animals in Bangladesh are Cattle, Goat, Sheep and Poultry. PSI 03 is regarding 

the mortality rate of livestock and during follow up studies, the project will report the mortality rate 

comparing with the baseline value.  

 

We inquired the respondents about their incidence of death of their livestock, 59% of overall mentioned 

death due to sickness and/or accident. Analyzing the cause of death (incidence of illness or other), 

illness was mentioned by 91% of respondents who reported death of livestock. Segregating the result 

by type of animal, we can observe that highest mortality is seen in smaller livestock, chicken and duck. 

Furthermore, segregating the values by region, we can see that older regions reported slightly higher 

incidence of death due to illness (93%) compared to new regions (88%). 

 

Table 28: Number of respondents mentioning reason for death of livestock 

 New regions Old regions Total 

Sick 88% 93% 91% 

Accident 9% 3% 6% 

Both 3% 4% 3% 

Base 156 214 370 

 

The baseline mortality rate is calculated and is presented segregated by species in the table below.  

Among different livestock, higher mortality rate is observed for poultry (58%), goat (24%) and duck 

(22%). Segregating the results by new and old region, we can observe that in new region poultry and 

goat had higher mortality rate compared to old region.  

 

Table 29: Baseline value of the indicator PSI 03 Percentage of livestock mortality reduced 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Calf- Baseline Mortality rate (%) 2% 2 4% 2 3% 4 

Chicken-Baseline Mortality rate (%) 70% 105 35% 140 58% 245 

Cattle-Baseline Mortality rate (%) 0.02% 3 0.08% 7 0.05% 10 

Duck-Baseline Mortality rate (%) 21% 22 23% 31 22% 53 

Goat-Baseline Mortality rate (%) 30% 18 20% 25 24% 43 

Pigeon-Baseline Mortality rate (%) 6% 3 13% 7 11% 10 

Sheep-Baseline Mortality rate (%) 13% 3 11% 2 12% 5 

 

We asked the respondents if they have opportunity to get healthcare services for their livestock. Among 

the respondents, 14% mentioned not having access to healthcare services for their livestock. 

Disaggregating the results by region, we can observe that respondents having access to healthcare 

services for their livestock are higher in old region (90%) compared to new region (81%).  
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Figure 21: Percentage of respondents with access to healthcare services for their livestock 

 
 

Most common source of professional healthcare services for livestock is from DLS officers. However 

due to lack of adequate manpower, DLS cannot provide the necessary support. Analyzing the source 

of healthcare services, we can observe that in old regions CAVE is providing more healthcare services 

compared to DLS or other sources. Other sources include village quack or rural livestock practitioner. 

In the new regions, CAVEs are yet to be trained by the project.   

  
 

When we inquired about the type of healthcare services received for their livestock, medical services is 

found to be the most common service (99% of overall) type followed by medical advice (88% of overall), 

wormwood (60% of overall) and vaccination (59% of overall).  

 

 
 

We asked the respondents if they received any training related to livestock or for cultivation to increase 

their capabilities, and 58% of overall respondents mentioned receiving training.  Some of the common 

trainings received include- cattle rearing with management and vegetable cultivation, received by 85% 

and 6% of overall respondents.  

 

Common sources of trainings included- NGOs. In Bhoirab Upazila, respondents who received training 

were from Polli Bikash Kendro (58%) whereas in Natore district it was from NDP (58%) and Jagoroni 

Chakra Foundation (21%). In Rajshahi district, most mentioned source of training was Wave foundation 

(29%) and heifer organized cooperatives, whereas in Sirajganj it was the NGO named BASA (96%).  
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Figure 22: Source of availing healthcare services for livestock 
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5.1.5 PSI 05 Days of Kidding Interval Reduced for Breeding Doe (PSI-05-SDG08) 
 

This indicator intends to measure the kidding interval of doe and compare with mid-term and impact 

evaluation results. Kidding interval is the no. of days or the gap between two births in days (or birth 

interval in days). Lower kidding interval represents having higher fertility rate through high reproductive 

efficiency. The baseline value for this indicator is segregated species-wise in the following table. It 

should be noted that respondents who reported having goats as current livestock were only taken to 

calculate the average kidding interval and the base for this indicator is lower than the total number of 

respondents.  

 

Table 30: Baseline values for the indicator PSI-05 Kidding interval of doe (Unit: Average days) 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions                          All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Black Bengal Doe 245 73 240 139  242  212 

Jamuna Pari Doe 273 40 271 91  272  131 

Cross Breed Doe 269 39 234 88  244  127 

 

Analyzing the collected data by region, we can observe that  

 The kidding interval for Jamuna Pari doe is highest (272 days on average) followed by cross 

breed doe (244 days on average) and Black Bengal doe (242 days on average).  

 Highest Kidding interval for Black Bengal doe is observed in Ullapara (365 days on average) 

and Gudagari (255 days on average) Upazila,  

 For Jamuna Pari doe highest kidding interval is in Ullapara (365 days) and Belkuchi (310 days 

on average) and for cross breed doe Upazila are Ullapara (365 days) and Belkuchi (300 days 

on average).  

 

Detail breakdown of days of kidding interval for all Upazila are included in Annex 1. 

 

5.2 Cooperative and Business HUB 
 

Six members create an executive committee- president, vice-president, secretary, three executive 

members and this six-people for executive committee is mandatory. In selective coops, such as 

Borogachi Mohila Somobay Somiti, Walia, Mundumala have a monitoring committee of five people.  

 

The weekly and monthly meetings are regularly held. The objectives of the monthly meeting are to 

discuss the current progress of the Coops activities, finalizing the acceptance of new members and 

confirm loan to a new member. 

  

The main sources of income are- admission fee, loan service charge, form and passbook. 

 

The coop deposits the collected revenue in a bank account, usually in public banks such as Janata 

bank, Sonali bank etc. 

 

 Authority to with money from Bank (Joint sign of resident and secretary or executive member. 

 Saving scheme of Coops is to disburse 6% profit against their savings and average amount 

saved per week by beneficiaries is BDT 25 to 100.  

 

 When coops where inquire about their Coop has written plan and is prepared by manager, ODO 

and management committee. In some instances, the monitoring committee is also present.  
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 Regarding future plan, the coops mentioned owing a land to set up an office building. This will 

enable savings for office rent. This office will be used for income generating through. This is 

true for all Coops except Walia-Shimul Moliha Somobay Somiti Ltd. who have already set up 

their own office building (Natore) there. 

 The total number of leadership and management committee is six members and for 3 years. 

The coops are yet to be self-sufficient but gradually increasing their income activities. Only in 

Waliha,-shimul, Mundumuala have female manager. Cashier is found in only one region. 

 Annually, the members receive dividend income which is 6% profit on their savings in the Coop. 

From the income segregated data, average of BDT 600 is found as dividend income from the 

Coops. 

 

Activity of Cooperatives (Coops) 

 

 Weekly meeting  

 

Participated by the management committee, in some cases the monitoring committee (where 

there is monitoring committee), coop officials. There is remuneration policy (convene expense) 

which is sourced from annual income.  

 

 Annual General Meeting (AGM) 

 

 All Coops have AGM meeting, participated by general members 

 

 Policy and Resolution 

 

Government cooperative office approved policy for cooperative societies. None of the coops 

during the baseline interviews were found to have implemented any amended policies. To 

successfully carry out policy amendment and implementation, capacity building training needs 

to be given. 

 

 Status of Training received and appointed responsibilities 

 

When inquired in FGDs in Rajshahi and Natore, the members could not name trainings given 

or their responsibilities in the cooperative society. In the FGD in Kishoreganj, two of the Coops 

were found to be active and the members could name trainings as well as their appointed 

responsibilities. However, FGD from another Coop was taken which involved inactive 

members, and they could not mention any training received or any responsibility appointed to 

them. In some instances, coop executive committee was found to have received training from 

government sources, for example the President, Vice president, Secretary of the Coop Walia-

Shimul was given training on financial management on Department of Cooperative from 

Naogaon.  

 

 Activities of sub-committees 

 

There are sub-committees within the main executive committee. Their activities included 

recommending loan to the central committee, securing loans, verification etc. Preparing 

monitoring report on sales was not found to be done by Coops committee or sub-committee. 

However, when mentioned the coops was found to have plan to prepare the reports taking help 

from the partner NGOs or, Heifer project office. 
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5.2.1 PSI 01 SHG Members Involved in Collective Activities (PSI-01-SDG16) 
 

Heifer project facilitates formation of self-help groups (SHGs) which act as basic community structure 

in targeted project intervention regions. This indicator is defined as the percentage of Self-help group 

members created by the project, participating in ‘collective activities’ and making business decisions 

jointly. Collective activities are defined as attending group meetings, group based informal savings and 

lending, social initiatives, collective buying or selling of produces etc. Regularly attending meetings is 

defined as being present in more than 80% meetings.  

 

Based on the above definitions, the baseline value for the indicator is calculated. Among SHG group 

members, 41% are found to be involved in collective activities. Segregating the values by region, we 

can observe a significantly higher baseline value of 68% in old regions compared to 9% baseline value 

in new regions. The higher value in old regions is due to the higher duration and degree of project 

activities in the old regions.  

 

Table 31: Baseline value for PSI 1 Percentage of SHG members engaged in participatory activities 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Percentage of SHG members 

engaged in participatory activities 

9% 246 68% 287 41% 533 

 

5.2.2 PSI 06 Income Increased for Coops (PSI-06-SDG02) 
 

This indicator measures the income growth of Coops due to project activities. The income of the 

cooperatives is collected from the income statements and balance sheets. This indicator is calculated 

by the project based on the baseline net income of the Coops. During the baseline study, we interviewed 

total of 12 Coops and collected their annual revenue, expenditure and net income. The average net 

income is derived to be BDT 359,544. Highest and lowest net income is found to be BDT 911,784 for 

Shimulkandi Prottasha Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited and BDT 66,770 for Shafollo Mohila 

Shomobay Shamity Limited respectively.  

 

Table 32: Baseline value for the indicator PSI 06 percentage of net income increased for coops  

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Annual Net Income  
per Coop (average)  

- - BDT 359,544 12 BDT 359,544 12 

 

It should be noted that during the baseline period, no cooperatives from new region were formed and 

active, therefore the income values are only based on net income of cooperative in the old regions. List 

of net income of the Coops interviewed are included in Annex 1. 

 

Sources of income of the Coops 

 

The coop members were inquired about their participation in weekly savings and 92% mentioned 

actively participating. The average amount of storage per week is inquired and average of BDT 41 is 

found to be the overall average. The minimum amount of money to be deposited is 25 BDT and 

members usually deposit between BDT 25 to 100 per week.  
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In Tangail region, the Coops are yet to be formed and the amount of money deposited per week is 

found to be zero currently. Highest average deposit is found in Bhoirab (BDT 53). This aligns with the 

fact that Kishoreganj had the highest number of regular participants in the Coops. 

 

Income related findings from FGDs 

 

When inquired about income activities of the coop, major revenue is from savings and credit, service 

charge from interested rate. Additionally, they are involved in: 

 

 Feed sales: Coop will make partnership with companies to source feed at a dealer price and 

sell to their members. Currently, this practice is off, since the women members cannot align 

with the need for regularly travelling to bazaar, collecting and selling them. If they employ a 

male person, they cannot maintain the salary due to the limited earning from Coop activities. 

Feed  

 

 Livestock rearing farm: From the FGD discussions, we found that the cooperative Walia 

Mohila Samiti in Natore has set up a cattle fattening farm  

 

 Dealership of Electronics: In Laalpur of Natore, the Coop is found to have made a deed with 

a large private sector company (Vision), to sell their products. The current sales model of the 

coop consists of buying directly from the company at dealer price and selling to their members 

in installments at retail price. This enables the Coop to keep a margin for each product 

sold.Similar business activity is seen for Prottasha and Satata Coops in Bhoirab, Kishoreganj 

and Gashful Mohila Samilty in Mohonpur, Rajshahi.  

 

 Gashful Mohila Samiti (Khoyrar Mor, Mowgachi, Mohonpur, Rajshahi) is selling the meat 

branded as “Somobay Meat”. They preserve the meat using deep freezing techniques and sell 

large amounts to customers. 

 

 

5.2.3 PSI 07 Number of hubs functioning as of plan (PSI-07-SDG12)  

 

To calculate the value for this indicator, percentage of respondents who report that they get services 

(inputs, finance, insurance, technical and marketing assistance) from their respective hubs is taken and 

any hub providing more than 3 of these services are denoted as “functional business hub”. 
 

According to the calculation methodology, the baseline value for this indicator is found to be 11, 

indicating that 11 hubs are mentioned by respondents to be functioning as of plan. 

 

Respondents who are members of the coop were inquired about their participation in any coop activities. 

Majority mentioned receiving advice (90%) followed by financial services (63%) and materials (59%). 

The financial services include procuring loan from the Coop, getting insurance, receiving dividend 

income etc. and the materials mentioned include purchasing inputs e.g. seed, feed, fertilizer etc. from 

the Coops. 

 

Other type of activities included purchase or sale of production, group saving activities, social activities, 

purchase or sale of produce such as milk, poultry, chicken meat, vegetables, inputs, services, 

agricultural activities etc. Among the overall coop members, 12% were found to have participated in at 

least two activities. 
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Figure 23: Type of coop activities mentioned by member respondents 

 
 

The respondents were inquired if the received any loan through the cooperative society in the last one 

year (January to December of 2018), and 68% of overall mentioned receiving loans.  

 

All coops have similar insurance activities. The common insurance they provide is insurance on loan. 

In case of death of the loan-takers husband, the total loan amount is exempted. Insurance premium is 

0.01% (10 BDT premium per 1000 BDT of loan). 

 

5.2.4 PSI 08 1500 Entrepreneurs development among women (PSI-07-SDG08) 

 

Entrepreneurs are defined as business owners who received training on entrepreneurship and business 

plan development, who have functional business plan and who maintain business records regularly. 

Therefore, the baseline value for this indicator includes the number of respondents who fulfill these 

criteria. 

 

Table 33: Baseline value for the indicator PSI 08 1500 entrepreneurs developed 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Number of Entrepreneurs 
developed 

- 246 - 287 - 533 

 

It was observed that 95% of overall respondent women are not involved in any business. The rest 5% 

are found to be involved in poultry farming and other business.   

 

We asked the respondent women who are engaged in business, if they received any capacity 

development training and only 12% of them had received training for entrepreneurship, business 

planning and development. However, majority of them (83%) are found to have a business plan. Almost 

three-fifth (58%) of the respondent women involved in business is found to maintain the business 

records regularly. When all the three criteria of entrepreneurship is taken into account, no entrepreneur 

is identified during baseline condition. 

