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    House # 198, Lane # 01, New DOHS

       Mohakhali, Dhaka-1206 
Preface

The concept of Participatory Small Scale Water Resources Sector Project (PSSWRSP) generated from lessons learned in First Small Scale Water Resources Development Sector Project (SSWRDSP-1) and Second Small Scale Water Resources Development Sector Project (SSWRDSP-2) implemented by Local Government Engineering Department (LGED) during the period from 1996 to 2010. Under the above two programs, 580 subprojects in 61 districts of Bangladesh were implemented which legitimized Participatory Approach as described in Guidelines for Pariticipatory Water Management (GPWM). In view of the above the Local Government Engineering Department (LGED) has been further mandated to develop another 270 subprojects and also support performance enhancement of another 150 completed subprojects. 

In order to assess the future performances and impact of PSSWRSP, LGED decided to carry out baseline surveys of 30 subprojects (SPs) from among 270 subprojects. These subprojects were representatives of the above 270 SPs selected for implementation by LGED. The purpose of the Baseline Studies was to collect information on socio-economic, agriculture, water resource, fisheries, environmental and gender and development conditions prevailing in the selected SPs and the control areas prior to project implementation. 

SODEV Consult was engaged by LGED to undertake this Baseline Studies. The major baseline indicators were agricultural & fisheries production, employment generation, household assets, incomes and expenditures, income inequality and poverty situation and status of gender& development disaggregated by farm-size groups. The baseline data were collected from households categorized according to land-holding size (according to ownership) with the help of a pretested module consisting of six sections viz. (1) Socio-economic (2) Agriculture (3) Water Management (4) Environment (5) Fisheries and (6) Gender and Development. After analyzing the data obtained from 30 subprojects and control area households, the summary findings were presented in this report with brief mention of special features, where applicable.

This report is the outcome of unified endeavor of a multidisciplinary research team, comprised of consultants and field enumerators. I extend my heart-felt thanks to all of them. LGED officials both at headquarters and at local levels extended full support to the study team as and where needed. We express our thankful gratitude to all of them. In particular we are very much indebted to Engineer Mr. Md. Shahidul Haque, the Ex Project Director and Engineer Mr. Sk. Mohammad Nurul Islam the present Project Director of PSSWRSP, LGED for their all-out supports that they kindly rendered to us during the survey period. We extend our thanks to the Asian Development Bank for providing financial support for conducting this Baseline Studies. Finally, we acknowledge with thanks the cooperation of the people of the subproject and control area who spared their valuable time in providing necessary information for the survey.
Fazlul Q. Siddique
Executive Director

SODEV Consult
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	=
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	=
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	=
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	STW
	=
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	=
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	=
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	=
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GLOSSARY

Aman 
Rice planted before or during the monsoon and harvested in October or November

Aus

Rice planted in March or April and harvested in June

Boro

Rice transplanted in December to February and harvested in April & May

HYV

High Yielding Variety

Kharif I
            
Cropping season during pre-monsoon (March-June)

Kharif II

Cropping season during monsoon (July-October)


Rabi

Cropping season during winter (October-March)

Beel
A natural depression which may vary in size from a few to several thousand hectares.  Water collects in the depression and if not drained, the depression is uncultivable.

Borrow Pit 
Artificial Channel excavated for the purpose of collecting (borrowing) fill material for the construction of flood or road embankment.

Canal
Artificial channel excavated/ constructed for the purpose of supply of water for: irrigation, drinking, industrial use and/ or for navigation.

Channel
Natural channel; it may be re-excavated for the purpose of drainage improvement.

Floodplain
Lower land along rivers and Khals inundated during flood season by river floods.

Haor
Natural depressions in floodplain located in North Eastern Zone of Bangladesh.

Khal

Natural channel of smaller size (Perennial or seasonal).

River

Natural channel of larger size (perennial or seasonal).

Regulator
Hydraulic structure equipped with slide gates designed to check flood inflow into protected area and/ or to conserve water inside the subproject villages, Regulator structure are constructed in non-tidal zone.

Sluice
Hydraulic structure equipped with flap gate (s) on the riverside designed to check flood inflow into the protected area. The flap gates automatically close under water pressure when water level in the river is higher than in the protected area. Sluices generally are used in tidal zone. Flap gates are also installed in structures in non-tidal zone on flashy rivers where there is danger of sudden flash flood entering the protected area at night when the structure is located in remote area.

Sluice cum

Regulator  
Hydraulic structure equipped with both flap gates and slide gates. The flap gates are installed on riverside for automatic flood prevention and the slide gates on country side for conservation (retention) of land or regulating water level within the protected area.  Both, sluices and regulators are constructed across a channel/Khal near its outfall. Their primary function is to prevent flood inflow into the protected area by means of complete closing of the gap in flood embankment or in higher ridge. Sluices and Regulators provide flood protection but do not improve drainage directly.

WRS
Water Retention Structures or Water Conservation Structures are hydraulic structures designed to conserve (retain) water in the subproject villages for irrigation or other use. These are weir type structures with open space above gates or fixed-raised overflow sill designed for automatic control of water level inside the subproject villages. WRS structures are constructed across channel/Khal at suitable locations(s) along the channel to optimize benefits obtained from the water retention level and storage capacity of the channel.  WRS do not provide flood protection and do not improve drainage.

CONVERSION UNIT

Hectare


10,000 square meters (1ha = 2.47 acres = 247 decimals)

Kilometer (km)
             1000 meters (1 km = 0.62 miles)

Meter (m)

100 cm (1m = 3.28 feet = 39.36 inches)

Kilogram (kg)

1000 grams (1 kg = 2.204 pounds = 1.072 seers)

Quintal (q)

100 kg (1 q = 107.24 seers = 2.68 mounds

Ton (t)


1000 kg (1 ton = 26.81 mounds = 10724 seers = 2204 pounds)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Socio-economic Profile

The landless households constituted 62.5% and 64.8% respectively in the project and control area. The corresponding figures for large farmers were 1.6% and 2% respectively (Table 2.1). The survey estimated household size at 5.1 (national figure 4.5), sex ratio at 100.4 (national figure 100.2), dependency ratio at 2.0 and literacy rate at 57.6% (National 51.8%) in the project area as against 5.0, 103.0, 2.3 and 58.8% respectively in control area showing no correlation with landholding size (Table 2.3 &2.4).  

Respondents in both the study areas were engaged in 8 occupations as primary and/or secondary with agriculture on top of the list, followed by paid/salaried job and trade (Table 2.6).

The average household land ownership was 1.21 acres with farm land 0.85 acres in project area and 1.10 acres and 0.77 acres respectively in control area (Table 2.7). The average asset value of households was Tk. 66.7 lakh in project area and Tk.67.5 lakh in control area (Table 2.10). Average gross annual household income was Tk.2.7 lakh and expenditure Tk.2.2 lakh in project area and income of Tk.2.6 lakh and expenditure of Tk.2.1 lakh in control area. Overall per capita income was estimated at Tk. 53,406.8 and expenditure at Tk.43,523.7 in project area  and per capita income of Tk. 51,442.9 and expenditure of Tk. 41,876.1 in control area. (Table 2.12 & 2.13). Household income and per capita income of project area was 106% and 104% respectively of the control area (Table 2.14). Household and per capita expenditure of project area was 102% and 104% respectively of the control area (Table 2.15). All the households in the study areas except the small farm households in the control area had surplus of income over expenditure (Table 2.18). Income distribution was found highly unequal as the top 10 per cent of the households in project area earned 8.9 times of the bottom 10% as against 8.1 times  in control area (Table 2.19).

Respondents in the project area worked for a total of 161.0 and 54 days as wage laborers and 86 days and 64 days as self-employed, in the agriculture and non-agriculture sectors respectively as against 138.9 and 67.0 days as wage labor and 90 and 59 days as self-employed in the two sectors respectively in the control area (Table 2.21 and 2.22). 

Number of out migratory labor (Within the country) was153 from the project area compared to 80 from the control area. In the in-migratory category, number of labor was 28 in the project area as against 12 in the control area (Table2.24).

The per capita daily calorie intake was 2315.0 Kcal in the project area and 2308.0 Kcal in the control area compared to national figure of 2,253.2 Kcal and 2344.6 Kcal respectively in year 2005 and 2010 for rural areas (Table 2.27). The incidence of poverty estimated was 33.2% in the project area and 34.0% in the control area compared to a national estimate of 35.2% (HIES 2010) in rural Bangladesh. The highest poverty level was among the landless (45.0% and 45.3%) respectively in the project and control area, having no household below the poverty level among the large farm category. (Table 2.28).
AGRICULTURE

The land ownership pattern showed that the average land owned (84.60 decimal) by the farm HHs in the project area which was higher than that of the control area (77.21 decimal) but average operated land was almost the same (91.44 decimal.) and (91.14 decimal) in the project and control area respectively (Table 3.1). In the project area, the operated land of the landless households varied from 18.72 dec (SP-43065) to 114.20 dec (SP-44103) and for the large farm HHs it varied from 40.00 dec (SP-44113) to 1000.00 dec (SP-45169 & SP-44129) while the other farm households had operated land in between. In the control area the operated land of the landless households varied from 12.22 dec (SP-45180) to 164.10 dec (SP-45183) and for the large farm HHs varied from 120.00 dec (SP-44098) to 3,720.00 dec (SP-43065). The operated land of other farm households was in between these two limits (Table 3.2).

The cropping intensity in the project area was 159.44%, which was lower than in the control area (166.13%). Both the figure was significantly lower than that of national figure of 190.00 percent for the year 2011-12 (BBS-Statistical Year Book 2014, Table 3.4). Highest intensity was found 213.57% (SP-45177) and lowest 113.50% (SP-44085) in the project area whereas it was highest 220.73% (SP-44123) and lowest 107.64% (SP-44083) in the control area (Table 3.5).     

Dominant crops were different varieties of paddy followed by other crops like oilseeds, pulse, potato and vegetables in both the study areas. Yield rate varies depending on the variety and season. Among major crops, HYV Boro had the highest yield (5.51 ton/ha) followed by HYV Aus (3.79 ton/ha), Potato (11.81 ton/ha), and vegetables (9.54 ton/ha) in the project area which were slightly lower in the control area but yield of LtAman and HYVAman were higher (2.56 ton/ha and 4.32 ton/ha) in control area compared to that of the project area (Table 3.6).

The average cost of production of Aus, Aman, Boro, Oilseeds, Potato and Chili was marginally higher but cost of production of Pulses and Vegetables were slightly lower in the project area than that of the control area (Table 3.7). Estimated net returns from LtAus, HYVAus, L.Boro, Pulse, Potato and Vegetables were higher but net return from LtAman, HYVAman, HYVBoro, Oilseeds and Chili were lower in the project area compared to that of control area (Table 3.8). The production and net returns/ profit earned by the farm households from the major fruits and nursery items were much higher in the project area than that of the control area (Table 3.9). 

Majority of the farm HHs both in the project and control area used pesticide in varying quantities in different crops. The quantity used in the two study areas for respective crops was not much different. Some farm households in both the areas used both pesticide and IPM methods for pest control (Table 3.10). Regarding the seed used, most of the farm HHs in the project area used both own and purchased seeds for all the major crops mentioned above. A few HHs used seeds of Potato 21.8%, HYVBoro 4.7%, HYVAus 10.5% and HYVAman 3.0% supplied by  BADC. In the control area, almost similar sources were used by the farm HHs (Table 3.11).

Farm households in the project area used underground water for HYVBoro 71.2%, Potato 75.0%, Vegetables 50.0%, LtAman 40.1%, HYVAman 71.0%, HYVAus 30.5%, Oilseeds 75.6% and Chili 60.0% though water were also used from Khals/canals and river. A small number of HHs used water from the ponds/ditches. Almost similar water sources were used by the farm HHs in the control area to irrigate their crop fields (Table 3.12). As regards the irrigation methods, farm HHs used STW, DTW and LLP depending on source available for irrigation in the project and control areas (Table 3.13). 

For crop thrashing, use of traditional method with hand/cow was mostly in practiced, 47.2% and 50.0% respectively in the project and control area. Besides, mechanical thrasher was also used. As regards availability of crop drying facilities, 63.3% and 62.8% HHs opined ‘sufficient’ and 36.7% and 37.2% stated ‘insufficient’ in the project and control areas. For storing of crops, bamboo made stores was used 71.3% and 72.1% households in project and control area respectively. Besides, use of big earthen pot/ jar/ motki, and cold storage was also observed in the both study areas (Table 3.16). The households selling their products in the local market were found 51.8% and 49.8% respectively, other were sold from own home (Table 3.17).

Respondents mentioned about damage of crops that occurred due to water logging in the monsoon and draught and inadequate irrigation water during dry season and attack of pest /diseases and due to excessive salinity (Table 3.19). For all crops, ‘slight damage’ was stated by majority of the responses (51.0%) and (52.5%) followed by ‘partial damage’ (28.2%) and (19.8%) respectively in the project and control areas (Table 3.18).

As regards the problems of cultivation, insufficient irrigation was mentioned as major problem by (58.8% and 52.6%) respectively in the project and control area, followed by lack of capital (46.2% and 49.2%), low selling price (43.6% and 44.0%), high price of agricultural inputs (40.4% and 44.4%), respectively in the project and control areas (Table 3.20).

Water Resources 

The report addresses, among others, the current state of all possible elements of water management which includes type of water bodies available and present problems inside the subproject areas, situation of water bodies resulting from season changes. Out of five problems, low capacity for storage of surface water was identified as the major problem by 74.7% of respondents in the project area and 74.3% in the control area. It was reported that almost all water bodies submerged during flood for short time in monsoon though inadequacy of water for irrigation in dry season was also mentioned as a major problem.

The type of land according to flood levels as presented in the report showed that in the project area, about 21.2 percent of the cultivated land was of ‘high’ category, 56.3 percent of ‘medium high’ category, 21.4 percent of ‘medium low’,1.0 percent of ‘low’ category and 0.1 percent land was of ‘very low’ category. In the control area the corresponding figures were 22.1%, 56.1%, 21.1%, 0.8% and 0.1% respectively. 

