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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
WHEN THE GLOBAL FOOD SECURITY ACT was signed into law in July 2016, authorizing
Feed the Future for two more years, the United States made it clear that it intends to remain a
leader in addressing global hunger, malnutrition, and poverty. Strong bipartisan support for agricultural development demonstrates that food security is seen as an economic, national security, and
moral imperative.
In 2010, Bangladesh was the first Feed the Future focus country to be officially launched by former
USAID Administrator Raj Shah. Bangladesh is often touted as a model for other focus countries to
follow, in terms of both government leadership and program impact. In his remarks at the 2010
Bangladesh Food Security Investment Forum, Shah explained that he was “deeply impressed” by the
government of Bangladesh’s dedication to end hunger and announced that the United States would
commit a 20-fold increase in agriculture and nutrition funding.1
Since that time, Bangladesh has grown to be one of the largest investments of any Feed the Future
focus country, with a tremendous food security portfolio in both scope and footprint. By FY 2016,
over 30 USAID-led Feed the Future projects have commanded a total (multiyear) investment commitment in excess of $300 million. The complementary Global Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP), an element of Feed the Future funded through the U.S. Department of the Treasury
with additional contributions from G-20 members and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, adds
$55 million to the mix. A new tranche of USAID Food for Peace development programming sums
to an additional $180 million investment over five years, while the previous cycle contributed $210
million. It is a challenge to merely take stock of such a vast and diffuse food security investment
profile, never mind to assess it.
Feed the Future has worked closely and productively with the government of Bangladesh to align
its strategy with national food security and nutrition policy priorities articulated since 2006. The
largest projects in the portfolio under the U.S. initiative fall under the pillars of increased agricultural
production and market systems development. They thus support food availability broadly within the
geographical zone of influence, and economic access to food for producers, input suppliers, and
aggregators engaged by activities directly and indirectly. The concentration of investments to drive
nutritional gains, often framed as food utilization, is much leaner and possibly insufficient since the
reduction of stunting prevalence is one of Feed the Future’s two highest objectives. Finally, since
1 Relative to 2009 spending levels. USAID, “Remarks by USAID Administrator Dr. Rajiv Shah at the 2010 Bangladesh Food
Security Investment Forum in Dhaka, Bangladesh,” May 26, 2010, https://www.usaid.gov/news-information/speeches/
remarks-usaid-administrator-dr-rajiv-shah-2010-bangladesh-food-security.
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Bangladesh is particularly vulnerable to natural hazards and climate change, Feed the Future’s investments to promote stability in food security and to insulate smallholder farmers from recurrent
shocks could be more strategically coordinated and robust.
USAID/Bangladesh and its implementing partners deserve substantial credit for achieving many
successes across the portfolio from which other Feed the Future countries can learn. Thoughtful
and innovative programming in improved and diversified crop production, in homestead and commercial aquaculture, in market systems and integration, and in retailer networks for fertilizer and
other inputs are highlights. A unique bilateral engagement with Bangladesh’s Local Government
Engineering Department has set a new and higher standard for hard infrastructure development in
terms of quality, accountability, environmental management, community engagement, and tendering transparency that other donors would do well to emulate. The overall level of coordination and
collaboration across the portfolio is impressive. The efforts of USAID/Bangladesh to manage a complex array of earmarked sector- and initiative-specific resources into a coherently holistic development approach are laudable.
While Feed the Future/Bangladesh has achieved a great deal in its first five years, challenges remain.
The population of the country’s programmatic “zone of influence” vastly exceeds that of any other
Feed the Future country. Feed the Future is committed to driving poverty and stunting reduction
among 27 million people, nearly three times the targeted population in Tanzania, which receives
more resources. Nutrition programming constitutes less than 20 percent of the portfolio’s total
investment and most nutrition funds are drawn from USAID Global Health, not Feed the Future.
USAID/Bangladesh is keenly aware of this constraint and has advocated for additional nutrition programming support; its case is compelling.
The food safety environment in Bangladesh was described by a USDA Foreign Agriculture Service
(FAS) contact as among the worst he has observed globally. The USDA offers substantial technical
complementarities to USAID in this whole-of-government initiative and holds a repository of food
safety expertise that Feed the Future could better avail itself of. The placement of a permanent
USDA staff member within USAID/Bangladesh, consistent with Feed the Future’s original implementation plan, should be prioritized.
Feed the Future set out in 2010 with tremendously ambitious global goals to reduce both poverty
and the prevalence of stunting by 20 percent in each of its focus country’s geographical zones of
influence. While Bangladesh has made impressive strides in both areas, Feed the Future’s contributions to such changes are impossible to isolate. The initiative has pivoted to be more conservative
in its messaging around attribution in recent years, a positive step. It should also incorporate rigorous impact evaluations throughout the portfolio to generate a more compelling evidence base
of its impacts and their pathways. At the same time, monitoring and evaluation reporting requirements can be overly burdensome with limited utility and can sometimes create perverse performance incentive structures.
VI | Tracking Promises: Analyzing the Impact of Feed the Future Investments in Bangladesh

This report does not constitute a formal or comprehensive evaluation and should not be interpreted
as such. Rather, it conveys the Center for Strategic and International Studies’ (CSIS) impressions of
strengths and weaknesses based on a review of key strategy, planning, and programmatic documents
and conversations with dozens of stakeholders representing contributing U.S. government agencies,
other donors, the government of Bangladesh, UN organizations, and implementing partners.
2016 marks an opportune moment to reflect upon Feed the Future’s tremendous efforts in its first
five years and Bangladesh furnishes a highly illustrative and informative case study. This review
highlights both successes and challenges, drawing from both to examine questions of technical
strategy and prioritization, leadership, collaboration, flexibility, and measurement. Above all, it seeks
to elevate and inform a discussion of Feed the Future’s way forward in continuing its support of
Bangladeshi food and nutrition security.
The CSIS team’s observations led to the following recommendations for the consideration of U.S.
policymakers to strengthen Feed the Future in Bangladesh:
• Expand nutrition programming.
• Improve linkages to financial services.
• Better utilize USDA technical expertise.
• Reassess Food for Peace strategy and relationship with Feed the Future.
• Better align activity types and project duration.
• Build on successes of results-based financing.
• Clarify performance targets and invest in higher-quality evaluations.
• Reduce burdensome reporting requirements.
• Increase transparency of financial data.
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Bangladesh has made great strides in agricultural development, poverty reduction, and economic
growth. Annual rice production has more than tripled since its independence in 1971 and the poverty
rate has decreased from 70 percent to 43 percent in just over two decades.
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1

THE BANGLADESHI
FOOD SECURITY CONTEXT
WITH 161 MILLION PEOPLE IN 2015,1 Bangladesh is one of the most densely populated
countries in the world and by far the largest of the 19 targeted by the Feed the Future Initiative.
Indeed, it is more populous than the second- and third-largest focus countries, Ethiopia and
Tanzania, combined. Approximately 40 percent of the population lives below the international
poverty line of $1.252 per person per day and more than half of all Bangladeshis work in the
agricultural and fisheries sectors.3 In 2009, the year before Feed the Future was introduced, 60
million Bangladeshis were food insecure according to the World Food Program.4
Bangladesh has benefited from substantial economic development gains in recent years.
Over the past decade, economic growth has been steady, in the range of 6 percent annually.5 Between 1990, the beginning of the Millennium Development Goal reference period,
and 2014, official development assistance (ODA) as a proportion of GDP declined from 5.7
percent to 1.8 percent.6 But in 2010, 32 percent of the population fell at or below the national poverty line. The government of Bangladesh estimates that the national poverty rate had
¹ UN Population Division, “World Population Prospects,” accessed April 21, 2016, http://esa.un.org/unpd/wpp/
DataQuery/.
² Purchasing power parity.
³ USAID Global Health, “Bangladesh: Nutrition Profile,” accessed April 29, 2016, https://www.usaid.gov/whatwe-do/global-health/nutrition/countries/bangladesh-nutrition-profile.
⁴ WFP, “World Food Programme Countries: Bangladesh,” accessed April 29, 2016, http://www.wfp.org/countries/
bangladesh/overview.
⁵ General Economics Division, Planning Commission, Government of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh, “Millennium Development Goals: Bangladesh Progress Report 2015” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, September 2015), http://
www.un-bd.org/Docs/Publication/MDGs-Bangladeh-Progress-Report_-PDF_Final_September-2015.pdf.
6
Ibid.
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Figure 1: Course Rice Price (kg) in Barisal Division,
by month and year

Source: WFP. “UN WFP VAM: Monthly Price Data Analysis.” http://foodprices.vam.wfp.org/Analysis-Monthly-Price-DataADV.aspx

fallen to 25 percent by 2015, a decline it attri-

commodities in markets around the country.

butes to a number of factors including, perhaps

Figure 1 shows retail rice pricing in Barisal Divi-

most prominently, a sharp increase in rural wag-

sion and its significant fluctuations both within

es associated with tightening labor markets and

and between years.

the reallocation of labor to off-farm activities.7

The greatest volatility over the period was ob-

The agricultural sector in particular has made

served in 2010 and 2011, but even in 2015 a kilo

impressive strides over this same period. Since

of rice cost 24 percent more in March than in

independence in 1971, Bangladesh has more

November, with significant consumption im-

than tripled its annual rice production. But rice

plications for the large share of the population

also accounts for 77 percent of the country’s to-

living at or below the poverty line.9

tal cropped area,8 with negative implications for

One target associated with the first Millenni-

dietary diversity and quality. And despite such

um Development Goal of eradicating extreme

impressive output gains, seasonal price volatility

poverty and hunger was to halve the prevalence

remains very high. The World Food Program col-

of undernourishment by 2015 relative to a 1990

lects monthly price data for a number of staple

benchmark. Bangladesh is credited with having

7
8

9

Ibid.
Akhter Ahmed et al., “The Status of Food Security in the Feed the Future Zone and Other Regions of Bangladesh: Results from the 2011–2012 Bangladesh Integrated Household Survey” (Dhaka, Bangladesh: IFPRI, April 2013).
Ibid.
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achieved this goal: the FAO estimates that its

twice that of children in the highest wealth

population prevalence of undernourishment

quintile (26 percent).13 But levels among even

fell from 32.8 percent in 1991 to 16.4 percent in

the wealthiest children are still alarmingly high

2015. However, this figure still implies over 26

and illustrate that economic growth alone is

million undernourished today and an increase in

insufficient to eradicate malnutrition. A more

absolute terms over the past decade.10

recent DHS fielded in the second half of 2014 recorded meaningful progress,

While most Bangladeshis

with a nationwide stunting

now consume the recom-

prevalence of 36 percent, but

mended caloric intake, rice

Malnutrition levels

accounts for 71 percent of

remain persistently high,

total dietary energy intake

undermining the human

tiles while the worst off made

capital development and

less progress.14

on average.11 Malnutrition
levels remain persistently
high, undermining the hu-

economic potential of the

man capital development

next generation.

gains accrued disproportionately to the wealthiest quin-

In addition to nearly half of
child mortality in Bangladesh

and economic potential of

being attributed to malnu-

the next generation. The

trition, a 2012 report from

2011 Demographic and

USAID’s Food and Nutrition

Health Survey (DHS) found that 41 percent of

Technical Assistance III (FANTA) project estimat-

children under five were stunted, meaning that

ed that undernutrition costs the country over $1

their height for age fell two standard deviations

billion in lost productivity each year and even

or more below the internationally standardized

more in direct healthcare costs.15 Pathways to

median for their month of age.12 Notably, the

productivity losses include a high prevalence

prevalence of stunting among children in the

of anemia and brain damage associated with

lowest wealth quintile (54 percent) was over

iodine deficiency.16

10

11

12

13
14

15

16

UN Statistics Division, “Millennium Development Goals Indicators,” accessed April 29, 2016, http://mdgs.un.org/unsd/
mdg/Data.aspx.
Ahmed et al., “The Status of Food Security in the Feed the Future Zone and Other Regions of Bangladesh: Results from
the 2011–2012 Bangladesh Integrated Household Survey.”
National Institute of Population Research and Training (NIPORT), Mitra and Associates, and ICF International, “Bangladesh Demographic and Health Survey 2011” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, and Calverton, MD: ICF International, 2013), http://
dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/FR265/FR265.pdf.
Ibid.
National Institute of Population Research and Training (NIPORT), Mitra and Associates, and ICF International, “Bangladesh Demographic and Health Survey 2014” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, and Rockville, MD: ICF International, 2016), http://
dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/FR311/FR311.pdf.
Sushil Ranjan Howlader et al., “Investing in Nutrition Now: A Smart Start for Our Children, Our Future. Estimates of Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Program for Nutrition in Bangladesh, 2011–2021. PROFILES and Nutrition Costing
Tehcnical Report” (Washington, DC: Food and Nutrition Technical Assistance III Project [FANTA], June 2012), http://
citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.450.8763&rep=rep1&type=pdf.
UNICEF et al., “Undernutrition in Bangladesh: A Common Narrative” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, June 2014), http://scalingupnutrition.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Common-Narrative_BANGLADESH.pdf.
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More than half of all Bangladeshis work in the agricultural and fisheries sectors and the country is disproportionately
affected by natural disasters and climate change. Frequent flooding, regular cyclones, and soil salinization issues make
climate-resilient seeds and mitigation efforts critical to agricultural development.

Bangladesh, and Feed the Future’s southern zone

in rice production and a 32 percent decline in

of influence (where investments are geograph-

wheat production. In a typical year, 25 percent of

ically concentrated) in particular, is dispropor-

the country’s land area is affected by flooding but

tionately affected by natural disasters as well

coverage can extend to 75 percent of the country

as by climate change. Over 170,000 hectares in

in extreme conditions.18

11 coastal districts have been impacted by soil

With a growing and increasingly diverse econ-

salinization in recent decades and as much as 8

omy, demonstrated productivity returns on

percent of low-lying lands could become perma-

agricultural input investments, and rising rural

nently inundated, rendering the soil unproduc-

wages, Bangladesh is well-positioned to sus-

tive.17 This could result in an 8 percent decline

tain progress in the improvement of rural food

17
18

USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan,” November 30, 2011, 24.
USAID/Bangladesh Office of Food, Disaster, and Humanitarian Assistance, “Food for Peace Development Food Aid Programs: Achievements and Future Plan,” February 19, 2015.
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security. However, caloric sufficiency has not led
to dietary diversity in many areas and the reduction of malnutrition remains a significant challenge that will require explicit investment and
focused public policy. The vulnerability of smallholder farmers to climatic and other productivity
and income shocks, particularly in coastal areas
where Feed the Future activities are concentrated, must also be carefully addressed in order to
minimize the cyclical dynamics of rural poverty.
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The government of Bangladesh has demonstrated its commitment to improve equitable agricultural growth through
smart polices, dedicated resources, and political leadership. Its 2006 National Food Policy established a foundation for
the Feed the Future country level strategy and set a model for other Feed the Future partner countries.
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2

GOVERNMENT
LEADERSHIP
THE GOVERNMENT OF BANGLADESH has demonstrated commitment at the highest
levels to eradicating food insecurity and has introduced a set of detailed policies to achieve
that goal over the past decade. The 2006 National Food Policy serves as a concise foundation upon which many subsequent policies and investments have elaborated. Its three core
objectives are the following:1
Objective 1: To ensure adequate and stable supply of safe and nutritious food
Objective 2: To enhance purchasing power of the people for increased food accessibility
Objective 3: To ensure adequate nutrition for all, especially women and children
The National Food Policy Plan of Action (NFP PoA, 2008–2015) translates these three objectives into a strategic and coordinated set of short-, medium-, and long-term interventions.2
Its preparation involved officials from 11 line ministries/agencies under the leadership of the
Food Planning and Monitoring Unit (FPMU) under the then-Ministry of Food and Disaster
Management.3 The NFP PoA links 26 strategic areas of intervention with key target and performance indicators to facilitate clear implementation and monitoring processes.