 

5.2.5 PSI 10 Percentage of sales increased of farmers through Hub (PSI-10-

SDG09)  
 

Percentage of farmers' sales done through hub or collectively throughout the year is used to calculate 

the increase in sales for this indicator. The project intervention aims to build operational HUBs for the 

beneficiaries, which will provide forward market linkage. Connecting the beneficiaries with buyers will 

enable the beneficiaries to sell their produce at a fair price compared to selling them in the local market.  
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The current project is yet to transform the coops as functional hubs. Only 7 responses from Mohonpur 

Upazila of Rajshahi region are found to report selling their produce through the Coop, which is 1.3% of 

overall respondents. This is due to the result of past project activities in that region. A collection centre 

was operational till last year, set by the Gashful Mohila Shomobay Samiti Ltd. in Mohonpur, Rajshahi 

and the respondents mentioned that shop as the medium for selling their crops or cattle.  

 

When the respondents from Rajshahi were inquired about the type of produce sold through the 

cooperative, the respondents mentioned fattened cattle (3 out of 7 responses), native chicken (3 out of 

7 responses), goat or fattened goat (2 out of 7 responses).    

 

We asked the respondents if they sold any produce personally, and majority mentioned native chicken 

(34%), goat (38%) and fattening cattle (28%). 

 

When we inquired the respondents regarding having access to any storage or collection center for 

selling their produce. It was observed that except Rajshahi region, all other regions lacked a storage 

and collection center.   

 

From Qualitative discussion, we found that there was a center established by Gashful Mohila Shomobay 

Shamity Limited from Mohonpur in Rajshahi, named “Shomobay Meat”. The center was linked with a 

butcher; however the initiative was stopped last year due to loss. The Gashful Mohila Shamity currently 

owns an input shop named “Gashful Agro” for selling feed and medicine. They have employed a sales-

person in that shop.  

 

The cooperative Oyalia Shimul Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited in Natore established a goat rearing 

farm beside their office using the revenue generated by coop activities. The farm is situated in their own 

land adjacent to their office. Since, this initiative is in the rudimentary stage, this is not taken into account 

during the baseline stage. 

 

5.2.6 PSI 12 Percentage of active cooperative members (PSI-12-SDG16) 
 

To calculate the value of this indicator, percentage of active cooperative members (who regularly save 

with the Coop) who are actively engaged in self-help group (attending weekly SHG meetings regularly) 

formed by the project are taken. As defined in the analysis plan of PSI 12, “active cooperative members” 

comprise of members who regularly save with the Coop.  

 

It should be noted that cooperatives were not formed in the new regions and therefore the baseline 

value of this indicator is calculated to be 29% of household respondents.  

  

Table 34: Baseline value of the indicator PSI 12 Percentage of active cooperative members 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Percentage of active cooperative  
members  

0%* 246 54% 287 54% 533 

 

When respondents were inquired about being a member of cooperative association, 2% of responses 

from new region are found. Since, cooperatives are yet to be formed in new regions, we had marked 

this 2% due to data collection error. When inquired further, it was found that these respondents had 

confused SHG group membership with being a member of cooperative.  
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We asked the respondents about participating in weekly and monthly meetings, and found that 49% of respondents 

participate in weekly SHG meetings and 25% of respondents mentioned attending monthly cooperative meetings. 

The respondents were inquired about their attendance in the SHG groups. 53% of members mentioned 

being present i.e. participating in 80% group meeting regularly. The rest 47% of the respondents are 

found to have less than 80% participation. 

 

The members were inquired about their activity in the Coops and majority mentioned taking part in 

discussions (77%), attending general meetings (72%) and participating in decision making (56%) as 

the prime activities. Analyzing the results further, it was found that 32% of overall respondents who 

were coop members could recall at least 3 activities of Coops. 

 

Figure 24: Type of activities performed in coops mentioned by respondents  

 
 

5.2.7 PSI 13 Number of Market linkages establishment (PSI-13-SDG2) 
 

This indicator is measured by the average number of market actors (both input and output market 

actors) linked to the HHs by their SHGs, HUB or project staff or services providers. The indicator value 

denotes the average number of market linkage established with both output and input market actors 

during project period.  

 

Summarizing the number of respondents by number of linkages, we calculated the average number of 

linkages.  

 

Table 35: Number of linkages created by SHG/Cooperative and project 

 New region Old region Overall 

Respondents with less than 2 linkages 9 40 49 

Respondents with 2 or more linkages 10 70 80 

Total Respondents with linkages 19 110 129 

 

The baseline value of average number of market linkages is 0.13. Segregating the results by region, 

we can observe that the average number of market linkages in old regions is significantly higher than 

new regions. In the new project intervention regions, beneficiary households are yet to be linked with 

input and output market by cooperatives and project officials.  

 

Table 36: Baseline value of the indicator PSI-13 number of market linkages established 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Number of market linkage  
established  

0.04 246 0.21 287 0.13 533 

 

We asked the respondents about linkages established by the project i.e. if the project had connected 

them to any buyer or seller. It was observed that only in Rajshahi region, 7% of respondents mentioned 
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the project officials had linked them with buyer seller and this value equals to 2.3% of overall 

respondents. This linkage with the output market is due to past project activity in Rajshahi.  

 

When we inquired about the type of linkage or buyer/seller the project officials had linked the 

beneficiaries, highest number of responses is for Shop owner (14 out of 15 responses), Instrument 

Provider (9 out of 15 responses), local businessmen (5 out of 15 responses) and CAVE (4 out of 15 

responses). Analyzing the results, we observed that out of the 15 respondents connected by the project, 

12 respondents have 2 or more linkages. 

 

We asked the respondents if they were linked with any buyer or seller from the SHG or cooperative 

societies and 21% of respondents mentioned being linked by SHG or Cooperative societies. We 

inquired about the type of linkage and instrument provider (38%), local businessmen (33%) and shop 

owner (32%) are the most frequent types mentioned by the respondents. Analyzing the results, we 

observed that 13% of respondents or, 114 respondents have at least 2 or more linkages. 

 

From the qualitative FGD discussions we found active linkages in two cooperatives- Gashful Mohila 

Shomobay Shamity Limited (Rajshahi) and Walia Shimul Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited (Natore). 

In other regions, no active linkage is found.  

 

 Market linkage by project:  

o Linking with a goat trader (Walia, Natore) 

o Linking with electronics goods supplier (Walia, Natore) 

 Partnership with government stakeholders such DLS and DAE is found. DLS and DAE provide 

training to the beneficiaries regarding livestock rearing and crop cultivation respectively.  

 Partnership with Private sector conglomerate such as ACI Ltd. is seen in case of sourcing of 

feed. 

 

Figure 25: Percentage of respondents linked with buyer or seller by SHG or cooperative 
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Figure 26: Type of buyer or seller linked by SHG or cooperative (Multiple Responses) 

 
 

Respondents were inquired about the place where they sell their produce. It was observed that local 

market (86%) was the predominant choice followed by selling to retailers (21%).  

 

5.2.8 PSI 14 Coops policies development and practices (PSI-14-SDG09) 
 

From the FGDs we found that the current policies and practices adopted by the cooperatives are the 

one submitted in the government’s cooperative department during the registration of the cooperatives. 

When the executive committee members were inquired whether the policies and procedures are being 

followed, they were able to mention some policies and procedures. In terms of capacity building training 

given, the executive committee mentioned receiving training but, could not recall the name or, content 

of the capacity building training provided. 

 

Table 37: Status of policies and procedures in Coops  

Region Criteria 1: Coop have 

written policies and 

resolutions 

Criteria 2: policies and 

procedures being 

followed accordingly 

Criteria 3: Executive 

committee are trained on at 

least 3 Topics      

 

Rajshahi 5 out of 12 Coops 

interviewed are found 

to have written policies  

5 out of 12 Coops 

interviewed Coops are 

found to have been 

following policies and 

procedures accordingly 

None of the members of the 

12  Coops interviewed in the 

FGDs could not mention at 

least 3 topics  

Natore 2 out of 12 Coops 

interviewed are found 

to have written policies  

2 out of 12 Coops 

interviewed are found to 

have been following 

policies and procedures 

accordingly 

None of the members of the 

12  Coops interviewed in the 

FGDs could not mention at 

least 3 topics  

Kishoreganj 3 out of 12 Coops 

interviewed are found 

to have written policies 

3 out of 12 

Coops 

interviewed are 

found to have 

been following 

policies and 

procedures 

accordingly 

None of the members 

of the 12  Coops 

interviewed in the 

FGDs could not 

mention at least 3 

topics  
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Sirajganj 2 out of 12 Coops 

interviewed are found 

to have written policies 

2 out of 12 Coops 

interviewed are found to 

have been following 

policies and procedures 

accordingly 

None of the members of the 

12  Coops interviewed in the 

FGDs could not mention at 

least 3 topics  

Tangail No Coops are found to be operational during the baseline stage 

 

Overall 12 out of 12 Coops are 

found to have written 

policies 

12 out of 12 Coops are 

found to have been 

following policies and 

procedures accordingly 

None of the 12 Coop 

members during the FGDs 

could not recall at least 3 

topics of training 

 

5.2.9 PSI 15 Percentage of sales turnover increased of market actors  

 

This indicator measures the percentage of sales increase for market actors, e.g. CAVE, HUB, Input 

Sellers, Traders, Butchers and Buyers etc.  

 

The actual income or sales for the following market actors are estimated from the qualitative KIIs- 

 

Table 38: Monthly average income/sales of butcher, CAVE and input seller 

Type of Actor  Monthly Income/Sales (BDT) 

Income of Butcher 16,500 

Income of CAVE (Community AgroVet Entrepreneur) 13,600 

Sales volume of Input Seller 47,150 

  

It should be noted that income of the market actors vary considerably depending on their geographical 

location and type of product and service.  

 

CAVEs in villages with available vets and village quacks charge a lower fee due to the competition 

faced and earn comparatively lower. The CAVE interviewed in Bhoirab (Kishoreganj) mentioned higher 

number of livestock practitioners available in his locality and strong competition between them leading 

to lower income for his services.  

 

CAVE involved with medicine sales earn more. The CAVE interviewed in Tangail had a medicine shop 

and sold vaccines, vitamin and other medication for treating cattle. This additional income from selling 

of medicine had enabled him to have two-three times higher income compared to other livestock 

practitioners in his locality.  

 

In case of input service providers, the average income varies more depending on the product types, for 

example An input seller who deals with fish feed and chicken feed earn comparatively higher than who 

sale only chicken feed. The input shop interviewed in Sokhipur (Tangail) sold fish feed, cattle feed, 

veterinary medicine etc. had had monthly income of BDT 80,000- 90,000 of sales whereas the input 

seller interviewed in Belkuchi (Sirajganj) sold cattle feed, medicine, fertilizers and had comparatively 

lower monthly income of BDT 40,000- 60,000. On an average, input shops selling only medicine earn 

BDT 15,000-20,000 whereas shops selling feed earn monthly BDT 30,000-40,000. In terms of input 

shops selling fish feed, average income can be as high as BDT 70,000-80,000 monthly.   
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5.2.10 PSI 16 Proportion of SHG members in shareholder of cooperatives (PSI-

16-SDG16) 
 

This indicator is measured by percentage of SHG members who are the members of Coops with at 

least one share. 

 

Table 39: Baseline value of PSI 16 Proportion of SHG members in shareholder of cooperatives 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Percentage of HHs with SHG 

members who are 

shareholders of Cooperatives 

2% 246 95% 287 53% 533 

 

When inquired about being a member of SHG (Self Help Group), 77% of overall are found to be a 

member.  

 

During the baseline, project activities had just stated in the new regions and SHG groups were formed 

in some locations. Therefore, percentage of SHG group members in new region are lower than the 

percentage of SHG members in old locations. In the old region, all of the respondents interviewed are 

found to be SHG members. 

 

Figure 27: Percentage of respondents being SHG member 

 
 

Among the overall respondents, we found 53% respondents to be a shareholder of their respective 

coops. Segregating the values by region, we can observe that 97% of SHG members are shareholders 

of Coops. This high number is due to the spill-over effect from previous ESL project activities. 

 

Figure 28: Percentage of respondent being a shareholder of their respective coops 

  
 

 

     

50%

100%
77%

New regions Old regions Total

2%

97%

53%
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5.3 Other Indicators 
 

5.3.1 Awareness of Advanced Technology 

 

Respondents were inquired about their cultivation practices. No respondents are found to cultivate 

grass without soil. This technology is known as hydroponic grass.   

 

We asked the respondents if they were aware of the cultivation of Green folder (Napier, Pakchong, 

Para etc.) and 45% of overall mentioned being aware. Analyzing the results by region, we can observe 

that the highest frequency of not knowing about developing of green fodder is from Baraigram, Mirzapur, 

Puthia, Raiganj. 

 

Figure 29: Respondents aware of green folder production  

  
 

We asked the respondents about their behavior of vaccinating livestock (cattle, goat sheep) and poultry, 

frequency of vaccination etc. From the collected responses we can observe that 33% of overall 

respondents were not aware about vaccinating their cattle and among respondents who vaccinated 

their cattle, 35% of overall were irregular.  

 

Figure 30: Percentage of respondents unaware of vaccination of cattle  

 

 

Among the respondents who reared goat and sheep, 34% of overall is found to be unaware of 

vaccination. Among respondents who were aware of vaccination of goat and sheep, 54% regularly 

vaccinated their goat and sheep. 

 

Figure 31: Percentage of respondents unaware of vaccination of goat and sheep 

 
 

From the collected baseline data, we observed that majority (59%) of respondents were not aware of 

regular vaccination of poultry, with higher amount of respondents from new region (65%) were found 

unaware compared to old region (54%). Among the respondents who were aware, 58% of respondents 

35%

55%
45%

New regions Old regions Total

42% 25% 33%

New regions Old regions Total

58%

21%
34%

New regions Old regions Total
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are found to be irregular with higher prevalence found in new regions (83%) compared to old region 

(42%). 

 

We asked the respondents regarding their awareness of deworming of cattle and frequency of 

deworming for respondents who are found to be aware. Among the overall respondents, majority (75%) 

were aware of deworming of cattle with higher prevalence seen in old region (78%) compared to new 

region (73%). We observed that among the respondents who were aware, the most prevalence 

frequency of deworming is 4 months (61%) followed by 6 months (30%).  

 

We inquired about use of egg hatching pot for poultry. From the collected baseline data, we observed 

that 55% of overall respondents were aware, with higher incidence seen in old regions (71%) compared 

to new regions (39%). 

 

We asked the respondents regarding their awareness of the usage and benefits of organic fertilizers 

and it was observed that majority (87%) were aware. 