As regards severity of various water-related natural calamities, heavy rainfall was reported to occur several times in a year by 41.8% respondents in the project area and 42.3% in the control area while storm was reported to occur every year by 55.1% and 55% respondents respectively in the project and control area. Frequency of flood on homesteads, agricultural lands, depths and duration of flooding, measures taken to address flood problems and draught features and effect on agriculture was also reported. Homesteads and highlands were not affected during normal flood while the flood depth and duration during normal flood was found to be higher comparatively in lower types of land. Flood depth, duration and damage of cops in 2004 and 2007 was recorded higher compared to that of normal flood. 

Tube-well was stated as the main current source of water in both the project and control area. Ponds and canals were stated as the second and third major sources of water respectively.

As regards people’s perceptions on PSSWRSP, about 98.3 percent of the respondents perceived that development of water resources would be beneficial in the project area. About 88.7% of the respondents in the project area perceived that the project would contribute positively to the growth of agriculture production for their own lands while 94% of the respondent households perceived that the implementation would bring benefits for the locality, as a whole.

Fisheries Status

This part of the report dealt on baseline indicators such as access to fishery resources (culture and capture), type, ownership, and area of water bodies, mode of cultivation, frequency of culture, stocking density, major fish species, quantity of fish production, modes of disposal, income, expenditure and return. In the project area, 232 households (15.5% of the sample households) as against 122 households (16.27%) in the control area were found engaged in fish farming with the highest participation of the landless in both the study areas. In the project area, average yearly production was 8.3 kg per decimal as against 11.2 kg in the control area.

In the project area production cost and selling price per kg of fish were Tk. 47.3 and Tk. 91.0 respectively leaving a gross income/ profit of Tk. 43.7. In the control area, the corresponding figures were Tk. 45.4, Tk. 91.2 and Tk. 45.8 respectively.

In capture fisheries, the landless households topped the list with about 65.0% in both the areas. Major fish species, production, consumption, sales and income was also reported in this section.  Majority of the fisher households numbering 422 in the project area were found to have captured natural fish of 34.4 kg per HH during last year while in the control area 187 fisher households were found to have captured natural fish of 24.8 kg per HH. Monsoon season was found as the peak time in the year for capturing fish when the catch was the maximum with 76.5% and 77.2% of the catch respectively in the project and control area.

The possible impact on fisheries as assessed by majority respondents (86.0%) in the project area were found to be very positive while the impact on other relevant areas like water flow/ quantity, water quality, flooding and water logging were also perceived to be positive by majority respondents and thus, no significant negative impact on overall ecosystem inside and outside the project area due to project implementation was reported. 

Environmental Status
The Environmental Baseline information of the selected subproject sites were gathered following the guidelines for environmental resources suggested in the Asian Development Bank’s reporting format. The overall scenario of the site showed that the sites were moderately endowed with ecological and environmental resources. 

The operated lands of both project and control area showed moderately productive and appeared to be similar in the context of their productivity and a considerable portion of operated land showed mild decreasing tendency in fertility. 

Both in project and control area almost 95% households reported to have access to safe water with a few exceptions. Application of chemical fertilizer and insecticide in varying intensity were found popular among the farmers of both the study areas and as an alternative approach to pest management, IPM, yet not gained popularity among the farmers. A large proportion of the respondents of both the study areas reported that indiscriminate use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides in agriculture did have harmful impact on water and land causing extinction of fishes, beneficial insects and declining in fertility of land. 

Both the project and control areas were found to be  ‘moderate to highly’ enriched with Biodiversity and ecological resources such as local birds, other aquatic resources, trees and other living creatures etc. with a few deviations across areas. However, potential environmental impact due to project intervention as perceived by the majority of the respondents were found to be extremely positive on Water quality, flooding, waterlogging, groundwater and Biodiversity. 

The tree stock in the sample household varied significantly around the site. Overall, fruit trees were reported to constitute the largest share in the tree stock of the sample households in both the study villages, whereas, afforestation/plantation drive did not appear to have attracted interest among the farming households in either of the study areas as there had been negligible addition of new land to the afforested area. 

Limited drainage facilities, excessive use of groundwater for domestic and irrigation purposes, excessive use of wood as fuel in brick kiln and cooking were among the most common causes of environmental degradation identified by the majority of the respondents in both the study areas. The causes of the environmental degradation identified by the respondents were found to be somewhat similar in some cases for both project and control areas. The potential environmental impact due to project intervention perceived by the respondents were found to be highly positive on the environment and also will not have any negative impact on adjacent area.

Gender and Development

Women’s literacy rate was estimated at 53.0% and 56.2% respectively in the project and control area, compared to national average of female literacy of 49.4% (Pocket Book of BBS 2013, p-363). About 88.4% of women in the project and 84.2% in the control area were engaged in 10 broad occupations of which 85.1% and 87.6% respectively in the project and control area were in poultry/goat rearing/cow fattening. Women’s average yearly income was 6.6% (Tk.81,832.0) of the family income (Tk.1,248,992.7) in the project area and 6.4% (Tk.77,051.3) of family income (Tk. 12,04,410.0) in the control area(Table 7.4). The women worked on an average for 11.1 months in a year, 23.6 days in a month but 1.5 hours a day (Some women rear poultry or goat and spend only a few minutes a day) in the project area against 11.5 months, 23.4 days, 1.7 hours a day in the control area. There was no in-migration of female labors but 11 labors from the project area and 5 from the control area migrated outside for jobs. Dissemination of modern technology had decreased considerably women’s workload in agricultural activities in both the study areas, but some women opined that workload had remained the same or even increased.

44% of the respondents in project area (of whom 68.0% landless) and 44% from control area (of whom 73% landless) borrowed an average amount of Tk.32,913.0 and Tk.23,098.0 respectively from NGOs mostly for agriculture, small business etc., mainly on weekly and monthly repayment terms. During the preceding year, respondent’s family members suffered from fever/cough/flue, enteric diseases, chicken pox/measles, asthma etc.

In both the study areas women played more role than men(husband) in decision-making on issues like “spending women’s own earning”, purchasing clothes/domestic items” and “marriage of children” where as in issues like land purchase, choice of income generating activities, family planning, visiting relatives’ house and working outside home, husband/male members played more role in decision making. In a large number of issues decisions were mostly taken jointly by husbands/men and wife/female members. Respondents mentioned mainly “Social stricture against working in the field, “Limited scope for earning, low wage to women labor, preference to male labor, early marriage and dowry as the common deterrent factors on their development.

In the WMCAs 69 women general members were found amoung the sample households, 115 were Executive Committee members and 30 women were employees. Besides, 3664 women were members in 425 Labor Contracting Societies (LCS).
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INTRODUCTION AND STUDY METHODOLOGY
1.1 
Background of the Study

The National Water Policy, the National Water Management Plan and the Guidelines for Participatory Water Management (GPWM) provide a good framework for farmer managed irrigation and the use of private sector entities to maintain all levels of irrigation infrastructure within Flood Control Drainage and Irrigation (FCDI) subprojects. The Water Act of 2013 has legitimized the participatory approach described in the GPWM. The legal framework for the use of private operators needs further scrutiny especially where Government budget is to be transferred to the private sector for expenditure. All these documents support (i) the Public Private Partnership (PPP) concept; (ii) the greater involvement of Local Government Institutions; and (iii) the need for significant levels of capacity building at field operative level including Bangladesh Water Development Board (BWDB) staffs, LGED staffs, Upazila Parishad elected officials and staffs, and members of Water Management Co-operative Associations (WMCA).

In the backdrop of the above, The LGED has ventured for initiating PSSWRSP build on lessons from SSWDSP-1 and SSWDSP-2  projects, implemented during the period from 1996 to 2010. Under these programs 580 subprojects in 61 districts of the country were developed and implemented by LGED.  LGED is further assigned to develop 270 new subprojects and also to support, performance enhancement of 150 subprojects. The aim of the PSSWRSP is “to support the development of inclusive Water Management Cooperative Associations (WMCAs) that include, land owners, land operators, women, fishers and other vulnerable groups. Within an enabling institutional framework, these stakeholders are expected to become capable of maximizing their collective potential to increase agricultural production in the subproject areas
” Each of these subprojects is designed to improve, as and where needed, water management through irrigation, flood management, drainage improvement, water conservation and command area development. It is expected that on implementation, these subprojects will facilitate increased crops and fisheries production in the respective command areas comprising up to 1000 ha and thus will pave the way for creating employment and income generating opportunities. Also it is expected that, on implementation these subprojects in the long run, would contribute to overall reduction of poverty in their respective command areas.

In view of the above, LGED has decided to initiate baseline surveys covering 30 subprojects from among 270 subprojects under its implementation plan. In this document a plan of action is proposed for carrying out the proposed baseline surveys of 30 subprojects under PSSWRSP. The selection of these 30 subprojects was done purposively keeping in view that selected sub projects for baseline surveys represent all the pre-selected six divisions as mentioned in the TOR, the agro ecological zone and hydrology, project types, size of benefitted areas (Table: 1.1). This was agreed upon by all the concerned parties in a meeting held on 18.03.2015 at the office of the Project Director, PSSWRSP, Based on the TOR, this inception report describes the objectives, scope and a brief methodology of the baseline survey studies.

Table 1.1 
List of Selected 30 Subprojects for Baseline Survey
	SL. No.
	District
	Upazila
	SP ID
	SP Name
	SP Type
	HR
	AEZ
	Agreement Date

	1
	Jhalokathi
	Kathalia
	SP44085
	 Aorabunia Subproject
	DR&IRR
	SC
	13
	01/23/2014

	2
	Pirojpur
	Mothbaria
	SP45169
	Betmor-Rajpara Subproject
	WC
	SC
	13
	01 /29/2015

	3
	Pirojpur
	Mothbaria
	SP45168
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara Subproject
	WC
	SC
	13
	01/26/2015

	4
	Jhalokathi
	Kathalia
	SP44083
	Amua Patikhalghata Subproject
	WC DR&IR
	SC
	13
	02/23/2014

	5
	Barisal
	Bakeraganj
	SP45173
	Charadi Subproject
	WC DR&IR
	SC
	13
	02/01/2015

	6
	Chittagong
	Mirsharai
	SP44093
	Paschim Joar Subproject
	CAD
	EH
	23
	11 /10/2013

	7
	Comilla
	Chandina
	SP45156
	Orain Golicho Noagaon Subproject
	FMD&WC
	SE
	19
	01/21/2015

	8
	Barguna
	Amtali
	SP44103
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia Khal Subproject
	DR&IRR
	SC
	13
	02/02/2014

	9
	Barisal
	Banaripara
	SP44125
	Chakhar Subproject
	DR
	SC
	13
	11/10/2014

	10
	Laxmipur
	Sadar
	SP43065
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur Subproject
	WC DR&IR
	SE
	18
	11/13/2014

	11
	Khulna
	Batiaghata
	SP45183
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola Subproject
	DR
	SW
	11
	09/14/2014

	12
	Bagerhat
	Kachua
	SP45180
	Tengrakhali-Char tengrakhali Subproject
	WC
	SW
	12
	02/02/2014

	13
	Comilla
	Muradnagar
	SP45177
	Dhakshin Trish CAD Subproject
	CAD
	SE
	19
	01 /25/2015

	14
	Laxmipur
	Sadar
	SP45162
	Pukurdia-Naldugi Subproject
	DR&IRR
	SE
	18
	01/25/2015

	15
	Chittagong
	Fatikchari
	SP44095
	Kalapania Khal Subproject
	WC
	EH
	23
	12/05/2013

	16
	B.Baria
	Nabinagar
	SP45172
	Birgaon – Tilokia khal Subproject
	WC
	SE
	19
	12/09/2014

	17
	Narshingdi
	Raipur
	SP44105
	Kumira Beel (Uttar Duba Khal)
	FMD&WC
	RE
	8
	01/08/2014

	18
	Cox’s Bazar
	Chakoria
	SP44124
	Sonaichari Subproject
	WC
	EH
	29
	12/03/2014

	19
	Feni
	Dagonbhuyan
	SP44089
	Shjndurpur Sekanderpur Subproject
	FMD
	SE
	19
	10102/2013

	20
	Gaibandha
	Gobindaganj
	SP44113
	Jhiry Bridge-Jangalpara Khal
	WC,DR&IR
	NW
	3
	03/11/2014

	21
	Dinajpur
	Nawabgonj
	SP44129
	Treemony Subproject
	WC
	NW
	1
	08/09/2014

	22
	Gaibandha
	Palasbari
	SP44116
	Nakai Beel Subproject
	FMD&WC
	NW
	3
	04/22/2014

	23
	Joypurhat
	Kalai
	SP44098
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal Subproject
	WC
	NW
	3
	11/14/2013

	24
	Joypurhat
	Khetal
	SP44134
	Haraboti Khal Subproject
	DR&WC
	NW
	3
	11/09/2014

	25
	Bogra
	Adamdighi
	SP44123
	Kamarpur-Adamdiahi Subproject
	WCDR&IR
	NW
	11
	10/13/2014

	26
	Naogaon
	Atrai
	SP44102
	Bisha-Udaypurkhal Subproject
	DR&WC
	NW
	25
	02/23/2014

	27
	Bogra
	Sherpur
	SP44139
	Bhadraboti-Tilkatala Subproject
	DR&WC
	NW
	4
	02/20/2014

	28
	Chapai Nawabganj
	Sadar
	SP44087
	Mohadanga Panna beel Subproject 
	CAD
	NW
	26
	12/02/2013

	29
	Sirajganj
	Ullapara
	SP45145
	Naimuri Alidah Subproject
	FMD
	NW
	25
	11/17/2014

	30
	Natore
	Baraigram
	SP45157
	Satail Beel Subproject
	WC DR&IR
	NW
	12
	01/29/2015


1.2 
Broad Objectives

The proposed baseline study as indicated in the TOR, aims at collecting data in relation to, but not necessarily limited to the following broad areas:

a) Detailed Socio-economic profile of households (both quantitative and qualitative information);

b) Agricultural production at household and subproject levels, Adoption of new agricultural technology;

c) 
Fish production (capture and culture) and livelihood of Fishers engaged in capture fisheries;

d)
Water resources management (surface & ground water) and related issues;

e)
Gender and Development related issues;

f) 
Biodiversity, water quality and aspects related to environment;

g) 
Poverty situation and issues related to socio-economic Development; and

h)
Income and employment by various categories of farmers, including landless laborers.