¹
²

³

Bangladesh Ministry of Food and Disaster Management, “National Food Policy 2006” (Dhaka, Bangladesh,
August 14, 2006).
Food Planning and Monitoring Unit (FPMU), Ministry of Food and Disaster Management, “National Food Policy
Plan of Action (2008–2015)” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, August 5, 2008), https://www.gafspfund.org/sites/gafspfund.
org/files/Documents/NationalFoodPolicyPlanofActionFINAL.pdf.
The Ministry of Food and the Ministry of Disaster Management have since been cleaved into distinct operating
units.
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Table 1: Government of Bangladesh Food Security and Nutrition Budget5

Bangladesh is considered a pioneer and model

sector, farmers, academics, civil society, NGOs, and

among Feed the Future focus countries for govern-

development partners. The plan lays out 12 priority

ment policy leadership. The first version of Bangla-

areas for a five-year investment period, distributed

desh’s Country Investment Plan (CIP) for agricul-

across the domains of food availability, access, and

ture, food security, and nutrition was approved in

utilization, as outlined in Table 1. The UN’s Food

June 2010. The following year saw the publication

and Agriculture Organization (FAO) found the CIP

of a revised version with input from over 900 stake-

model so successful that it has now implemented it

holders, including government agencies, the private

in around 50 countries.4

⁴

Conversation with Dhaka-based FAO technical leadership. February 2016.
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The plan’s total implementation costs were estimated at US$7.8 billion in 2011, $2.8 billion of which
was already financed with government resources
and partner contributions. The majority of total
funds were allocated to food availability improvements and it should be noted that the first program
area also encompasses climate change resilience
through the generation and dissemination of
appropriate technical solutions, such as improved

3.5 percent of the total budget ($449 million).8
In 2010, Bangladesh was one of six countries to
join the Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) movement in
its inaugural year.9 The movement, which now
counts 57 member countries, targets national nutrition goals set at the 2012 World Health Assembly
via a four-pronged approach: sustained political commitment, high-quality national nutrition
policies, alignment of actions with a clear results

seed varieties.6 Water resource management and

framework, and increased resource mobiliza-

infrastructure was the largest investment program

tion.10 In Bangladesh, SUN seeks to contribute to

by an overwhelming margin. In fact, water man-

a national stunting prevalence reduction to 26.6

agement programming alone commanded more

percent by 2025.11 By 2015, it had revitalized the

than twice the resources of all three utilization/

National Nutrition Council, chaired by the prime

nutrition investment areas combined. Livestock

minister, as the highest level multisectoral coordi-

program allocations similarly exceeded the total

nating mechanism; finalized the National Nutrition

investment in nutrition. In the following section,

Policy; grown a civil society alliance for SUN to 187

this CIP framework and the relative prioritization

member organizations; and drafted a common

of investments therein is compared to Feed the

results framework for nutrition to be embedded in

Future’s own approach to its Bangladesh portfolio.

the 7th Five-Year Plan (2016–2020).12

By 2015, the total CIP budget had grown substan-

Bangladesh has thus demonstrated substantial

tially, to $12.7 billion, of which $8.8 billion were

political leadership over the past decade in the

financed. The government’s contribution to this

promotion of improved food security, equita-

sum stood at $5.6 billion, or 64 percent. But as

ble agricultural growth, and nutritional gains.

the budget grew, utilization (nutrition) allocations

Its policy commitments and detailed plans and

fell further and further behind in both relative and

strategies exemplify the type of partner govern-

absolute terms. By June of 2014, the latest year for

ment ownership identified by Feed the Future as

which data has been reported, they comprised just

a precondition to a successful collaboration.

7

⁵

6
7

8
9

10
11
12

Government of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh, “Bangladesh Country Investment Plan: A Road Map towards
Investment in Agriculture, Food Security and Nutrition” (Dhaka: FPMU, Ministry of Food and Disaster Management,
Government of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh, June 2011).
Ibid., 15.
Food Planning and Monitoring Unit (FPMU), Ministry of Food, Government of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh,
“National Food Policy Plan of Action and Country Investment Plan Monitoring Report 2015” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, June
2015), http://www.fao.org/3/a-az470e.pdf.
Ibid., 120.
Scaling Up Nutrition, “SUN Bangladesh,” 2015, http://scalingupnutrition.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/SUN_Report2015_EN_Bangladesh.pdf.
“Scaling Up Nutrition,” Scaling Up Nutrition, accessed May 6, 2016, http://scalingupnutrition.org/.
Scaling Up Nutrition, “SUN Bangladesh.”
Ibid.
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In the zone where Feed the Future programs are concentrated, people consume five times as much fish as chicken
and beef combined. One Feed the Future program, Aquaculture for Income and Nutrition, has reached more than half
a million households, substantially increasing incomes for carp and shrimp farmers and contributing to a 19 percent
poverty rate reduction.
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3

FEED THE FUTURE AND RELATED
PROGRAMS IN BANGLADESH
IN THE FY2017 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET JUSTIFICATION, global Feed the Future
funding is requested at a level of nearly $1.1 billion, $871 million of that in the form of development assistance. Bangladesh is among the largest recipients of Feed the Future investments ($55 million has been requested for FY2017),1 along with Tanzania ($54 million) and
Ethiopia ($60 million), but its population is larger than those of the latter two combined.
Each of the three countries has seen an additional allocation of between $8 million and $9.5
million for nutrition programming.2
Since the advent of Feed the Future, USAID/Bangladesh has seen an increase in annual agricultural sector funding from less than $4 million in FY 2009 to $50 million by FY 2012, and a
parallel increase in nutrition funding from less than $1 million to over $9 million by FY 2014.
The geographical zone of influence, in the country’s southern region, was not yet determined
when the 2010 Implementation Plan was developed. Rather, the plan explains that poverty
rates, as a proxy for food access, and stunting prevalence, as a proxy for utilization, would inform geographical targeting, along with population density, in order to maximize impact.4

¹ U.S. Department of State, “Congressional Budget Justification Foreign Assistance Summary Tables, Fiscal Year
2017,” February 9, 2016, http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/252735.pdf.
² Ibid.
³ Congressional Budget Justifications, various years, and USAID technical staff.
⁴ USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan,” 19.

Reid Hamel | 11

Figure 2: USAID Funding Levels for
Agriculture and Nutrition in Bangladesh3
FY 2008–FY 2015

Bangladesh’s Feed the
Future portfolio has
a comparable budget
envelope to that of
Tanzania but is committed
to driving change among
nearly three times as
many people.

within the zone by 2017. In Tanzania, the zone encompasses a
much smaller population of 10.6
million5 but stunting and poverty targets are the same, proportionally. Bangladesh’s Feed
the Future portfolio has a comparable budget envelope to that
of Tanzania but is committed to
driving change among nearly
three times as many people.
A 2011/12 baseline survey revealed that 40.5 percent of the
target population lived below
the poverty line of $1.25 per
day.6 This baseline level implies
a poverty target of 32.4 percent
Over 27 million people, or about 17 percent

by 2017. While the baseline survey also collected

of all Bangladeshis, live in the Feed the Future

the anthropometric data necessary to calculate the

zone of influence, where the initiative’s re-

prevalence of stunting, wasting, and underweight,

sources are concentrated. Feed the Future has

USAID discouraged the public reporting of these

committed to goals of reducing the prevalence

findings. USAID/Bangladesh relies upon stunting

of both poverty and stunting by 20 percent

data from the 2011 DHS survey despite its lack of

⁵
⁶

USAID, “Feed the Future Tanzania,” Feed the Future, accessed April 21, 2016, https://www.feedthefuture.gov/
country/tanzania.
Based on purchasing power parity exchange rate. Ahmed et al., “The Status of Food Security in the Feed the Future Zone
and Other Regions of Bangladesh: Results from the 2011–2012 Bangladesh Integrated Household Survey.”
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Figure 3: Feed the Future’s Zone of Influence and Regional Stunting Levels (2011)

Stunting levels vary significantly across Bangladesh, with the highest prevalence in the northeast. Feed the Future
concentrates its investments in a specific geographic area, called the zone of influence. In Bangladesh, the less-developed
southwestern and southern coastal areas consitute the zone of influence, an area particularly vulnerable to climate change.
Source: National Institute of Population Research and Training (NIPORT), Mitra and Associates, and ICF International,
“Bangladesh Demographic and Health Survey 2011” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, and Calverton, MD: ICF International, 2013),
http://dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/FR265/FR265.pdf

representativeness for the zone of influence, in

Barisal Divisions, leaving out 29 upazilas (sub-dis-

order to be consistent with other Feed the Future

tricts) in Dhaka Division that comprise a substan-

countries reliant upon DHS data.7 Feed the Future

tial proportion of the 128 total upazilas in the zone.

reports a baseline stunting prevalence of 38.2

The reported baseline stunting level implies a

percent based on a pooled average of Khulna and

target of 30.5 percent.8

⁷
⁸

E-mail correspondence with IFPRI Bangladesh chief of party, Akhter Ahmed, May 2016.
USAID Global Health, “Bangladesh.”
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Key Characteristics of the

ZONE OF INFLUENCE9
•

Seventy-one percent of all calories come from rice; among the poorest quintile,
this proportion jumps to 77 percent.

•

Thirty-seven percent of households are food energy-deficient, meaning
they cannot afford an adequate diet to provide 2,122 kilocalories per person per day. Eighteen
percent of households are severely food energy-deficient, falling below the lower threshold of
1,805 calories per day. Preschool children are by far the worst off, followed by adult women.
On average, the Feed the Future zone is worse off in terms of caloric adequacy than the
country is as a whole.

•

Seventy-one percent of the labor force is engaged in farming
with an additional 6.5 percent working as agricultural wage laborers (12 percent among the
poorest quintile).

•

Fifty-one percent of households are landless and 28 percent of farming
households are “pure tenants,” meaning they do not own any cultivable land and may be either
tenants or sharecroppers. One-third of farmers cultivate less than half an acre of land.

•

Sharecropping is the dominant tenurial arrangement:

approximately 40 percent of all farmers sharecrop.
•

Sixty-eight percent of cropped land in the zone is allocated to rice
production. This is below the national average of 77 percent and reveals a more diversified
cropping pattern than observed in other regions, with positive implications for dietary diversity.

•

Sixty percent of cropped areas in the zone are irrigated but irrigation
patterns vary greatly by geography. In Barisal Division, just 15 percent of land is irrigated. Rice
yields are about 74 percent higher on irrigated than nonirrigated plots, in large part because the
ability to irrigate induces farmers to adopt higher-yielding varieties of rice. Irrigation is primarily
sourced from groundwater and pumped with diesel fuel.

•

Men overwhelmingly dominate rice cultivation, accounting for 95 to 99
percent of total labor. Women have greater involvement with rice post-harvest operations, as
well as in the production of high-value crops, such as vegetables. Women also dominate small
livestock management, including chickens, ducks, and goats, and play a significant role in the
care of milk cows.

•

About 45 percent of households have electricity, slightly below the national
average of 48 percent in rural areas.

•

Net school enrollment rates are higher in the zone of influence than
the national average for rural areas. Nearly 90 percent of both boys and girls are
enrolled in primary school and over two-thirds are enrolled in secondary school, with female
rates slightly eclipsing those of males at both levels.10
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The level of investments to drive

In terms of the substantive focus of the nascent

nutritional gains is particularly small

food security portfolio, the 2010 plan elaborates

given that the reduction of stunting
prevalence is one of Feed the
Future’s two highest objectives.

eight core investment areas for concentrated
attention:14
1. Intensify, increase, and diversify
agricultural production
2. Develop agricultural markets, value
addition, and regional trade

In its FY 2010 Implementation Plan, Feed the Future
conceptualized its introduction into Bangladesh in
multiple phases. Phase 1 included the expansion of
appropriate existing activities, such as projects related to food security policy analysis and public sector

3. Support research capacity and
enhance extension outreach
4. Support food and agriculture
policy reform

capacity building, improved fertilizer application,

5. Improve nutritional status

and biotechnology research and development.11
es support for and alignment with the preexisting

6. Link agricultural development with
safety net and nonemergency food
aid programs

policy leadership from the government of Bangla-

7. Improve adaptation to climate change

This early Implementation Plan strongly emphasiz-

desh, as articulated in the National Food Policy Plan
of Action (PoA),12 discussed in the previous section,
and in related national poverty reduction and development plans.13 In fact, the Food Policy Monitoring Unit is itself borne out of a longer-term USAID
investment that has proven to be a great success in
formalizing an institutional repository for government technical expertise and leadership.

8. Build stakeholder capacity for
effective aid
The current portfolio of Feed the Future and coordinated activities, described in detail in Section 4,
largely aligns with this articulated set of early priorities, although investments across them are naturally uneven. The largest projects in the portfolio
fall under the first two pillars, relating to production

The 2010 Implementation Plan lays out the 26

and market development. They thus support food

intervention areas articulated within the PoA and

availability for broad zone of influence communi-

links each with aligned or planned USAID activities.

ties and economic access to food for producers,

⁹
¹⁰
¹¹
¹²
¹³

14

Ahmed et al., “The Status of Food Security in the Feed the Future Zone and Other Regions of Bangladesh: Results from
the 2011–2012 Bangladesh Integrated Household Survey.”
Ibid., 93.
USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan.”
Food Planning and Monitoring Unit (FPMU), Ministry of Food and Disaster Management, “National Food Policy Plan of
Action (2008–2015).”
Government of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh, General Economics Division Planning Commission, Ministry of
Planning, “Sixth Five Year Plan FY2011–FY2015 Accelerating Growth and Reducing Poverty. Part-1: Strategic Directions
and Policy Framework” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, 2012), http://www.unicef.org/bangladesh/Six-Five-Year-Plan-2012-Final.pdf.
USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan,” 21.
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Table 2: Summary of Feed the Future Investments by Technical Domain

input suppliers, and aggregators directly engaged.

ue chains, 3) enhanced food security policy and

The level of investments to drive nutritional gains

planning capacity, and 4) enhanced capacity

is particularly small given that the reduction of

for agricultural innovation. These four elements

stunting prevalence is one of Feed the Future’s two

effectively track the first four of eight concentra-

highest objectives. Table 2 furnishes total life-of-

tion areas outlined in the 2010 plan.

award funding levels for both active and closed
projects in each of six broad domains.

The Multi-Year Strategy articulates gender as
an important cross-cutting issue but doesn’t

Exceptions to this alignment emerge in the a)

elaborate on priority interventions or strategic

coordination between sustainable agriculture

focus. The 2010 plan acknowledged that USAID/

and social safety nets or other forms of social

Bangladesh had not worked directly in the area

protection (#6) and b) climate change adap-

of women’s empowerment for nearly a decade

tation (#7). However, the actual allocation of

(although all programs were designed to be

resources over the past five years is consistent

gender-sensitive). It explains that “many ques-

with the updated FY2011–2015 Multi-Year Strate-

tions remain about how best to reach women

gy, which tightens the focus of Feed the Future/

farmers and how to best train women to take a

Bangladesh’s approach, superseding the 2010

greater role in agricultural research, extension,

plan and omitting these two areas.15

production, and marketing.”16

The Multi-Year Strategy narrows Feed the Fu-

The 2010 plan does not reference livestock ex-

ture’s approach to encompass four core invest-

plicitly but the subsequent Multi-Year Strategy

ment areas: 1) increased on-farm productivity, 2)

identifies livestock development as a key focus

increased investment in market systems and val-

area of Bangladesh’s Country Implementation

15

USAID Feed the Future, “Bangladesh FY 2011–2015 Multi-Year Strategy,” 2011, https://feedthefuture.gov/sites/default/
files/resource/files/BangladeshFeedtheFutureMultiYearStrategy.pdf.
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KIMBERLY FLOWERS/CSIS

Bangladesh is one of the few Feed the Future focus countries engaged in aquaculture production. With approximately 12
million Bangladeshis working in the fisheries sector, and an annual growth rate of nearly 6 percent in the market, it is a
sound development investment in the country’s food security.