 

5.3.2 PSI 02 Percentage of households cultivating vegetables in their Kitchen 

Garden (PSI-02-SDG12) 
 

To measure this indicator, percent of households who are involved in vegetables cultivation in the 

kitchen garden are taken. Kitchen garden is defined as an area inside the homestead where fruit, 

vegetables, and herbs are grown. When the respondents were inquired about cultivating vegetables in 

their home courtyard, 36% of overall respondents mentioned having a homestead garden.  

 

It should be noted that, segregating the results by old and new region shows that higher number of 

respondents in new regions (37%) are cultivating vegetables compared to old regions (35%). However, 

analyzing the data by upazila level, we can observe that the Sakhipur Upazila of Tangail has 

significantly higher percentage (78%) of responses compared to all other regions. If we exclude this 

value, the average percentage of HHs cultivating vegetables in kitchen gardening becomes 29%. 

 

Table 40: Baseline value of indicator PSI 02 Percentage of households cultivating vegetables in Kitchen Garden 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Percentage of HHs cultivating  

vegetables in kitchen garden 

37% 246 35% 287 36% 533 

 

Highest number of respondents cultivating vegetables in home courtyard is from Sakhipur (78%) and 

Bhairab (51%). Regions with lowest prevalence of cultivating vegetables in home courtyard are found 

in Godagari (20%), Tanore (20%), Puthia (15%). 

 

Figure 32: Percentage of respondents growing vegetable in kitchen garden 
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Among the different type of vegetables grown, the most frequent are found to be pumpkin, papaya, 

potato, eggplant, radish etc. (Annex 3, Table 33) 

 

5.3.3 PSI 11 Use of quality inputs and services (PSI-11-SDG2) 
 

Table 41: Baseline values for the indicator PSI 11 households using quality inputs and services 

Parameter New Regions Old Regions All Region 

Value Base Value Base Value Base 

Percentage of HHs with quality  

inputs and services 

12% 246 52% 287 33% 533 

 

To calculate the baseline value of this indicator, percentage of respondents who follow quality guidelines 

is taken. Respondents who are availing input materials and services provided by project or SHG is also 

shown in a table as indicated in the indicator ‘results’ part of the indicator calculation document. Inputs 

and services include fertilizer, feed, seed, fodder cutting, medicine, veterinary services, technical 

knowledge etc. except finance.  

 

We asked the respondents about the source of inputs and services they use and majority of them 

mentioned making them at home (76%) and purchasing from the local market (74%). None of the 

respondents were found to be purchasing the inputs from the association (cooperative society). This is 

due to the fact that none of the coops are producing and selling inputs to their members. However, in 

some instances the beneficiary households are using inputs provided by the project. Respondents 

found to be using inputs provided by the project are from Bhairab (24%), Lalpur (10%), Mohanpur (2%), 

Belkuchi (15%), and Sakhipur (2%). From the FGDs, it was revealed that the SHG and Coops in these 

region were formed during previous project intervention and part of the intervention plan involved 

providing the beneficiaries with inputs. Apart from these five Upazilas, none of the beneficiaries from 

the other regions have inputs provided by project and the overall percentage of respondents sourcing 

inputs provided by project is 4% for overall respondents. 

 

Table 42: Sources of input purchase for respondents 

Source of input New regions Old regions           Total 

Home-made 75% 77% 76% 

Purchase from local market 74% 74% 74% 

The project has been provided 0% 7% 4% 

Purchase from the association 0% 0% 0% 

Local input sellers  4% 3% 4% 

Local authorities (union councils etc) 0% 0% 0% 

 



48 | P a g e  

 

Table 43: Source of inputs for respondents 

 
 

The respondents were asked if they followed the input quality guidelines provided by the project through 

the coop or SHG and it was observed that only 33% of respondents followed the provided guidelines.  

 

5.3.4 PSI 9 Hygiene practices of local butcher (PSI-01-SDG06) 
 

The butchers observed during the baseline study can broadly be categorized into two types based on 

their shop location.  

 

i. Butcher in the local market (or, village hut): The usual practice for the butcher is to buy 

cattle from the local market (haat). They slaughter and collect the meat for selling in their 

own shops.  

ii. Outside bazaar: Butchers having a shop outside the bazaar these butchers also source the 

cattle from the haats or from middleman who connect the butcher with a villager opting to 

sale their cattle for a commission.  

 

 Sirajganj Kishoreganj Rajshahi Natore Tangail 

Monthly income Earns BDT 

25,000 – 

35,000 per 

month 

 

Earns  BDT 

12,000 – 

25,000 per 

month 

 

Earns  BDT 

15,000 – 

30,000 per 

month 

 

Earns  BDT 

10,000 – 

22,000 per 

month 

Earns BDT 

10,000 - 

30,000 per 

month 

Hygienic Activities 

 Using 

Disinfectants 

No No No No No 

 Washing hands 

properly before 

and after 

slaughtering 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 Cleaning the 

meat properly 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 Disposing 

waste in proper 

manner 

Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

 Cleaning the 

Slaughter slabs 

regularly 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 Drainage 

Facilities 

Yes No Yes No Yes 

91%

38%

3%

7%

2%

3%

1%

12%

Local market

Retailer

Input vendor

Pharmacy

Department of Livestock Services

CAVE

Cooperative association

Others
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 Wearing gloves 

and Safety 

boots 

No No No No No 

No. of hygienic 

activities 

maintained 

5 out of 7 3 out of 7 5 out of 7 4 out of 7 5 out of 7 

 

Monthly income varies depending on the location of the butcher shop (inside bazaar shop have 

comparatively higher income than outside bazaar shops). Income also varies based on type of meat 

i.e. cattle meat has higher average profit than goat meat. A beef butcher earns BDT 1,500-3,000 from 

processing single cattle whereas a goat butcher earns BDT 500-600 from processing a single goat.  It 

should be noted that one goat butcher can process 2-3 goats per day (total of 30-45 goats per month) 

whereas one cattle butcher usually processes one cattle per day (total of 20-24 cattle per month).  

 

In case of the drainage facility, it should be noted that butcher shops inside bazaar area use the 

drainage facility of the bazaar. In case of butcher shops outside bazaar and inside occasional haat, we 

did not observed any proper drainage and waste disposal facility. 

 

In addition to the given hygiene parameters, we observed that the meat put on display by the butchers 

was covered by excessive flies. This is a common phenomenon seen in all the butcher shops. 

 

Summary of KII findings from different regions are mentioned below: 

 

Region Hygienic activities Collection point Linkage with project 

Tangail  

 

maintain proper hygiene, cleaning 

of the meat properly, disposing the 

waste in proper manner. However, 

no proper drainage system is found 

around the butcher shop. 

He collects the meat 

from local market which 

is called Chandaikona 

Hat Bazar. 

Responded not being 

involved with any 

project and claimed to 

be not interested in 

taking part in any 

future project 

activities. 

Sirajganj 

 

He is found to wash his hands 

properly before and after 

slaughtering meat, clean meat 

properly, disposes the waste in 

proper manner, clean the slaughter 

slabs regularly and keeps meat on 

the display for 6 hours. 

He collects the meat 

from local and nearby 

village livestock market 

in Enayetpur, 

Kamarkhondo. 

He is aware of NGO 

projects and received 

training on hygiene 

and proper practices in 

the past. In past 

projects he has never 

been linked with any 

farmer groups. 

Kishore

ganj 

he sells all his meat within 4 hours 

after slaughter. According to his 

response he does not maintain 

proper hygiene also he washes 

hands before slaughtering, but he 

does not have proper drainage 

system, does not wear gloves, 

neither  he disposes the waste 

properly nor he cleanings the 

slaughter slab on a regular basis. 

There is no collection 

point in his region 

created by the project 

and he collects the cows 

directly from the Bhairab 

Bazar. 

He is not aware of any 

project but he is 

interested to join 

projects and get linked 

with farmers. 
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Chapter 6: Discussion 
 

According to the national Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES) 2016 data, the annual 
income of respondents is BDT 191,340. From the baseline survey, the annual income of the overall 
respondents is observed to be BDT 189,570, which is almost equal to the nation average. However, 
analyzing the data by region we can observe that the old intervention regions have annual average 
income of BDT 193,556 which is slightly higher than the national average. For new regions, the annual 
average income of BDT 184,827 is lower than the national average. In terms of annual average 
household expense, BDT 99,084 is found for the overall respondent household which is comparatively 
lower than the national annual average of BDT 188,580. It should be noted that the methodology, 
sampling frame for the national statistics given in HIES 2016 is different than the methodology and 
sampling frame used in this baseline study and the statistics of these two studies may not be 
comparable.    
 
In terms of household size, the respondents in the baseline study have slightly lower number of average 
household members (3.9 people per household) compared to the national average (4.06 people per 
household) mentioned in HIES-2016. In terms of migration behavior of respondents, we observed that 
the interest to migrate for income generation is in 8% of respondent households, which is lower than 
the national average of 12.98%. In terms of sanitation, the respondent household’s access to sanitation 
(59%) is similar to the national access to sanitation (65%) value. 
 
In case of food intake, HIES 2016 lists the food items egg, meat, milk and fruit to have lowest intake 
volume, which are also similar for the food groups found to be deficient during the HDDS calculation.  
 
In terms of financial inclusion of respondents, 30% of overall are found to have a bank account which 
is significantly higher than the national average of 7.5% mentioned in the HIES 2016. In terms of loan 
taken per household, the average amount in case of the baseline respondents is found to be BDT 
38,035 which is comparatively similar to the national average of BDT 37,743.  
 

Insights for Findings related to Global Indicators 

 

The project’s activities of promoting kitchen gardening and livestock rearing in homestead are relevant 

since, they can contribute to mitigating the shortage adequate food. The survey and qualitative FGDs 

findings in the different regions reveal that in household decisions, both husband and wife are engaged.  

The reason for higher value for joint decision making is due to spill-over effect from previous project 

activities. The data shows that higher incidence of joint decision making is related to the degree of 

project activities and duration of project. For example, in Kishoreganj there was higher involvement of 

project activities and the duration of project was higher, and the degree of joint decision making is found 

to be higher. Similarly, Natore is found to have lower involvement with project activities and 

comparatively lower instances of joint decision making.  

 

Most common business among the respondents is found to be poultry farming. For availing formal 

finance (e.g. bank loans), women entrepreneurs need to maintain their business records properly and 

have a business plan. Therefore, women need to be trained on proper record keeping and business 

plan. Since, only a minor number of overall respondents are involved in business and among them 

more than half do not maintain business records and almost all the respondents lack training in 

entrepreneurship, business planning and development. Therefore, capacity building training focusing 

on entrepreneurship, business planning and formal record keeping should be given to develop the 

targeted number of 1500 women entrepreneurs. 

 

Farmers are mostly unaware of the climate smart agricultural practices. Among the 24 climate smart 

agricultural practices assessed, only three (03) (balanced feeding, animal health and crop residue) were 

recognized by more than 50% of respondents. Agricultural techniques which have lowest incidence of 

recognition are sprinkler irrigation, drip irrigation, biogas, reuse of water, rain water harvesting etc.  
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Insights for Findings related to Project Specific Indicators 

 

The major constraint for rearing more than one cattle is due to cost of food and insufficient 

asset ownership. This can be mitigated through multiple ways such as alternate sources of food for 

cattle (to compensate for the cost of food) and use of modern rearing practices (to reduce mortality 

rate). Adopting these initiatives will lead to increasing the number of cattle reared by the beneficiaries. 

 

From the FGDs in Natore, one of the prime constraints for rearing multiple goats is found to be the 

rearing cost (food, healthcare and accommodation expenses). Since, beneficiaries from these regions 

have a low monthly income, they cannot afford rearing of multiple goats. This can be overcome through 

the use of alternate food sources (vertical fodder, Urea Molasses), modern animal husbandry 

techniques (to decrease incidence of illness and mortality).  

 

With improved livestock rearing, two or more cycles of cattle and goat can be reared per year, leading 

to increased income and opportunity for engaging in farming business.  

 

As a prerequisite for availing further financing for growing the business, the respondents need to 

maintain business records and have a business plan. The project intervention can include to 

provide relevant training to them through the Coops or SHG. 

 

Almost three-fifth (59%) of overall respondents mentioned death of livestock due to sickness and/or 

accident, and 91% of them (n=400) mentioned sickness. This value is 53.7% of overall (400 out of 533). 

Reducing mortality due to illness of livestock can be done through regular vaccination of livestock, 

promoting access to health care services, promoting the development of more CAVEs and connecting 

them with Coops.  

 

Most common activity among coop members is taking part in group discussion and the regular group 

savings i.e. weekly deposit of BDT 20-100 as savings. Among the different regions, lowest incidence of 

participation in community organizations and project activities is from Puthia (Rajshahi), Ullapara 

(Sirajganj), Mirzapur (Tangail). 

 



52 | P a g e  

 

Chapter 7: Conclusion and Recommendations 
 

Based on the findings of the baseline study, we recommend the following activities- 

 

Actual Income 

 

Major source of income of the respondents is found to be crop cultivation and livestock rearing. For 

crop cultivation, use of advanced technologies can increase the yield and enable the beneficiaries to 

increase their earnings from farming. In case of livestock rearing, increasing the rearing cycle per year 

of beef, decreasing the kidding interval of goats and use of modern husbandry practices (improved 

accommodation and food for livestock) can lead to increased income of beneficiaries related to livestock 

rearing.  

 

Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) 

 

Average HDDS of 7.85 out of 12 is found at the baseline stage. Food groups that were found to be 

lacking during the estimation of HDDS from the quantitative survey included fruit group, meat group, 

milk product, egg group, and sweet foods. Therefore, these food groups should be emphasized in terms 

of ensuring diverse and nutrition food for the households. We observed that comparatively lowest score 

was for female-headed households in old intervention regions and these households should be given 

special emphasis.  

 

Months of adequate household food provision (MAHFP) 

 

Almost one-tenth of overall respondents suffered from not having enough food to meet their family’s 

needs. Among the different regions, the quantitative data indicated that highest prevalence of suffering 

from food shortage is from Belkuchi (Sirajganj), Tanore (Natore), Mirzapur (Tangail) and Gudagari 

(Rajshahi). Among the different months of the year, July and June are found to be the months where 

majority of respondents suffered from not having enough amount of household food. 

 

Diversifying the sources of food such as vegetable cultivation in homestead garden, cultivation of 

alternative crops, rearing of backyard poultry, rearing of goat etc. can help to meet dietary and 

nutritional requirements of HHs. 