In view of the above objectives, a set of indicators were identified, based on which relevant data have been collected from 30 selected subprojects under PSSWRSP (Table 1.2). The matrix also contains data collection strategies for each set of indicators. Based on the indicators a draft survey questionnaire containing six different sections for measuring the baseline information was designed. These sections in the  questionnaire included:  i) Socio-economic and Poverty aspects, ii) Agriculture, iii) Water Resource, iv) Fisheries, v) Environment and vi) Gender and Development The data collection instruments were finalized after incorporating comments of the client and pre-testing results and is annexed with this report (Appendix-2).

Table 1.2 
Variables and Indicators for Baseline Survey

	Section-1: Socio Economic Issues

	Variable
	Indicator
	Data Collection Strategy

	Demographic Characteristics
	1. Age, Sex, Occupation, Education and Training, reasons for and days working outside the village (if any), days of hiring wage laborer from outside village
	Survey

	Asset Base
	2. Land, houses, ponds, furniture, household goods, jewelry, radio, television, computer, bi-cycle, motor bike, rickshaw, van, livestock,  goat rearing and cow fattening, agricultural implements, fishing gears and vessels, non-agricultural assets, stock and financial assets and liabilities. 
	Survey

	Employment
	3.1 Wage Employment (agriculture): Type of activities, mode of engagement, gender disaggregated data on labor days and average daily wage rate and seasonal pattern

3.2
Wage Employment (Non- agriculture): Type of activities, mode of engagement, and gender disaggregated data on labor days and average daily wage rate and seasonal pattern 

3.3
Self Employment: Type of activities and seasonal Pattern
	Survey, FGD

	Income and Expenditure
	4.1
Source-wise income: Agriculture, Business /Trade, Service, Miscellaneous 

4.2
Source wise Expenditure: On Food, non- food items, health and education
	Survey

	Member Based Institution/ Organization
	5. 
NGOs engaged in Development activities, involvement of household members, programs/ activities, Institutional and non- Institutional credit received by household members.
	Survey, FGD, Document Review

	Credit
	6. 
Sources, quantum, purpose, use and interest rate on credit
	Survey, FGD

	Section 2: Agriculture

	Land use and Ownership
	1. Land ownership and land used and cropping intensity
	Survey

	Cost and Returns: Crops, Fruits and Nursery
	2.1  Crop wise distribution of land cultivated, production, values , cost structure, net returns
2.2
Production and value of fruits and nursery
	Survey

	Irrigation sources , methods and  Input Use 
	2. Irrigation  by source and methods; use of fertilizer/ manure by type in irrigated and non-irrigated land; use of pesticides and seeds by sources

	Survey, FGD

	Training Received
	Availability and effectiveness  of extension services (training /technology) received
	

	Self-Consumption and Marketing of Products
	4.
Self-consumption, storage and sales of product, selling pattern by place and market
	Survey, FGD

	Technology used in Agricultural production
	5.
Type of technology (traditional and modern) used in various phases of agricultural production, processing, storage and marketing
	Survey

	Crop Damages (extent and causes)
	6.
Crop wise extent of damages and associated causes
	Survey, FGD

	Major Problems in Agricultural Production, storage and marketing
	7.
Problems of cultivation in the study area
	Survey, FGD, 

	Section 3: Water Management

	Water Bodies and their Existing Problems
	1. Surface water sources by type, availability of permanent or seasonal wetland in the area, existing water resources problems, condition of water bodies resulting from season changes
	Survey,  

	Existing Water Resources Project


	2. List of completed and ongoing water resources project, stocktaking of physical structures constructed by various agencies and their conditions, water logging and inundation problem causing crop damages due to any existing structures
	Survey, Official documents review

	Water management in dry season
	3. Use of surface and ground water for cultivation by land levels, nature of water scarcity by land levels
	Survey, FGD

	Irrigation Facilities
	4. Types of irrigation methods by land levels, group-based irrigation and associated investment, recommendations towards improved irrigation system, measure taken to address water conservation in dry season
	Survey, , Document Review

	Water management in Wet season
	5. Steps taken to confront the situation caused by flood, types of initiative taken individually or collectively to face floods or intrusion of excessive water in the rainy season
	Survey, FGD

	Natural Calamities: Flood and Draught Statistics and Losses
	6.1 Frequency, extent and severity by type of natural calamities

6.2 Frequency of Floods, flood effects on homesteads, agricultural lands and ponds/water bodies, depths and duration of flooding of homesteads and agricultural land (by land types and levels), in last 5 years and two major floods of 2007 and 2004

6.3 Amount of loss and damage to crops and fisheries in last 5 years floods and during two major floods in 2007 and 2004, Measures taken to address flood problems

6.4 Draught features, its extent and effect on agriculture
	Survey, FGD, Documents review

	Water use at household levels
	7.
Source and purpose wise water use at household level and maintenance of associated sources
	Survey

	Problems in Shrimp Ghers
	8.
Type of problems in shrimp culture by Gher
	Survey

	People’s perception on water resources and PSSWRSP
	9. People’s perception on water resources and potential benefits from the development, awareness about PSSWRSP and subprojects expected to  implement, the formation of WMCA in the planning and implementation process of the SP.
	Survey, FGD

	Section 4: Fisheries

	Culture Fisheries:

Ponds, Gher, Ditches, etc.
	1. Type, ownership and area of water bodies, mode of cultivation, frequency of culture, stocking density etc.
	Survey, Official Document Review

	Fish Production, sales and return
	2. Type of water bodies, major fish species, production, sales and return
	Survey, Official Document Review 

	Problems of Fish Culture
	3. Listing of problems faced in fish culture
	Survey, FGD

	Open water fisheries:

Water bodies and its use
	4. Types of water bodies for fishing, number of households engaged in open water fishing, mode of arrangement of fishing in water bodies, rent etc. 
	Survey, Official Document Review

	Production and Marketing
	5. Quantity of catch by season and by species, own consumption and sale of fish, income
	Survey, FGD

	Problems of Open water fishing
	6. Listing of Problems of Open water Fishing
	Survey, FGD

	Impact of project intervention on fisheries
	7. Fisheries, water flow, water quality, flooding, and water logging
	Survey, FGD

	Impact of project intervention on adjacent area
	8. Navigation, water quality, flooding, and development
	Survey, FGD

	Section 5: Environment

	Quality of Soil
	1. Percentage of high, moderate and less productive agricultural soil, trend in changes in soil quality with respect to fertility and salinity
	Survey

	Arsenicosity
	2. Severity of arsenicosity in drinking and irrigation water
	Survey

	Quality of surface water
	3. Bacterial pollution of surface water and prevalence of water borne diseases, hardness of surface water and local practice of its removal 
	Survey

	Fertilizer, manure and pesticides
	4. Percentage of land manured and causes of lesser use; effects of massive use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides on water and land; IPM activities and its effectiveness
	Survey

	Afforestation and deforest ration
	5. Area of afforested and deforested land by type and species; and associated purposes; number of trees felled during last one year
	Survey

	Grazing Land
	6. Number of area for grazing land in the area
	Survey

	Bio-diversity
	7. State of various species such as birds, aquatic creatures, plants
	Survey

	Land erosion 
	8. Land areas by land types- homestead, cultivable land, fallow/grazing land and orchard land affected by erosion
	Survey

	Environmental problems
	9. Listing of environmental problems in the area and associated causes
	Survey 

	Section 6: Gender and Development

	Employment and Income
	1. Number of Months/Days/ hours worked by women                                                                                                                                                                                                                               and income earned by type of activities, women’s relative share in family income and expenditure
	Survey, FGD

	Household Works
	2. Intensity of workload by season/month; daily activity routine  by type of activities and by season
	Survey, FGD

	Discrimination in intra household workload
	3. Comparison with other household members, as regards length of work; perception of overwork
	Survey, FGD, KII

	Differences in technology and workload
	4. Comparison and Changes in workload with male counterparts due to changes in agricultural technology related to various production and processing
	Survey, FGD

	Collection of Water for HH use and Fuel
	5. Source, Distance, time required, collectors, ownership of sources by type of water and fuel use
	Survey

	Gender and Poverty; Food intake
	6. Number of meals taken by male and female, Gender discrimination in intra-household food consumption, months of food shortage faced
	Survey

	 Gender and Flood events
	7. Miseries at the time of floods and intra household differences in miseries during flood 
	Survey, FGD 

	School drop out by students
	8. Number of drop out of students, their age, reasons for drop out. Male Female ratio in dropout rate
	Survey, FGD

	Health related sickness
	9.1
Sickness of members of HH by type of diseases, length and type 
of physician consulted

9.2 Place where child birth takes place and type of birth attendants involved
	Survey, FGD

	Participation in decision making
	10. Identification of Family members who take major decisions related to selected issues/.activities
	Survey, KII

	Involvement in NGOs
	11.1 Type of NGOs operating in the area; activities involved in

11.2 HH involvement with NGO activities

11.3 Local women roles and involvement in NGOs
	Survey, FGD

	Problems of Women
	12. General and agricultural related  major problems Role of  NGOs: 
	Survey, FGD, KII  


1.3
Scope of Work

As stated in the TOR (Appendix-1) the baseline study covered collection, compilation, analysis, and interpretation of findings on the socio-economic parameters that are likely to change due to project interventions in the subproject areas. The main indicators were agricultural production, fisheries production, employment generation and household incomes (disaggregated by farm-size groups, occupational groups, and where relevant, by gender). In particular, the poverty situation in the subproject areas required to be reflected in the survey. On the whole, the initial objective of the project implementation and local institutional, agro-economic and environmental settings of the proposed subprojects had to be kept in perspectives while conducting the survey.

Further, as poverty reduction is one of the major components of the PSSWRSP. It was imperative that poverty issues in the project areas needed to be addressed with due importance in the baseline inquiry. Additionally the poverty component had to be broken down on the basis of various specific issues. To form an approximate idea about baseline-level of poverty of the households in the project areas, relevant questions were included among the major questions of inquiry in the data collection instruments. Further, to address project performance on poverty reduction issues in a proper manner, it was also important to collect information in a gender-differentiated manner to allow meaningful impact assessment after five years from now. In particular, gender issues in terms of access to and control over the resources, participation in income generating activities were also kept in view. 

1.4 
Study Methodology

For assessing the baseline socio-economic profiles and project indicators, a quantitative survey was conducted at household level both in project areas and non-project areas. To validate findings from the household survey and to identify issues not raised in the survey, a qualitative survey was also conducted in project areas.

A. Quantitative Survey

As has already been mentioned in the introduction, this baseline household survey was conducted in 30 purposively selected subproject areas in six Divisions (Barisal, Chittagong, Dhaka, Khulna, Rajshahi and Rangpur) of Bangladesh. These 30 subprojects were selected from among tentatively identified 270 subprojects under PSSWRSP covering the criteria such as division, type of subproject, hydrological and ecological zone and size of the benefited area and were agreed upon by all concerned (Table 1.1). 

Target population: All categories of farmers and Landless /poor households in study subprojects and control areas 

Sample design: A two-stage cluster sampling procedure was followed to determine the sampling size for the survey. This sampling was designed to provide representative results on type of activities in different subprojects in the six divisions of the country, i.e. Barisal, Chittagong, Dhaka, Khulna, Rajsahi and Rangpur. Subproject and non-project areas were considered as domains. Thus, there were 60 survey domains (30 project areas + 30 non-project areas) spread across the tentatively selected 270 subprojects under PSSWRSP. Since these subprojects were small in size comprising an area of maximum 1000 ha each, it was assumed that each of the domain is expected to consist of not more than three to four villages. Thus domain in non-project areas was also defined by taking 3-4 villages located in the areas attached to the sub projects. The domain of non-project areas was treated as control areas. From each subproject domain, at the first stage, 2 villages or clusters (Approximately covering 50% villages of each subproject) were selected for baseline survey. The selection of baseline survey villages were done by choosing two villages from among the villages of the selected subproject domain having highest and lowest number of households respectively. In a situation, where villages partially covered by a subproject, in that circumstances, from within the partial parts of the villages’ two parts were selected having highest and lowest number of households respectively for census survey. The number of households surveyed in each domain were identified proportionately to number of households in selected villages in the domain. Further, along with each subproject area one village located adjacent to each subproject area (i. e. 50% of project sample) was selected as control village. Thus this baseline survey covered in total 90 villages (60 projects + 30 non-projects). In the second stage, from selected villages, selection of survey households for collecting baseline information was again be done by applying proportionate to size random sampling technique based on landholding size I.e., Landless; Marginal; Small; Medium and Large farmers. 

Control area selection

The baseline surveys l also covered one control village along with each sub project villages to allow oversee the net impact/effectiveness of subproject after its successful implementation. The rationale behind surveying non-project villages, was to assess the changes that was expected to take place after implementation of the project in the sub project areas and to compare the outcome with that of the changes in the control villages, and also to ascertain what role the external factors such as foreign remittance, NGO interventions, and other programs in the development nexus for the project domains play as agent of changes other than the project implementation. The control areas was selected keeping in mind the similar criteria of baseline village selection (hydrological and ecological zone, infrastructural condition, distance from the city etc.) and these control villages were selected from adjacent areas of the subprojects. 

Sampling Design and Sample Size

Based on the goal of PSSWRSP the sample for this survey was designed to provide estimates on indicators basically about the situation of the poor farmer at the divisional and subproject level. Thus, total sample size was determined at the domain level. The size of the sample (i.e. household) depends on several factors, namely; variability of population characteristic and sampling design that was used for the survey. 

The Sample Size was estimated by using formula
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 X design effect

Where,

n = required sample size

P1 =0.35= Incidence of poverty are estimated at 35.2 percent in rural area at baseline 
[Ref. Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES), 2010; Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics, Statistics and Informatics Division, Ministry of Planning]

P2=0.175= Incidence of poverty will be 17.5% on implementation of the project; it is expected that the project will contribute 50% of reduction in poverty among the population]
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= 1.96 = standard normal variate to achieve the 95 per cent level of confidence
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=0.84=Z (standard normal variate) value at 80% power

p = (p1+p2)/2

Design effect= 1.2 [The design effect is used for a complex survey and it ranges from 1.2 to 3.0, in this study we set minimum (i. e. 1.2)]

Using the above formula and considering minimum design effect, we got n=43. For a more precise estimate, we considered 50 sample households from one domain (subproject). Thus from 30 subprojects a total of 1500 i.e. (30x50=1500) households were selected randomly. A total of 750 (50% of the project sample) households were also selected for interviews in the control/comparison areas. Thus, from each control village another 25 (750/30=25) households were covered in the survey. 