Plan to achieve the first Millennium Development

2016. Relevant project-level observations are

Goal: eradicate extreme poverty and hunger.

highlighted within each project description.

While the first five years of Feed the Future programming did not incorporate a livestock component, a new activity focused on dairy and beef
cattle, discussed below, commenced in late 2015.

The significant operational challenges inherent
to the precarious security situation in Bangladesh since Feed the Future’s inception are worth
noting. Frequent hartals, or general strikes, which

The next section traces the eight originally iden-

often turn violent have regularly impeded project

tified core investment areas as an organizing

activities. Numerous targeted attacks in recent

framework to discuss current portfolio alloca-

years have further undermined security and

tions. The CSIS Global Food Security Project

contributed to delayed outputs. The successes in

team met with USAID, USDA, World Bank, and UN

the portfolio are particularly notable against this

leadership; government of Bangladesh partners;

backdrop of volatility.

many implementing organizations; and a variety
of beneficiaries and other central and regional
stakeholders during a visit in February and March
16

USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan,” 28–29.
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SALMAN SAEED

Feed the Future’s key objectives in Bangladesh include increasing on-farm productivity, leveraging
investments in value chains, boosting smallholder incomes, and enhancing agricultural innovation
capacity. In 2014 alone, nearly two million producers used new technologies or management practices
and $9.4 million in new private sector investments were leveraged thanks to Feed the Future’s support.
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4

MAJOR FEED THE FUTURE
PROJECTS BY INVESTMENT AREA
Intensify, increase, and diversify agricultural production
The Accelerating Agriculture Productivity Improvement (AAPI) project implemented by the
International Fertilizer Development Center (IFDC) is one of few Feed the Future activities
already in place at the time of the initiative’s introduction. It promotes the manufacture, sale,
and proper usage of deep-placement urea fertilizer briquettes that increase rice yields by 18
percent with one-third less fertilizer than traditional broadcasting methods while also reducing negative environmental impacts.1 A recent project study found that farmers save 90 kg
of urea fertilizer per hectare by adopting deep-placement technology, with an attendant
cost savings of 26 percent.2 This savings also represents substantial cost recovery to the
government of Bangladesh as urea fertilizer is heavily controlled and highly subsidized.
To a lesser degree, the project is also involved with the production and distribution of
nitrogen-phosphorus-potassium, or NPK, fertilizer briquettes. In addition to rice paddy
applications, both types of briquette can be used with a variety of horticultural products3 to
support improved dietary diversity as well as income generation.

¹ USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan,” 28–29.
² IFDC, “AAPI News Bulletin,” December 31, 2015.
³ NPK briquettes have been shown to have particularly positive impacts on yields of bitter gourd, a prominent
crop in southern Bangladesh. See H. Akter et al., “Effect of Prilled Urea, Urea and NPK Briquettes on the Yield
of Bitter Gourd in Two Upazillas of Jessore District,” Journal of Environmental Science and Natural Resources
8, no. 1 (2015): 157–160.
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An agro dealer talks with Salam, who has been a rice farmer for 25 years, about the benefits of using fertilizer briquettes. A
Feed the Future project promotes the manufacture, sale, and use of deep placement urea fertilizer briquettes, which can
increase rice yield by 18 percent. Over 1.5 million farmers in Bangladesh are now using the high quality inputs.

AAPI represented an opportunity to scale up

with which it also partners, the project relies on

existing USAID investments with proven suc-

its own training officers to build relationships

cess and, in fact, this is now the Feed the Future

with farmers. It currently employs 35 field officers

activity with the broadest geographical reach,

but the chief of party told CSIS that it could easily

operating in 107 of the 128 upazilas that make up

make use of 100.

the zone of influence. When Feed the Future was

By mid-2015, the project had trained nearly

introduced, the project had to shift its geographi-

640,000 farmers on the proper application of

cal focus from other areas into the zone of influ-

these inputs and over 1.5 million farmers had

ence. It found that northern farmers were more

used them in practice.4 Urea briquette machines

progressive by comparison, and more willing to

were sold (on a schedule of declining subsidies)

take up new technologies while the behavioral

to private-sector businesses and individuals who

change components in the south were more

were also provided with technical trainings on

challenging to address adequately. Given limita-

production. Briquette producers, managing a

tions of the public agricultural extension system,

total of 738 machines in the zone of influence,5

⁴ USAID staff.
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were also linked with extension agents through

tional Maize and Wheat Improvement Center

the Department of Agricultural Extension in order

(CIMMYT) and WorldFish. It engaged both cereal

to maximize farmer outreach.

and aquaculture systems, targeting 60,000 farm-

AAPI continues to experiment with improved
mechanized briquette applicators6 as most farmers currently apply the technology manually, an
inefficient, highly labor-intensive process. The
chief of party explained that for the technology
to be sustainable, the next phase should focus on
industrial-level production now that demand has
been created. Given that the Ministry of Agriculture sets urea fertilizer pricing and controls its
geographical distribution, a public-private partnership will be necessary.

ing families with the transfer of new technologies.8 One of the project’s primary goals was to
raise annual income among targeted households
by at least $350. At the project’s end line, it measured an average income gain of $424 among
participant households and $320 among other
households in active regions, a difference attributed in part to project spillover.9 These gains
are impressive but can also not be definitively attributed to the project given the lack of a
counterfactual comparison group. Over 100,000
farmers received training and participated in

The Cereal Systems Initiative for South Asia

field days and nearly 1 million received improved

(CSISA), established in 2009, operates in Nepal,

quality rice seeds tolerant of soil salinity, flood

India, and Bangladesh. It aims to promote durable

submergence, and drought through a spin-off

change at scale in the region’s cereal-based crop-

project. Trial and demonstration plots suggested

ping systems to increase yields while addressing

that farmers using new seeds and management

resource degradation and climate variability.7 Its

practices could expect yields up to 88 percent

objectives include the widespread adoption of

higher than the national average.10

better management practices, with an emphasis
on resource conservation, and the improvement
of policy environments to support the uptake of
sustainable intensification technologies.

Born out of CSISA-Bangladesh was the CSISA
Mechanization and Irrigation project, or
CSISA-MI. CSISA-MI addresses upstream market challenges related to the manufacture and

CSISA-Bangladesh, which closed in September

distribution of machinery in order to improve

2015, was led by the International Rice Research

smallholder productivity during the dry season,

Institute (IRRI) in partnership with the Interna-

when land often remains fallow. In particular, it

IFDC, “AAPI News Bulletin.”
⁶ Ibid.
⁷ “Cereal Systems Initiative for South Asia (CSISA): Overview,” accessed May 5, 2016, http://csisa.org/about-csisa/
overview/.
⁸ International Rice Research Institute, International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center, and WorldFish, “Cereal Systems Initiative for South Asia in Bangladesh Annual Report: October 2013–September 2014,” November 2014, 1,
http://csisa.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2014/06/CSISA-BD-Annual-Report-2014.pdf.
⁹ International Rice Research Institute, International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center, and WorldFish, “Cereal Systems Initiative for South Asia in Bangladesh End of Project Report: October 2010–September 2015,” November 2015.
10
This differential was measured for aman rice. Ibid., 3.
5
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Over 82,000 Bangladeshi farmers are growing wheat for the first time thanks to Feed the Future. Five new climate resilient
varieties were introduced to help smallholders expand their cropping season and significantly increase profits. Unfortunately,
a wheat fungus never seen outside of the Americas was discovered earlier this year, quickly destroying up to 90 percent of
fields affected.

has promoted greater access to low-cost surface

the intent of the visit was to explore advances

water irrigation through commercialization of the

in crop resilience, the sites selected had been

axial flow pump. It has also engaged a variety of

heavily impacted by wheat blast with substantial

equipment dealers and local service providers to

crop losses. The appearance of wheat blast in

facilitate greater smallholder access to mechanical

Bangladesh this year is the first observation of

inputs that improve productivity while reducing

this potentially devastating fungus outside of the

the need for increasingly expensive manual labor.

Americas, and farmers we spoke with were just
coming to terms with its repercussions. CSISA

The CSIS team visited several demonstration

leadership is committed to supporting farmers

sites experimenting with new wheat varietals in

through a mitigation and recovery process, but

Barisal’s char lands, areas within and along river

the setback to the project and to the community

channels vulnerable to extensive flooding. While

is a significant and deeply upsetting one. For fur-

11

Hamel, “Severe, Climate Change-Driven Wheat Fungus Found in Bangladesh, Highlighting Need for Risk Management
Programs,” March 28, 2016, https://www.csis.org/analysis/severe-climate-change-driven-wheat-fungus-found-bangladesh-highlighting-need-risk.

22 | Tracking Promises: Analyzing the Impact of Feed the Future Investments in Bangladesh

ther details, see the CSIS Commentary published

orated with associations in the development of

in March.11

eight new standards that were presented to Feed

The Agro-Inputs Project, implemented by CNFA,
includes four main program interventions. First,
it established the Agro-Inputs Retailers Network
(AIRN), a first-of-its-kind training and advisory
service provider serving agro-input retail dealers.
Given the limited public-sector capacity in extension services, most farmers get their information from other farmers. Informed input dealers
can both supplement and complement public
extension services. By the end of the project’s
third year, AIRN had amassed a membership of

the Future’s Policy Research and Strategy Support Program, described below.14 A multimedia
communications campaign on quality inputs
will target the broader agricultural community in
FY 2016. Finally, the project partners with three
existing national input associations focused on
seeds, fertilizer, and crop protection whose members are largely wholesale distributors and input
supply companies. Specifically, it aims to improve
the business management practices and organizational capacity of these associations.

2,568 retailers.12 AIRN is now receiving support to

Bangladesh is one of few Feed the Future countries

become a self-sustaining entity, with a particular

actively engaged in aquaculture production. US-

emphasis on the proactive inclusion and empow-

AID/Bangladesh has a history of working in aqua-

erment of female entrepreneurs. The project’s

culture dating back to at least 1992.15 Aquaculture

second work area strives to improve input market

for Income and Nutrition (AIN) is one of the largest

information through the creation of a monthly

activities in the portfolio. Approximately 12 million

price outlook bulletin to inform network member

Bangladeshis work in the fisheries sector, a market

retailers of wholesaler prices. Third, it seeks to

that is growing at nearly 6 percent annually.16 Fish

increase the retailer knowledge base of quality

are also overwhelmingly the primary source of

inputs, including the promotion of recognized

animal-based protein in the zone of influence. On

industry standards and conformity with national

average, zone residents consume over 75 grams

registries of approved seeds and agro-chemicals.

of fish per day, five times more than consumption

Adherence to such quality standards is a com-

of both chicken and beef combined.17 Individuals

ponent of the AIRN certification required of all

in the lowest economic quintile still consume 44

members. It has also promoted quality standards

grams of fish each day on average, or 13 times

among 50 input supply companies and collab-

more fish than chicken and beef together.

13

CNFA, “Agro-Inputs Project in Bangladesh Annual Performance Report (Year 3: October 1, 2014–September 30, 2015)”
(Dhaka, Bangladesh, 2015), 6.
13
CNFA, “Agro-Inputs Project Annual Implementation Plan. Year 4: September 17, 2015–September 16, 2016” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, September 17, 2015).
14
CNFA, “Agro-Inputs Project in Bangladesh Annual Performance Report (Year 3: October 1, 2014–September 30, 2015).”
15
USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan,” 28. The Integrated Aquaculture-Agriculture Sustainable Practices
activity ran from 1992 through 2000 and similar activities have been consistently present in the portfolio ever since.
16
International Development Enterprises (iDE), “Powering Aquaculture: Innovating Clean Energy Development for Off-Grid
Communities,” 2016.
17
Ahmed et al., “The Status of Food Security in the Feed the Future Zone and Other Regions of Bangladesh: Results from
the 2011–2012 Bangladesh Integrated Household Survey,” 211.
12
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AIN works in 20 districts to increase aquacul-

improved input and management practices.20

ture productivity and improve nutritional status

The chief of party explained to CSIS that it will

through four components: a) distribution of

also develop a focus on milk-collection centers

high-quality fish and shrimp seed, b) promotion

to improve income-generating opportunities

of improved household aquaculture, c) increased

with a particular focus on women’s engagement.

productivity of, and employment in, commercial

In its first year, the project began work in 11 upa-

aquaculture, and d) improved policies and insti-

zilas in 5 districts but will scale up to a presence

tutional capacities to support sustainable aqua-

in all 20 districts in the zone of influence.21

culture growth.18 By the middle of its fourth year,
560,000 households and generated substantial

Develop agricultural markets,
value addition, and regional trade

improvements in profit margins for both carp

One of the most thoughtfully managed projects

and shrimp, in addition to promoting vegetable

that CSIS encountered is the Agricultural Value

cultivation on pond dykes for income and dietary

Chains (AVC) activity, which takes a dynamic,

diversity. AIN also leveraged over $500 thousand

systems-oriented approach to market develop-

in private-sector investment in the fourth year

ment for both food and nonfood22 agricultural

alone. Among direct project participants, the

crops. The project was originally designed to

$1.25 purchasing power parity (PPP) poverty rate

target 12 priority crops with a focus on the first

fell by 19 percent in the project’s first four years

link in the value chain: producers. It works to

while 74 percent of farmers also increased do-

improve behaviors around supply chain man-

mestic fish consumption. The CSIS team visited

agement practices as well as access to quality

both commercial and household ponds support-

inputs and systems interconnectedness with

ed by the project, in addition to fish and shrimp

crop-specific strategies.23

in spring 2015, the project had reached nearly

19

feed production facilities.

The CSIS team visited several produce aggre-

Finally, one of the newest awards in the Feed the

gation and auction centers in the zone of influ-

Future portfolio is Livestock Production for Im-

ence and met with small-scale producers who

proved Nutrition. The activity aims to improve

described improved access to market informa-

livestock production for both income generation

tion, better prices, and increased profits through

and household nutrition by engaging 82,000

project participation. The project partners with

beef and dairy cattle-owning households with

local private-sector actors that focus both on

WorldFish, “Draft Annual Progress Report (Year 4): USAID-Aquaculture for Income and Nutrition (USAID-AIN)” (Dhaka,
Bangladesh, 2015).
19
Ibid., 6.
20
“Bangladesh–Livestock Production for Improved Nutrition,” ACDI/VOCA, September 2015, http://www.acdivoca.org/
projects/livestock-production-for-improved-nutrition/.
21
Correspondence with chief of party. February 10, 2016.
22
Jute and floriculture.
23
DAI, “2016-Year 3 Q1 Quarterly Report: Bangladesh Agricultural Value Chains (AVC),” January 31, 2016.
18
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Smallholder farmers maximize resources by using the land around their fish ponds to grow tomatoes. Arabindu Baroi, 45,
receives support from a Feed the Future program to better control pest and diseases, improve his production, and increase
his income.

the development of viable business models for

and should be commended for an uncommon

economic sustainability and also on smallholder

level of critical analysis. Likewise, USAID/Ban-

inclusiveness and equity. An impact evaluation

gladesh should be recognized for its emphasis

led by IFPRI will explore questions of a) trust in

on flexibility and adaptation to drive meaningful

the marketplace and b) consumer preferences

and sustainable market-based improvements.

around and demand for improved labeling to
convey quality and nutrition information. The
study will also seek to account for the role of
gender in determining consumption patterns
and should prove relevant and actionable for a
number of projects across the portfolio.