 

Vegetable cultivation in Kitchen Garden 

 

Vegetable cultivation in kitchen garden or homestead garden can be promoted in overall beneficiaries 

and special emphasis should be given on the upazila of Gudagari (Rajshahi), Mohonpur (Rajshahi), 

Puthia (Natore), Tanore (Rajshahi), Raiganj (Sirajganj) and Belkuchi (Sirajganj), where majority of 

respondents claimed to not produce vegetables in their kitchen garden.  

 

The project’s activities of promoting kitchen gardening and livestock rearing in homestead are 

relevant since, they can contribute to mitigating the shortage adequate food. Kitchen gardening 

among beneficiaries from Tanore (Rajshahi) and, Belkuchi (Sirajganj) should be promoted to 

meet the food shortage in these project regions. 

 

Use of sanitary latrines 

 

Awareness raising activities for use of sanitary latrines and drinking clean water can be done through 

the SHG or, cooperatives.  
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Women’s decision making 

 

The region of Natore is found to have comparatively lower instances of joint decision making and shows 

opportunities for improvement.  

 

To groom women entrepreneurs, necessary training should be given regarding entrepreneurship, 

business development and record keeping to enable them to avail loans from formal sources i.e. banks, 

MFIs.  

 

Build awareness of Climate smart agricultural practices 

 

The quantitative data pointed that among different climate smart agricultural technologies, sprinkler 

irrigation, drip irrigation, biogas  reuse of water etc. are found to have least awareness among the 

beneficiaries and should be promoted. 

 

Increase Solidarity and Cooperation  

 

In case of the condition of solidarity and cooperation of respondents, almost half of respondents do not 

participate in social organizations. Participating in social activities and volunteer work should be 

promoted, with special emphasis on new project regions.  

 

Improved housing facilities for livestock: Based on the quantitative data, the following housing facilities 

should be promoted in the following regions- 

 

 Providing adequate light and air should be promoted in all regions with special emphasis on in 

Mirzapur (Tangail), Sakhipur (Tangail), Gudagari (Rajshahi) and Bhairab (Kishoreganj).  

 

 Use of two separate pot for food and water should be promoted in all regions with special 

emphasis on Mirzapur (Tangail), Belkuchi (Sirajganj) and Raiganj (Sirajganj). 

 

 Using ramp floor (with drain) should be promoted in all regions with special emphasis on 

Belkuchi (Sirajganj), Raiganj (Sirajganj), Ullapara (Sirajganj), Kishoreganj (Bhairab), Tanore 

(Rajshahi) and Sakhipur (Tangail).  

 

Use of raised platforms 

 

In case of type of housing for goat and sheep, use of raised platform can be promoted for all the regions 

with special emphasis on Bhairab (Kishoreganj), Mirzapur (Tangail), Sakhipur (Tangail), Raiganj 

(Sirajganj),  since based on the quantitative survey we observed that currently no respondents from 

these regions are using raised platforms. 

 

Promoting use of Urea Molasses Block  

 

Based on the quantitative survey data, use of Urea Molasses Block should be promoted in all the 

regions as a cheaper alternate of cattle or goat food with special emphasis on Puthia (Natore), Gudagari 

(Rajshahi), Tanore (Rajshahi), Poba (Rajshahi) and Mirzapur (Tangail).  

 

Linkages created by Project/Coop/SHG 

 

The project activities or Coops or SHG can connect the beneficiaries with backward linkages (input 

sellers) ensuring access to quality inputs and higher yield of produce. Additionally, the beneficiaries can 
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be linked with forward market actors i.e. wholesalers, traders, private sector agribusiness companies 

etc. so that beneficiaries can receive fair price for selling their produce.  

 

Sales/income increased for market actors  

 

The sales/income information of market actors were collected. Linking through SHG or cooperatives 

and connecting the market actors via a HUB can link them with additional no. of customers and increase 

their monthly income/sales turnover.   

 

Hygiene practice of butcher  

 

Hygiene practice of butchers should be improved for both inside bazaar butcher-shops and outside 

bazaar small butcher-shops. While some butchers claim to clean the meat properly, dispose of waste 

in proper manner, clean the slaughter slabs regularly, it should be noted that none of the butchers use 

disinfectants or wear gloves and safety boots. Drainage facilities are seen in some butcher-shops 

situated inside a large bazaar while, small shop in haats or outside bazaars lack proper drainage 

facilities.      

 

Reduction of livestock mortality  

 

Increasing access to medical services for livestock can decrease livestock mortality. Regular 

vaccinating and deworming of livestock should be promoted. Due to lack of resources in DLS and 

adequate no. of professional vets, farmer rearing livestock suffer from lack of access to medical services 

for their livestock. CAVEs can be trained and linked with Coops. Lack of vaccination is due to the high 

price of the vaccines. By providing vaccination service to coop members with livestock, the high price 

of a vaccine can be averaged out. Additionally, the CAVE can provide deworming and other medical 

services to Coop members. Currently none of the respondents in new project regions are getting 

livestock healthcare services from CAVEs. 

 

Refresher training to Coops for maintaining policies and procedures  

 

From the interview of the Cooperatives, we observed that the members mentioned receiving capacity 

building training however could not recall the name or content of the trainings. Therefore, in addition to 

providing capacity building trainings, the project should also provide periodic refresher trainings to the 

Coop members. 

 

Increasing the rearing cycle of cattle per year 

 

From the quantitative survey it was observed that majority of the respondents sell one cattle per year 

and rear cattle for an average of 3-6 months. The major constraint for rearing more than one cattle is 

due to cost of food and insufficient asset ownership. This can be mitigated through multiple ways, for 

example,  

 

 Alternate sources of food for cattle  

 

Cultivation of improved variety of grass such as Napier, Pakchong, Para alternate food sources 

such as Urea Molasses Block or Straw, cultivation of vertical fodder etc. will reduce the food 

cost encouraging the beneficiaries to increase the no. of cattle reared per year.  

 

 Use of modern rearing practice  
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Use of sloping floor, proper vaccination, giving food and water in separate pots etc. will lead to 

reduced mortality rates for livestock.  

Using improved rearing and modern husbandry practices will encourage the beneficiaries to increase 

the yearly rearing cycle leading to sale of more than one cattle per year.  

 

 Increased access to financial 

 

Through financial inclusion or, availing customized micro-finance loans, beneficiaries can 

expand their income generating activities such as improve the housing facilities for their 

livestock and avail more cattle for rearing. 

Similar to cattle,  one of the prime constraints for rearing multiple goats is found to be the rearing cost 

(food, healthcare and accommodation expenses). Since, beneficiaries of these project have a low 

monthly income, they cannot afford rearing of multiple goats. This can be overcome through the use of 

alternate food sources (vertical fodder, Urea Molasses), modern animal husbandry techniques (to 

decrease incidence of illness and mortality).  

 

Any beneficiary interested to pursue a business in livestock farmning will first need rearing of multiple 

livestock and additional capital investment to facilitate the business. Therefore, adopting modern rearing 

practices will help rearing of additional livestock by reducing cost and optimizing the profit. One of the 

prerequisites for availing loans and setting up a commercial business includes bookkeeping or keeping 

business records. From the quantitative data, training provided on business plan and record keeping 

was found to be lacking among beneficiary respondents. Therefore, providing these capacity building 

training will enable interested project participants to pursue entrepreneurship and avail necessary 

financial loans from banks.  
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Annex 1: Indicator Calculations  
 

Indicator PSI 06 income increased of coops is calculated from the table below-  

 

Table 44: Revenue, cost and net income of Coops 

Name of Coop Region Net 

Income 

Baragachi Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited Rajshahi BDT 4,49,645 

Ekota Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited Rajshahi BDT 1,24,388 

Protiva Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited Rajshahi BDT 1,11,306 

Ghashful Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited Rajshahi BDT 4,69,420 

Aamra Shadhin Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited Natore BDT 2,01,994 

Oyalia Shimul Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited Natore BDT 5,23,883 

Mundumala Mohila Shomobay Shomity Limited Rajshahi BDT 1,74,169 

Safollo Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited Rajshahi BDT 66,770  

Agradut Mohila Shomobay Shamity Limited Rajshahi BDT 69,308 

Shimulkandi Prottasha Mohila Shomobay Shamity 

Limited 

Kishoreganj BDT 9,11,784 

 

PSI 15 Percentage of sale increased of market actors is calculated from the table below- 

 

Input Service Providers 

Code IS-01  IS-02  IS-03  

Type of product Cattle feed, medicine, 

fertilizer 

Poultry feed, cattle 

feed,  

Cattle feed, fish feed, 

fertilizer, medicine 

Region Sirajganj Kishoreganj Tangail 

Sale per month BDT 40,000- 60,000  BDT 6,000-7,000  BDT 80,000- 90,000  

 

Code CAVE-01 CAVE-02  CAVE-03 CAVE-04 CAVE-05 

Activities Medical advice, 

treatment of 

cattle 

Medical advice, 

treatment of cattle, 

sell of medicine 

Medical advice, 

treatment of 

cattle 

Medical 

advice, 

treatment of 

cattle 

Medical 

advice, 

treatment 

of cattle 

Region Bhairab, 

Kishoreganj 

Sakhipur, Tangail Belkuchi, 

Sirajganj 

Puthia,  

Natore 

Laalpur, 

Rajshahi 

Income per 

month 

BDT 12,000- 

15,000  

BDT 25,000- 

30,000  

BDT 10,000-

15,000 

BDT 6,000-

8,000 

BDT 7,000-

8,000 

 

Table 45: Upazila-wise segregation of kidding interval of does (average days) 

Specie

s of 

Goat 

 

Barai

gram  

 

Belk

uchi  

 

Bhair

ab  

 

Gud

agari  

 

Lal

pur  

 

Mirz

apur  

 

moh

anpu

r  

 

Poba  

 

Puthi

a  

 

Raig

anj  

 

Sakhi

pur  

 

Tan

ore  

 

Ulla

par

a  

 

Total  

Black 

bengal 

           

240  

          

270  

           

210  

           

255  

21

0 

           

242  

          

243  

           

235  

           

219 

           

229  

             

171  

          

242  

365             

242 

Jamun

a Pari 

           

255  

          

310  

           

210  

           

290  

29

2 

           

240  

          

266  

           

259  

           

259  

           

245  

             

195  

          

255  

365             

272  

Cross-

breed 

           

287  

          

300  

           

180  

           

277  

21

7 

           

244  

          

234  

           

234  

           

234  

           

267  

             

180  

          

242  

365             

244  
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Annex 2: Results Framework  
 

Results Intermediate 

Results 

Outputs Activities  Indicators 

1
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1.1 

Increased 

cooperation 

among 90% of 

34,500 SHG 

members 

1.1.1. 

COOPs formed 

and 

strengthened 

 

 

 

a) COOP formation and 

governance practices  

b) Organize and introduce well 

managed savings and credit 

activities.  

c) Form PMC and facilitate its 

functioning (including 

meeting) 

d) Form commodity 

based/farmer business 

group and facilitate its 

growth 

e) Workshop/training for 

participatory monitoring 

system at SHG & COOPs 

level. 

f) Hiring consultants for 

registration of producer 

organization. 

g) Conduct capacity 

assessment for FOAB/Coop 

and planning 

h) Arrange exposure visit for 

SHG and COOPs members 

R: 

90% of HH possess 

Solidarity and trust 

among community 

members (GI) 

80% women involved in 

decision making (GI) 

 

IR: 

90% SHG members 

involved in collective 

activities 

70% SHG members 

who are shareholders of 

Coops. 

 

Output  

# of SHG formed 

# of members and 

spouse received CS 

training 

# of SHG members 

trained on SHG 

management 

# of PMC formed 

 

1.1.2. 1.1.2 SHG 

members aware 

of CS and 

practice PSRP 

(participatory 

self-review and 

planning) 

a) Training on Cornerstone  

b) Conduct quarterly PSRP 

exercise (both at COOPs & 

SHG level).  

c) Review PSRP progress on 

regular basis 

1.2 Improved 

70% women's 

status and 

condition at HH, 

community and 

institution level 

1.2.1  

SHG members 

and their spouse 

are aware of 

Women's 

Economic 

Empowerment 

and their 

leadership role.  

a) Provide gender training for 

both male and female 

b) Orientation on personal 

leadership through CS 

Training 

 

IR: 

70% Women in 

managerial/leadership 

positions of assisted 

organizations (GI) 

 

Outputs:  

# of SHG members and 

spouse trained on 

gender 

 

Control over loan 

utilization, investment & 

production, selling, 

Saving & asset building: 

Women control over 

savings etc.  

2
. 

In
c

re
a

s
e

d
 

In
c

o
m

e
s
 

2.1  

Increased 

production and 

productivity 

 

2.1.1 

 SHG members 

are aware of 

improved 

technologies 

a) Develop and distribute IEC 

materials at SHG/Coop level 

b) Arrange coordination 

meeting/workshop to link 

R:  

50% of HH Income 

increased (GI) 

TBD% Value of 

production, marketed, 
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Results Intermediate 

Results 

Outputs Activities  Indicators 

and best 

practices of 

livestock rearing 

CAVEs with DLS, market 

actors and farmer 

c) Training & Demonstration 

for improved housing and 

hatching pot among farmers  

d) Training on quality breeding 

doe and buck production for 

selected entrepreneurs  

e) Artificial insemination 

support for the dairy 

producers  

f) Establish buck center to 

improve breed (genetic 

merit) 

g) Establish prototypes by 

capturing learnings from 

other organizations  

h) Hydroponic system 

materials (vertical fodder) 

and seed support 

i) Promote improved 

technologies and adoption 

of duration specific rearing 

cycle. 

j) Introduce of technologies 

i.e. UMS, UMB, hydroponic 

and maintaining 2 mangers 

for 24 hours’ water supply 

for livestock, fodder, 

concentrate etc.) 

k) Demonstrate new/improved 

technologies (through 

partnering with appropriate 

stakeholders) 

l) Observe farmers field day 

processed increased 

(GI) 

 

IR: 

50% of livestock 

mortality reduced 

2 rearing cycle per year 

for beef 

30 of days of kidding 

interval reduced for goat 

 

Output:  

# SHG members 

received technical 

training on IAM: 

improved animal  and 

poultry rearing 

# of SHG members 

aware about new 

technologies 

# of HH adopted vertical 

fodder cultivation 

# of IEC materials 

developed and 

introduced 

% of HH have improved 

housing for cattle, goat 

and poultry  

# of new technologies 

demonstrated 

 

 2.1.2 

Animal health, 

nutrition and 

management 

practices 

improved  

a) Provide technical training on 

IAM and poultry rearing 

b) Distribute animal health 

card at HH level 

c) Organize vaccination, 

deworming & animal health 

camp for breed improver 

and general farmer 

d) Distribution of saplings, 

seeds for fodder and forage 

2.1.3 

 Farmers have 

access to 

finance and 

other services 

(right input 

procurement. 