Sampling Frame for Second Stage Unit (SSU)

A good sampling frame is needed to ensure that each sampling unit has a chance of being selected. Based on land ownership pattern (Landless, Marginal, Small, Medium and Large) the sampling frame for target population was constructed. For the purpose, a complete census in the selected village was conducted through house-to-house visits for listing households in different land owning categories. Listing operation was carried out with each of this household. Each listed household was given unique identifying number, including its listing number, name of its household head, landholding size, occupation of the household head, and his/her father's/husband's name were recorded. From the list of the households in different categories number of samples were drawn by applying proportionate to size systematic sampling technique. A separate format was used to conduct the census of the households in the selected villages (Appendix-4).
Selection of sampled household (ultimate sampling unit)

As stated above, census was conducted to construct a complete list of the households on the basis of land ownership. In rural Bangladesh, the standard procedure followed by the Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS), Bangladesh Institute of Development Studies (BIDS), LGED and other research organizations to categorize rural households in 5 categories according to landholding size such as: Landless, Marginal, Small, Medium and large. In this survey also the same procedure was followed and all these 5 categories were selected proportionately to landholding size within the selected village. The details are given in Table 1.3. 
Table 1.3

Household Category by Landholding Size

	Household category by landholding size
	Number of household in the domain
	% of HH
	Number of sample household in a domain

	Landless
	80
	40.0
	20

	Marginal
	40
	20.0
	10

	Small
	50
	25.0
	12

	Medium
	20
	10.0
	5

	Large
	10
	5.0
	3

	Total
	200
	100.0
	50


In the survey area respondents were adult member preferably the head of the households. A few female headed households were covered proportionately in the survey. The total respondents were 2250 (project 1500 and control 750).

B. Qualitative survey

· Focus Group Discussion (FGD) 

Check list for FGD was developed in the field based on field situation during survey. 

1.5
Study Approach

Control Area Approach

For assessing the impact of the project implementation through an analysis of pre-project and post-project situation, may not portray an appropriate picture of changes and development because of some autonomous growth or exogenous components and various other interventions that may exist in the benefited area. Moreover, such approach of assessing impacts from beneficiaries is subject to recall problem. Hence, as mentioned earlier some comparable non-project areas – the ‘control’ villages, as usually called, were selected   that they are maximally similar to the sample project villages in terms of, among others, socio-economic, hydrological and environmental characteristics. One ‘control’ village l, thus, was picked up from around the adjacent locations of the command areas of each subproject. 
The rationale for selecting a ‘control area’ is that the data collected from such area during the benchmark period and, later, impact survey would better indicate the impact of the project on the ‘treated’ area. This may be explained as follows:

Figure 1: Initial and Terminal-Period Value of a Variable
	Households
	Time

	
	0
	T

	Project Households
	Xpo
	Xpt

	Control Households
	Xco (=Xpo )
	Xct


Figure 1 above shows four highlighted boxes

The upper left box refer to the situation during time ‘O’ or initial period (baseline period). The upper right box depict situation at the end of period ‘t’ (terminal) or the impact survey period. The left middle boxes refer to project and the lower two, ‘control’ conditions. Now, one can think of any variable ‘X’ (say, income) on which the project is likely to have an impact. Assuming that the control site is chosen in such a way that all (or at least major) initial conditions are the same or very close to project areas.

Therefore, we have:

(Xco=Xpo)

In the project area, there are actually two types of influences on X, that of a trend factor, symbolized by time, and that due to project. In the control area, only the first type will apply. The combined impact in the project area will, therefore, be:

(Xpt – Xpo) and the change in control area will be Xct–Xco

Assuming that, the project area in absence of the project, would behave exactly the same as the control area. Therefore, the change due to project can be symbolized as:

(Xpt – Xpo) – (Xct – Xco) 

= (Xpt – Xpo – Xct + Xco)

= (Xpt – Xct) (as Xpo=Xco)

If now the difference between Xpt and Xct is greater than zero, it will indicate a positive impact of the project, and the extent to which the goal of the project has been achieved. The control village is selected considering similarity in (1) socio-economic and land distribution (2) hydrological and ecological aspects. The final selection of the control village will be made in consultation with the local LGED experts.

1.6  
Poverty Profile and Poverty Measurement

For this Baseline Survey, as per TOR, poverty issue needs to be treated as one of the major concerns of the study. Hence, a note on the measurement of poverty including research methods used is presented here. For dealing with the incidence of poverty, different methods such as Cost of Basic Needs (CBN) and Direct Calorie Intake (DCI) method can be applied. In recent years the CBN method is considered by the researcher as a standard measure for estimating the incidence of poverty.

This CBN technique for measuring poverty is often recommended by the ADB, World Bank or other International Organizations working with poverty. This technique has also been used in the preparation of Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) and Household Income and Expenditure Survey (2005). In this method, two poverty lines, Lower Poverty Line and Upper poverty line are constructed for identifying the poor below and above poverty line respectively. This allows in determining the number poor households in the said two categories in each subproject area and thereby could evaluate the impact of the SPs on poverty, in terms of, for example, increase/decrease of such households during the impact study. 

Two poverty lines are constructed as follows:

1.
Food poverty line under this category

a. A basic food basket is first selected based on the average food consumption habits per person per day of the locality.

b. The quantities in the basket are scaled on the basis of the nutrient contents of different food items. This measurement will be done in accordance to standard used by BBS in preparing the PRSP. This will be compared with the national average of calorie intake of 2122 kilo calorie per person per day.

c. Cost of acquiring the basket is calculated. This estimated cost is taken as food poverty line.

2. 
Non-food poverty line 

Costs of non-food items are separately estimated for households, categorized above and below poverty line. Two non-food poverty lines are constructed by estimating the consumption cost of basic non-food items by the households belonging to two groups.

The baseline study l estimated poverty lines, based on one week’s consumption, using Cost of Basic Needs (CBN) method, whereby any household with per capita expenditure below a given poverty line was considered as poor. In CBN method, poverty lines represent the level of per capita expenditure at which the members of a household can be expected to meet their basic needs (comprised of food and non-food consumption). The study considered food items comprising Items as indicated in the BBS nutrition survey (based on one week’s consumption) for each SP area to construct poverty line 

Income of the households is a crucially important indicator to measure poverty situation of the study villages. As such, this baseline study also collected necessary information on household income distribution to measure poverty. Distribution of income was assessed using Lorenz Curve by measuring inequality in income level among the sample households under the study. The Gini coefficient is usually defined mathematically based on the Lorenz curve, which plots the proportion of the total income of the population (y axis) that is cumulatively earned by the bottom x% of the population. The line at 45 degrees thus represents perfect equality of incomes. The Gini coefficient can then be thought of as the ratio of the area that lies between the line of equality and the Lorenz curve over the total area under the line of equality i.e., G = A / (A + B).

If all people in subproject sample villages have non-negative income (or wealth, as the case may be), the Gini coefficient can theoretically range from 0 (complete equality) to 1 (complete inequality); it is sometimes expressed as a percentage ranging between 0 and 100. In practice, both extreme values are not quite reached. If negative values are possible (such as the negative wealth of people with debts), then the Gini coefficient could theoretically be more than 1. Normally the mean (or total) is assumed positive, which rules out a Gini coefficient less than zero. A low Gini coefficient indicates a more equal distribution, with 0 corresponding to complete equality, while higher Gini coefficients indicate more unequal distribution, with 1 corresponding to complete inequality. When used as a measure of income inequality, the most unequal society (assuming no negative incomes) will be one in which a single person receives 100% of the total income and the remaining people receive none (G = 1−1/N); and the most equal society will be one in which every person receives the same income (G = 0). Graphical representation of the Gini coefficient will be presented. The equality/inequality in income level will be compared between the samples and the control villages (See Section 1 of the questionnaire, Item).

1.7
The Study Households and Land holding Stratum

Once the villages from the project and the control area were selected, a complete census of the households in these villages was undertaken using a simple standard questionnaire. This was carried out through categorizing the households according to the following land-holding groups (according to ownership) (See village census schedule in Annex 4):

Household strata based on land holding:

i) Landless: Own land 0.0 – 0.49 acre;
ii) Marginal farmer: Own land from 0.50 to 0.99 acre;

iii) Small farmer: Own land from 1.00-2.49 acre;

iv) Medium farmer: Own land from 2.50-7.49 acre and

v) Large Farmer: Own land from 7.50 acre and above.

Source BBS (2013)

As mentioned earlier, special attention was given to poverty, and gender & development issues while conducting these baseline surveys of 30 sub projects. Apart from farm households, the study is set to include some households having special features such as share croppers, absentee landlords and non-farm people for a wider representation of the Household samples. In addition, the sampling design was prepared in such a way that both culture and capture fishers are included in the sample. 

In short in each subproject households from two subproject villages and one control village were selected by applying Proportionate to size sampling procedure from among the 5 categories of farm households for the base line studies.  Considering six separate sections in the interview schedules, thus, the study expected to conduct 75 (25 households from each selected village x3 villages = 75) interviews in each subproject area. In other words, in 30 subprojects a total of about 2250 households were interviewed.

1.8
Village Census

Complete census of three villages, (two Subproject villages and one Control village was undertaken with the help of a pre tested Checklist (Appendix-4). As has already been mentioned that the census data served as the sampling frames from which household samples based on land ownership pattern for detail household surveys in each subproject area were selected.

a. Social mapping of the selected villages: (both Project and Control villages)

Social mapping is a visual method of showing the relative location of households and the distribution of different types of people (such as male, female, adult, child, landed, landless, literate, and illiterate) together with the social structure and institutions of an area. Social Mapping depicts data on community layout, infrastructure, demography, ethno linguistic groups, health pattern, wealth, and so on by identifying different social groups using locally defined criteria and assessing the distribution of assets across social groups .It also helps in  learning about the social institutions and the different views local people might have regarding those institutions, an overview of community structure and the socio-economic situation,  household differences by social factors – who lives where in a community.

Baseline study team of SODEV Consult also undertook l undertake social mapping exercises of the selected villages (both study and control villages) to provide a new dimension in the baseline survey. Social mapping of the survey villages would provide a symbolic presentation of the socio-economic situation of each study village in 30 sub project areas and 30 control areas and have been appended with all the baseline reports of 30 subprojects.

b. Community survey

A community survey was also carried out besides census for gathering background information on the community as a whole in the pre project situation. The survey  covered  pre project information on, among other things, land utilization by land elevation, surface and ground water irrigation provisions, sanitation, agricultural system, extension services, major crops grown, price of major commodities, wage level, state of health and education, economic activities, roads and other physical infrastructure, social capital, community institutions and organizations. Such information could be compared with that in post-project situation when an impact study would be undertaken. The survey was based on key informant interviews in the project and control villages. A community survey form is attached in this report as Appendix-3. 
1.9 
Focus Group Discussion

Along with the Base line Survey, a number of focus group discussions (FGD) were also organized with different professional groups in the area to capture any special features that are left unaddressed in the structured questionnaire survey; related especially to some qualitative aspects of concerned groups of people. 

1.10
Survey Instruments

Survey Questionnaire
Based on the research objectives and set of parameters, a comprehensive survey instruments comprising six (6) sections/modules were prepared (Appendix-2). All responses to variables were coded to facilitate encoding and data processing. The survey instruments were finalized in consultation with the Client and taking into account the results of field pre-testing of the same. In addition, two (2) checklists of village census and community survey were also worked out. The survey instruments/modules comprised of the following sections:

i) Socio-economic

ii) Agriculture

iii) Water Management

iv) Fisheries 

v) Environment and

vi) Gender  and Development 

For gathering field level information, the aforesaid single questionnaire was administered comprising six different sections for all sample households in the subproject and control villages. Since the survey instruments involved a long list of queries, spread in separate six sections, it was decided that separate interviews would be carried out using separate section considering that the intensive Interviews would need long duration and the respondent householders might not provide long time to the interviewers. 

1.11
Field Operation

1.11.1 
Formation of Field Study Teams

To facilitate field data collection 3 separate teams were formed consisting of one Supervisor and three field enumerators. Of the three enumerators at least one enumerator was female.  Each survey team covered 10 subprojects. In each sub project area, one study team covered two villages plus one control village from adjacent to each subproject area. In each of the selected villages the team covered 25 households proportionately from different categories of households based on landholding size as has been mentioned earlier, and thus in three  selected villages in total 75 households were interviewed (25+25+25). Each team on average, spent nine days in a sub project area to collect baseline information from the selected HHs. Each enumerator covered at least 2 HH per day in one sub project area. 

1.11.2 
Training of the Field Study Team

A total of two (2) days training was arranged to train up the Field staffs to conduct the baseline survey works from 22nd March to 23rd March 2015. The training sessions were attended by the Ex PD, PSSWRSP Engineer Mr. Shahidul Haque and Senior Socio-economist Mr. Momtaz Haider of the PSSWRSP. In the training session the field enumerators were briefed about nature, types of the subprojects and about the objectives of the baseline surveys by the LGED officials as well as by the senior team members of the baseline survey study. The enumerators were also thoroughly briefed about the survey methodology and were trained on the application of the questionnaires designed for the proposed surveys of 30 subprojects. A guideline was designed by the senior study team members and was provided to the enumerators with necessary instructions on how questions should be asked and how responses should be recorded in the survey forms.     

1.11.3 
Formation of Field Team for Social mapping

A separate team was formed for social mapping in 30 subprojects. The team consisted of one Team Leader and 3 members experienced in social mapping. The social mapping team will work independently and will draw maps depicting the necessary social, economic, environmental and other dimensions of the selected villages in the subproject areas. The social mapping team, also will go for 1 FGD and KII sessions in each of the subproject to collect those information which won’t be covered in the survey very clearly. 

1.11.4 
Coordination

Team Leader of the study remained responsible for overall coordination and other senior team members provided all necessary supports and assistance to the Team Leader. Team Leader and other consultants of the team maintain liaison with LGED as and when necessary.

At the field level, the basic coordination of each team was done by the team supervisors. For overall coordination in the field, a coordinator was appointed who coordinated among the field teams. Team Coordinator maintained regular liaison with the team leader for necessary discussions and instructions if needed. 