Another unique project within the portfolio is
the Agricultural Infrastructure Development
activity, a partnership with the Local Government
Engineering Department (LGED) to improve the
quality of feeder roads in the vicinity of other
market-integration activities, in order to comple-

Project staff at multiple levels exhibited sophis-

ment investments in agricultural and fish value

ticated and reflective approaches to their work,

chains. This is the first government-to-

identifying leverage points and pitfalls character-

government award in recent history and works

istic of local market conditions and capital flows,

on farm-level irrigation and drainage activities as
Reid Hamel | 25

well as the rehabilitation of market centers in ad-

Michigan State University, Arcadia Bioscienc-

dition to secondary road rehabilitation. Initially a

es and the Bangladesh Rice Research Institute,

four-year project, it will likely be extended for two

and Tufts University. Areas of inquiry include

additional years given the logistical challenges

applications of biotechnology to eggplant and

that commonly characterize infrastructure invest-

potato improvement, stress tolerant rice and

ments. Despite an initial period of 18 months be-

wheat varieties, and testing innovations such as

fore any construction began, the project exhibits

floating gardens, solar-powered cool rooms, and

some impressive successes in terms of capacity

chimney dryers for fish.

building, transparency, and technical best practices. The CSIS team met privately with LGED representatives, who expressed great satisfaction with
the partnership. They explained that the LGED’s
capacity in both technical standards, such as road
fill quality control and environmental mitigation, have improved dramatically. They have also
initiated open and transparent online tendering
processes for contracting implementers and have
convened a series of community meetings in

In late 2013, the government of Bangladesh approved the release of four varieties of Bt (Bacillus
thuringiensis) eggplant seeds to farmers in time
for the year’s growing season. The transgenic
varieties have improved resistance to pests and
diseases and farmers report significant reductions in pesticide usage, thereby lowering production costs, while recording higher yields and
general quality that lead to better market prices.

order to clarify project outputs and address any

Direct engagement with public-sector agricul-

community-level concerns. Contractors are paid

tural extension services, in collaboration with the

in full upon the satisfactory inspection of their

government of Bangladesh, had not been a part

work, a performance-based payment system

of USAID’s portfolio since 1980, until the advent

lauded by LGED officials. The LGED also partners

of Feed the Future.24 IFDC’s urea deep-placement

with the World Bank on larger infrastructure pro-

project, described above, was the first to rees-

cesses but they explained that such quality and

tablish this relationship. Feed the Future’s first

transparency standards have never been a com-

implementation plan identified several weakness-

ponent of those collaborations. USAID deserves

es within the existing extension system, notably

credit for setting a new and higher bar.

inadequate outreach due to both resource and
partnership deficiencies, a lack of technology

Support research capacity and
enhance extension outreach
Research capacity and extension outreach
entail distinct types of investments. The port-

transfer, and poor gender sensitivity. It also pointed out the burdensome duties that fall to extension agents related to the administration and
distribution of fertilizer and fuel subsidies.25

folio includes a number of innovative research

Despite a bevy of identified weaknesses and

activities in partnership with Cornell University,

risks associated with the extension system, Feed

24
25

USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan.”
Ibid.
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the Future supports three distinct projects with

The GAFSP

a central focus on extension services. By far the

created as an intermediary fund in

largest project in the entire portfolio is the Na-

response to the 2009 G20 meeting in

tional Agricultural Technology Program–Phase

Pittsburgh. In addition to the United

II (NATP-2), a $214 million project. NATP-2

States, donors include nine G20

is led by the World Bank, which has commit-

countries28 and the Bill & Melinda Gates

ted $176 million to the initiative, and IFAD ($24

Foundation.29 A total of $1.2 billion

million), while Feed the Future Bangladesh’s

has been pledged to the public-sector

contribution is $8 million for research activities.

window, which supports country-

Nearly national in scale, the project works in

led and regional programs, with an

56 of Bangladesh’s 64 districts, and up to 270

additional commitment of $315 million

upazilas, to improve smallholder productivity

to the private-sector window, which

and market access in cropping, aquaculture,

provides loans, credit guarantees,

and livestock activities. It aims to reach 1 million

and equity to private-sector activities.

direct beneficiaries with demonstrations of 100

Overwhelmingly the largest donor, the

new technologies and to motivate 64 percent

United States had contributed a total

of those reached to adopt new practices. Stake-

of $567 million to the public-sector

holders explained to CSIS visitors that the NATP-

window and $25 million to the private-

1 had confronted a series of implementation

sector window by August of 2015. Unlike

difficulties that frustrated partners. The second

Feed the Future investments channeled

phase has also faced challenges in its first year.

through USAID to 19 focus countries,

A March 2016 status report rated its overall

67 countries with strong agriculture

implementation progress as “unsatisfactory”

investment plans are eligible for GAFSP

and its progress toward achieving its objective

funding.30 GAFSP-supported projects

as “moderately unsatisfactory.”27 Both category

in the subset of 19 focus countries are

ratings represented downgrades from the previ-

also not restricted to operations within

ous assessment and reflected the still-pending

USAID’s zones of influence.

26

mechanism was

government sign-off, without which activities
could not commence.
26

27

28
29

30

World Bank, “Projects: Bangladesh NATP-2: National Agricultural Technology Program—Phase II Project,” accessed May
9, 2016, http://www.worldbank.org/projects/P149553/?lang=en&tab=overview.
World Bank, “Bangladesh NATP-2 Implementation Status & Results Report” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, March 7, 2016), http://
www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/SAR/2016/03/07/090224b0841dd333/1_0/Rendered/PDF/Bangladesh000B0Report000Sequence002.pdf.
Australia, Canada, Germany, Ireland, Japan, Korea, Netherlands, Spain, United Kingdom.
Global Agriculture and Food Security Program, “Funding | GAFSP,” accessed May 9, 2016, http://www.gafspfund.org/
content/funding.
Global Agriculture and Food Security Program, “GAFSP Fact Sheet: Public and Private Sector Windows,” March 31, 2014,
http://www.gafspfund.org/sites/gafspfund.org/files/Documents/GAFSP_Combined_2Page1_March2014_clean.pdf.
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The Integrated Agricultural Productivity Project

The IAPP is one of few projects in the Feed the

(IAPP) is unique in that it is funded through the

Future Bangladesh portfolio subjected to a rig-

multilateral Global Agriculture and Food Security

orous impact evaluation, led by the World Bank’s

Program (GAFSP) and also implemented by the

Development Impact Evaluation (DIME) unit.

World Bank’s Agriculture Practice area but with

DIME is implementing a randomized control trial

no direct involvement of, or coordination with,

to assess the relative efficacy of diverse farmer

USAID. Its activities are not constrained to focus

demonstration plot models to drive technol-

on USAID’s zone of influence.

ogy uptake within the farming community.33

Bangladesh is one of several countries with active
projects in both the public- and private-sector
windows. The IAPP, within the public-sector window, was proposed by the government of Bangladesh in June 2010 and appraised by the World

World Bank staff drew the distinction that the
GAFSP-funded research is primarily supply-side
oriented while research questions within the
NATP-2 project focus more on demand creation
via new technologies and value chain linkages.

Bank for a grant of $46.3 million (73 percent of

Community members living near a newly exca-

the total implementation cost) the following

vated canal told the CSIS team that in addition

year.31 The project works in eight total districts:

to improved agricultural outcomes associated

four in the north and four in the south, with only

with new and rehabilitated water resources, a

one, Barisal (where it works in 26 upazilas),32

secondary benefit of the project came in the

within USAID’s zone of influence. In addition

form of women’s time saved each day because

to management from the World Bank’s Global

they no longer needed to walk long distances

Agriculture Practice, it is supported with technical assistance from the FAO. It seeks to enhance
agricultural productivity and household incomes
while stabilizing household and community-level

to collect water for household uses, including
household gardening. They were able to reallocate hours each day to productive activities as
well as to childcare.

food supplies via the development and adop-

The Agriculture Extension Support Activity

tion of new technologies, improved water man-

(AESA) is led by a local NGO, Dhaka Ahsania

agement practices (including well and pipeline

Mission, and exemplifies the USAID Forward

construction and repair and canal excavation/

strategy in action. Like the two much larger

rehabilitation), and FAO technical assistance.

World Bank projects described above, AESA also

31

32

33

The total project cost was estimated at $63.81 million with GAFSP financing covering 73 percent of that investment.
World Bank, “Project Appraisal Document on a Proposed Grant in the Amount of US$46.31 Million to the People’s Republic of Bangladesh for the Integrated Agricultural Productivity Project,” June 24, 2011.
IAPP, “Integrated Agricultural Productivity Project (IAPP)—Bangladesh Quarterly Progress Report (Duration October to December, 2015)” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, January 2016), http://www.iappbd.com/wp-content/
plugins/google-document-embedder/load.php?d=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.iappbd.com%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2016%2F03%2F9.-Quarterly-Progress-Report-October-December-2015.pdf.
DIME, “The Global Agricultural and Food Security Program (GAFSP) Integrated Agricultural Productivity Project (IAPP)
Impact Evaluation Concept Note,” October 5, 2012, http://www.gafspfund.org/sites/gafspfund.org/files/Documents/
DIME%20IAPP%20Concept%20Note_final.pdf.
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partners with the Department of Agricultural Ex-

within the next tranche of policy support pro-

tension (DAE) by linking agents with small pro-

grams given Bangladesh’s particular vulnerability.

ducer groups, including many women’s groups,
formed by the project. It further promotes the
use of ICT (information and communications
technology) applications to improve farmers’ access to information and has established several
model extension centers to augment demand
for services.34

The International Food Policy Research Institute’s successful Policy Research and Strategy
Support Program (PRSSP) ran from 2010 through
2014 and was renewed for another four-year
cycle as PRSSP II. Its first major task was to
support the government’s development of the
Country Investment Plan (CIP) for agriculture,

To build the management capacity of this local

food security, and nutrition. In spring 2011, it

NGO, an experienced international chief of party

released a report that identified key policy issues

managed the project in its early years before a

mapped to each of the CIP’s 12 priority invest-

qualified local staff member took over the role

ment programs, informing both the second draft

in year three. Despite conscientious efforts by

of the CIP, released that June, and also Feed

USAID to transition procedural and reporting

the Future’s own policy agenda.36 The PRSSP

responsibilities on a manageable schedule, the

has undertaken a variety of data-collection and

requirements of a prime award recipient are

research initiatives, including the most compre-

substantial and Dhaka Ahsania Mission has at

hensive rural national household survey to date

times struggled to meet them and to exhibit

between October 2011 and March 2012, with

the technical leadership required. International

particular attention to zone-of-influence rep-

NGOs acting as sub-awardees on the project

resentativeness, to serve as a baseline for Feed

also expressed a heavy reliance on their expe-

the Future activities. In early 2015, it fielded a

rience and capacity to address challenges and
donor requirements.

Support food and agriculture
policy reform

midline survey, creating the first nationally representative rural panel dataset.37 Other research
streams have informed policy discussions of
women’s empowerment, safety net programming, labor market transformation, rice price

Unlike the agricultural extension service space,

stabilization and stockholding, the fertilizer and

USAID has been consistently engaged in agricul-

seed sectors, fish value chains, and resilience to

tural policy since at least the early 1990s.35 The

natural disasters. PRSSP has also built govern-

initial Feed the Future plan highlights the impor-

ment capacity to translate evidence into action

tance of climate change adaptation strategies

through the establishment of the Agricultural

34
35
36

37

Dhaka Ahsania Mission, “USAID Agricultural Extension Support Activity Annual Report,” November 2015.
USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan.”
Akhter Ahmed, “Seeking Evidence-Based Policy Solutions to Poverty and Malnutrition in Bangladesh: Highlights from
the Policy Research and Strategy Support Program 2010–2014” (Dhaka, Bangladesh: IFPRI, 2014).
IFPRI, “Implementing Mechanism (IM) Performance Narrative for FY 2015: Policy Research and Strategy Support Program (PRSSP),” October 26, 2015.
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Policy Support Unit (APSU) within the Ministry of

ties with micronutrients at an affordable cost

Agriculture. Continued development and sup-

through its 200,000 sales outlets. In contrast to

port of the APSU is a core focus of the program’s

the private dealer networks that comprise a core

second phase, along with a continuation of

element of the agricultural growth side of this

relevant research activities.

food security portfolio, no current nutrition programming links service or commodity provisions

Improve nutritional status

with local retailers.

The 2010 Implementation Plan enumerates 12

The Strengthening Partnerships, Results, and In-

distinct types of nutrition programming that it will

novations in Nutrition Globally (SPRING) project

pursue, including many community-based, so-

is a global award focusing on nutrition systems

cial-behavioral change models as well as improved

strengthening, social and behavior change, ag-

nutrition service delivery as part of primary health

riculture-nutrition linkages, and anemia preven-

care systems. It also proposes supporting govern-

tion with direct operations in seven countries,

ment-sponsored micronutrient supplementation

including Bangladesh.39 The goal of SPRING/

programs, including vitamin A campaigns. The plan

Bangladesh is to improve the nutritional status

states that “it is important to build the capacity of

of pregnant and lactating women and children

the government to collect, analyze and interpret

under two in Barisal and Khulna Divisions via the

nutrition surveillance data” in partnership with the

promotion of essential nutrition actions, essen-

National Nutrition Program and the International

tial hygiene actions, and improved dietary quali-

Center for Diarrheal Disease Research.38

ty and diversity. The project works with govern-

The plan highlights an operational research
agenda that investigates 1) new complementary
food products, such as lipid-nutrient supplement
to be used in feeding programs, and 2) vitamin A
supplementation delivery programs. Such initiatives are oriented around facility-based interventions, an area that the current project portfolio
focuses on less centrally.

ment-sponsored projects through the Ministry
of Health and Family Welfare and the Ministry of
Agriculture, specifically the Directorate of Agriculture Extension (DAE), to integrate essential
nutrition and hygiene actions. It also focuses on
nutrition capacity building among both frontline
health and agriculture extension workers. In FY
2015, it trained over 3,000 frontline health workers and over 1,000 supervisors on the newly ap-

Private-sector channels to improve nutrition are

proved Government of Bangladesh Basic Nutri-

underutilized in the current portfolio despite

tion Training that will be disseminated through

promising early successes. An early social mar-

a network of nearly 1,400 health facilities.40 By

keting program was able to provide communi-

the end of FY 2015, the project had established

38
39

40

USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan,” 32.
SPRING, “SPRING Annual Report: Project Year 4” (Arlington, VA: Strengthening Partnerships, Results, and Innovations in
Nutrition Globally [SPRING], December 2015), https://www.spring-nutrition.org/sites/default/files/spring_annual_report_py4_updated_final_for_usaid_submission.pdf.
Ibid., 11.
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5,141 farmer nutrition schools reaching a total of

it is notable that no nutrition projects are ex-

101,245 mothers of young children with training

clusively or even primarily funded by Feed the

on household agriculture, hygiene, nutrition,

Future. Approximately 80 percent of funding for

and infant and young child feeding practices. It

SPRING, the largest nutrition project, is drawn

now covers 50 percent of the target population

from USAID’s Global Health Bureau.

41

(pregnant and lactating women and children
under two, in line with the 1,000 Days approach)
in its 40 working upazilas, about a third of the
total zone of influence.