Insurance etc.) 

a) Provide physical input 

support through project co-

funding  

b) Workshop/Training/ Linking 

for buyer & seller exchange 

& network dev.  

c) Organize FOAB based 

insurance coverage practice   

Outputs: 

% SHG members linked 

with inputs and services 

market actors (finance, 

insurance, fodder, vet, 

feed, concentrates, etc.) 

 

% SHG members who 

utilized services of 
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Results Intermediate 

Results 

Outputs Activities  Indicators 

CAVEs/local medical 

centres/ vet services 

Qualitative  

 

2.1.4.  

Peer-to-peer 

learning platform 

established 

 

a) Establish farmer's field 

schools (FFS) 

to solve production related 

challenges and demonstrate  

b) Organize exposure visits 

Outputs: 

# of progressive farmers 

identified- who can co-

mentor other farmers 

# of farmer's field 

schools established 

 

 

 

2.2  

Accelerated 

Business 

Development 

2.2 1. 

HHs inclined 

towards Agro-

enterprise 

development 

a) Provide training on 

entrepreneurship skill 

development, business plan 

and record keeping.   

b) Keeping record at 

Household level and 

develop business plan  

c) Link HHs with service 

providers i.e. Govt. private 

sectorsellers, traders, 

CAVEs, financing 

institutions, government, 

other NGOs for BDS 

d) Arrange exposure visit for 

knowledge development on 

product diversification and 

value addition 

IR:  

1500 entrepreneurs 

developed    

Outputs: 

# of SHG leaders 

trained on 

entrepreneurship skill 

development  

# of SHG leaders 

trained on business 

plan and record keeping 

 

2.2. 2 

SHG members, 

input sellers, 

CAVEs and 

COOPs are 

linked with 

market actors 

a) Meeting, workshop, 

communication for MoU 

signing with private sectors, 

service providers, 

Government Department 

b) Workshop with market 

actors, farmers and input 

service providers (including 

purchasing on live weight 

basis) 

c) Develop of market 

information system  

d) Provide and demonstrate 

weight machine for selling on 

live weight basis 

e) Arrange working capital to 

start up business for 

producers’ organizations 

Outputs: 

# of actors are linked 

with the farmers and 

hub 

# of aggregation centres 

with infrastructure for 

selling, milk collection 

centre, collection point 

   

2.2.3 

CAVEs  are 

skilled and able 

to provide 

services to the 

community 

a) Provide training to CAVEs 

(both technical and 

enterprise development) 

b) Provide Vet Kits and other 

support to CAVEs 

Outputs: 

# of CAVEs providing 

services to the 

community 

# of CAVEs linked with 

DLS and market actors 

Not appropriate for 

calculation 
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Results Intermediate 

Results 

Outputs Activities  Indicators 

c) Introduce CAVEs to the 

community and Link CAVEs 

with DLS and market actors 

d) Meeting, workshop for 

service providers network 

development 

2.3 

 Increased 

adoption of 

climate smart 

actions (CSA) 

2.3. 1 

SHG members 

are aware of 

CSA 

a) Provide CMDRR training 

and link with UDMC 

b) Training on compost 

production and demonstrate  

c) Promote integrated pest 

management practice along 

with KG training  

d) Promote use of organic 

fertilizer (vermicomposting & 

pit compost) in the field  

e) Distribute sapling for 

plantation 

IR: 

90% of HH adopting 

CSA techniques (GI) 

Outputs: 

 

# of SHG members 

aware about the use 

and benefit of organic 

fertilizer  

 

# SHG leaders who 

received CMDRR 

training. 

3
. 

3
. 
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p
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c

e
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3.1 

 Increased 

adoption of 

nutrition and 

hygienic 

practices 

 

3.1.1  

SHG members 

are aware of 

nutritious food 

production and 

consumption 

a) Provide training on nutrition, 

kitchen gardening. 

b) Gifting poultry, seeds for 

kitchen garden, financial 

support for sanitation 

c) Introduced back-yard semi 

scavenging poultry rearing 

and management system at 

HHs level. 

d) Aware HHs and Introduce 

practice of family 

consumption animal food 

stuff production   

e) Establish round year kitchen 

and roof garden at HH level 

f) Demonstrate the vegetable 

gardening in community 

g) Aware HHs and Introduce 

practice of family 

consumption animal food 

stuff production   

h) Develop BCC/IEC material 

for consumer and HHs 

awareness    

R 

(TBD) HH Dietary 

Diversity Score (HDDS) 

(GI)  

(TBD)Months of 

Adequate HH Food 

Provisioning (MAHFP) 

(GI) 

 

IR: 

90% of HH cultivating 

vegetables in their 

Kitchen Garden 

60 of butcher shops 

maintaining improved 

hygienic practices  

 

Outputs: 

% SHG members 

trained on nutrition, 

hygiene and kitchen 

gardening 

# of HHs that received 

poultry, seeds for 

kitchen garden and 

financial support for 

sanitation 

3.1.2  

SHG Members 

have access to 

sanitation  

a) Distribute sanitary latrine 

and awareness 

development 

Outputs: 

% of HHs using sanitary 

latrine   

 Access and usage 

3.1.3  

Local butchers 

are aware of 

hygienic meat 

processing 

a) Provide orientation for 

butchers on hygienic 

slaughtering and 

processing  

b) Demonstrate hygienic 

butcher shop 

Outputs: 

# of butchers oriented 

on hygienic 

slaughtering and 

processing 
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Results Intermediate 

Results 

Outputs Activities  Indicators 

c) Develop IEC material for 

awareness development 

 

 

4
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4.1  

Enhanced 

functionality of 

the committee, 

subcommittees 

& staffs 

4.1.1  

Mgt committee, 

sub-committee 

and staff are 

aware about the 

Policy and 

procedures 

a) Provide training and 

arrange exposure visit to 

flourish VBHCD approach 

and regularly do PSRP 

b) Provide training to coop 

management and 

governing board in various 

(need base) topics   

c) Develop strategic and 

business plan for coops 

d) Automation of financial 

and management 

operations and regular 

reporting 

e) Develop of policies and 

procedures for Coops 

f) Conduct capacity 

assessment periodically   

 

R: 21 FOABs 

strengthened (GI) 

 

IR:  

21 Coops with policies 

and procedures in 

practice 

 

80% of active coop 

members 

 

Output: 

# of Coops having SOP 

 

# of Strategic plan 

developed  

 

4.1.2  

Coops 

committee, 

subcommittee & 

staffs are aware 

about their roles 

and 

responsibilities 

for 

organizational 

management 

a) Activate different 

subcommittee with written 

jurisdictions and 

participation  

b) Orient/train financial 

management, organizational 

procedure etc. 

c) Introduce open budgeting 

process 

d) Facilitate regular internal 

and external audit and 

sharing report 

Outputs  

#  Coops with clearly 

defined roles and 

responsibilities of 

committee, sub-

committee and staffs 

# of Coops with 

functional committee & 

subcommittee 

4.1.3 

Members of 

cooperatives 

actively engaged 

with Coops 

operation 

a) Provide training for Coops 

leader, sub-committee & 

staffs on leadership 

b) Provide training for Coops 

leader, sub-committee & 

staffs on budgeting, fiscal 

management 

c) Provide training for Coops 

leader, sub-committee & 

staffs on conflict and risk 

management 

d) Organize the exposer visit 

of leader, subcommittee 

members to successful 

Coops/FOAB 

e) Train coop management 

and governing board in 

various (need base) topics   

f) Provide orientation for 

Coops leader, sub-

committee & staffs on 360 

Outputs: 

 

% of members 

participate in AGM: 

Annual General 

meeting 

% member participate in 

SHG meeting 
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Results Intermediate 

Results 

Outputs Activities  Indicators 
 

5
. 

S
tr

e
n

g
th

e
n

e
d

 i
n

p
u

t,
 s

e
rv

ic
e

s
 a

n
d

 o
u

tp
u

t 
m

a
rk

e
t 

 

 
5.1  

Increased use 

of quality inputs 

and services 

5.1.1  

Inputs and 

services are 

channeled to 

farmers 

(production 

level) 

a) Partnership developed with 

public and private sector 

partners 

b) Inputs sellers and service 

network development 

workshop 

c) Organize buyer and seller 

exchange and network 

d) Explore (communication, 

discussion and negotiation) 

partnership with private 

sector 

e) Facilitate private sectors to 

invest in value chain 

f) Link methodology 

implementation 

R: 30% of 

sales/turnover 

increased of  market 

actors (CAVE, HUB, IS, 

Traders, Butchers, 

buyers) 

IR:  

TBD# of Market 

linkages established 

70% of HH used inputs 

and services 

 

 

Outputs:  

# of inputs sellers 

developed or connected 

with hub 

# of  partnership built 

with public and private 

sectors 

 

5.1.2  

Inputs sellers 

and farmers are 

trained and 

aware of input 

market 

a) Build input sellers’ capacity 

and provide other support 

(fianance, management 

etc.) 

b) Facilitate capacity building 

training for farmers, inputs 

and services sellers 

c) Capacity building of staffs 

on product promotion 

regarding input and 

technology  

d) Demonstrate environmental 

friendly procedure and 

practice in community  

Outputs: 

# of input sellers trained 

# of farmers aware on 

usage of inputs 

 

5.1.3 

Financial 

services 

organized and 

stepped for 

efficient 

management 

a) Organize saving group and 

introduce savings and credit 

procedure  

b) Facilitate savings transfer to 

Coops 

c) Facilitate Coops to finance 

in productive sectors 

 

Outputs: 

# of farmers received 

loan from Coops 

5.1.4 

Coops are 

providing 

insurance for 

members and 

large animal 

a) Adopt insurance policies by 

Coops 

b) Facilitate insurance services 

though Coops 

 

Outputs: 

# of members are 

insured 

# of Coops adopted 

insurance policies 

 

5.2  

Increased sale 

of products  

5.2.1  

Products are 

channeled to 

forward market 

a) Explore (communication, 

discussion and negotiation) 

the scope for engaging 

private sector 

b) Facilitate capacity building 

trainings for market actors 

IR:  

TBD% sales done 

through hub 

 

Outputs: 
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Results Intermediate 

Results 

Outputs Activities  Indicators 

c) Facilitate CS training for 

market actors 

d) Introduce contract farming 

and motivate to this idea 

e) Regular stock update of 

future selling and plan for 

marketing  

f) Promote cooperative brand 

g) Training on sales and 

marketing for hub staff  

 

 

# of farmers are 

supplying products to 

hubs  

5.3  

Developed 

functional 

business hub 

 

5.3. 1 

Stakeholders 

are aware of 

Hub's services 

a) Develop business plan at 

household and cooperative 

level 

b) Link cooperatives with 

service providers i.e. private 

sectors, financing 

institutions, government, 

other NGOs 

c) Develop market information 

system 

d) Facilitate financial services to 

the actors of value chain 

e) Facilitate capacity building 

training/workshop for Coop 

leaders and staffs 

f) Provide entrepreneurship 

skill development training  

g) Train, orient and sensitize 

local butchers 

h) Promote/introduce/facilitate 

collective buying and selling 

through producers’ 

organizations 

IR: 

12  hubs are functioning 

as of plan:  

 

20% of income 

increased for coops  

 

Outputs: 

 

# of farmers served 

through hub 

 

# of farmers served 

through hub 

5.3.2  

Brand 

developed by 

hubs 

a) Organize and facilitate 

brand development 

workshop 

b) Identify branding 

opportunities 

c) Re-branding of Samabaya 

meat 

d) Conduct monitoring on 

brand performance and 

sales  

e) Provide Training of staff of 

marketing 

# of workshop 

organized for brand 

promotion 

# of monitoring report 

produced on sales 

 

 

 

Annex 3: Additional data tables 
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Table 46: Percentage of respondents as HH Head   

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

 No 66% 73% 70% 

Yes 34% 27% 30% 

Tota

l 
246 287 533 

 

Table 47: Percentage of respondents as project 

participating members 

 

Table 48: Marital status of respondents 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Married 100% 99% 100% 

Unmarried 0% 1% 0% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 49: Age distribution of respondents (Q 2.1) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Tot

al 

Upto 25 

years 
13% 6% 9% 

26 to 30 

years 
17% 7% 12% 

31 to 35 

years 
19% 24% 21% 

36 to 40 

years 
21% 26% 24% 

41 to 45 

years 
13% 10% 12% 

46 to 50 

years 
10% 11% 11% 

Above 50 

years 
8% 15% 12% 

Base 246 287 533 

Age 36 39 38 

 

Table 50: Education level of respondents (Q 2.2) 

  

New 

region

s 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No formal education 5% 3% 4% 

No formal education 

but can only sign 
37% 37% 37% 

  

New 

region

s 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Below Eight Grade 16% 11% 13% 

Under Eight Grade 19% 19% 19% 

Eight Grade 6% 5% 6% 

SSC or equivalent 2% 1% 2% 

HSC or equivalent 0% 2% 1% 

Graduate or higher 15% 21% 18% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 51: Profession of respondents (Q 2.12) 

  

New 

region

s 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Peasant ( own land) 15% 11% 13% 

Sharecropper 

peasant 
4% 6% 5% 

Peasant (own land 

and sharecropper) 
3% 6% 5% 

Livestock rearing 2% 4% 3% 

Day labour ( 

agriculture) 
11% 12% 12% 

Day Labour ( other 

sector) 
6% 10% 8% 

Fisherman 0% 1% 1% 

Housekeeper 0% 0% 0% 

Skilled Labour 4% 4% 4% 

Business person ( 

Small) 
9% 12% 11% 

Business ( Medium) 4% 4% 4% 

Tailor 2% 3% 2% 

Rickshaw puller/van 

puller/boatman 
4% 3% 3% 

Bus/motor bike / 

auto/ three 

wheeler/helper 

5% 2% 4% 

School teacher 0% 0% 0% 

Dependent on 

remittance earning 
1% 2% 1% 

Service (Govt. Job 

etc) 
1% 2% 2% 

Others 28% 17% 23% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

 

 

Table 52: Respondents belonging to minority group 

(Q 2.13) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 49% 2% 24% 

Yes 51% 98% 76% 

Total 246 287 533 
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Yes 0% 6% 3% 

No 100% 94% 97% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 53: Intention of migration for income 

generation (Q 2.14) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Yes 10% 7% 8% 

No 90% 93% 92% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 54: Ownership of bank account (Q 2.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 67% 72% 70% 

Yes 33% 28% 30% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 55: Ownership of mobile wallet (Q 2.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 74% 72% 73% 