1.12
Core Research Team

As per the original TOR of the study, a Core Research Team, the main body responsible for carrying out the study, was formed (Table 1.4). The key professionals include (1) Senior Sociologist/ Team Leader (2) Economist (3) Agronomist (4) Environmentalist (5) Fisheries Specialist (6) Gender and development Specialist (7) Statistician, (8) Sociologist, (9) Water Management specialist  

Table 1.4 

Core Team for Baseline Survey of 30 subprojects

	Sl. No.
	Name
	Position

	1
	Prof. Quamrul Ahsan Chowdhury
	Team Leader

	2
	Mr. Fazlul Q. Siddique
	Economist

	3
	Mr. Mohammad Mokbul Hossain
	Agronomist

	4
	Dr. Tapan Kumar Ghosal
	Environmentalist

	5
	Mr. Md. Moshihur Rahman
	Fisheries Specialist

	6
	Ms. Helen Rahman
	GAD Specialist

	7
	Dr. Sheikh Giash Uddin Ahmed
	Statistician

	8
	Dr. Md. Nurul Islam
	Sociologist

	9
	Eng. Mr. S.A. Rafiuzzaman 
	Water Management Specialist
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SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILE OF SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS

2.0
Introduction

Data for the baseline study conducted for post-project impact assessment were collected by adopting the following instruments and procedures.

i. Information of the sample households were collected by interviewing the household respondents using a structured questionnaire consisting of six modules including a module on socioeconomic conditions of the sampled households in both the project and control areas.
ii. Besides the household survey, a community survey was conducted for preparing a community profile to get the pre-project situation on the community as a whole by using a pre-designed check list.
iii. Moreover, in each of the 30 subprojects 3 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) were organized with representatives of landless households, traders and destitute women to capture any special feature or missing information. 
For selecting the sample households which were the ultimate sampling units, village census was conducted on the basis of a check list as per standard procedure. This chapter of the report deals with the summary findings on the pre-project socioeconomic profiles of the project and control areas. In each case, a comparative analysis of project village situations vis-a–vis that of the control areas has been presented with brief mention of the special features, if any.

2.1
Distribution of Sample Households According to Landholding Size

Results of the survey as presented in the table 2.1 below show that out of 1500 households under the project, the landless (as defined under this study) constituted 62.5%, marginal farmers (14.1%), small farmers (15.0%), medium farmers (6.8%) and large farmer (1.6%) in the project villages as against 64.8%, 12.5%, 14.7%, 6.0% and 2.0% respectively in the control villages where the total number of households was 750.  As appears in the table, there was similarity in distribution pattern of landownership among the sample households between the project area and control area. 

A total of 2,250 sample households, taking 1500 from project area and 750 from control area were stratified on the basis of land ownership and results presented in table 2.1. It appears in the table that of these households, 63.3% were landless, 13.6% were marginal, 14.9% were small, 6.5% were medium and 1.7% were large farmers as against the national figures of  small farmer (1.00 -2.49 acres) 84.3%, medium farmers (2.50-7.49 acres) 14.2% and large farmers 9.6%. 
Table 2.1

Number of Sample Households by Landholding Size

	Household Categories by landholding size (Agricultural land owned in Acres)
	Sample Household

	
	Project Area
	Control Area
	Total

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Landless (0-0.49) (LL) 
	938
	62.53
	486
	64.80
	1424
	63.29

	Marginal farmer (0.50-0.99) (MRF)
	211
	14.07
	94
	12.53
	305
	13.56

	Small farmer (1.00-2.49) (SF)
	225
	15.00
	110
	14.67
	335
	14.89

	Medium farmer (2.50-7.49) (MF)
	102
	6.80
	45
	6.00
	147
	6.53

	Large farmer (7.50 +) (LF)
	24
	1.60
	15
	2.00
	39
	1.73

	All
	1500
	100.00
	750
	100.00
	2250
	100.00


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015, BBS 2014
Figure 1: Number of Sample Households by Landholding Size
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2.2
Analysis of the situation in 30 SPs

Household category based on landownership disaggregated by 30 subprojects and control areas is presented in Table 2.2. It is evident that the highest percentage of landless household was (86.0%) in SP44124 (Sonaichari) and the lowest (30.0%) in SP44113 (Jhiry Bridge) in the project area, where the average percentage of landless households was 62.0%. In the control areas, these figures were 96.0% in SP44087 (Mohadanga Panna Beel) and 32.0% in SP44102 (Bisha Udaypur Khal), where the average percentage of landless households was 65.0% (Figure 1).

Further, in the project area, the number of SPs with landless households below the average (62.0%) was 13 (43.3%) out of 30 and that above the average was 15 (50%) with 2 SPs being at par with the average.

In the control area, the number of SPs with landless households below the average (65.0%) is 14 (46.7%) and that above the average was 16 (53.3%), though landlessness in SP44087 (Mohadanga Panna Beel) was as high as 96.0% and in SP44124 (Sonaichari) was 92.0%.

 Table 2.2

Percentage of sample household by landholding size by 30 Subprojects

	SL.

No.
	Subprojects
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Household category by landholding size
	Household category by landholding size

	
	
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	Total
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	Total

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	54.00
	14.00
	22.00
	8.00
	2.00
	100.00
	48.00
	20.00
	20.00
	8.00
	4.00
	100.00

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	70.00
	8.00
	12.00
	8.00
	2.00
	100.00
	68.00
	12.00
	12.00
	4.00
	4.00
	100.00

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	66.00
	16.00
	8.00
	8.00
	2.00
	100.00
	56.00
	16.00
	16.00
	8.00
	4.00
	100.00

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	40.00
	20.00
	28.00
	10.00
	2.00
	100.00
	48.00
	8.00
	28.00
	12.00
	4.00
	100.00

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	38.00
	4.00
	32.00
	22.00
	4.00
	100.00
	72.00
	8.00
	16.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	62.00
	16.00
	12.00
	10.00
	-
	100.00
	52.00
	24.00
	24.00
	-
	-
	100.00

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	74.00
	8.00
	16.00
	2.00
	-
	100.00
	72.00
	12.00
	12.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	66.00
	8.00
	18.00
	6.00
	2.00
	100.00
	84.00
	4.00
	12.00
	-
	-
	100.00

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	78.00
	10.00
	10.00
	2.00
	-
	100.00
	76.00
	16.00
	8.00
	-
	-
	100.00

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	78.00
	12.00
	8.00
	2.00
	-
	100.00
	76.00
	12.00
	8.00
	-
	4.00
	100.00

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	84.00
	6.00
	6.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00
	88.00
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	68.00
	10.00
	14.00
	6.00
	2.00
	100.00
	64.00
	8.00
	16.00
	8.00
	4.00
	100.00

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	78.00
	12.00
	8.00
	2.00
	-
	100.00
	76.00
	12.00
	8.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	60.00
	16.00
	14.00
	6.00
	4.00
	100.00
	72.00
	20.00
	8.00
	-
	-
	100.00

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	82.00
	6.00
	12.00
	-
	-
	100.00
	88.00
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	50.00
	24.00
	20.00
	4.00
	2.00
	100.00
	44.00
	32.00
	20.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	76.00
	10.00
	8.00
	6.00
	-
	100.00
	80.00
	8.00
	8.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	86.00
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	2.00
	100.00
	92.00
	-
	8.00
	-
	-
	100.00

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	64.00
	12.00
	18.00
	6.00
	-
	100.00
	80.00
	8.00
	8.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	30.00
	36.00
	24.00
	8.00
	2.00
	100.00
	40.00
	20.00
	28.00
	8.00
	4.00
	100.00

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	52.00
	22.00
	16.00
	8.00
	2.00
	100.00
	60.00
	12.00
	16.00
	8.00
	4.00
	100.00

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	64.00
	18.00
	12.00
	4.00
	2.00
	100.00
	64.00
	16.00
	16.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	58.00
	18.00
	16.00
	6.00
	2.00
	100.00
	64.00
	4.00
	16.00
	12.00
	4.00
	100.00

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	56.00
	12.00
	18.00
	12.00
	2.00
	100.00
	60.00
	12.00
	24.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	54.00
	18.00
	12.00
	12.00
	4.00
	100.00
	48.00
	4.00
	36.00
	8.00
	4.00
	100.00

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	62.00
	18.00
	12.00
	6.00
	2.00
	100.00
	32.00
	24.00
	24.00
	16.00
	4.00
	100.00

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	42.00
	14.00
	30.00
	12.00
	2.00
	100.00
	56.00
	20.00
	12.00
	8.00
	4.00
	100.00

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	66.00
	12.00
	14.00
	6.00
	2.00
	100.00
	96.00
	-
	-
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	60.00
	14.00
	14.00
	8.00
	4.00
	100.00
	76.00
	16.00
	4.00
	4.00
	-
	100.00

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	44.00
	20.00
	18.00
	14.00
	4.00
	100.00
	40.00
	16.00
	16.00
	24.00
	4.00
	100.00

	All
	62
	14
	15
	7
	2
	100
	66
	12
	14
	6
	2
	100


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

2.3
Population and Demographic Characteristics

2.3.1
Size of Households

Average size of households in the project villages was 5.1 persons as against 5.0 persons in the control villages (Table 2.3). The household size in both the project and control areas under this study was higher than the national figure of 4.5 persons (2010).4 

Examining the household size in different categories in the project area, it appeared that the average household size varied between 4.5 persons and 6.2 persons in the project area and between 4.7 and 5.6 persons in the control area. In the project area the medium farm households had the lowest household size (4.5) and the large farm households had the highest household size (6.2) with other categories of households having household sizes in between. In the control area the landless households had the lowest size (4.7) and the marginal farm households had the highest household size (5.6). The household size in other categories of households in project area such as, the landless, marginal and small farm households had the household size of 5.1, 4.8 and 5.2 respectively. In the control area, the other three households viz, the small, medium and large farm households had the size of 5.5, 5.0 and 5.4 persons.

While comparing the household size with the landholding size (landownership) it shows no direct or inverse relation between the two parameters, i.e. no systematic trend in increase or decrease of household size with the landholding size is observed. 

In table 2.5 on household size and literacy rate of 30 subprojects disaggregated it appeared that SP44085 (Aorabunia) had the lowest household size (4.2) and SP45183 (Bhandercot) had the highest household size (5.7). Within the control area, SP45180 (Tengrakhali) had the lowest household size (4.2) and SP44125 (Chakhar) had the highest household size of 5.7.

2.3.2
Sex ratio

The overall sex ratio (female/male) was 100.4 in the project area indicating 100.4 female per 100 male. This ratio was 103.0 in the control area indicating 103.0 female per 100 male (Table 2.3).  The sex ratio in the project area was almost at par with the national sex ratio of 100.2 in the year 20115, whereas the sex ratio in the control area was higher than the national sex ratio. The analysis of the data in the table shows that except for the marginal farms, the sex ratio decreased with the increase in landholding size in project area but no systematic trend of increase or decrease in the sex ratio with the increase or decrease of landholding size was observed in the control area.

Table 2.3 

Size and Composition of Households by Landholding Size

	HH category by land-holding size
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Population


	Sex ratio (F:M)
	No. of dependent members per earner
	House-hold Size
	Population
	Sex ratio (F:M)
	No. of dependent members per earner
	House-holds Size

	
	Male
	Female
	Total
	
	
	
	Male
	Female
	Total
	
	
	

	
	N
	(%)
	N
	(%)
	N
	(%)
	
	
	
	N
	(%)
	N
	(%)
	N
	(%)
	
	
	

	LL
	2402
	63.41
	2410
	63.37
	4812
	63.39
	100.33
	2.01
	5.13
	1125
	61.21
	1175
	62.07
	2300
	61.65
	104.44
	1.96
	4.73

	MRF
	501
	13.23
	511
	13.44
	1012
	13.33
	102.00
	1.88
	4.80
	260
	14.15
	265
	14.00
	525
	14.07
	101.92
	2.31
	5.59

	SF
	580
	15.31
	581
	15.28
	1161
	15.29
	100.17
	2.02
	5.16
	301
	16.38
	299
	15.80
	600
	16.08
	99.34
	2.26
	5.45

	MF
	230
	6.07
	228
	6.00
	458
	6.03
	99.13
	1.76
	4.49
	112
	6.09
	113
	5.97
	225
	6.03
	100.89
	2.07
	5.00

	LF
	75
	1.98
	73
	1.92
	148
	1.95
	97.33
	2.42
	6.17
	40
	2.18
	41
	2.17
	81
	2.17
	102.50
	2.30
	5.40

	All
	3788
	100.00
	3803
	100.00
	7591
	100.00
	100.40
	2.02
	5.06
	1838
	100.00
	1893
	100.00
	3731
	100.00
	102.99
	2.25
	4.97


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

2.3.3
Dependency ratio

Dependency ratio is defined as the ratio of the number of dependent members to the number of earning members in a household. The overall dependency ratio was found to be 2.0 in the project area as against the ratio of 2.3 in the control area. In the project area, the highest dependency ratio (2.4) was found in large households, while the lowest dependency ratio (1.8) was found in the medium farm households. The dependency ratio for the landless, marginal and small farm households was 2.0, 1.9 and 2.0.

In the control area, the highest dependency ratio (2.3) was found in marginal and large households, while the lowest dependency ratio (2.0) was found in the landless households. The dependency ratio for the small and medium farm households was 2.3 and 2.0 respectively. 
Neither in the project area nor in the control area the size of the dependency ratio displayed any systematic trend i.e. increasing or decreasing with the increase or decrease in the size of landholdings.

Analysis of the data of 30 project shows that SP45173 (Charadi) had the lowest dependency ratio (1.3) and the SP44085 (Aorabunia) had the highest ratio of 3.3. On the other hand SP44095 (Kalapania Khal) had the lowest dependency ratio (1.0) and SP43065 (Bhangakha Niyamatpur) had the highest dependency ratio (3.8) in the control area.

2.4
Education 

2.4.1
Literacy Situation

The average rate of literacy in project area at the time of the survey was found 57.6 % and in the control area it was 58.8% (Table 2.4). The literacy level in both the study areas considering people above six years of age, appeared to be higher than the national average of 51.8 percent where people above 7 years of age were considered5. In the project area, the marginal farm households had the highest rate of literacy (61.4%), followed by the medium farm households (58.6%), landless households (57.0%), small farms (56.0%) and large farm households (54.2%, Table 2.4).

In the control area, the marginal farm households had the highest rate of literacy (62.4%), followed by the large farm households (59.7%), landless households (58.6%), the medium farms (51.5%) and small farms (43.1%). It may be noted from the above that in both the study areas the marginal farms had the highest rate of literacy. The lowest level of literacy in project area was among the large farm households and in the control area among the small farm households. Analyzing the situation viewed from the landholding categories it appeared that there was no positive correlation between the literacy rate and the landholding size (Figure 2).