The Horticulture Project (2011–2015), implemented by the International Potato Center
(CIP), sought to improve income, nutrition, and
health of 100,000 poor households via promo-

In addition to its direct community and partner
engagement, SPRING/Bangladesh provided nutrition training to other Feed the Future awards,
including for the Aquaculture for Income and
Nutrition (AIN) activity.42 It also partnered with
the Horticulture Project, discussed below, to
connect farmer nutrition school graduates with
affordable and high-quality seeds.43 Technical
and management collaboration with AIN is also
ongoing, as are a number of implementation
research projects.

tion of potato, sweet potato, and a variety of
vegetables44 based on cost-benefit ratios.45 Primary activities included extensive trials to identify high-yielding, stress-tolerant horticultural
varietals; quality seed supply improvements,
including via the empowerment of women’s
associations; home and commercial garden
pilots; value chain development and market
linkages; and nutrition awareness promotion.
It further identified dietary inadequacies in
protein along with a high prevalence of both

The global SPRING project published a landscape

anemia and vitamin A deficiency in the zone

analysis in 2014 of activities across all 19 Feed the

of influence. In its first year, the Horticulture

Future countries that leverage agricultural pro-

Project increased daily per capita vegetable

gramming for nutritional gains. This useful exercise

consumption among participant households

in cross-country comparisons found that Bangla-

significantly among a relatively small number

desh’s multiyear strategy was one of just three that
did not include any standard nutrition indicators in
its agricultural programming at the time.

of pilot households, to twice the national average, but attribution to project interventions is
questionable and beneficiary self-selection like-

While a 20 percent reduction in stunting is one

ly.46 Reported claims of such significant impact

of the two highest-level Feed the Future goals,

should be carefully scrutinized.

41
42
43
44
45

46

Ibid., ix.
Ibid., 42.
Ibid., 45.
Eggplant, beans, tomato, amaranth, kongkong, jute mallow, gourds, and peppers.
International Potato Center, “Horticulture Project Annual Report: 1 October 2011–31 March 2012” (Dhaka, Bangladesh,
December 2012).
Lidan Du, “Leveraging Agriculture for Nutrition Impact Through the Feed the Future Initiative: A Landscape Analysis of
Activities Across 19 Focus Countries,” June 2014, 7.
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The Integrated Agriculture and Health
Based Interventions (IAHBI) activity was
jointly implemented by the FAO and UNICEF
in collaboration with several government
ministries and NGO partners. IAHBI worked
in five upazilas for three years, targeting
50,000 households with 10,000 pregnant and
lactating women and 20,000 children under age five with both nutrition-specific and
nutrition-sensitive agricultural programming

WATER,
SANITATION,
AND HYGIENE
FOR
NUTRITION

at the household and community levels.47 In

Recent studies have suggested

addition to homestead and community food

that improved infrastructure for water, sani-

production and training interventions, the

tation, and hygiene (WASH), WASH education

project supported linkages to existing nutri-

and behavioral change, and government

tion systems with an emphasis on iron-folate
supplementation for pregnant women and
de-worming for children 6 to 23 months old.
Messaging around the 1,000 Days movement did not emerge as prominently in
CSIS’s interviews and visits in Bangladesh as
it has in several other Feed the Future focus
countries visited recently. To ensure that this
movement and other behavior change interventions reach the zone of influence’s large
and dense population, it will be important

partnerships for consistent and coherent
WASH policy and programming can have a
significant impact on the nutritional status of
infants and small children. While WASH has
long been known to play a key role in improving disease outcomes, its potential contribution to improved nutrition has remained
unclear, due in part to the difficulty of measuring its impact.
Acute diarrhea, which undermines nutrient
absorption and growth, is a well-known result
of poor WASH conditions. But researchers are
now looking at another syndrome, Environ-

to partner closely with government actors

mental Enteric Dysfunction (EED), a subclinical

and to advocate for policies that support the

inflammation of the intestines that is thought

operational capacity and resource base nec-

to result in poor nutrient absorption and to

essary to scale up. As recently recommend-

divert energy from growth. EED is hypothesized

ed by a consortium of nutrition donors, this

to be a fundamental contributor to malnutri-

includes support for the development of a
common results and monitoring and evaluation framework for nutrition, “consistent with
those already in place for agriculture, food
47

UNICEF Bangladesh Country Office, Nutrition Section, “Factsheet: Integrated Agriculture and Health
Based Interventions (IAHBI),” January 2014.
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tion, which might explain “a significant portion
of the unresolved stunting affecting one in
every three children in developing countries.”
Studies done in cooperation with USAID,
UNICEF, and the World Bank have suggested
that including WASH interventions in nutrition programming can reduce stunting and
diarrhea substantially more than nutrition

interventions alone. However, research has also

“We need to take the whole WASH research agen-

found that even well-funded WASH efforts can

da just as seriously as we do molecular sequenc-

fail to produce significant and sustainable results

ing and vaccines,” said Dr. Steve Luby, a professor

if improperly administered. For example, an inde-

of medicine at Stanford specialized in infectious

pendent assessment of a project led by UNICEF

diseases and one of the principal investigators.

and the government of Bangladesh, which reached

Research on the impacts of WASH on health are

more than 21.4 million people in 16 districts, found

“under-appreciated and under-financed. We al-

“very little improvements in behaviors (handwash-

ready know if we moved people from rural Ban-

ing practices, use of latrines, observed child feces

gladesh to Western Europe, their health would

disposal, use of improved water, ownership of an

improve. But what we don't know is precisely

improved water source, safe water storage)” and no

why,” he continued.

discernable effects on diarrhea among children in
rural areas. A 2013 USAID assessment of Bangladesh
government efforts to improve WASH identified a
mismatch between policy-level efforts and a lack of
coordination and implementation in practice.

For WASH interventions to have a significant, lasting
impact on childhood nutrition requires a combination of structural, cultural, and educational efforts,
according to a joint report by the World Health
Organization, UNICEF, and USAID. “WASH programs

Despite increased attention to the role of WASH

will have a greater and more sustainable impact

for nutritional gains, much of the existing evidence

when three elements are combined: an enabling

base is observational and not considered authori-

policy and institutional environment, access to

tative. New research on the impact of WASH inter-

good quality hardware and services, and demand

ventions on childhood growth and diarrhea cur-

creation/uptake of services.”

rently underway in Bangladesh has thus garnered
much attention. The eight-year study, known as

Globally, USAID provides about $360 million a year

WASH Benefits, is a cluster randomized control

for WASH, with around 15 percent directed toward

trial jointly led by Bangladesh’s icddr,b, one of the

sanitation. The new USAID/Food for Peace Frame-

world's leading research institutes on diarrhea and

work for Bangladesh calls for “a substantive focus

intestinal diseases, and researchers from Stanford

on promoting water, sanitation, and hygiene and

University, Johns Hopkins University, the Univer-

ensuring an open defecation-free environment.”

sity of California at Davis, and the University of

USAID has also been working with the government

California at Berkeley. WASH Benefits researchers

of Bangladesh on its forthcoming nutrition action

observed that “taken together, the mixed evi-

plan, which is expected to include a significant

dence to date does not conclusively link improved

WASH component. Currently, Feed the Future/

WASH conditions with improved child growth.”

Bangladesh is engaged in so-called “soft WASH”

The research investigates the impact of individual

programs, focused on behavior change. Programs

and combined improvements on water quality,

highlight healthy practices, such as the importance

sanitation, hand washing, and nutrition across six

of safe drinking water, sanitary food preparation and

intervention arms in 720 villages; the $12 million

storage, and hand-washing at critical junctures. But

research project is funded by the Bill & Melinda

without complementary investments that promote

Gates Foundation. The study, which includes a

local, decentralized ownership in the policy en-

parallel trial in Kenya, wrapped up in the spring of

vironment and access to hard infrastructure and

2016 and is expected to release its findings on the

services, behavioral change investments may be

impact on child growth and diarrhea in fall 2016.

insufficient to achieve durable results.
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security and nutrition”48 in the Health, Popula-

The 2010 Plan focuses on the role of Title II Food

tion, and Nutrition Sector Development Program

for Peace programming to create linkages to

and the Country Implementation Plan.

social safety nets, including direct distribution of

The Feed the Future Nutrition Innovation Lab–
Asia has expanded from Nepal into Bangladesh
and Cambodia in recent years. In collaboration with the Feed the Future Innovation Labs

food commodities and food-for-work programming during the lean season. However, of the
current Food for Peace awards, only one is situated within the zone of influence and it operates

for Horticulture and Aquaculture and Fisheries,

intensively in just four upazilas. The Food for

along with other international and local part-

Peace connection is thus inadequate to drive

ners, it seeks to better understand the effects of

meaningful change across the zone.

aquaculture and horticulture interventions on

The national safety net program was estimated to

income and nutrition. A key question from Feed

reach 30 million to 50 million poor people each

the Future’s 2012 learning agenda is identified in

year at the advent of Feed the Future but suffered

the Innovation Lab’s 2015 annual report: “Have

from poor targeting and a lack of oversight and

programs to increase farmers’ incomes resulted
in improved nutrition when not coupled with
nutrition programming?”49 In order to address
this and related questions, a longitudinal panel
study was designed to trace the experience of
zone-of-influence households over several years
in collaboration with IFPRI and five nutritionoriented projects in the portfolio.50 The research
will also test innovative technologies including

accountability. In 2010, USAID/Bangladesh stated
that “USAID anticipates that another governance
program will work with local government in FY
2010 to improve beneficiary targeting and efficiency in food distribution. During Phase 1 implementation, the USG will engage the Government
of Bangladesh on the efficiency of safety nets as
part of broader food security issues.”51

floating gardens on fish ponds, solar-powered

Data findings from the Feed the Future baseline sur-

cool rooms, and chimney dryers.

vey completed by the Policy Research and Strategy
Support Program (PRSSP), introduced above, spurred

Link agricultural development
with safety net and nonemergency
food aid programs
48

49

50

51
52

the World Bank to offer the Government of Bangladesh a $500 million loan to reform its safety net
program.52 Survey results showed that 45 percent of

UNICEF et al., “Undernutrition in Bangladesh: A Common Narrative” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, June 2014), 8, http://scalingupnutrition.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Common-Narrative_BANGLADESH.pdf.
Friedman School of Nutrition Science and Policy, “Innovation Lab for Nutrition - Asia, Annual Report” (Boston, MA: Tufts
University, 2015), 16.
Projects involved in this study are SHIKHA, SPRING, Aquaculture for Income and Nutrition (AIN), Integrated Agriculture
and Health Based Interventions (IAHBI), and the International Potato Center (CIP) Horticulture Project. Friedman School
of Nutrition Science and Policy, “Feed the Future Innovation Lab For Collaborative Research on Nutrition - Asia: Annual
Report FY 2014 (Year 4)” (Boston, MA: Tufts University, January 2014), http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pa00kbs7.pdf.
USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan,” 34.
Ahmed, “Seeking Evidence-Based Policy Solutions to Poverty and Malnutrition in Bangladesh: Highlights from the Policy
Research and Strategy Support Program 2010–2014.”
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Improve adaptation to climate change

rural households participated in at least one safety
net program but that this included just 61 percent of
households in the poorest income quintile and also
22 percent of households in the highest-income
group.53 PRSSP researchers, in collaboration with the

As noted above, the early conceptualization of
policy support for both food security and agricultural reform placed a heavy emphasis on climate
change adaptation through both research and

World Food Program and the government of Ban-

scalable programming.58 While climate change

gladesh, launched the Transfer Modality Research

investments were not explicitly prioritized in the

Initiative in 2012 to determine whether a) cash,

Multi-Year Strategy, in practice the adoption of

b) food, c) a combination of cash and food, or d)

improved, more resilient seed varieties and more

cash or food accompanied by a nutrition behavior

efficient water management practices are a core

change component would lead to greatest welfare

climate change-oriented component of several

impacts for safety net program beneficiaries. It found

activities. The PRSSP activity also engages key

that transfer modalities that incorporated nutrition

government actors on climate change consider-

communications had the largest benefits.54 The

ations and their policy implications.

PRSSP also evaluated Bangladesh’s largest safety net
employment to about 1.5 million people each year

Build stakeholder capacity
for effective aid

during the country’s two lean seasons. On the basis

In the 2010 Plan, this investment area is construed

of its findings that the program was largely success-

primarily as supporting government actors, partic-

ful with minimal leakage and effective targeting, the

ularly the Ministry of Food, and members of civil

government renewed the program. This and other

society with opportunities to engage in robust and

safety net programs (in 2012 there were over 7055)

transparent public debate over food security issues.

accounted for about 12 percent of the total national

The types of programmatic inputs may range from

budget in FY 2014.56 A recent brief authored by three

technical assistance to study tours and are thus

UN agencies, three bilateral donors, the European

cross-cutting initiatives within other technical do-

program, a public works mechanism that provides

Union, and the World Bank also argues for a stronger

mains rather than constituting standalone activities.

nutrition-sensitive orientation within the social pro-

Indirectly, this investment area also pertains to

tection sector, including via cash transfer programs.

USAID Forward as a mechanism to prepare and

57

53

54

55

56

57
58

Ahmed et al., “The Status of Food Security in the Feed the Future Zone and Other Regions of Bangladesh: Results from
the 2011–2012 Bangladesh Integrated Household Survey,” 98.
See this recent comprehensive report for further detail: Akhter U. Ahmed et al., “Which Kinds of Social Safety Net Transfers Work Best for the Ultra Poor in Bangladesh? Operation and Impacts of the Transfer Modality Research Initiative”
(Dhaka: IFPRI, February 2016).
Ahmed et al., “The Status of Food Security in the Feed the Future Zone and Other Regions of Bangladesh: Results from
the 2011–2012 Bangladesh Integrated Household Survey,” 100.
Ahmed, “Seeking Evidence-Based Policy Solutions to Poverty and Malnutrition in Bangladesh: Highlights from the Policy
Research and Strategy Support Program 2010–2014.”
UNICEF et al., “Undernutrition in Bangladesh: A Common Narrative.”
USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan.”
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assist local organizations to effectively man-

Future’s “whole of government” approach, imple-

age USAID agreements and contracts as prime

ments the Food Safety/Sanitary and Phytosani-

awardees. The United Nations Office for Proj-

tary (SPS) Risk Management Program. The food

ect Services (UNOPS) currently implements an

safety regulatory environment is a domain that was

activity titled Organizational Capacity Develop-

highlighted in both government of Bangladesh and

ment for USAID’s Local Implementing Partners

early Feed the Future strategy documents as an

in Bangladesh. It focuses on improving the abili-

important investment area. USAID initiated financial

ty of local partners to meet requirements associ-

support for USDA program development in 2012

ated with U.S. government funding, particularly

to drive improvements across both the health and

in the domains of financial and project manage-

economic landscapes, with a focus on both domes-

ment, procurement, and human resources.

tic consumption and international trade standards.

Other major projects

A 2012 assessment team, with representation from
the Foreign Agricultural Service, the Food and Drug

The Women’s Empowerment Activity (2014–2017)

Administration, the Animal and Plant Health Inspec-

is the only project in the portfolio with a primary

tion Service, USAID, and the private sector recorded

focus on the important economic role of women as

the following observation:

agricultural producers, entrepreneurs, and co-managers of household income and resources. It seeks
to empower 30,000 women and 7,500 men with
training in entrepreneurial literacy, leadership, and
life skills.59 In collaboration with 225 local advisory
committees as well as existing and new women’s
groups spread across 1,350 communities, it aims to

The entire food safety risk chain in Bangladesh
needs not only to be strengthened, but in many
cases a whole SPS system needs to be defined,
developed, and supported. The inability to manage food safety, plant health, and animal health
risk is a major detriment to food security and

improve women’s ability to save, to access credit

domestic public health, and is a major obstacle for

for productive investment, and to access market

developing any type of export program.60

opportunities in collaboration with select Feed

A Washington-based FAS technical adviser told

the Future value chains. In addition to individual-,

the CSIS team that Bangladesh exhibited among

household-, and group-level interventions, com-

the worst food safety systems and standards of

munity-oriented sensitization and behavior change

anywhere he had worked and also that USDA

campaigns are designed to reinforce the linkage
between women’s empowerment and outcomes
related to economic welfare and food security.

would not be present at all in the absence of
Feed the Future. The program was developed in
an unconventional manner, with no clear end

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, one of the 10

date, but USDA began implementation with a

agencies apart from USAID that comprise Feed the

typical USAID five-year model in mind.61

59
60

61

Winrock International, “Feed the Future Bangladesh Women’s Empowerment Activity Fact Sheet,” 2015.
USDA, “Food Safety/SPS Risk Management Program in Bangladesh, Work Plan Fiscal Year 2016” (Washington, DC, August 2015), 6.
USDA, “Food Safety/SPS Risk Management Program in Bangladesh, Work Plan Fiscal Year 2016.”
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Food safety systems protect the food supply through the standardization of measures and protocols
to prevent contamination by toxins, microorganisms, and/or radiological agents during the food-production
process.62 Plant and animal health systems prevent the spread of pests, noxious weeds, and animal disease.