Yes 26% 28% 27% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 56: Use of sanitary latrines (Q 2.34) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 43% 40% 41% 

Yes 57% 60% 59% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 57: Land size (Q 2.6 to Q 2.9) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Total amount of 

Household Land 
11 8 9 

Total amount of 

Household 

Land(Own) 

11 7 9 

Total amount of 

Household 

Land(Leaze) 

0 0 0 

Total amount of 

Cereal Cropland 

Land 

56 49 53 

Total amount of 

Cereal Cropland 

Land(Own) 

30 24 27 

Total amount of 

Cereal Cropland 

Land(Leaze) 

26 25 25 

Total amount of 

Veg Crop 

Land(Total) 

9 5 7 

Total amount of 

Veg Crop 

Land(Own) 

4 3 4 

Total amount of 

Veg Crop 

Land(Leaze) 

5 2 3 

Total amount of 

Fish Land(Own) 
4 1 3 

Total amount of 

Fish Land(Leaze) 
2 1 1 

Tatal Land for 

Coop 
0 0 0 

Tatal Land for 

Coop(Leaze) 
0 0 0 

Tatal Land for 

Coop Business 
0 0 0 

Tatal Land for 

Coop Business(In-

Future) 

0 0 0 

Land for Catle 

"Cow" (Present) 
0 0 0 

Land for Catle 

"Cow" (In-future) 
0 0 0 

Land for Catle 

"Goat" (Present) 
0 0 0 

Land for Catle 

"Goat" (In-future) 
0 0 0 

Land for Catle 

"Sheep" (Present) 
0 0 0 

Land for Catle 

"Sheep" (In-future) 
0 0 0 
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Table 58: Awareness of organic fertilizer (Q 2.29) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 22% 23% 23% 

Yes 78% 77% 77% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 59: Type of asset (Q 2.15) 

Type of asset 

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Household land 97% 94% 95% 

Toilet 85% 82% 83% 

Tubewell 72% 71% 71% 

Pond 21% 6% 13% 

Culturedfish 9% 2% 5% 

Tree 10% 6% 8% 

Livestock 91% 87% 89% 

Radio 4% 2% 3% 

TV 57% 61% 59% 

Mobilephone 98% 97% 98% 

Computer 3% 2% 3% 

Fridge 26% 17% 21% 

Fan 94% 94% 94% 

Bicycle 47% 46% 47% 

Easybike 5% 2% 3% 

Motorcycle 8% 6% 7% 

Scooter 4% 1% 2% 

Cart 1% 0% 1% 

Rickshaw 3% 1% 2% 

Van 9% 5% 7% 

Vehicle 2% 1% 2% 

Boat 1% 3% 2% 

Aginstuments 63% 57% 60% 

Tractor 5% 6% 5% 

Waterpump 12% 8% 10% 

Waterfilter 4% 1% 2% 

Almirah 36% 32% 34% 

Chair 97% 97% 97% 

Showcase 78% 75% 76% 

Bed 100% 100% 100% 

Kitchencooker 100% 100% 100% 

  

Table 60: Incidence of savings 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 22% 3% 12% 

Yes 78% 97% 88% 

Tota

l 
246 287 533 

 

Table 61: Source of savings 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Micro-finance 

Institution 81% 79% 80% 

Local NGO 3% 35% 22% 

Post Office 1% 0% 0% 

Bank 19% 13% 15% 

House 10% 5% 7% 

Other's 6% 1% 3% 

Base 193 278 471 

 

  New regions   Old regions   Total  

Total 

Savings  

                              

34,885  

           

12,438  

          

21,558  

Total 

Loan  

                              

43,378  

           

33,646  

          

38,035  

 

Table 62: Incidence of loan 

  New regions Old regions Total 

No 35% 32% 33% 

Yes 65% 68% 67% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Loan (Micro 

Financd) 92% 80% 85% 

Loan (Local 

Money Lender) 1% 2% 2% 

Loan (Bank) 5% 4% 4% 

Loan (NGO) 2% 29% 17% 

Loan (Relative) 3% 3% 3% 

Loan (Neighbour) 1% 1% 1% 

Loan (Other's) 1% 0% 0% 

Base 161 196 357 

 

Table 63: Amount of average outstanding loan 

(Unit: BDT) 

  

 New 

regions  

 Old regions   Total  

 Total 

Loan  

                              

43,378  

           

33,646  

          

38,035  

 

Table 64: Vertical fodder cultivation 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 
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No 100% 100% 100% 

Yes 0% 0% 0% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 65: Type of accommodation for livestock 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

For two separate 

pot (water and food) 24% 43% 33% 

Ramp floor (with 

drain) 27% 36% 31% 

Convenience of 

adequate light air 66% 85% 76% 

Traditional 59% 54% 56% 

Base 146 150 296 

 

Table 66: Type of accommodation for goat/sheep 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Traditional Housing 39% 46% 43% 

Raised platform 1% 13% 8% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 67: Use of Urea Molasses Block 

  New regions Old regions Total 

No 79% 79% 79% 

Yes 21% 21% 21% 

Total 183 210 393 

 

Table 68: Use of granular food 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 25% 22% 23% 

Yes 75% 78% 77% 

Total 220 249 469 

 

Table 69: Type of feed 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Tota

l 

Home 

Made 83% 88% 86% 

Package* 88% 87% 87% 

Base 166 193 359 

** Data was contaminated, values were revised 

Table 70: Access to livestock healthcare 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 19% 10% 14% 

Yes 81% 90% 86% 

Total 220 249 469 

 

Table 71: Source of healthcare for livestock 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

CAVE 2% 49% 28% 

DLS 48% 42% 45% 

Other's 65% 55% 60% 

Base 179 224 403 

 

Table 72:Healthcare related Services for livestock 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Medical 97% 100% 99% 

Vaccination 42% 72% 59% 

Wormwood 48% 69% 60% 

Advice 85% 90% 88% 

Other's 6% 2% 4% 

Base 179 224 403 

 

Table 73: Training to increase efficiency 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 90% 29% 58% 

Yes 10% 71% 42% 

Total 220 249 469 

 

Table 74: Development of green fodder 

  New regions Old regions Total 

No 65% 45% 55% 

Yes 35% 55% 45% 

Total 220 249 469 

 

  2.21 Are you aware of any of the following technologies? 
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Type of Technology Please Tick Yes/No 

a.     Green fodder production Yes 45% 

No 55% 

b.    Vaccination for cattle, 

goat/sheep and poultry 

Cattle Goat Sheep Poultry 

Yes 37% Yes 30% Yes   30% Yes 28% 

No 63% No 70% No   70% No 72% 

If yes to b. then, how often do you 

vaccinate? (Please Tick one option for 

each livestock) 

Cattle Goat Sheep Poultry 

 regular    65%  regular 57%  regular 57%  regular 42% 

Irregular 35%  Irregular 43%  Irregular  43%  Irregular 58% 

c.      Regular deworming for 

cattle, goat/sheep and 

poultry? 

Cattle Goat Sheep Poultry 

Yes 42% Yes 35% Yes 35% Yes 25% 

No 58% No 65% No 65% No 75% 

If Yes, then how often do you 

deworm your livestock 

Cattle Goat Sheep Poultry 

i. 4 month 61% i. 4 

months 

55% 

55% i. 4 

months 

55% 

55% i. 4 

months 

54% 

54% 

ii. 6 

months  

30% ii. 6 

months 

41% 

41% ii. 6 

months 

41% 

41% ii. 6 

months 

32% 

32% 

iii. 12 

months 

8% 

8% iii. 12 

months 

4% 

4% iii. 12 

months 

4% 

  4% iii. 12 

months 

7% 

7% 

iv. More 

2% 

2% Iv More 

0% 

0% Iv More 

0% 

0% Iv More 7% 

d.     Compost-Pit Yes 42% 

No 58% 
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Table 75: Awareness of vermicomposting 

  New regions Old regions Total 

No 80% 56% 68% 

Yes 20% 44% 32% 

Total 171 173 344 

 

Table 76: Awareness of egg hatching pots 

  New regions Old regions Total 

No 61% 29% 45% 

Yes 39% 71% 55% 

Total 171 173 344 

 

Table 77: Awareness of pest management in 

organic method 

  New regions Old regions Total 

No 74% 63% 68% 

Yes 26% 37% 32% 

Total 171 173 344 

 

Table 78: Type of organic pest management 

method 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Pheromone 

trap 52% 73% 66% 

Neem Leaf 

spray 60% 60% 60% 

Bordeaux 

mixture 6% 12% 10% 

Other's 17% 3% 8% 

Base 52 93 145 

 

Table 79: Percentage of respondents producing  

crops (Q 3.1.1) 

  New regions Old regions Total 

No 30% 40% 35% 

Yes 70% 60% 65% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 80: Expense for crop production over the  

last 12 months (Q 3.1.2) 

  

 New 

regions  

 Old 

regions  

 Total  

 Seeds  

                                

2,760  

             

3,776  

            

3,271  

 Fertilizer  

                                

6,777  

             

8,699  

            

7,744  

 Pesticide  

                                

1,855  

             

2,755  

            

2,308  

 Herbicide  

                                   

430  

                

756  

              

594  

 Machinery 

rent  

                                

1,542  

             

1,236  

            

1,388  

 Machinery  

                                   

234  

                 

54  

              

144  

 Insurance  

                                     

-    

                  

-    

                 

-    

 Land rent  

                                

6,650  

           

10,338  

            

8,505  

Credit interest  

                                   

687  

                

412  

              

549  

Water  

                                

2,344  

             

3,184  

            

2,766  

Draught 

animal  

                                

3,629  

             

2,841  

            

3,233  

 Coop fees  

                                     

-    

                 

14  

                  

7  

 Capital 

Expenditure  

                                     

-    

                  

-    

                 

-    

 

Transportatio

n  

                                   

429  

                

902  

              

667  

 Others  

                                   

474  

                

572  

              

523  

 

Table 81: Expense for animal husbandry over the  

last 12 months (Q 3.2.3) 

  

 New 

regions  

 Old 

regions  

 Total  

 Large Livestock 

Purchase  

                              

12,593  

           

10,676  

          

11,57

9  

 Small Livestock 

Purcahse  

                                

3,438  

                

202  

            

1,727  

 Minerals  

                                

1,051  

             

1,308  

            

1,187  

 Concentrates  

                              

12,516  

             

5,797  

            

8,963  

 water  

                                

3,471  

                

123  

            

1,700  

 Livestock COP 

fodder  

                                   

132  

                

114  

              

123  

 Animal health  

                                

1,651  

                

831  

            

1,218  



70 | P a g e  

 

 Artificial 

insemination  

                                     

98  

                

120  

              

110  

 Breeding service  

                                     

61  

                 

69  

                

65  

 Livestock shelter  

                                

2,380  

             

1,317  

            

1,818  

 Farm equipment  

                                   

484  

                

150  

              

308  

 Interest on credit  

                                     

31  

                 

91  

                

62  

 Transportation  

                                     

76  

                 

28  

                

51  

 Coops fees  

                                     

-    

                 

22  

                

12  

 Capital 

expenditure  

                                   

944  

                

954  

              

950  

 Other  

                                   

243  

                   

9  

              

120  

 

Table 82: On-farm income generating activity (Q 

3.3.1) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 99% 98% 98% 

Yes 1% 2% 2% 

Tota

l 
246 287 533 

 

Table 83: Source of other on-farm generating 

activity  

(Q 3.3.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Grass 100% 57% 67% 

Earthworm-

fertilizer 0% 43% 33% 

Base 2 7 9 

 

Table 84: Cost for other on-farm income generating  

activities (Q 3.3.3) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Raw material 

                                

1,050  

                

421  

              

561  

Rent of 

equipment 

                                     

-    

                 

29  

                

22  

Rent land 

                                     

-    

                

629  

              

489  

Transportation 

                                   

125  

                 

29  

                

50  

Marketing 

                                     

-    

                  

-    

                 

-    

Training 

                                     

-    

                  

-    

                 

-    

Financial 

services 

                                     

-    

                 

71  

                

56  

Technical 

assistant 

                                     

-    

                  

-    

                 

-    

Packaging 

                                     

-    

                  

-    

                 

-    

Conservation 

                                     

-    

                  

-    

                 

-    

Capital 

expenditure 

                                     

-    

                  

-    

                 

-    

Other 

                                     

-    

                

257  

              

200  

 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 79% 75% 77% 

Yes 21% 25% 23% 

Tota

l 
246 287 533 

 

Table 85: If yes, what type of business (Q 3.4.1) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Marketing services 31% 55% 45% 

Crop Processing 4% 1% 2% 

Professional services 

(agricultural 

equipment, veterinary 

breeding services, 

agricultural and 

animal resources 

extension services) 2% 0% 1% 

Transportation 13% 7% 10% 

Natural resources 0% 0% 0% 

Sale of trees 8% 1% 4% 

Animal food sales 0% 0% 0% 

Grass land 0% 0% 0% 

Grass 0% 0% 0% 

Rental 2% 1% 2% 

Other 40% 38% 39% 

Base 52 71 123 

 

Table 86: Households with adequate food 

provisioning  

(Q 5.1) 

 

New 

regions 

Old regions Total 

No 89% 87% 88% 

Yes 11% 13% 12% 

Total 246 287 533 
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Table 87: Months with inadequate food provisioning  

(Q 5.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Tota

l 

January 4% 3% 3% 

February 18% 14% 15% 

March 7% 8% 8% 

April 18% 11% 14% 

May 14% 22% 18% 

Jun 39% 32% 35% 

July 46% 51% 49% 

August 0% 5% 3% 

September 4% 5% 5% 

October 4% 14% 9% 

November 4% 16% 11% 

December 0% 16% 9% 

Base 
28 37 65 

 

Table 88: Women's decision-making on family 

income 

(Q 6.1) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No input 3% 5% 4% 

Input into very 

few decision 
14% 10% 12% 

Input into some 

decision 
47% 42% 44% 

Input into most 

decision 
20% 23% 21% 

Input into all 

decision 
16% 20% 18% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 89: Women's decision-making on family 

wealth 

(Q 6.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No input 3% 4% 4% 

Input into very 

few decision 
16% 13% 15% 

Input into some 

decision 
50% 46% 48% 

Input into most 

decision 
16% 18% 17% 

Input into all 

decision 
14% 19% 17% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 90: Women's decision-making on selling of 

produce 

(Q 2.36) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

I myself 15% 15% 15% 

My husband 6% 7% 6% 

Both are 

husband and 

wife 

79% 78% 79% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 91: Women's control over decision to save (Q 

2.37) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

I myself 15% 18% 17% 

My husband 4% 3% 4% 

Both are 

husband and 

wife 

81% 79% 79% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

 