Table 2.4

Distribution of Population (Above 6 Years of Age) by Educational Level and by Landholding Size
	HH cate-gory by land-holding size
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Popula-tion 6 years and above
	
	Popula-tion 6 years and above
	

	
	
	Primary
	Secondary
	Above secondary
	Literacy rate
	
	Primary
	Secondary
	Above secondary
	Literacy rate

	
	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	LL
	3754
	1756
	46.78
	300
	7.99
	84
	2.24
	2,140
	57.00
	1614
	736
	45.60
	166
	10.29
	78
	4.83
	980
	58.61

	MRF
	883
	340
	38.51
	152
	17.21
	50
	5.66
	542
	61.38
	380
	145
	38.16
	65
	17.11
	27
	7.11
	250
	62.37

	SF
	696
	238
	34.20
	121
	17.39
	31
	4.45
	390
	56.03
	383
	95
	24.80
	55
	14.36
	15
	3.92
	180
	43.08

	MF
	452
	145
	32.08
	105
	23.23
	15
	3.32
	265
	58.63
	173
	50
	28.90
	30
	17.34
	9
	5.20
	89
	51.45

	LF
	131
	40
	30.53
	24
	18.32
	7
	5.34
	71
	54.20
	57
	20
	35.09
	8
	14.04
	6
	10.53
	34
	59.65

	All
	5916
	2519
	42.6
	702
	11.87
	187
	3.16
	3,408
	57.60
	2607
	1046
	40.12
	324
	12.43
	135
	5.18
	1533
	58.80


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

52013 Pocket Book of BBS, P-363
The disaggregated data on rate of literacy of 30 subprojects show that SP44093 (Paschim Joar) had the highest rate of literacy (70.8%) and SP44095 (Kalapania Khal) had the lowest rate of literacy of 46.1% (Table 2.5). About 46.7% of the subprojects had literacy rate below the average, 43.3% above the average and 10.0% at par with the average rate of literacy. These figures in the control area were 56.7%, 40.0% and 3.3% respectively. 

As regards the level of education completed, it appeared that in the project area 42.6% of the educated people from the different strata completed primary level, 11.9%, completed secondary level and 3.2% completed above secondary level. These percentages for the control area were 40.1, 12.4 and 5.2 respectively. The rate of literacy above secondary level was the highest among the marginal farms (5.7%) and lowest among the landless (2.2%) in the project area. In the control areas the marginal farmers had the highest rate of above secondary level education (7.1%) and lowest among the small farms (3.9%).

From the above analysis it appears that the higher financial affordability and better capability of providing financial supports to the family members for study, as in case of larger landholding groups, does not necessarily lead to higher rate of literacy.

Table 2.5

Households Size and Literacy Rate by 30 Subprojects (Disaggregated)
	SL.

No.
	Subprojects
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Household Size
	No of dependent Members per earner
	Literacy rate (%)
	Household Size
	No of dependent Members per earner
	Literacy rate (%)

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	4.20
	3.27
	64.10
	4.90
	2.79
	61.48

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	4.46
	1.62
	50.25
	4.60
	1.52
	52.83

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	5.28
	3.26
	54.80
	5.56
	3.44
	58.60

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	4.32
	2.23
	58.79
	4.84
	2.12
	60.38

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	5.06
	1.26
	69.60
	4.96
	1.48
	63.90

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	5.40
	2.00
	70.80
	5.00
	2.40
	76.07

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	5.22
	2.04
	57.01
	5.36
	2.52
	55.10

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	5.30
	2.06
	53.23
	5.44
	2.52
	56.38

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	5.34
	2.65
	66.67
	5.72
	2.72
	63.82

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	5.38
	3.32
	60.31
	5.68
	3.80
	63.21

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	5.68
	2.50
	58.76
	5.08
	2.36
	56.65

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	4.34
	1.44
	59.47
	4.20
	1.32
	52.38

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	5.08
	2.94
	53.36
	5.40
	3.52
	55.88

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	5.38
	2.42
	52.81
	5.48
	1.68
	58.20

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	5.24
	1.38
	46.10
	4.52
	1.04
	55.56

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	5.40
	2.70
	57.64
	5.48
	2.52
	64.96

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	5.06
	2.16
	55.98
	4.96
	2.28
	57.80

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	5.56
	2.72
	60.09
	5.04
	1.64
	60.38

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	5.44
	2.54
	50.43
	4.88
	1.60
	47.22

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	5.18
	2.64
	58.86
	5.48
	2.64
	62.22

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	5.10
	2.30
	63.96
	5.48
	3.04
	60.47

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	4.86
	2.12
	51.32
	4.96
	2.16
	54.35

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	5.22
	2.10
	59.43
	5.52
	1.68
	56.86

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	5.40
	2.36
	58.05
	5.12
	2.20
	55.95

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	4.96
	2.74
	53.57
	5.20
	2.87
	54.88

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	5.20
	2.66
	57.67
	5.44
	2.20
	58.33

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	5.16
	1.94
	55.90
	5.04
	2.28
	62.35

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	5.22
	1.78
	54.59
	4.88
	2.20
	53.19

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	5.34
	2.54
	56.80
	5.16
	2.16
	62.14

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	5.38
	2.50
	57.56
	5.36
	2.28
	58.23

	All
	5.14
	2.34
	57.60
	5.16
	2.30
	58.66


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 2: Distribution of Households by Literacy Rate by 30 Subprojects
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2.5
Occupations

Data on employment situation were collected to examine the scope and diversity of employment and their changing pattern in the study areas. It was observed that people were engaged in eight (8) broad occupation sectors including the miscellaneous sector which engulfed several sectors of employment. Studying the list of eight occupations in the Table 2.6 it was observed that the sample household members made their choice of adopting a single occupation for employment or two occupations, one as the primary occupation and the other as the secondary occupation, to be pursued either together or one after the other during the year. 

Table 2.6

Distribution of Household Members by Occupation
	Occupation

 
	% of working population having occupation

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Primary Occupation
	Secondary occupation
	Primary Occupation
	Secondary Occupation

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Agriculture
	2958
	64.08
	714
	65.75
	1429
	65.37
	353
	69.22

	Trade
	331
	7.17
	131
	12.06
	157
	7.18
	44
	8.63

	Transport
	119
	2.58
	39
	3.59
	74
	3.39
	19
	3.73

	Paid/salaried job
	483
	10.46
	82
	7.55
	213
	9.74
	37
	7.25

	Industry
	41
	0.89
	35
	3.22
	22
	1.01
	13
	2.55

	Overseas employment
	80
	1.73
	0.00
	0.00
	44
	2.01
	0.00
	0.00

	Others
	536
	11.61
	60
	5.52
	196
	8.97
	38
	7.45

	Construction
	68
	1.47
	24
	2.21
	51
	2.33
	6
	1.18

	Total (N)
	4616
	100.00
	1086
	100.00
	2186
	100.00
	510
	100.00


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 3: Occupation pattern of Households (30 subproject combined)
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The data presented in the table shows that agriculture topped the list both as primary and secondary occupation in both project and control areas. The other occupations were, trading, transport, paid/salaried job, industrial entrepreneurship, overseas employment, construction related jobs and “others” or misc. sector. 

With regard to primary occupations it was observed that in the project area 64.1% of the household members were engaged in agriculture, followed by household members of 10.5% engaged in paid/salaries jobs, 7.2% in trade, 2.6% in transport, 1.7% in overseas employment, 1.5% in construction related jobs and only 0.9% in industry. Besides, members from 11.6% of the households were involved in “other” types of activities covering miscellaneous kinds of activities as explained above.

In the control area, the primary occupation of the majority respondents was again agriculture which covered rather a higher percentage of 65.4%. This dominant sector was followed by paid/salaried jobs employing 9.7%, trade 7.2%, transport 3.4%, construction 2.3%, overseas employment 2.0% and industry 1.0%. In addition, about 9.0% of the households were involved in “other’ types of activities.

As for secondary occupations, agriculture again topped the list providing employment to 65.8% household members in the project area followed by trade 12.1%, paid/salaried jobs 7.6%, transport 3.6%, industry 3.2%, and construction 2.2%. The ‘other’ sector provided employment to 5.5% of the household members.

In the control area, the secondary occupation of the majority respondents was again agriculture engaging 69.2% of the household members which was higher than the project area. This sector was followed by trade providing employment to 8.6% of the household members, paid/salaried jobs employing 7.3%, transport 3.8%, industry 2.6% and construction related activities 1.2%. In addition, 7.5% of the households were involved in “other’ types of activities. 

2.6
Asset Base of the Sample Households

2.6.1
Ownership of Different Categories of Land

The average landholding size of households in the project area was found to be higher than in the control area. As can be seen from Table 2.7, the average land ownership size per household in the project area was 1.21 acres; in the control area, the corresponding figure was 1.10 acres. The average farm land of the households was 0.85 acres in the project area and in the control area, the corresponding figure was 0.77 acres.

Table 2.7

Land Ownership by Landholding Size
	HH category by landholding size
	Average land owned (acres)

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Home-stead
	Farming
	Pond
	Orchard / fallow
	Total
	Home-stead
	Farming
	Pond
	Orchard / fallow
	Total

	LL
	0.07
	0.20
	0.03
	0.05
	0.35
	0.05
	0.17
	0.03
	0.06
	0.31

	MRF
	0.08
	0.55
	0.05
	0.07
	0.75
	0.08
	0.60
	0.05
	0.03
	0.76

	SF
	0.10
	1.70
	0.06
	0.10
	1.96
	0.10
	1.50
	0.10
	0.10
	1.80

	MF
	0.20
	3.80
	0.15
	0.10
	4.25
	0.15
	3.40
	0.15
	0.15
	3.85

	LF
	0.25
	8.50
	0.30
	0.20
	9.25
	0.20
	8.20
	0.20
	0.20
	8.80

	All
	0.14
	0.85
	0.12
	0.10
	1.21
	0.12
	0.77
	0.11
	0.11
	1.10


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

2.7
Ownership of Livestock Assets 

The Table 2.8 presents the ownership pattern of livestock and poultry birds. The calculation was done based on households who actually owned the same. The overall ownership pattern of livestock and poultry birds by different categories of sample households in the project area showed a better wealth base than their counterparts in the control area. Average value of livestock and poultry birds owned by the households in project area was Tk.83,932.9 compared to Tk.70, 297.7 in the control area.

Table 2.8 shows that 63.0 per cent of households in the project and 67.0 per cent in the control area owned cows. The average value of cows per household was found higher (Tk. 22,386.8) in the project area compared to (Tk.21,114.0) in the control area.

Table 2.8

Per Household Livestock and Poultry Birds Owned
	Farm animal
	Size and value of livestock owned *

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	% of households having livestock
	Per household present position (No)
	Per household value (Tk.)
	% of households having livestock
	Per household present position
	Per household value (Tk.)

	Bullock/bull
	48.00
	1.10
	   18,786.00 
	48.00
	1.10
	   17,869.00 

	Cow
	63.00
	1.20
	   22,386.81 
	67.00
	1.20
	   21,114.00 

	Heifer/calf
	34.00
	1.29
	     9,533.65 
	55.00
	1.19
	     6,453.00 

	Buffalo
	10.00
	1.10
	   22,123.00 
	20.00
	0.90
	   15,647.00 

	Goat/sheep
	39.00
	2.35
	     7,787.69 
	45.00
	2.20
	     5,463.90 

	Chickens/duck
	73.00
	9.58
	     1,875.75 
	71.00
	11.00
	     2,286.50 

	Others
	30.00
	3.73
	      1,440.00 
	28.00
	6.43
	      1,464.29 

	Total
	 
	 
	83,932.90
	
	
	70,297.69


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

As regards ownership of bullocks/bulls, 48.0 per cent of households both in the project and the control areas owned bullocks/bulls. The average number of bullocks/ bulls owned per household in the project and control villages were 1.1 each. The average value of bullocks/bulls per household was Tk. 18,786.0 in the subproject area whereas, this was Tk.17,869.0 in the control area. 

In rearing heifers/calves, the control area had higher percentage of households owning these animals than in the project area. About 34.0 percent of the households had heifers/calves in the project area and 55.0 percent of the households in control area had these animals. The average value per household was Tk. 9,533.6 in project area as against Tk.6,453.0 in control area. 

Of the total respondent households,39.0 percent in the project area  owned on an average 2.4 Goats/Sheep per households as against 45.0 percent households in the control areas with an average ownership of 2.2 goats/sheep per household. The average value of these animals per household was Tk. 7787.7 in project area as compared to Tk.5463.9 in control areas. 

Rearing of poultry birds (chicken/duck) in scavenging (domestic) system appeared to be quite high in both the study areas. The percent of households rearing poultry birds was 73.0% in the project area and 71.0% in the control area. The average number of chickens/and or ducks per household were found to be 9.6 and 11.0 respectively in the project and control area. The average value of these domestic birds per household was Tk. 1875.7 in project area as compared to Tk.2286.5 in control area. 

It appears in the table that in terms of value of livestock/poultry birds per household, the households in the project area were in a better position in all the categories except the chickens/ducks where the control area households had better position. Overall, the project area households had higher asset base in this sector compared to those in the control area.

2.7.1 
Analysis of Livestock and Poultry Bird Ownership in 30 Projects

Table 2.9 shows the distribution of livestock ownerships disaggregated by 30 subprojects. It can be seen that in the project area, the average value per household of livestock owned varied from Tk. 10,392.0 (SP45180 - Tengrakhali) to Tk. 181,326.0 (SP44085 - Aorabunia) In the control area, average value per household of livestock owned varied from Tk. 4,458.0 (SP 44125 - Chakhar) to Tk. 171,038.0 (SP44139 – Kamarpur). The gap in value of livestock owned between the lowest and the highest values in both the study areas was quite high (Figure 4).

Table 2.9

Livestock Ownership by 30 Subprojects
	SL No.
	Subprojects
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Per HH livestock owned (Value Tk.)
	Per HH livestock owned (Value Tk.)