The project seeks to strengthen food safety, plant

Two of the three recently closed awards were situ-

health, and animal health systems via a complex

ated in the Feed the Future zone of influence.65 Save

and highly structured risk identification, assess-

the Children’s Nobo Jibon project worked in three

ment, and management approach. It focuses on

districts of Barisal Division, reaching up to 1 million

the development of technical capacity, enabling

beneficiaries. ACDI/VOCA’s PROSHAR program

policies and regulations, and effective implemen-

operated in three districts of Khulna Division and

tation strategies to enhance both food safety and

engaged up to half a million people.

nutrition, and access to regional and international
trade. The project exhibits clear complementarities

The intensity of multisectoral investment

with other activities in the portfolio, for example

in much smaller geographies is a stark

an integrated pest-management workshop for

distinction between Food for Peace and

public and private extension agents and farmers to
decrease pesticide use and residue found in food.

Feed the Future programming.

Unfortunately, the lack of technical USDA leadership
in Dhaka undermines the project’s ability to coordinate and collaborate with other activities despite
committed management in Washington. With a
relatively paltry annual implementation budget of
just over $1 million, the possible scope and reach of
activities is also quite limited.

Three new Food for Peace projects, totaling $180
million, were awarded in September 2015. Consistent with the previous Food for Peace cycle,
this investment of approximately $36 million per
year between FY 2016 and FY 2020 constitutes a
substantial proportion of total USAID food security

Finally, while not funded as a part of the Feed the

funding in Bangladesh. In a departure from the pre-

Future portfolio, the Food for Peace program traces

vious cycle, only one of the three new awards is sit-

a long history of related food security and poverty

uated within the Feed the Future zone of influence.

alleviation efforts in Bangladesh. The recently com-

World Vision’s Nobo Jatra project is working in

pleted cycle of three awards was initiated in May

two districts and four upazilas of Khulna Division.66

2010 and had a total five-year value of $210 million

The intensity of multisectoral investment in much

in U.S. government contribution63 with an addition-

smaller geographies is a stark distinction between

al $17 million from the government of Bangladesh.64

Food for Peace and Feed the Future programming.

62
63

64

65

66

Ibid., 4.
“USAID Food for Peace Program in Bangladesh Shares Results and Way Forward,” August 13, 2015, https://www.usaid.
gov/bangladesh/press-releases/aug-13-2015-usaid-food-peace-program-bangladesh-share-results.
USAID/Bangladesh Office of Food, Disaster, and Humanitarian Assistance, “Food for Peace Development Food Aid Programs: Achievements and Future Plan,” February 19, 2015.
The third and largest, CARE’s Shouhardo II program, worked in 11 districts of the North Char, Mid Char, Haor, and
Coastal Regions, impacting 1.85 million people. ACDI/VOCA, Save the Children, and CARE, “FFP/MYAP Presentation to
Mr. Matt Nims, Deputy Director of Food for Peace, USAID Bangladesh,” April 24, 2014.
The other two Food for Peace awards are located in Char and Haor regions and, for the first time, in the remote eastern
Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT).
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KIMBERLY FLOWERS/CSIS

One of the newest Feed the Future programs in Bangladesh, Livestock Production for Improved Nutrition, aims to
reach more than 80,000 beef and dairy cattle-owning households. The program will also focus on milk-collection
centers to increase income-generating opportunities, particularly for women.
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5

KEY
QUESTIONS
THE CSIS GLOBAL FOOD SECURITY PROJECT TEAM TRAVELED TO BANGLADESH
in late February and early March 2016 to gain a deeper understanding of the country’s vast
Feed the Future portfolio. The team met with 28 stakeholder groups, including implementing
partners, UN organizations, government bodies, and USAID technical teams (see Appendix A
for full list) and visited eight active projects in Khulna and Barisal Divisions, within Feed the
Future’s geographic zone of influence. The following questions emerged as salient areas for
exploration and discussion in the course of those conversations and visits.
1.

Is there sufficient communication, coordination, and collaboration across
the portfolio?

Yes. USAID Mission staff in Dhaka should be commended for their efforts to facilitate connections across a very broad and diverse set of activities. One manager has regularly convened a group focused on linkages between agriculture and nutrition that was appreciated
by partners. Overall, the CSIS team was highly impressed with the caliber of technical pro-
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gramming and management capacity among

That said, there are a number of critical agri-

USAID and USDA staff, central and regional gov-

cultural services that are either absent from or

ernment partners, and implementing organiza-

underrepresented in the zone of influence. One

tions. The collaborative, flexible, and responsive

stakeholder told the CSIS team that all the mill-

nature of USAID/Bangladesh’s relationships with

ers are located in more northern areas and so

both project implementers and government

it is not possible to forge producer connections

counterparts was repeatedly commented on in

with them. In instances like these where linkages

partner conversations.

to processing and other value-adding services

However, it is also the case that projects are

would be logical, flexibility should be encouraged.

accountable for the activity design, implementation schedule, and targets set forth in their proposals. During the proposal development phase,
it is seldom possible to know where opportunities for cross-project coordination and collaboration may lie. After projects are designed,
collaboration is more challenging to meaningfully integrate when performance objectives are

3. How aligned with the original 2010
Implementation Plan and 2011–2015
Multi-Year Strategy is the current
portfolio?
Feed the Future’s Multi-Year Strategy focuses on
four core investment areas: 1) increased onfarm productivity, 2) increased investment in

discrete. And while there is substantial commu-

market systems and value chains, 3) enhanced

nication across USAID-managed activities, there

food security policy and planning capacity, and

are only tenuous linkages between USAID and

4) enhanced agriculture innovation. The current

the World Bank-managed, GAFSP-funded agri-

portfolio reflects thoughtful engagement with

cultural productivity project.

and support for each of these areas.

2. Should the zone of influence
be expanded?
No. Although Bangladesh constitutes one of
the largest Feed the Future country portfolios,
the population of its zone of influence vastly
exceeds those of other focus countries while
its budget does not. Particularly given the acute

While superseded by the Multi-Year Strategy,
the broader 2010 plan made explicit linkages to
the government’s foundational National Food
Policy Plan of Action across a broader array of
technical domains. The Plan of Action articulates 11 intervention areas to improve food
availability, 7 areas to improve food access, and

food security challenges of this densely popu-

8 to improve nutrition. Under the availabili-

lated, land-strapped region, a thinner geograph-

ty objective, USAID initially foresaw making a

ical spread of resources would not be prudent.

contribution to 9 or 10 of the 11 stated areas.

Appendix C displays the overlap of individual

Under the access objective, it anticipated work-

project activities at the upazila (sub-district) lev-

ing in six out of seven areas, and possibly all

el. While many complementary projects operate

seven. It did not undertake a similar alignment

in the same districts, they may or may not be

exercise for the eight areas that fall under the

present in the same communities.

nutrition objective.
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The subsequent Multi-Year Strategy was pru-

not been a focus of direct beneficiary or com-

dent in narrowing this highly ambitious early

munity-level programming.

conception but a look back at the 2010 plan at
this time proves to be a useful exercise as Feed
the Future/Bangladesh forges its course for the
years ahead. The current portfolio covers an impressively broad swathe of all 26 Plan of Action
priority areas, from research to rural infrastructure to community-based nutrition services. Five
areas in which Feed the Future initially foresaw a
role in 2010 but has not worked (much) in since
merit further consideration going forward:

The National Food Policy Plan of Action articulates agricultural credit and insurance as a priority investment area, “increasing formal credit to
agriculture, especially small and marginal farmers; [and] improving coverage of financial loss
due to production failures.”2 Access to financial
services that both support growth and mitigate
risk is particularly important in an environment
characterized by such frequent weather- and
climate-related shocks.

1. Early warning system development
2. Agricultural disaster framework
3. Effectiveness of targeted food security
programs and other safety nets
4. Agricultural credit and insurance
5. Market-driven education, skills, and
human development

4. Are (small-scale) infrastructure
projects appropriate for, and well
managed by, USAID?
Yes. USAID has shown impressive success in
their collaboration with Bangladesh’s Local Government Engineering Department (LGED). It has
led to improved standards in construction quali-

At the time that the Country Investment Plan

ty, environmental practices, tendering transpar-

was drafted, Bangladesh spent approximately

ency, and community engagement that should

$2.3 billion per year on social safety net pro-

serve as a model for other partners and donors

gramming, or about 2.4 percent of GDP.1 But

(and, indeed, across the agency itself). When the

the quality of social protection suffers from

CSIS team asked representatives from the LGED

targeting and coordination challenges. Safety

whether the World Bank required the same

nets are managed by 13 different ministries as

types of standards in any of these domains, they

well as NGOs operating on a smaller scale, such

informed us that they did not. However, the

as those implementing Food for Peace awards.

LGED is now in the process of adopting them

While the Policy Research and Strategy Support

internally. This represents a remarkable suc-

Program led by IFPRI has led engagement on

cess not only for USAID and the government

the design and evaluation of safety net pro-

of Bangladesh but, more importantly, for the

grams, access to or improved management of

communities and business partners impacted

those programs within the zone of influence has

by infrastructure investments.

1
2

Government of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh, “Bangladesh Country Investment Plan,” 24.
Food Planning and Monitoring Unit (FPMU), Ministry of Food and Disaster Management, “National Food Policy Plan of
Action (2008–2015),” 10.
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5. Does the GAFSP mechanism add value
to the Feed the Future portfolio?

combined and that this factor increases to 13

Somewhat. The GAFSP mechanism is useful in

case to invest in livestock, and particularly large

harnessing a multilateral financial commitment

livestock that requires more substantial input

to food security from G20 countries and the Bill

investments, based on the rationale of animal

& Melinda Gates Foundation to complement U.S.

protein consumption must thus be carefully

government Feed the Future investments. How-

justified.

ever, the GAFSP public-sector window project

The livestock project, which will scale to all 20

in Bangladesh lacks innovative design and is

zone-of-influence districts, focuses exclusively

indistinguishable from many other large World

on cattle-owning households. It targets house-

Bank agricultural projects, even in the eyes of

holds that already own cattle to improve man-

its own project managers. A discussion of the

agement practices rather than promoting the

GAFSP project’s primary focus on agricultural

expansion of cattle ownership, a sound strate-

growth relative to food access and nutritional

gy. It is not clear if the primary aim of the new

outcomes would be worthwhile. GAFSP projects

activity is to spur income or to support nutrition,

are initiated with partner government technical

but a case should be made in either scenario

proposals so, while it is possible that project de-

for the marginally greater efficiency and pro-

signs are constrained by management authority,

poor inclusiveness of investments in livestock

that authority is itself determined by the techni-

as compared to those in other sectors. What

cal emphasis of the project and not vice versa.

is the added benefit of livestock investment

It would be useful to involve both agricultural

that cannot be achieved more inclusively and

growth and nutrition technical support at some

cost-effectively by the current array of activi-

level in all GAFSP awards from early stages of

ties in agriculture and aquaculture? If livestock

concept development.

investments are found to be strategic and effi-

times more fish among the poorest quintile.3 A

cient, are cattle the appropriate target animals?
6. Is the livestock investment
strategy sound?

Zone-of-influence households own just 0.5 milk

Not yet. Given the complete absence of a live-

to 4.7 chickens and 1.8 ducks, and members

stock strategy in the early Feed the Future

of the lowest wealth quintile have fewer cattle

Bangladesh planning documents, the role of

but more chickens.4 A focus on poultry may be

livestock investments in the broader portfolio

more supportive of women’s empowerment as

should be considered more deeply. It bears re-

women are more primarily engaged in smaller

peating that zone-of-influence residents con-

animal husbandry and financial barriers to adop-

sume five times more fish than chicken and beef

tion and expansion are also lower.

cows and 0.6 bullocks on average, compared

Ahmed et al., “The Status of Food Security in the Feed the Future Zone and Other Regions of Bangladesh: Results from
the 2011–2012 Bangladesh Integrated Household Survey,” 211.
4
Ibid., 154.
3
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7.

What is the role of the USAID
Forward policy in Bangladesh’s
Feed the Future portfolio?

find themselves in the position of covering onerous data-management, reporting, and other
requirements on behalf of their local primes.

The USAID Forward policy was announced in

Whether this builds the capacity of new prime

2010. While it is not explicitly mentioned in

awardees over time is unclear. But it is also

Bangladesh’s 2011–2016 Country Development

worth posing the question of whether it should

Cooperation Strategy,5 it is briefly referenced in

be a prerequisite for local organizations to be-

the Feed the Future Multi-Year Strategy. While no

come adept in USAID procedural requirements

specific partners or project areas are alluded to,

when a) this capacity already exists in interna-

the strategy states that a “goal is to increase the

tional partners, in some cases former primes

number of Bangladesh institutions directly man-

who are now subs, and b) USAID is unlikely

aging USAID assistance funds in order to better

to become the primary funder of local orga-

achieve FTF goals and objectives.”6

nizations. Is prime awardee status necessary

Bangladesh data on program funds implemented through local systems is reported by USAID
Forward from FY 2012 through FY 2015.7 Agriculture sector programs in Bangladesh are included
in records for FY 2013 and FY 2015.8 Projects in
the current portfolio that fall under the USAID
Forward umbrella include the Agricultural Extension Support Activity (AESA), implemented
by Dhaka Ahsania Mission, and the Agriculture
Infrastructure Development Project, a unique bilateral award to the government of Bangladesh’s
Local Government Engineering Department.
Partners in each project described both successes and challenges of local award management.

to better engage local organizations or might
a strong subgrantee relationship be sufficient
while alleviating local organizations of burdensome, USAID-specific management practices
that do not build generalized capacities suitable
for other partnerships?
8. What is the role of Food for Peace
and is there sufficient coordination
with Feed the Future?
Five years on, the interrelationship between
Feed the Future and Food for Peace remains
murky. The Food for Peace investment in Bangladesh is both substantial and longstanding but
new expectations and burdensome reporting

The success of locally led projects is mixed.

requirements from both Food for Peace and

While local partners have technical competence

Feed the Future (some projects are accountable

in activity management, they may have limited

for over 80 indicators) have led to confusion and

or no experience managing USAID grants or

frustration. A Food for Peace implementing part-

contracts, which can be quite cumbersome. In

ner in the first year of a new award explained

practice, international subawardees sometimes

that monitoring and evaluation messaging from

USAID/Bangladesh, “Bangladesh Country Development Cooperation Strategy FY2011-FY2016,” September 2011.
⁶ USAID Feed the Future, “Bangladesh FY 2011–2015 Multi-Year Strategy,” 18.
⁷ As of mid-April 2016. “USAID Forward,” accessed April 21, 2016, https://www.usaid.gov/usaidforward.
⁸ Though, oddly, not for FY 2014 despite the continuity of one project reported in both the preceding and following years.
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USAID/Bangladesh emphasized that their metrics and impact measurements would be includ-

9. How is monetization working?
Bangladesh is the only country to monetize

ed within Feed the Future results, despite the

U.S. commodities directly to a host government

project falling well outside of the geographical

and, after the passage of the 2014 Farm Bill, the

zone of influence. The interviewee observed,

last country to continue monetization for Food

“we aren’t the zone of influence, but we’re the

for Peace development programs. Between FY

zone of results.”