 

Table 92: Women's Control over using savings (Q 

2.38) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

I myself 11% 16% 14% 

My husband 4% 4% 4% 

Both are 

husband and 

wife 

85% 80% 82% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 93: Women's control over using loans (Q 

2.39) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

I myself 11% 14% 13% 

My husband 4% 5% 5% 

Both are 

husband and 

wife 

85% 81% 82% 

Total 246 287 533 
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Table 94: CSA techniques awareness 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Terracing 22% 18% 20% 

Mulching 11% 11% 11% 

Crop Rotation 26% 22% 24% 

Tillage 18% 16% 17% 

Cover Cropping 7% 5% 6% 

Cropping Patterns 20% 14% 17% 

Fallowing 13% 6% 9% 

Composting 24% 26% 25% 

Manure 47% 44% 46% 

Crop Residue 52% 55% 54% 

Legume Crop 32% 30% 31% 

Fertilizer 34% 35% 34% 

Organic Agriculture 18% 22% 20% 

Rainwater 

Harvesting 
5% 4% 5% 

Reuse of Water 2% 2% 2% 

Sprinkler Irrigation 1% 0% 1% 

Drip Irrigation 1% 0% 1% 

Cropping Calendar 7% 4% 6% 

Biogas 2% 1% 1% 

Feeding 22% 22% 22% 

Balanced Feeding 54% 60% 57% 

Animal Health 52% 57% 55% 

Livestock Manure 22% 19% 20% 

Livestock 

Diversification 
22% 17% 20% 

 

Table 95: Participation in social organization (Q 8.1) 

  

New 

regions 

Old regions Total 

No 74% 40% 56% 

Yes 26% 60% 44% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 96: Taking part in project activities (Q 8.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old regions Total 

No 62% 12% 35% 

Yes 38% 88% 65% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

 

Table 97: Helping Neighbours suffering from  crop  

damage (Q 8.3) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 
71% 56% 63% 

Ye

s 
29% 44% 37% 

 

Table 98: Assistance to neighbour suffering from 

family death (Q 8.4) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 
20% 7% 13% 

Ye

s 
80% 93% 87% 

 

Table 99: Cooperating when project is providing 

benefit to others (Q 8.5) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 
35% 17% 26% 

Ye

s 
65% 83% 74% 

 

Table 100: Trust on neighbours (Q 2.35) 

  

New 

regions 

Old regions Total 

Full trust 47% 41% 44% 

Mostly trust 27% 40% 34% 

Partially trust 26% 18% 22% 

No trust 0% 0% 0% 

Base 246 287 533 

 

Table 101: Member of SHG group (Q 9.1) 

  New regions Old regions Total 

No 50% 0% 23% 

Yes 50% 100% 77% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 102: Ownership of share of association (Q 

9.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 95% 3% 30% 

Yes 5% 97% 70% 

Total 117 283 400 
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Table 103: Respondents being Cooperative 

member (Q 10.1) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 98% 3% 47% 

Yes 2% 97% 53% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 104: Attending regular meetings (Q 10.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Weekly 0% 50% 49% 

After 15 days 17% 1% 1% 

monthly 0% 25% 24% 

Occasionally 83% 24% 26% 

Total 6 278 284 

Table 105: Participating in weekly savings (Q 10.3) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 33% 8% 8% 

Yes 67% 92% 92% 

Tota

l 
6 278 284 

 

Table 106: Amount of savings (Unit: BDT) (Q 10.4) 

  New regions Old regions Total 

Average 69 41 41 

 

Table 107: Participating in coop's activities regularly  

(Q 10.5) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Participate in 

decision making 0% 58% 56% 

Take part in any 

discussion 83% 77% 77% 

Attend annual 

general meeting 17% 73% 72% 

Understand and 

help each other 0% 53% 52% 

Total 6 278 284 

  

Table 108: Loan from Coop in the past 12 months 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 17% 32% 32% 

Yes 83% 68% 68% 

Tota

l 
6 278 284 

 

Table 109: Insurance benefit availed 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 83% 60% 60% 

Yes 17% 40% 40% 

Tota

l 
6 278 284 

 

Table 110: Attendance in SHG meetings (Q 11.1) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No (if less 

than 80% 

participatio

n) 

76% 22% 47% 

Yes(80% 

+presence 

defined as 

regularly) 

24% 78% 53% 

Total 245 286 531 

 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Purchase / sale 

of production or 

any joint venture 32% 50% 46% 

Group savings 10% 85% 69% 

Creating group 

savings through 

social activities 22% 71% 60% 

Other social 

actions (except 

group savings) 25% 33% 32% 

None of the 

above 337% 11% 79% 

Base 59 222 281 

 

Table 111: Membership of hub/coop 

  New regions Old regions Total 

No 93% 1% 44% 

Yes 7% 99% 56% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 112: Service received from Hub/Coop 

  

New 

regions 

Old regions Total 

Materials 11% 65% 62% 

Financial 

services 0% 15% 15% 

Insurance 0% 9% 9% 
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Technical 

Support 0% 6% 5% 

Buying and 

selling aid 61% 91% 89% 

Advice 39% 38% 38% 

Total 18 285 303 

 

Table 113: Crops/ cattle sold through cooperatives 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 100% 98% 98% 

Yes 0% 2% 2% 

Total 18 285 303 

 

Table 114: Type of product sold personally (Q12.6) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Fattening cattle 28% 28% 28% 

Milk 6% 5% 5% 

Native chicken 28% 35% 34% 

Keeping chickens 

commercially 0% 1% 1% 

Goat Fattening 11% 6% 7% 

Vermicompost 0% 1% 1% 

Goat 22% 34% 33% 

Others 0% 8% 8% 

Total 18 285 303 

 

Table 115: Main source of input (Q 13.1) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Local market 90% 92% 91% 

Retailer 36% 39% 38% 

Input vendor 2% 3% 3% 

Pharmacy 9% 5% 7% 

Department of Animal 

Services 3% 2% 2% 

CAVE 1% 5% 3% 

Cooperative 

association 0% 2% 1% 

Others 13% 12% 12% 

Total 246 287 533 

  

Table 116: Place of selling produce (Q 13.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Tot

al 

Local market 87% 86% 

86

% 

Cooperative 

association 2% 5% 3% 

Retailer 23% 19% 

21

% 

Regional wholesale 

market 5% 9% 7% 

Company / 

Institutional Buyer 1% 0% 1% 

Local Butcher 0% 1% 1% 

Others 13% 14% 

14

% 

Total 246 287 533 

Table 117: Connection of project official with buyer-

seller (13.3) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 100% 95% 97% 

Yes 0% 5% 3% 

Tota

l 
246 287 533 

 

Table 118: Type of linkages created by project (13.4) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Shop owner 0% 93% 93% 

Instrument provider 0% 60% 60% 

Business 

organization 0% 7% 7% 

CAVE 0% 27% 27% 

Local businessmen 0% 33% 33% 

Regional wholesale 

market 0% 13% 13% 

Others 0% 7% 7% 

Base 0 15 15 

 

Table 119: Linkage created by SHG/Coop (Q 13.5) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 92% 67% 79% 

Yes 8% 33% 21% 

Total 246 287 533 

 

Table 120: Type of linkage (Q 13.6) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Shop owner 35% 32% 32% 

Instrument provider 5% 44% 38% 

Business 

organization 10% 17% 16% 

Retailer / Distributor 40% 17% 21% 

Animal services 

department 25% 8% 11% 

CAVE 30% 25% 26% 

Local businessmen 25% 35% 33% 

Regional wholesale 

market 5% 3% 4% 

Butcher 5% 1% 2% 
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Others 30% 25% 26% 

Base 20 95 114 

 

Table 121 Storage/ Collection center (Q 13.7) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 100% 93% 96% 

Yes 0% 7% 4% 

Tota

l 
246 287 533 

 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Made at home in the 

house 75% 77% 76% 

Purchase from local 

market 74% 74% 74% 

The project has been 

provided 0% 7% 4% 

Purchase from the 

association 0% 0% 0% 

Local equipment 

dealers 4% 3% 4% 

Base 246 287 533 

 

 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 88% 48% 67% 

Yes 12% 52% 33% 

Tota

l 
246 287 533 

 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 63% 65% 64% 

Yes 37% 35% 36% 

Tota

l 
246 287 533 

 

Number of cattle reared 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

0 55% 54% 55% 

1 31% 35% 33% 

2 11% 9% 10% 

3 2% 1% 2% 

4 1% 1% 1% 

Tota

l 
146 150 296 

 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

0 to 1 month 12% 18% 15% 

2-12 months 28% 35% 31% 

13-18 

months 31% 29% 30% 

19-

24months 14% 5% 9% 

24 months+ 14% 14% 14% 

Base 146 150 296 

 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

Less than 3 months 14% 15% 15% 

3-6 months 43% 43% 43% 

7-9 months 16% 16% 16% 

10-12 months 15% 10% 13% 

More than 12 months 

(1 year) 12% 16% 14% 

Total 146 150 296 

Table 122: Number of cattle sold/year 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

0 48% 40% 44% 

1 44% 52% 48% 

2 7% 7% 7% 

3 1% 1% 1% 

4 1% 0% 0% 

Tota

l 
146 150 296 

 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 53% 41% 47% 

Yes 47% 59% 53% 

Tota

l 
246 287 533 

 

Table 123: Kidding interval (average days) (Q 18.1) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Tota

l 

Black 

bengal  
189 190 190 

Jamuna 

pari  
214 227 221 

cross breed  204 212 208 

 

Table 124: Received training on entrepreneurship  

and business plan (Q 19.2) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 87% 89% 88% 

Yes 13% 11% 12% 
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Tota

l 
15 9 24 

 

Table 125: Respondents with a business plan (Q 

19.3) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 0% 44% 17% 

Yes 100% 56% 83% 

Tota

l 
15 9 24 

 

Table 126: Respondents keeping business records 

(19.4) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

No 27% 67% 42% 

Yes 73% 33% 58% 

Tota

l 
15 9 24 

 

Table 127: Respondent's production, net profit, total  

investment (Q 19.5, 19.6, 19.7) 

  

New 

regions 

Old 

regions 

Total 

production per 

year  

                              

40,863  

           

80,367  

          

55,677  

sales volume 

per year 

                             

398,950  

           

94,223  

        

284,677  

total 

investment  

                             

157,333  

           

38,889  

        

112,917  
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Annex 4: Detail Income and Expenditure Tables  
 

Table 128: Different sources and average amount of expenditure of the respondents for the past 12 months 

Expense Segments Amount (BDT) 

On Farm 

 Crop cultivation related   20,621  

 Hired Labour for Crop  7,935  

 Livestock expenditure   26,640  

 Livestock Hired Labour   236  

 Other on-farm expenditure   -    

Non-farm 

 Non-farm expenditure   35,629  

 Hired labor on non-farm   1,357  

 Wage expenses   3,942  

 Salary expenses   2,700  

Overall 

 Overall household expenses   99,084  
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Upazila 
Name 

Income source 

New regions Old regions 

Approximate 
income per 
annum per 

beneficiary (A) 

 Number 
of 

samples 
who 

respond
ed 

income 
from the 
source 

(B) 

Total 
numbe

r of 
sample

s © 

Proportion 
of 

responden
ts as a 

percentag
e of total 
samples 
D=(B*C) 

Weighte
d 

average 
E= 

(D*A) 

Approxim
ate 

income 
per annum 

per 
beneficiar

y (A) 

 Number 
of 

samples 
who 

respond
ed 

income 
from the 
source 

(B) 

Total 
numbe

r of 
sample

s © 

Proportion 
of 

responden
ts as a 

percentag
e of total 
samples 
D=(B*C) 

Weighte
d 

average 
E= 

(D*A) 

Baraigram 

 Crop cultivation  
 .            -              -              -              -           61,279            18  

          
41  

       0.44     26,903  

 Livestock  
 .            -              -              -              -           52,286            21  

          
41  

       0.51     26,780  

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
295,371  

           7  
          
41  

       0.17     50,429  

 Wages income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
116,157  

          27  
          
41  

       0.66     76,494  

 Salaries income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
131,750  

           6  
          
41  

       0.15     19,280  

 Dividends   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

 .            -              -              -              -           33,600             4  
          
41  

       0.10       3,278  

 Total Income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
213,579  

          39  
          
41  

       0.95  
  
203,160  

Belkuchi 

 Crop cultivation  
 .            -              -              -              -             3,438             2  

          
41  

       0.05          168  

 Livestock  
 .            -              -              -              -           33,491            15  

          
41  

       0.37     12,253  

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
275,172  

          18  
          
41  

       0.44  
  
120,807  

 Wages income  
 .            -              -              -              -           84,482            22  

          
41  

       0.54     45,332  

 Salaries income  
 .            -              -              -              -           82,080            10  

          
41  

       0.24     20,020  

 Dividends  
 .            -              -              -              -                257            14  

          
41  

       0.34            88  
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 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

 .            -              -              -              -           60,470             5  
          
41  

       0.12       7,374  

 Total Income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
161,447  

          39  
          
41  

       0.95  
  
153,571  

Bhairab 

 Crop cultivation  
 .            -              -              -              -           14,154            18  

          
41  

       0.44       6,214  

 Livestock  
 .            -              -              -              -           41,082            27  

          
41  

       0.66     27,054  

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
266,386  

          21  
          
41  

       0.51  
  
136,441  

 Wages income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
173,765  

          10  
          
41  

       0.24     42,382  

 Salaries income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
257,143  

           7  
          
41  

       0.17     43,902  

 Dividends  
 .            -              -              -              -             1,795            19  

          
41  

       0.46          832  

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

 .            -              -              -              -    
      
122,373  

          15  
          
41  

       0.37     44,771  

 Total Income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
278,788  

          40  
          
41  

       0.98  
  
271,988  

Gudagari 

 Crop cultivation  
       75,697            29  

          
41  

       0.71     53,542   .            -              -              -              -    

 Livestock  
       39,343            23  

          
41  

       0.56     22,070   .            -              -              -              -    

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
      196,489             9  

          
41  

       0.22     43,132   .            -              -              -              -    

 Wages income  
      133,798            24  

          
41  

       0.59     78,321   .            -              -              -              -    

 Salaries income  
       96,000             1  

          
41  

       0.02       2,341   .            -              -              -              -    

 Dividends   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

         1,108             8  
          
41  

       0.20          216   .            -              -              -              -    

 Total Income  
      204,613            40  

          
41  

       0.98  
  
199,623  

 .            -              -              -              -    

Lalpur 

 Crop cultivation  
 .            -                -              -           32,935            31  

          
41  

       0.76     24,902  

 Livestock  
 .            -                -              -           38,371            22  