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	181,326.00 
	             76,543.00 

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	105,500.00 
	             35,700.00 

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	55,748.80 
	             52,302.00 

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	21,758.60 
	             13,908.00 

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	155,672.00 
	             60,453.00 

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	144,576.07 
	           105,893.04 

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	20,015.00 
	         9,605.00 

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	13,993.00 
	             26,443.00 

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	   12,088.84 
	     4,458.00 

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	26,899.00 
	             19,515.20 

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	     70,654.17 
	             63,979.65 

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	   10,391.80 
	         6,912.00 

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	105,865.86 
	           107,668.88 

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	   73,167.76 
	             44,681.89 

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	  101,325.84 
	             82,375.00 

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	    41,884.00 
	             54,560.00 

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	71,393.38 
	             50,933.77 

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	   52,127.00 
	             47,763.00 

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	64,145.06 
	             91,864.91 

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	80,071.77 
	             97,571.86 

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	104,304.57 
	           133,731.17 

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	82,808.59 
	           109,925.00 

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	118,231.21 
	           122,397.86 

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	123,493.97 
	             87,903.93 

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	155,672.00 
	             60,453.00 

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	66,190.76 
	             79,457.61 

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	117,672.02 
	           171,038.17 

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	100,038.17 
	             89,592.45 

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	  93,028.74 
	             78,736.17 

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	147,945.26 
	           122,547.03 

	All
	       83,932.97 
	       70,297.12 


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 4: Distribution of livestock ownership by 30 subprojects
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2.7.2    Total Asset Value of Sample Households

Data on asset base were collected to assess the total asset value of the different categories of sample households and the extent of inequity in total asset value as well as value differences of various assets owned by different categories of households. Table 2.10 below shows that the average asset value of the households in the project area (Tk. 66.7 lakh) was lower than their counterparts in the control areas (Tk.67.5 lakh). In the project area the landless households possessed assets worth of (Tk. 9.9 lakh) followed by marginal households (Tk.19.7 lakh), small farm (Tk.36.8 lakh), medium farm (Tk. 85.8 lakh) and large farm (Tk. 181.1 lakh). In the control area these figures were Tk. 10.6 lakh, Tk. 26.7 lakh, Tk.43.3 lakh, Tk.70.2 lakh and Tk.186.6 lakh owned respectively by the landless, marginal, small, medium and large farm households. It appears from Table 2.10, that except the medium farm households, all the categories of project households had lower asset values than their counterparts in the control areas.

It is observed that there was no marked difference in asset value of the farm households of the same category belonging to the two study areas viz the project area and the control area. But there was big gap in value of assets owned by different categories of farms within the project as well as in control areas (Intra household categories). The average value of total assets of the large farmers (Tk. 181.0 lakh) in project area was more than eighteen times higher compared to that of the landless households (Tk. 9.9 lakh) and more than nine times higher than that of the marginal farmers (Tk.19.2 lakh). These differences in the control areas were more than seventeen times and seven times respectively.

The total asset value as per table was derived from 11 sources including possession of land under different uses, livestock, various agricultural and non-agricultural assets, household belongings and misc. assets named as other assets. The overall situation with regard to value of different categories of assets showed that agricultural land occupied 82.1% in project area (Ranging from 31.3% for the landless to 88.0% for the large farms). In the project area this sector was followed by homestead land (4.6%) and house structure (8.8%). The said three sectors constituted 95.5% and all other remaining sectors together constituted less than 5.0% of the total value of assets.

In the control area agricultural land constituted 83.4% (Ranging from 40.6% for the landless to 89.8% for the large farms) of the total asset value of the households. In the control area, this sector was followed by homestead land (3.6%) and house structure (9.0%). The said three sectors constituted 96.0% and all other remaining sectors together constituted less than 4% of the total value of assets.

Table 2.10

Asset Base of Households by Landholding Size

	Assets
	Per household value of asset (Tk. 66.7 lakh)

	
	Project area

	
	LL
	%
	MRF
	%
	SF
	%
	MF
	%
	LF
	%

	Homestead land
	153,488.75
	15.47
	169,699.28
	8.59
	206,715.86
	5.62
	420,000.00
	4.89
	602,981.93
	3.33

	Agriculture land
	310,835.09
	31.33
	1,195,740.91
	60.54
	2,649,867.10
	72.04
	7,300,700.35
	85.05
	15,897,954.00
	87.83

	Ponds/ditches
	14,244.86
	1.44
	22,801.21
	1.15
	30,000.00
	0.82
	75,000.00
	0.87
	150,000.00
	0.83

	Garden/orchard/fallow/other land
	37,500.00
	3.78
	52,500.00
	2.66
	75,000.00
	2.04
	75,000.00
	0.87
	150,000.00
	0.83

	House structure
	404,861.00
	40.80
	457,943.10
	23.19
	585,509.79
	15.92
	549,923.80
	6.41
	979,538.40
	5.41

	Agri. Equipment
	2,768.00
	0.28
	2,317.20
	0.12
	6,308.75
	0.17
	15,643.00
	0.18
	29,876.00
	0.17

	Livestock
	19,550.38
	1.97
	26,709.24
	1.35
	35,641.69
	0.97
	49,685.62
	0.58
	50,300.00
	0.28

	Fishing equipment
	3,423.00
	0.34
	4,539.00
	0.23
	6,540.00
	0.18
	4,378.00
	0.05
	4,530.00
	0.03

	Furniture and personal effects
	29,747.90
	3.00
	27,803.53
	1.41
	41,999.60
	1.14
	52,735.54
	0.61
	114,725.90
	0.63

	Non-agri. Assets
	1,811.14
	0.18
	5,971.56
	0.30
	28,671.00
	0.78
	25,904.76
	0.30
	105,384.60
	0.58

	Others assets
	14,000.86
	1.41
	8,967.91
	0.45
	11,844.48
	0.32
	14,995.94
	0.17
	16,001.27
	0.09

	Total
	992,230.98
	100.00
	1,974,992.94
	100.00
	3,678,098.27
	100.00
	8,583,967.01
	100.00
	18,101,292.10
	100

	Assets
	Per household value of asset (TK. 67.5 lakh)
	

	
	Control area
	

	
	LL
	%
	MRF
	%
	SF
	%
	MF
	%
	LF
	%

	Homestead land
	115,343.28
	10.84
	168,000.00
	6.29
	210,000.00
	4.85
	315,000.00
	4.48
	420,000.00
	2.25

	Agriculture land
	432,235.38
	40.62
	1,687,973.54
	63.22
	3,407,708.07
	78.77
	5,858,745.48
	83.41
	16,751,991.68
	89.76

	Ponds
	13,995.54
	1.32
	26,979.17
	1.01
	50,000.00
	1.16
	75,000.00
	1.07
	100,000.00
	0.54

	Garden/orchard/fallow/other land
	41,707.32
	3.92
	22,500.00
	0.84
	75,000.00
	1.73
	112,500.00
	1.60
	150,000.00
	0.80

	House structure
	408,858.52
	38.43
	673,883.00
	25.24
	389,990.40
	9.01
	521,857.20
	7.43
	1,045,846.00
	5.60

	 Agri. Equipment
	1,810.82
	0.17
	7,665.00
	0.29
	5,862.89
	0.14
	13,013.45
	0.19
	10,171.54
	0.05

	Livestock
	17,001.03
	1.60
	29,680.16
	1.11
	37,341.83
	0.86
	36,511.91
	0.52
	41,515.38
	0.22

	Fishing equipment
	3,425.00
	0.32
	3,242.00
	0.12
	5,643.00
	0.13
	4,786.00
	0.07
	6,785.00
	0.04

	Furniture and personal effects
	20,158.16
	1.89
	34,194.60
	1.28
	33,003.05
	0.76
	62,523.86
	0.89
	102,487.70
	0.55

	Non-agri. Assets
	3,363.83
	0.32
	9,297.87
	0.35
	98,413.46
	2.27
	11,232.00
	0.16
	15,643.00
	0.08

	Others assets
	6,141.65
	0.58
	6,746.01
	0.25
	13,126.30
	0.30
	12,511.31
	0.18
	19,623.08
	0.11

	Total
	1,064,040.52
	100.00
	2,670,161.35
	100.00
	4,326,089.00
	100.00
	7,023,681.21
	100
	18,664,063.38
	100.00


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Table 2.11 shows the asset base of the different landholding categories disaggregated by 30 subprojects. In the project area, value of per household asset for the landless varied from Tk.4.8 lakh (SP45180 - Tengrakhali) to  Tk.35.3 lakh  (SP45157 – Satail Beel),  for marginal farms varied from Tk. 8.4 lakh (SP 44125 - Chakhar) to Tk. 57.0  lakh (SP 44093 – Paschim Joar), for small farms varied from Tk. 16.8 lakh (SP44105 – Kumira Beel) to  Tk.118.7 lakh (SP44093 – Paschim Joar), for medium farms  varied from Tk. 57.9 lakh (SP 44105 – Kumira Beel) to Tk. 317.2 lakh (SP44093 – Paschim Joar) and that for large farms varied from Tk. 11.7 lakh (SP 44129 - Treemohony) to Tk. 276.7 lakh (SP 44103 – Gothkhali-Chalitabunia).
In the control area, per household value of asset for the landless varied from Tk. 2.3 lakh (SP 44102 – Bisha Udaypukur Khal) to Tk. 71.8 lakh (SP 44125 - Chakhar), for marginal farms varied from Tk. 11.9 lakh (SP45180 - Tengrakhali) to Tk. 224.4 lakh (SP45145 – Naimuri Alidah), for small farms varied from Tk. 26.4 lakh (SP 45173 - Charadi) to Tk. 87.1 lakh (SP44093 – Paschim Joar). For medium farms, the asset base varied from Tk. 55.5 lakh (SP 45172 – Birgaon Tilokia) to Tk.111.8 lakh (SP45145 – Naimuri Alidah) and that for large farms varied from Tk. 136.8 lakh (SP44129 - Treemohony) to Tk. 354.4 lakh (SP 43065 – Bhangakha Niyamatpur).

Among all the 30 subprojects SP44095 – Kalapania khal possessed the lowest asset value of Tk. 11.0 lakh and SP44093 – Paschim Joar possessed the highest asset value of Tk. 127.0 lakh. In the control areas SP44103 – Gothkhali-Chalitabunia possessed the lowest asset value of Tk. 18.4 lakh and SP43065 – Bhangakha Niyamatpur possessed the highest asset value of Tk. 113.4 lakh (Figure 5).  

Table 2.11
Asset Base of Households by Landholding Size

(30 projects disaggregated)

	SL.
	Subprojects
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Per Household Value of Asset
	Per Household Value of Asset

	
	
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	Average
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	Average

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	646,353.00
	1,568,186.00
	3,047,682.00
	7,933,726.00
	14,381,740.00
	5,515,537.40
	449,330.00
	1,411,513.00
	3,982,455.00
	7,735,665.00
	13,973,810.00
	5,510,554.60

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	1,084,820.00
	1,755,753.00
	3,816,587.00
	9,435,393.00
	19,123,795.00
	7,043,269.60
	987,720.00
	1,907,297.00
	3,428,663.00
	7,077,160.00
	17,283,395.00
	6,136,847.00

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	528,703.05
	1,710,484.88
	3,921,128.25
	8,123,884.50
	18,505,905.00
	6,558,021.14
	601,384.86
	1,716,417.00
	3,470,048.25
	8,361,182.00
	16,298,251.00
	6,089,456.62

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	865,101.95
	1,484,314.50
	3,458,901.04
	6,885,037.00
	15,188,065.00
	5,576,283.90
	742,800.70
	1,669,212.50
	3,917,234.40
	5,616,825.00
	18,163,430.00
	6,021,900.52

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	864,336.00
	1,926,985.00
	2,979,198.00
	7,320,627.00
	15,541,303.00
	5,726,489.80
	620,975.00
	1,905,830.00
	2,636,188.00
	6,571,640.00
	-
	2,933,658.25

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	1,526,919.90
	5,697,989.55
	11,868,900.99
	31,723,529.27
	-
	-
	1,190,654.22
	4,744,825.28
	8,710,317.83
	-
	-
	4,881,932.44

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	2,016,630.91
	2,235,199.43
	4,271,613.68
	10,899,650.00
	-
	4,855,773.51
	1,141,937.00
	1,708,342.00
	8,391,641.00
	7,260,135.00
	-
	4,625,513.75

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	496,047.78
	1,766,936.00
	2,966,288.95
	8,199,375.71
	27,667,737.00
	8,219,277.09
	636,732.00
	1,380,223.00
	3,504,486.00
	-
	-
	1,840,480.33

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	609,624.43
	843,594.00
	2,878,851.00
	10,529,970.00
	-
	3,715,509.86
	7,179,472.21
	1,689,748.50
	2,727,261.00
	-
	-
	3,865,493.90

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	743,029.96
	1,689,482.37
	2,619,110.00
	8,973,155.00
	-
	3,506,194.33
	940,374.50
	2,662,943.65
	6,335,190.00
	-
	35,438,800.00
	11,344,327.04

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	554,179.72
	1,898,975.40
	3,245,931.44
	7,731,328.28
	13,773,660.00
	5,440,814.97
	787,433.07
	1,609,840.00
	2,827,202.50
	6,132,795.00
	15,848,000.00
	5,441,054.11

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	483,735.48
	1,186,915.60
	3,236,724.04
	8,010,703.00
	-
	3,229,519.53
	498,708.00
	1,196,713.00
	3,258,915.00
	7,266,073.00
	-
	3,055,102.25

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	503,624.20
	1,624,474.34
	4,168,854.00
	7,081,513.00
	-
	3,344,616.39
	593,831.00
	1,211,218.00
	3,424,398.00
	5,712,185.00
	-
	2,735,408.00

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	554,531.17
	1,517,710.25
	3,354,187.00
	6,814,896.43
	16,362,918.00
	5,720,848.57
	611,750.34
	1,531,279.00
	7,368,480.00
	-
	-
	3,170,503.11

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	527,928.58
	1,799,313.00
	2,599,478.50
	-
	-
	1,642,240.03
	1,085,094.80
	2,222,875.33
	3,222,237.67
	9,659,780.00
	-
	4,047,496.95

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	1,152,406.05
	2,672,775.31
	4,295,700.20
	7,195,874.00
	15,576,375.00
	6,178,626.11
	1,575,545.00
	2,594,873.00
	6,071,906.00
	5,548,335.00
	-
	3,947,664.75