2011 and FY 2014 (the previous award cycle),

The issue of investment intensity should also be
confronted. While large Feed the Future awards
are active in a majority of the zone of influence’s
128 upazilas (sub-districts), the new $75 million
Food for Peace award will work in just four. The

Food for Peace contributed between 59,000
and 81,000 metric tons of wheat each year for
both monetization and direct distribution within its programs9 (direct distribution has been
on the order of 10,000 MT per year10). The 2014
Bangladesh Bellmon analysis, which assesses

$32 million Accelerating Agriculture Productivity

market impacts of U.S. food assistance, found

Improvement (deep-placement urea) activity, in

no negative repercussions of monetizing wheat

contrast, works in 107 upazilas, the $25 million

directly to the government of Bangladesh, which

Aquaculture for Nutrition award has a presence

distributed an annual average of 665,000 MT of

in over 80, and the $14 million Agro-Inputs ac-

wheat between 2009 and 2012 in its Public Food

tivity works in over 70.

Distribution System. Title II monetized wheat

This difference in resource concentration is
largely attributable to the nature of Food for
Peace programming, which targets the most
vulnerable population segments and often involves direct food aid transfers as well as inten-

constituted just 2.1 percent of total wheat imports over the same period.11 The government
agrees to pay 85 percent of the cost and freight
value of the wheat but subtracts a logistical
management fee of 2.5 percent, resulting in a
cost recovery rate of 82.9 percent.12 The 2014

sive nutritional engagement with mothers and

Bellmon analysis recommended that wheat

caregivers. Given that funding sources, bene-

monetization continue but also that a shift to

ficiary targeting, and geography often do not

non-U.S. flagships for commodity transport

overlap between Feed the Future and Food for

could substantially improve cost recovery given

Peace, the rationale of aggregating results across

the significantly higher cost associated with U.S.

the two is not always logical.

flag vessels.

⁹ USAID, “Fiscal Year 2013 Food for Peace Fact Sheet | U.S. Agency for International Development,” June 27, 2014, http://
www.usaid.gov/what-we-do/agriculture-and-food-security/food-assistance/quick-facts/fiscal-year-2013-foodpeace.
10
Fintrac, Inc., “USAID Office of Food for Peace Bangladesh USAID-BEST Analysis,” May 2014, https://www.fintrac.com/
sites/default/files/Fintrac_BEST_Bangladesh2014_ReportandAnnex.pdf.
11
Ibid., 87.
12
Ibid., 84.
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Challenging for implementing partners is the fact

In a January 2016 presentation of select midline

that each awardee has a separate monetization

indicators, IFPRI’s PRSSP project showed that

process managed and funded by a distinct line

poverty levels in the zone of influence, captured

ministry associated with their project. Assigned

by the percentage of the population living on less

line ministries have divergent levels of experience

than the equivalent of $1.25 per day, had already

working with Food for Peace and confusion about

fallen by 16 percent between 2011 and 2015, from

logistical sequencing and funding flows can result

40.5 percent to 34 percent.13 This represents four-

in delays for both efficient commodity manage-

fifths of the stated 20 percent poverty reduction

ment and transfer and, ultimately, program activity

goal, but it is worth repeating that rural wages

initiation. In one instance of an inexperienced line

have increased substantially over recent years

ministry, local government officials misunderstood

due to factors beyond the influence of Feed the

that their budget would need to cover the proj-

Future programming, most notably the growth of

ect’s wheat sale, believing instead that the transfer

the garment sector and rural-to-urban migration,

would be into, rather than out of, their coffers. Fur-

as discussed in Chapter 1.

ther confusion ensued when officials also learned
that the wheat would be supplied to a central government repository for national program distribution rather than for use in their own region. Food
for Peace acknowledges the challenges of working
with new ministries and avows to start negotiations earlier in the future.
10. Is Feed the Future Bangladesh on track
to meet its 2017 impact goals?
Overall, Feed the Future Bangladesh has made
impressive progress in the past five years and
has demonstrated exceptional collaboration and

A similar reduction in the prevalence of stunting is reflected between the 2011 and 2014 DHS.
However, it bears repeating that stunting findings
drawn from DHS are not representative of the zone
of influence. Rather, they encompass Khulna and
Barisal Divisions, excluding the 29 upazilas located
within Dhaka Division. Between 2011 and 2014, the
average pooled stunting prevalence in these two divisions fell from 38.2 percent to 32.7 percent, a 14.4
percent reduction. Consistent with poverty findings,
this substantial decline in stunting suggests that a
20 percent reduction by 2017 is within reach.

partnership with a wide variety of stakeholders.

Positive trends in these two key indicators are

Midline survey results suggest that these stead-

favorable and promising, but Feed the Future’s

fast and coordinated efforts have begun to bear

contributions to such changes are impossible

fruit. However, any positive population-level

to isolate, a fact acknowledged by USAID. While

trends observed between baseline and midline

programs may play an instrumental role in driv-

surveys are suggestive of Feed the Future activi-

ing these trends, Feed the Future should simulta-

ty contributions but must not be mistaken for, or

neously place a greater emphasis on identifying

mischaracterized as, causal impacts.

direct program impacts in order to drive strategic
planning for future programs.

13

Akhter Ahmed, “Selected Indicators for the Feed the Future Zone of Influence: Change from 2011 Baseline to 2015 Midline” (Dhaka, Bangladesh, January 10, 2016).
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SALMAN SAEED

The nutritional status of women and children in Bangladesh has improved significantly over the past decade.
Childhood stunting decreased by 14 percent between 2011 and 2014. Despite these gains, nutrition-specific Feed the
Future programs could be expanded, as a majority of nutrition funding is being drawn from the Global Health Initiative.
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6

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Expand both nutrition-specific and nutrition-sensitive programming, possibly
through GAFSP and/or biofortification activities in the future.

Nutrition-specific programming in the portfolio is of high quality but could be substantially expanded given the highest-level objective of Feed the Future to reduce stunting in the
zone of influence by 20 percent by 2017. While finances are difficult to trace, Feed the Future Bangladesh allocates less than 20 percent of its total budget to nutrition programming
despite nutritional gains constituting one of its two highest goals. This balance should be
reconsidered if additional funding to support nutrition cannot be leveraged from the Bureau
for Global Health. Ultimately, the source of funds is less meaningful than the adequacy of
nutrition investment and, at present, additional resources could be put to great use.
The quality of nutrition-sensitive programming within activities focused on agricultural
production and market integration is difficult to ascertain. At the same time, nutritional gains
are, appropriately, not a central goal of such programming and thus program leadership is
not accountable for the nutritional status of their beneficiary communities. USAID/Bangla-
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desh clearly identified the need for more robust

needs, which protects against stunting, diarrheal

and better-integrated nutrition programming

disease, and respiratory infection, new zinc rice

but currently lacks the resources, including

varieties are both high yielding and pest resistant.

technical and managerial staff, and flexibility to

Feed the Future should consider an explicit bio-

implement it.

fortification strategy in this country where people

It is possible that nutrition-specific or (more)
nutrition-sensitive programming could be spear-

derive 71 percent of daily calories from rice.

tions. Given the predominance of agricultural

2. Improve explicit linkages to financial
services, including financial education
and risk management products that
support climate change adaptation.

productivity investments, the channeling of

The World Bank’s 2013 Doing Business report

additional funds for a focus on nutrition would

identified access to affordable finance as one of

be well placed. For example, a 2013 World Bank

the top four constraints to Bangladeshi business

publication assessed that micronutrient inter-

development.2 A newer index, Enabling the Busi-

ventions in Bangladesh could be scaled up for

ness of Agriculture, scores Bangladesh at 60 out

headed through the GAFSP mechanism in order
to leverage a broader base of donor contribu-

less than $65 million per year and that returns
on investment are 8 to 30 times the cost.

1

of a possible 100 points for financial services.3
While microfinance institutions have a 40-year

Feed the Future’s market orientation also pro-

history in Bangladesh, only 47 percent of Ban-

vides it with a comparative advantage to engage

gladeshi adults said they either “fully” or “some-

private-sector actors working in biofortification.

what” trust these organizations in 2013.4 Just 14

HarvestPlus, whose founding director is a recipient

percent of the rural population owned a bank

of the 2016 World Food Prize, works with over 30

account in 2014 and, among all account hold-

government, business, and civil-society partners

ers, 82 percent have savings accounts but only

to promote the development and widespread

1 percent have active loans.5 The use of mobile

adoption of zinc rice throughout Bangladesh. In

money services has grown exponentially in

addition to providing up to 60 percent of daily zinc

recent years6 but the nature of available services

¹ World Bank, “Nutrition at a Glance: Bangladesh” (Washington, DC, 2013), http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2013/05/10/000445729_20130510153821/Rendered/PDF/772170BRI0Box00angladesh0april02011.pdf.
² World Bank, “World Bank Provides Financing to Strengthen Financial Sector and Improve Agricultural Productivity in
Bangladesh,” accessed May 10, 2016, http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2015/06/08/world-bank-provides-financing-to-strengthen-financial-sector-and-improve-agricultural-productivity-in-bangladesh.
³ World Bank, Enabling the Business of Agriculture 2016: Comparing Regulatory Good Practices (Washington, DC: World
Bank, 2016), http://elibrary.worldbank.org/doi/book/10.1596/978-1-4648-0772-5.
⁴ InterMedia, “Bangladesh: Steps toward Financial Inclusion. Highlights from the FII Tracker Survey and Qualitative Studies
on Access and Use of Banking and Mobile Money Services Conducted September–October 2013,” accessed May 12,
2016, http://finclusion.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/InterMedia-FII_Bangladesh_Year-1-Wave-Report.pdf.
⁵ InterMedia, “Bangladesh: Steps toward Financial Includsion 2014 (Wave 2),” accessed May 12, 2016, http://finclusion.
org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/InterMedia-FII-Wave-2-Bangladesh-Wave-Report.pdf.
⁶ Registered accounts grew from about 400,000 in 2012 to 16.7 million in mid-2014; 95 percent of adults have access to
a mobile phone. Ibid.
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is not well aligned with the needs of small and

risk pooling. Agricultural credit and insurance is

medium-sized businesses. Informants told CSIS

also a priority area under the National Food Pol-

that financial services in the aquaculture sector

icy Plan of Action and one that Feed the Future

are particularly limited.

should consider supporting as it devises its next

The Agricultural Value Chains (AVC) project
notes that microfinance institutions offer limited
products suitable for commercial investment.
It also observes that many farmers work with a
single NGO that has a microfinance wing and
thus they do not receive full information about

multiyear strategy.
3. Extract greater value from
USDA technical expertise through
expanded programming and the
prioritization of a Dhaka-based senior
FAS staff member.

available financial products and services.7 AVC

The USDA Food Safety/SPS Risk Management

has worked to both increase informal financial

Program is an incredibly important portfolio

services and to facilitate venture capital invest-

component given the prevailing food safety

ments that can better meet the needs of small

environment, the emphasis on value chains and

and medium enterprises.

improved regional trade, urbanization trends,

Feed the Future could do more to connect their

and the comparatively small program investment

beneficiaries, as individuals and groups, to an ar-

relative to the large swathes of people who stand

ray of financial services that would better insu-

to benefit from its successes. The USDA offers

late them against shocks in addition to support-

great technical complementarities to USAID in the

ing growth. While the pillar of climate change

whole-of-government initiative and holds a great

adaptation was dropped as a priority in Feed the

repository of food safety expertise that Feed the

Future/Bangladesh’s Multi-Year Strategy, it has

Future could better avail itself of. Foreign Agri-

remained one of four development objectives in

cultural Service staff in Washington explained to

the Country Development Cooperation Strate-

the CSIS team that Bangladeshi consumers suffer

gy,8 and Bangladesh has simultaneously been

from “indoctrination” of food using toxic chem-

elevated as a priority country for the Global

icals, including formaldehyde, to keep it looking

Climate Change Initiative. Feed the Future’s 2010

fresh, that illegal pesticides that include lead are

plan suggested investments at the nexus of cli-

prevalent, and that arsenic levels and microbial

mate change adaptation and food security such

contamination associated with soil salination are

as “risk transfer mechanisms to help protect

alarming. FAS staff also told CSIS that they would

productive assets in the face of extreme shocks.”

not have a presence in Bangladesh without Feed

Plausible approaches to achieve this objective

the Future funding, despite the high level of need.

could include private- or public-sector insur-

While the current project focuses on food safety,

ance products, cash transfers, weather-indexed

the USDA has additional relevant expertise in mar-

lines of credit, or producer collectivization and

ket information systems, soil science, and a host

⁷ DAI, “2016-Year 3 Q1 Quarterly Report: Bangladesh Agricultural Value Chains (AVC).”
⁸ USAID/Bangladesh, “Bangladesh Country Development Cooperation Strategy FY2011–FY2016.”
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of statistical services that Feed the Future could

safety technical expertise and b) the placement

take greater advantage of.

of a permanent FAS staff member within the U.S.

The USAID/Enabling Agricultural Trade (EAT) project identified the importance of phytosanitary
controls across South Asia in a 2014 report. The
9

South Asian Association of Regional Countries
(SAARC)10 Seed Forum was newly established in
Dhaka at that time. The report explained that “a
rational design would be to prevent introduction
of pests into South Asia, an area bounded by the
Himalayas in the north and by mountains east of
Myanmar and west of Pakistan.”11

embassy be prioritized.
4. Reassess Food for Peace strategy and
its relationship with Feed the Future
In its 2015–2019 Food Security Country Framework for Bangladesh, Food for Peace identifies
three program priorities: 1) to increase food
productivity and income levels of food-insecure
households, 2) to increase household resilience
to climate change and other shocks, and 3) to
reduce chronic and acute malnutrition among

While technical USDA staff in Washington, D.C.,

children under 5 years of age.13 The question

are highly engaged with their programming,

must be posed: how are these priorities differ-

the lack of technical leadership embedded at

ent from, or complementary to, those of Feed

the Mission is problematic for efficient program

the Future? CSIS finds that they are somewhat

management as well as partnership with and

redundant. While Food for Peace managers and

knowledge transfer to the government of Bangla-

partners frequently noted that Title II program

desh, consistent with the USAID Forward agenda.

beneficiaries represent a different, more vulner-

The Feed the Future 2010 Implementation Plan

able economic segment of the population, this

identified this staffing deficit early on, explaining

distinction is seldom raised by those engaged

that “the scope and scale of the FTF [sic] Initiative

with Feed the Future.

and other USDA priorities in Bangladesh make it
increasingly necessary for FAS to maintain a full
time American presence in Dhaka, a move we
would strongly support.”12

While different wealth quintiles can certainly
benefit from appropriately tailored programming,
consistent with social protection and graduation
models of development, it is also not clear how

CSIS recommends that a) USDA projects be

most Food for Peace activities are sustainably

expanded to take greater advantage of food

achieving that goal. Programs work intensively

⁹ USAID/Enabling Agricultural Trade project, “Regional Trade in Seed, Fertilizer, and Strategic Grains: A Review of the Legal, Regulatory, and Institutional Constraints to Growth Across South Asia” (USAID, April 2014).
10
SAARC member countries are Bangladesh, Bhutan, Maldives, India, Pakistan, Nepal, and Sri Lanka. The SAARC Preferential Trading Agreement (SAPTA) was signed in 1993 and put in force in 1995.
11
USAID/Enabling Agricultural Trade project, “Regional Trade in Seed, Fertilizer, and Strategic Grains: A Review of the Legal, Regulatory, and Institutional Constraints to Growth Across South Asia,” 100.
12
USAID, “Bangladesh FY 2010 Implementation Plan,” 44.
13
Rich Magnani et al., “USAID Office of Food for Peace Food Security Country Framework for Bangladesh (FY 2015-2019)”
(Washington, DC: FHI 360/FANTA, February 2015), 2, https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1866/Bangladesh%20_FSCF_FINAL.pdf.
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in small numbers of different upazilas every five

runs for five years and this longer implementa-

years (the 2015–2019 strategy recommended a

tion timeline, coupled with augmented resources,

contraction in geographical coverage) and often

would allow this singular gender activity to reach

provide conditional or unconditional transfers,

a broader swathe of the target population and po-

in the form of food, cash, or vouchers, directly to

tentially also to build gender integration technical

beneficiaries rather than building the capacity of

capacity within other projects in the portfolio.

local and national institutions. Engagement with
the private sector has been minimal and opportunities to engender a more supportive economic enabling environment are often missed. It is
worth asking whether, with a budget of $210 million over the last five-year cycle and $180 million
for the current one, Food for Peace nonemergency programming represents the most logical,
efficient, and sustainable allocation of such vast
resources in Bangladesh, or whether a different
approach that better leverages economic opportunity, public welfare/safety net systems, or both,
may have broader and more sustainable impacts
on poverty and malnutrition.