          
41  

       0.54     20,590  

 Other on farm income   .            -                -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
 .            -                -              -    

      
143,000  

           8  
          
41  

       0.20     27,902  
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 Wages income  
 .            -                -              -           67,638            25  

          
41  

       0.61     41,242  

 Salaries income  
 .            -                -              -    

      
158,000  

           8  
          
41  

       0.20     30,829  

 Dividends   .            -                -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

 .            -                -              -           30,067             6  
          
41  

       0.15       4,400  

 Total Income  
 .            -                -              -    

      
174,289  

          40  
          
41  

       0.98  
  
170,038  

Mirzapur 

 Crop cultivation  
       16,229            18  

          
41  

       0.44       7,125   .            -              -              -              -    

 Livestock  
       42,472            29  

          
41  

       0.71     30,041   .            -              -              -              -    

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
      236,308            13  

          
41  

       0.32     74,927   .            -              -              -              -    

 Wages income  
      143,375             8  

          
41  

       0.20     27,976   .            -              -              -              -    

 Salaries income  
      159,000             6  

          
41  

       0.15     23,268   .            -              -              -              -    

 Dividends   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

      127,053            18  
          
41  

       0.44     55,779   .            -              -              -              -    

 Total Income  
      218,504            38  

          
41  

       0.93  
  
202,516  

 .            -              -              -              -    

mohanpur 

 Crop cultivation  
 .            -              -              -              -           37,284            28  

          
41  

       0.68     25,463  

 Livestock  
 .            -              -              -              -           55,055            32  

          
41  

       0.78     42,970  

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
 .            -              -              -              -           92,500             4  

          
41  

       0.10       9,024  

 Wages income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
111,509  

          23  
          
41  

       0.56     62,554  

 Salaries income  
 .            -              -              -              -           77,500             4  

          
41  

       0.10       7,561  

 Dividends  
 .            -              -              -              -                350            23  

          
41  

       0.56          196  

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

 .            -              -              -              -             2,238             8  
          
41  

       0.20          437  

 Total Income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
161,028  

          41  
          
41  

       1.00  
  
161,028  

Poba 
 Crop cultivation  

 .            -              -              -              -           71,376            18  
          
41  

       0.44     31,336  
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 Livestock  
 .            -              -              -              -           61,103            22  

          
41  

       0.54     32,787  

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
175,714  

           7  
          
41  

       0.17     30,000  

 Wages income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
125,566  

          25  
          
41  

       0.61     76,565  

 Salaries income  
 .            -              -              -              -           66,667             3  

          
41  

       0.07       4,878  

 Dividends  
 .            -              -              -              -                365            12  

          
41  

       0.29          107  

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

 .            -              -              -              -           12,067             3  
          
41  

       0.07          883  

 Total Income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
144,579  

          40  
          
41  

       0.98  
  
141,053  

Puthia 

 Crop cultivation  
       43,862            24  

          
41  

       0.59     25,675   .            -              -              -              -    

 Livestock  
       25,192            17  

          
41  

       0.41     10,446   .            -              -              -              -    

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
      174,150             6  

          
41  

       0.15     25,485   .            -              -              -              -    

 Wages income  
      110,391            23  

          
41  

       0.56     61,927   .            -              -              -              -    

 Salaries income  
      232,000             2  

          
41  

       0.05     11,317   .            -              -              -              -    

 Dividends   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

         1,333             6  
          
41  

       0.15          195   .            -              -              -              -    

 Total Income  
      179,393            40  

          
41  

       0.98  
  
175,017  

 .            -              -              -              -    

Raiganj 

 Crop cultivation  
       16,442            14  

          
41  

       0.34       5,614   .            -              -              -              -    

 Livestock  
       69,600             7  

          
41  

       0.17     11,883   .            -              -              -              -    

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
      151,500             4  

          
41  

       0.10     14,780   .            -              -              -              -    

 Wages income  
      102,635            34  

          
41  

       0.83     85,112   .            -              -              -              -    

 Salaries income  
      142,800             5  

          
41  

       0.12     17,415   .            -              -              -              -    

 Dividends   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    
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 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

         1,800             4  
          
41  

       0.10          176   .            -              -              -              -    

 Total Income  
      141,902            39  

          
41  

       0.95  
  
134,980  

 .            -              -              -              -    

Sakhipur 

 Crop cultivation  
       27,786            29  

          
41  

       0.71     19,654   .            -              -              -              -    

 Livestock  
       94,555            36  

          
41  

       0.88     83,024   .            -              -              -              -    

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
      161,244             9  

          
41  

       0.22     35,395   .            -              -              -              -    

 Wages income  
      132,568            11  

          
41  

       0.27     35,567   .            -              -              -              -    

 Salaries income  
      165,333             3  

          
41  

       0.07     12,098   .            -              -              -              -    

 Dividends   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

      147,329            17  
          
41  

       0.41     61,088   .            -              -              -              -    

 Total Income  
      246,825            41  

          
41  

       1.00  
  
246,825  

 .            -              -              -              -    

Tanore 

 Crop cultivation  
 .            -              -              -              -           58,068            27  

          
41  

       0.66     38,240  

 Livestock  
 .            -              -              -              -           44,602            31  

          
41  

       0.76     33,724  

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
116,667  

           6  
          
41  

       0.15     17,073  

 Wages income  
 .            -              -              -              -           88,475            20  

          
41  

       0.49     43,159  

 Salaries income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
106,333  

           3  
          
41  

       0.07       7,780  

 Dividends  
 .            -              -              -              -                234            25  

          
41  

       0.61          143  

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

 .            -              -              -              -           29,438             8  
          
41  

       0.20       5,744  

 Total Income  
 .            -              -              -              -    

      
199,373  

          41  
          
41  

       1.00  
  
199,373  

Ullapara 

 Crop cultivation  
       17,948            17  

          
41  

       0.41       7,442   .            -              -              -              -    

 Livestock  
       39,688            14  

          
41  

       0.34     13,552   .            -              -              -              -    

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
      153,218            11  

          
41  

       0.27     41,107   .            -              -              -              -    
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 Wages income  
      103,307            28  

          
41  

       0.68     70,551   .            -              -              -              -    

 Salaries income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Dividends   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

         6,000             1  
          
41  

       0.02          146   .            -              -              -              -    

 Total Income  
      136,118            40  

          
41  

       0.98  
  
132,798  

 .            -              -              -              -    

Total 

 Crop cultivation  
       37,261          131  

          
41  

       3.20  
  
119,052  

       44,241          142  
          
41  

       3.46  
  
153,225  

 Livestock  
       55,648          126  

          
41  

       3.07  
  
171,016  

       47,309          170  
          
41  

       4.15  
  
196,157  

 Other on farm income   .            -              -              -              -     .            -              -              -              -    

 Non farm income  
      185,152            52  

          
41  

       1.27  
  
234,827  

      
226,180  

          71  
          
41  

       1.73  
  
391,678  

 Wages income  
      115,137          128  

          
41  

       3.12  
  
359,453  

      
104,584  

        152  
          
41  

       3.71  
  
387,727  

 Salaries income  
      160,235            17  

          
41  

       0.41     66,439  
      
134,251  

          41  
          
41  

       1.00  
  
134,251  

 Dividends  
 .            -              -              -              -                602            93  

          
41  

       2.27       1,365  

 Household received cash or in kind 
benefit from other source  

       89,289            54  
          
41  

       1.32  
  
117,600  

       55,966            49  
          
41  

       1.20     66,887  

 Total Income  
      188,076          238  

          
41  

       5.80  
#######

# 
      
190,388  

        280  
          
41  

       6.83  
#######

# 
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Annex 5: Global Indicators segregated by household head  
 

Table 129: Baseline value of Global Indicators segregated by household head 

Indicator Description 

Unit of 

Measurem

ent 

Parameter Range 

Male-headed Female-headed 

New regions Old regions All region New regions Old regions All region 

Value Base 
Val

ue 

Bas

e 
Value Base 

Valu

e 
Base Value Base Value Base 

GI-01: 

Actual 

Income 

Household's 

total income 

from all 

sources (on 

farm and 

non-farm) for 

all 

household 

members in 

a period of 

one year 

BDT 
Annual 

(Average) 

All 192,261 151 
193,

810 
208 

193,15

8 
359 

180,8

12 
87 

178,0

31 
72 179,543 159 

Below 

150,000 
55% 151 47% 208 50% 359 55% 87 57% 72 56% 159 

150,001- 

225,000 
15% 151 24% 208 20% 359 15% 87 14% 72 14% 159 

Above 

225,000 
30% 151 29% 208 30% 359 30% 87 29% 72 30% 159 

GI-02: 

Household 

Dietary 

Diversity 

Score 

(HDDS) 

Calculated 

by recalling 

the number 

of food 

groups 

consumed 

over the last 

24 hours by 

households 

Number of 

food 

groups 

consumed 

Average 

Score 

On a 

scale of 1 

to 12 

7.94 162 7.95 210 7.94 372 7.94 84 7.32 77 7.65 161 

GI-03: 

Months of 

Adequate 

Household 

Food 

Provisionin

g (MAHFP) 

Calculated 

by the 

number of 

months that 

a household 

has 

adequate 

food access 

Number of 

months 

MAHFP 

Score 

Overall 

Average 
11.85 162 

11.7

8 
210 11.81 372 11.76 84 11.65 77 11.71 161 
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Indicator Description 

Unit of 

Measurem

ent 

Parameter Range 

Male-headed Female-headed 

New regions Old regions All region New regions Old regions All region 

Value Base 
Val

ue 

Bas

e 
Value Base 

Valu

e 
Base Value Base Value Base 

GI-04: 

Women 

making 

Household 

decisions 

jointly 

Women’s 

equitable 

control over 

family 

income and 

assets at 

household 

level 

Scale 

from  

(1 to 5) 

Category A: 

Low 

Less than 

3 
25% 162 

24

% 
210 24% 372 15% 84 1% 77 9% 161 

Category B: 

Medium 

Equal to 3 

and lower 

than 4 

58% 162 
55

% 
210 56% 372 26% 84 22% 77 24% 161 

Category C: 

High 

(Graduated) 

Greater 

than 4 and 

equal or 

less than 

5 

17% 162 
21

% 
210 19% 372 58% 84 77% 77 67% 161 

GI-05: 

Women in 

leadership 

positions 

Participation 

of women in 

leadership 

positions in 

the 

organization 

that Heifer is 

working with 

Percentag

e 

(proportio

n of 

women in 

leadership 

positions 

in the 

organizati

on) 

In 

Cooperative

s (Executive 

committee 

members) 

6 

Executive 

committee 

position 

per Coop 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 

In 

Cooperative

s (Manager) 

Total of 12 

manageria

l positions 

in the 12 

Coops 

interviewe

d (1 

position 

per Coop) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 

GI-08: 

Farmer 

Owned 

Agricultural 

Business 

(FOAB) 

Strengthen

ed 

The Farmer-

Owned 

Agribusiness

' (FOAB) 

progress is 

derived at 

enterprise 

level through 

profitability 

ratio, which 

is the 

FOAB’s 

Gross 

Margin 

(%) (the 

difference 

between 

revenue 

and all 

costs 

divided by 

revenue) 

In 

Cooperative

s 

 - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Indicator Description 

Unit of 

Measurem

ent 

Parameter Range 

Male-headed Female-headed 

New regions Old regions All region New regions Old regions All region 

Value Base 
Val

ue 

Bas

e 
Value Base 

Valu

e 
Base Value Base Value Base 

Gross 

Margin 

GI-09: 

Value of 

commoditie

s 

produced/m

arketed or 

processed 

Value of the 

total amount 

of targeted 

agricultural 

products 

produced by 

direct 

participants 

BDT per 

annum 

Fattened 

Cattle 
 83,919 45 

87,2

76 
79 86,405 124 

83,91

9 
35 

86,97

0 
23 85,210 58 

Dairy Cattle  81,362 59 
89,4

19 
52 86,040 111 

68,98

1 
24 

165,5

53 
18 137,961 42 

Poultry 

(Broiler) 
 209,038 41 

3,67

3 
39 

130,80

4 
80 6,358 17 4,992 16 5,772 33 

Calf  29,875 48 
24,8

96 
26 28,453 74 

39,83

3 
19 

19,91

7 
13 34,854 32 

Goat  30,238 30 
18,0

77 
79 20,510 109 

14,46

2 
11 

24,10

3 
20 21,137 31 

Goat 

Castrated 
 11,400 5 - - 11,400 8 

22,80

0 
3 

45,60

0 
5 39,900 8 

GI-10: 

Stable 

Household 

Income 

Growth1 

The project 

to measure 

whether the 

project 

participants’ 

income 

increases 

faster than 

the national 

average; the 

baseline of 

the annual 

average 

household 

income is 

provided 

under GI-01 

The most 

recent 

year’s HH 

income is 

compared 

to the 

previous 

year’s HH 

income to 

measure 

the 

percent 

change 

Percent in 

absolute 

terms 

 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

GI-11: 

Household 

Adoption of 

CSA 

Average 

number of 

Average 

Score 
 4.55 162 4.92 210 4.76 372 6.26 84 4.94 77 5.63 161 
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Indicator Description 

Unit of 

Measurem

ent 

Parameter Range 

Male-headed Female-headed 

New regions Old regions All region New regions Old regions All region 

Value Base 
Val

ue 

Bas

e 
Value Base 

Valu

e 
Base Value Base Value Base 

adopting 

Climate 

Smart 

Agriculture 

(CSA) 

Techniques 

techniques 

at household 

level 

CSA 

adopted 

by the 

household

s 

Category A 

No CSA 

technique

s 

17% 162 
14

% 
210 15% 372 14% 84 22% 77 18% 161 

Category B 

At least 

one CSA 

technique 

10% 162 9% 210 9% 372 7% 84 6% 77 7% 161 

Category C 

More than 

one CSA 

technique 

73% 162 
77

% 
210 76% 372 79% 84 71% 77 75% 161 

GI-13: 

Household 

demonstrati

ng solidarity 

and 

cooperation 

among 

community 

members 

The level of 

social 

cohesion of 

the 

household 

with the 

surrounding 

community is 

assessed 

Scale (A 

to C) 

Category A: 

Low 

Less than 

50 
85% 162 

47

% 
210 63% 372 71% 84 42% 77 57% 161 

Category B: 

Medium 

Equal or 

more than 

50 and 

less than 

75 

15% 162 
53

% 
210 37% 372 29% 84 58% 77 43% 161 

Category C: 

High 

Equal or 

more than 

70 and 

equal or 

less than 

100 

0% 162 0% 210 0% 372 0% 84 0% 77 0% 161 

 

 

 