There is also a broad consensus within the community of practice that infrastructure projects
frequently require investment windows beyond
the typical five-year scope. In light of this general understanding and the delayed but now very
promising successes of the LGED Agricultural
Infrastructure Development activity, it is recommended that such infrastructure investments be
furnished an 8- to 10-year performance period
to maximize impact.
6. Build on successes of results-based
financing and transparent tendering
and community engagement
processes

5. Better align activity types and project
lifecycle durations

Representatives of the Local Government Engi-

The Women’s Empowerment Activity (WEA),

in both technical standards, such as road-fill qual-

the portfolio’s only gender-focused project, is

ity control, and in environmental mitigation have

just three years in duration. Given the well-

improved dramatically through the current part-

documented importance of women as media-

nership. They have initiated open and transparent

tors of household food security and children’s

online tendering processes for contractors and

nutritional outcomes, a robust gender focus is

have convened a series of community meetings

important to mainstream throughout the port-

in order to clarify project outputs and to address

folio. While each project is encouraged to adopt

community concerns. Contractors are paid in full

a gender strategy, most are not accountable for

upon the satisfactory inspection of their work

gender equity or empowerment outcomes, and

and this performance-based payment system

the adage of “what gets measured gets man-

was lauded by LGED officials. USAID deserves

aged” applies. The WEA represents a relatively

credit for achieving these standards and should

small investment, at about $6 million over three

prioritize the documentation and dissemination

years, and operates in just 31 of the zone of

of successes in a less conventional technical area

influence’s 128 upazilas. A typical USAID activity

for the agency so that USAID offices and partners

neering Department told CSIS that their capacity
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around the world can learn from their experience.
7.

Clarify performance targets while
investing in higher-quality evaluations

that monitoring and evaluation reporting requirements were overly burdensome with limited utility.
As explained in the previous point, many factors
contribute to the impossibility of assessing pro-

With zone-of-influence population-level targets

grammatic impact with descriptive cross-sectional

for reductions in poverty and stunting among

data from households and communities exposed

27 million people, with over 30 unique technical

to a number of Feed the Future and other donor

activities operating across varied shares of that

interventions concurrently, in addition to shift-

population (and amidst an array of other do-

ing economic, health, and social conditions. It is

nors), and with a host of concurrent economic

also not generally the comparative advantage of

shifts impacting zone-of-influence communities

many program-implementing partners to collect

on a nonuniform basis, it is impossible to attri-

high-quality, representative data. Particularly in

bute any observed changes in these two key

such a donor- and project-saturated environment,

indicators to any single activity or, indeed, to the

project-specific process and output indicators may

portfolio as a whole. Feed the Future has shifted

be more appropriate to benchmark activity com-

the tenor of its messaging from statements of

mitments. At the same time, a more creative and

causal impacts to statements of contributory in-

parsimonious approach to gauging project-spe-

vestments. This is a positive evolution for which

cific or portfolio-wide impact could be paired

credit is due, but it also begs the question of

with better evaluation practices to generate more

how those contributions should then be eval-

compelling evidence of true change attributable

uated. Feed the Future should prioritize the in-

to Feed the Future investments while reducing

corporation of more rigorous impact evaluations

cumbersome data-collection requirements. Ex-

throughout its vast portfolio that identify plau-

cessive data collection in the absence of thought-

sible counterfactual groups in order to generate

ful analytical applications is a problem besetting

a more compelling evidence base. The initiative

many international development programs.

could also provide thought leadership in the
development or elevation of proxy measures to
better capture shifts in market systems dynamics for which counterfactuals are challenging or
cost-prohibitive to collect.

9. Increase transparency of financial
data with particular attention to
disaggregating portfolio contributions
from Feed the Future, Global Health,
and Food for Peace

8. Reduce burdensome monitoring
and evaluation data reporting
requirements

Tracking down portfolio-wide and project-

A number of key informants across agricultural

cago Council on Global Affairs14 and others. The

and nutrition technical sectors expressed to CSIS

CSIS team triangulated figures from project doc-

14

specific investment data poses a significant challenge, as has already been identified by The Chi-

Charles Hanrahan, “Global Food Security by the Numbers,” 2015, http://www.thechicagocouncil.org/sites/default/files/
GFS_by_the_Numbers_Report.pdf.

52 | Tracking Promises: Analyzing the Impact of Feed the Future Investments in Bangladesh

umentation, USAID/Bangladesh records, USAID
Forward budgetary documents, USAID.gov and
USAID project websites, foreignassistance.gov,
and numerous Congressional Budget Justifications, and many inconsistencies were identified.
The largest active nutrition project in the Bangladesh portfolio, SPRING, receives approximately
80 percent of its funding from Global Health
rather than Feed the Future. The U.S. government
should make the identification of annual Feed the
Future funding, both commitments and actual
expenditures, by source and activity more transparent while reconciling discrepancies across the
above-listed budget sources.
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APPENDIX A

Feed the Future Bangladesh
Stakeholder Meetings
That Informed This Report
in WASHINGTON, D.C.
Development Alternatives, Inc. (DAI)

Helen Keller International

CARE USA

USAID Bureau for Food Security

Embassy of Bangladesh

USAID Office of Food for Peace

Global Agriculture and Food Security
Program of the World Bank

USDA Foreign Agricultural Service
World Vision

in DHAKA, BANGLADESH
ACDI/VOCA
Bangladesh Local Government
Engineering Department

International Fund for Agricultural
Development (IFAD)
Innovations for Poverty Action (IPA)

Bangladesh Ministry of Food, Food Planning
and Monitoring Unit

Strengthening Partnerships, Results,
and Innovations in Nutrition Globally (SPRING)

Bangladesh National Nutrition Service

UNICEF

CARE

UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)

Cultivating New Frontiers in Agriculture (CNFA)

UN World Food Program (WFP)

Development Alternatives, Inc.

USAID/Bangladesh, Economic Growth

Dhaka Ahsania Mission

USAID/Bangladesh, Food for Peace

Helen Keller International

USAID/Bangladesh, Mission Director

International Development Enterprises (iDE)

USAID/Bangladesh, Nutrition

International Fertilizer Development Center (IFDC)

Winrock International

International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI)

World Bank Agriculture

International Maize and Wheat Improvement
Center (CSISA)

World Vision
WorldFish

International Rice Research Institute (IRRI)
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APPENDIX B

Feed the Future Bangladesh Key Project List
Domain

Increased
Agricultural
Production

Project
Name

Implementing
Partner

Implementation
Period

Accelerating Agriculture
Productivity Improvement (AAPI)

International Fertilizer
Development Center
(IFDC)

$31,846,000

2010–2016

CSISA-Mechanization
and Irrigation (CSISA-MI)

International Maize and
Wheat Improvement
Center (CIMMYT)

$12,500,000

2013–2018

National Agricultural
Technology Project—
Phase II (NATP-2)

World Bank International $214,000,000 total;
$8,000,000 from
Development Association
USAID

2015–2021

Agro-Inputs Project

CNFA

$14,028,602

2012–2017

Aquaculture for Income
and Nutrition (AIN)

World Fish Center

$25,000,000

2011–2016

Livestock Production for
Improved Nutrition

ACDI/VOCA

$6,000,000

2015–2020

ACI-IRRI Public-Private
Partnership for Rice
Breeding and Seed in
Bangladesh

International Rice Research Institute (IRRI)

$6,470,000 total;
$2,970,000 from
USAID

2015–2020

Subtotal (USAID)

Market
Integration

Award
Amount

$100,344,602

Agricultural Value
Chains (AVC)

Development
Alternatives, Inc. (DAI)

$34,233,348

2013–2018

Rice Value Chain Activity

International Rice
Research Institute (IRRI)

$3,000,000

10/2015–
12/2016

Cold Chain Bangladesh
Alliance (CCBA)

Winrock International

$15,175,233 total;
$4,975,233 from
USAID

2013–2016

$1,750,000

2013–2015

$15,000,000

2013–2016 (extension to 2018
likely)

$4,900,000 total;
$297,920 from
USAID

2013–2020

$11,994,806

2013–2018

Mobile Solutions
Technical Assistance and FHI 360
Research (mSTAR)
Agricultural Infrastructure Development

Local Government
Engineering Department
(LGED)

Loan Portfolio
Guarantee Program

BRAC Bank

Trade Facilitation Activity

International Business
Initiative (IBI)

Subtotal (USAID)

$59,256,501
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Domain

Research
and
Extension

Project
Name
South Asia Eggplant Improvement Partnership
Biotechnology
Partnership (Bt Potato)
Borlaug Higher
Education Agricultural
Research and
Development (BHEARD)
Abiotic Stress Tolerant
Rice and Wheat
Agricultural Extension
Support Activity
National Agricultural
Technology Project—
Phase II (NATP-2)
Integrated Agricultural Productivity Project
(IAPP)

Implementing
Partner

Award
Amount

Implementation
Period

Cornell University

$4,800,677

2015–2018

Michigan State University

$5,986,030

2015–2020

Michigan State University

$7,500,000

2012–2019

Arcadia Biosciences, Inc.

$2,697,488

2011–2016

Dhaka Ahsania Mission

$19,102,419

2012–2017

World Bank International $214,000,000 total;
Development
$8,000,000 from
Association
USAID

2015–2021

The World Bank
(GAFSP Mechanism)

2011–2016

Subtotal (USAID)

Policy

$46,310,000 total,
none from USAID

$ 48,086,614

National Food Policy
Capacity Strengthening
Program

Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO)

$10,175,152

2005–2015

Policy Research and
Strategy Support
Program (PRSSP) II

International Food Policy
Research Institute (IFPRI)

$8,101,528

2014–2018

Meeting the Undernutrition Challenge
(MUCH): Strengthening
the Enabling Environment for Food Security
and Nutrition

Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO)

$20,000,000 total;
$9,743,678 from
USAID

2015–2020

Subtotal (USAID)

$43,097,846
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APPENDIX B
Domain

Nutrition

Project
Name
Strengthening Partnerships, Results, and
Innovations in Nutrition
Globally (SPRING)
SHIKHA
Integrated Agriculture
and Health Based Interventions (IAHBI)

Implementing
Partner

Award
Amount

Implementation
Period

JSI Research and Training Institute, Inc.

$15,000,000

2011–2016

FHI 360

$9,000,000

2013–2016

FAO, UNICEF with NGO
partnership from World
Vision and CARE

Horticulture Project

International Potato
Center (CIP)

$10,600,000

2011–2015

Aquaculture-Horticulture for Nutrition
Collaborative Research
Project (Innovation Labs
research project)

Tufts University

$4,250,000

2014–2018

Subtotal (USAID)

Other

2012–2015

$43,097,846

Women's Empowerment
Winrock International
Activity (WEA)

$5,972,046

2014–2017

Food Safety and Certification - Food Safety/
SPS Risk Management
Program

$3,600,000

2012–2016

Accelerating Capacity for International Business &
Technical Consultants,
Monitoring and Evaluation (ACME)
Inc. (IBTCI)

$10,798,330

2014–2018

Organizational Capacity Development (OCD)
for USAID's Local Implementing Partners in
Bangladesh Activity

$3,000,000

2014–2017

United States
Department of
Agriculture (USDA)

United Nations Office
for Project Services
(UNOPS)

Subtotal (USAID)
Total USAID Investment

$23,370,376
$302,176,297
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APPENDIX C

Barguna

Barisal

Bhola
BARISAL
Jhalokati

Patukhali

Pirojpur
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NJ

Horticulture

IAHBI

Nutrition

Amtali
Bamna
Barguna Sadar
Betagi
Patharghata
Agailjhara
Babugani
Bakergani
Banaripara
Gaurnadi
Hizla
Barisal Sadar
Mehendigani
Muladi
Wazirpur
Bhola Sadar
Burhanuddin
Char Fasson
Daulat Khan
Lalmohan
Manpura
Tazumuddin
Jhalokati Sadar
Kanthalia
Nalchity
Rajapur
Bauphal
Dashmina
Dumki
Galachipa
Kala Para
Mirzaganj
Patuakhali Sadar
Bhandaria
Kawkhali
Mathbaria
Nazirpur
Pirojpur Sadar
Nesarabad
(Swaruptaki)
Zianagar

SHIKHA

SPRING

LGED

WEA

AVC

Market
Integration

Aquaculture
& Livestock

ACDI-VOCA

AIN

Extension

AESA

Agro-Inputs

IAPP

NATP-2

Upazila

CSISA-MI

District

RVC

Division

AAPI

Improved
Agricultural
Inputs

Zone of Influence Upazilas and Project Coverage

KHULNA

NJ

Horticulture

Nutrition

IAHBI

SHIKHA

SPRING

LGED

WEA

AVC

Market
Integration

Aquaculture
& Livestock

ACDI-VOCA

AIN

Extension

AESA

Agro-Inputs

IAPP

NATP-2

CSISA-MI

Upazila

RVC

Improved
Agricultural
Inputs
DHAKA

District

AAPI

Division

Alfadanga
Bhanga
Boalmari
Char
Bhadrasan
Faridpur
Faridpur Sadar
Madhukhali
Nagarkanda
Sadarpur
Saltha
Gopalganj Sadar
Kahsiani
Gopalganj Kotalpara
Muksudpur
Tungipara
Kalkini
Madaripur Sadar
Madaripur
Rajoir
Shib Char
Baliakandi
Goalandaghat
Rajbari
Kalukhali
Pangsha
Rajbari Sadar
Bhedarganj
Damudya
Gosairhat
Shariatpur
Naria
Palong (Sadar)
Zanjira
Bagerhat Sadar
Chitalmari
Fakirhat
Kahchua
Bagerhat Mollahat
Mongla
Morrelganj
Rampal
Sankhola
Alamdanga
Chuadanga
Chuadanga Sadar
Damurhuda
Jiban Nagar
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NJ

Horticulture

IAHBI

Nutrition

Abhaynagar
Bagher Para
Chaugachha
Jhikargachha
Jessore
Keshabpur
Kotwali
Manirampur
Sharsha
Harinakunda
Jhenaidaha
Sadar
Jhenaidaha Kaliganj
Kotchandpur
Maheshpur
Shailkupa
Batiaghata
Dacope
Daulatpur Thana
Dumuria
Dighalia
Dhalishpur
Thana
Khan Jahan Ali
Thana
Khulna
Khulna Sadar
Thana
Koyra
Paikgaccha
Phultala
Rupsa
Sonadanga
Thana
Terokhada
Magura Sadar
Mohammadpur
Magura
Shalikha
Sreepur
Gangni
Meherpur Mujib Nagar
Meherpur Sadar
Kalia
Narail
Lohagara
Narail Sadar
Assasuni
Debhata
Kalaroa
Satkhira
Kaligani
Satkira Sadar
Shyamnagar
Tala

SHIKHA

SPRING

LGED

WEA

AVC

Market
Integration

Aquaculture
& Livestock

ACDI-VOCA

AIN

Extension

AESA

Agro-Inputs

IAPP

NATP-2

CSISA-MI

Upazila

RVC

Improved
Agricultural
Inputs
KHULNA

District

AAPI

Division
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