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	1,861,468.20
	2,368,876.00
	1,677,609.50
	5,788,781.50
	-
	2,924,183.80
	1,161,915.50
	2,319,479.00
	5,548,873.00
	8,107,847.00
	-
	4,284,528.63

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	894,873.09
	2,292,843.00
	3,957,416.50
	7,073,737.00
	15,643,426.00
	5,972,459.12
	880,475.00
	-
	4,279,887.00
	-
	-
	2,580,181.00

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	884,927.27
	1,461,294.34
	2,799,448.82
	9,771,866.33
	-
	3,729,384.19
	888,968.00
	2,281,657.00
	4,656,762.00
	6,544,443.00
	-
	3,592,957.50

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	890,826.04
	1,798,767.64
	2,855,108.98
	6,002,882.50
	19,454,495.00
	6,200,416.03
	597,786.00
	1,780,844.00
	4,526,661.00
	5,788,098.00
	21,228,880.00
	6,784,453.80

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	720,923.26
	1,491,041.36
	3,145,477.13
	6,020,811.00
	11,705,064.00
	4,616,663.35
	797,922.00
	1,750,118.00
	3,550,606.00
	8,177,778.00
	13,676,406.00
	5,590,566.00

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	873,628.90
	1,886,609.62
	4,097,597.09
	7,149,990.50
	23,523,490.00
	7,506,263.22
	677,289.63
	2,132,825.25
	4,187,285.05
	6,665,250.00
	-
	3,415,662.48

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	1,024,192.97
	1,872,227.56
	3,489,788.69
	8,199,096.70
	14,782,060.00
	5,873,473.18
	1,080,049.84
	1,440,737.00
	3,767,626.36
	5,618,400.03
	15,232,030.00
	5,427,768.65

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	831,078.38
	1,880,643.52
	3,772,823.37
	8,068,232.48
	13,534,959.00
	5,617,547.35
	682,206.10
	1,875,997.47
	3,526,017.16
	6,331,370.00
	-
	3,103,897.68

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	869,021.11
	1,581,816.70
	2,385,939.02
	7,514,144.00
	19,274,928.00
	6,325,169.77
	899,475.07
	1,495,154.00
	3,536,420.50
	6,340,458.00
	14,026,044.00
	5,259,510.31

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	783,192.61
	1,995,596.85
	3,491,468.43
	6,133,214.33
	15,866,090.00
	5,653,912.44
	233,152.69
	2,004,355.20
	3,550,011.59
	6,127,203.25
	23,288,290.00
	7,040,602.55

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	837,789.04
	1,975,182.88
	3,372,363.80
	6,108,455.34
	22,755,510.00
	7,009,860.21
	654,683.09
	2,276,862.00
	4,026,444.96
	6,042,345.00
	16,644,058.00
	5,928,878.61

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	1,593,057.08
	2,503,800.34
	4,670,293.64
	12681.718.35
	25,109,634.00
	8,469,196.27
	1,651,016.46
	-
	-
	7,677,520.00
	-
	4,664,268.23

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	1,015,421.04
	2,802,518.52
	4,741,809.63
	8,283,002.50
	26,345,415.00
	8,637,633.34
	1,038,511.51
	22,442,915.00
	3,875,450.00
	11,176,900.00
	-
	9,633,444.13

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	3,528,558.11
	1,959,481.26
	3,156,667.41
	7,378,199.92
	16,010,565.00
	6,406,694.34
	1,034,021.90
	1,800,423.75
	3,147,912.50
	7,028,961.65
	21,531,430.00
	6,908,549.96

	All
	992,230.98
	1,974,992.94
	3,678,098.27
	8,583,967.01
	18,101,292.10
	6,666,116.26
	1,064,040.52
	2,670,161.35
	4,326,088.99
	7,023,681.21
	18,664,063.38
	6,749,607.09


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 5: Distribution of 30 subprojects by asset base of Households by Landholding Size
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2.8
Income and Expenditure

2.8.1
Annual Gross Household Income 

As a source of income agriculture dominates both for the project as well as control area sample households. The gross average annual income of the households in different categories is presented in Table 2.12 which demonstrates that average gross annual income of the households in the project villages (Tk. 270,507.0) was higher than that of the total average gross income of households in the control village (Tk. 256,031.0). This is interesting to note that although household gross income was higher in the project villages than in the control villages, contribution of agriculture to the gross income was higher in control village (38.77 percent - Tk. 99,077.0) than the project villages (35.4 percent – Tk. 95,855.0). Second important source of income was wage labor which contributed 19.0 percent (Tk. 51,771.0) to total household income in the project villages and 16.6 percent (Tk. 42,401.0) in the control villages. This situation is explained by the presence of high proportion of landlessness in both the project and control areas. From livestock the respondent households in the project area derived Tk. 22,916.0 (8.5%) while in the control area the households received Tk. 22,668.0 (8.9%). From business and industry respondent households in the project area earned Tk. 25,374.0 on average that shared about 9.4 percent of the total earnings and the corresponding figures for control village households were Tk. 24,247.0 and about 9.5 percent. Another major source contributing to the household total income was paid jobs/services which includes overseas employment and from this source respondents households in the project area received Tk. 35,373.0 (13.0%) and control area respondent households derived Tk.36,732.0 (14.4%).  

2.8.2 
Per Capita Income

Per capita income of the project area respondent households was estimated at Tk. 53,406.8 and Tk. 51,442.9 in the control area. In the project area, per capita income of the landless, marginal, small, medium and large farm households were Tk. 34,499.0, Tk. 42,074.8, Tk. 40,732.0, Tk. 59,635.5 and Tk. 63,609.4 and the corresponding figures were Tk. 37,623.0, Tk. 36,307.4, Tk. 34,432.5, Tk. 53,541.2, and Tk. 68,159.1 for landless, marginal, small, medium, and large farm households respectively in the control villages (Table 2.12).

Table 2.12

Annual Gross Income per HH by Sector by Landholding Size

(Year Preceding the Survey)

	Source / Landholding size
	Annual gross income (TK.) per household

	
	Project area

	
	LL
	%
	MRF
	%
	SF
	%
	MF
	%
	LF
	%
	All
	%

	Agriculture (Crop production)
	32,435.00
	18.33
	56,764.00
	28.13
	78,967.00
	37.57
	112,324.00
	41.95
	198,786.00
	50.68
	95,855.20
	35.44

	Livestock 
	14,680.54
	8.29
	18,301.44
	9.07
	22,657.00
	10.78
	27,685.00
	10.34
	31,254.00
	7.97
	22,915.60
	8.47

	Wage labor (Agri./non-agri.)
	75,345.00
	42.57
	56,754.00
	28.12
	23,213.00
	11.04
	-
	-
	-
	-
	51,770.67
	19.14

	Business/ industry 
	15,436.00
	8.72
	18,786.00
	9.31
	21,234.00
	10.10
	32,400.00
	12.10
	39,012.00
	9.95
	25,373.60
	9.38

	Rent. 
	2,226.61
	1.26
	3,432.00
	1.70
	6,187.09
	2.94
	21,324.00
	7.96
	33,242.00
	8.47
	13,282.34
	4.91

	Paid jobs/Service other than wage labor 
	24,536.00
	13.86
	28,976.00
	14.36
	32,456.00
	15.44
	43,256.00
	16.15
	47,640.00
	12.15
	35,372.80
	13.08

	Others  
	12,324.00
	6.96
	18,786.00
	9.31
	25,463.00
	12.12
	30,786.00
	11.50
	42,324.00
	10.79
	25,936.60
	9.59

	Total
	176,983.15
	100.00
	201,799.44
	100.00
	210,177.09
	100.00
	267,775.00
	100.00
	392,258
	100.00
	270,507
	100.00

	Per capita income
	34,499.21
	
	42,074.78
	
	40,731.99
	
	59,635.48
	
	63,609.41
	
	53,406.81
	

	Source / Landholding size
	Annual gross income (Tk.) per household

	
	Control area

	
	LL
	%
	MRF
	%
	SF
	%
	MF
	%
	LF
	%
	Total
	%

	Agriculture (Crop production)
	31,648.67
	17.78
	54,565.00
	26.91
	75,646.00
	40.28
	135,657.00
	50.674
	197,869.00
	53.76
	99,077.13
	38.70

	Livestock
	14,382.78
	8.08
	21,234.00
	10.47
	21,359.59
	11.37
	29,599.35
	11.06
	26,765.00
	7.27
	22,668.14
	8.85

	Wage labor (Agri./non-agri.)                                                                                                   
	72,342.00
	40.63
	56,754.00
	27.99
	7,165.81
	3.82
	-
	-
	-
	-
	42,401.34
	16.56

	Business/ industry
	16,574.00
	9.31
	18,796.00
	9.27
	23,435.00
	12.48
	28,976.00
	10.82
	33,454.00
	9.09
	24,247.00
	9.47

	Rent/Lease/ Mortgage/ sale etc.
	1,813.68
	1.02
	2,404.67
	1.19
	4,528.06
	2.41
	3,474.41
	1.30
	24,080.00
	6.54
	7,260.16
	2.84

	Paid jobs/Service
	25,647.00
	14.40
	27,685.00
	13.65
	32,436.00
	17.27
	43,234.00
	16.15
	54,657.00
	14.85
	36,731.80
	14.35

	Others
	15,643.00
	8.79
	21,342.00
	10.52
	23,243.00
	12.38
	26,765.00
	10.00
	31,234.00
	8.49
	23,645.40
	9.24

	Total
	178,051.13
	100.00
	202,780.67
	100.00
	187,813.45
	100.00
	267,705.76
	100.00
	368,059.00
	100.00
	256,030.98
	100.00

	Per capita income
	37,622.98
	
	36,307.40
	
	34,432.47
	
	53,541.15
	
	68,159.07
	
	51,442.90
	


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 6: Annual per Capita Income by Landholding Size (Last Year)
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2.8.3
Annual Gross Expenditure

The survey revealed that the average annual household expenditure in project area was higher (Tk. 219,432.0) than in the control area households (Tk.214,708.0) as presented in Table 2.13. Food was the major item on which the respondent households allocated major share of their total expenditure in both the study areas.  In the project area, average gross annual expenditure of the respondent households on food and other daily necessities was reported to be Tk. 100,479.0 which accounted for over 45.8 percent of their total gross average household expenditure. The corresponding expenditure figure on food and daily necessities of the control area respondent households amounted to Tk.105,889.0 which was 49.3 percent of their total household expenditure. It implies that although the respondent households in the project area had higher annual expenditure than the control area, they spent less in proportion to their total expenditure in food and daily necessities than the control area respondent households. The survey also revealed that the expenditure share on food and other daily necessities decreased with the increase in the landholding size for both the project and control area households (Table 2.13) as in line with Engel’s Law.
Respondents in the project area spent 15.1% (Tk. 33,152.0) of their total expenditure on agricultural input (for crop, livestock and fisheries) and in the control area it was 16.9 percent (Tk.36,340.6). In the subproject areas landless, marginal, small, medium and large farm households spent 7.3%, 11.5%, 14.0%, 17.7%, and 19.4% of their total expenditure on agricultural inputs. The corresponding figures in the control area were 7.4%, 10.2%, 13.5%, 21.1%, 23.0% respectively. The major expenditure item next to agriculture input was house repair and construction which involved Tk. 30,061.1 (13.7%) per household in the project and Tk. 17,171.4 (8.0%) in the control area.
Table 2.13

Annual Gross Expenditure per Household by Sources and Landholding Size

(Year Preceding the Survey)

	Item
	Annual expenditure (TK.) per household

	
	Project area

	
	LL
	%
	MRF
	%
	SF
	%
	MF
	%
	LF
	%
	All
	%

	Agricultural inputs
	   11,352.25 
	     7.27 
	   19,867.40 
	   11.47 
	   27,638.45 
	   13.95 
	   39,313.40 
	   17.69 
	      67,587.24 
	19.37
	      33,151.75 
	   15.11 

	Food and daily necessities 
	 100,116.38 
	   64.11 
	   93,600.98 
	   54.04 
	 100,700.60 
	   50.84 
	   87,628.96 
	   39.43 
	    120,346.32 
	34.49
	    100,478.65 
	   45.79 

	Clothing 
	     5,453.00 
	     3.49 
	     7,685.00 
	     4.44 
	     8,765.00 
	     4.42 
	   13,234.00 
	     5.96 
	    21,453.00 
	6.148
	      11,318.00 
	     5.16 

	Education 
	     3,452.00 
	     2.21 
	     4,532.00 
	     2.62 
	     5,640.00 
	     2.85 
	     9,807.00 
	     4.41 
	    28,548.94 
	8.18
	      10,395.99 
	     4.74 

	Health 
	     3,429.00 
	     2.20 
	     5,436.00 
	     3.14 
	     7,685.00 
	     3.88 
	   11,232.00 
	     5.05 
	    19,870.00 
	5.69
	       9,530.40 
	     4.34 

	House repair & construction 
	   15,647.00 
	   10.02 
	   21,232.00 
	   12.26 
	   23,243.00 
	   11.73 
	   32,345.00 
	   14.56 
	    56,437.00 
	16.17
	      30,061.11 
	   13.70 

	Transport  
	     2,343.00 
	     1.50 
	     2,654.00 
	     1.53 
	     4,536.00 
	     2.29 
	     7,865.00 
	     3.54 
	    12,324.00 
	3.53
	       5,944.40 
	     2.71 

	Others 
	   14,363.47 
	     9.20 
	   18,213.52 
	   10.51 
	   19,879.00 
	   10.04 
	   20,786.00 
	     9.35 
	    22,336.00 
	6.40
	      19,115.60 
	     8.71 

	Total
	 156,156.10 
	 100.00 
	 173,220.90 
	 100.00 
	 198,087.05 
	 100.00 
	 222,211.36 
	 100.00 
	   348,902.50 
	100.00
	    219,432.43 
	 100.00 

	Per capita all expenditure
	   30,439.41 
	 
	   36,116.22 
	 
	   38,388.96 
	 
	   49,488.12 
	 
	    56,578.78 
	 
	      43,523.69 
	 

	Item
	Annual expenditure (TK.) per household

	
	Control area

	
	LL
	%
	MRF
	%
	SF
	%
	MF
	%
	LF
	%
	Total
	%

	Agricultural inputs
	   11,077.03 
	     7.42 
	   19,097.75 
	   10.22 
	   28,745.48 
	   13.50 
	     51,549.66 
	21.1373
	      71,232.84 
	   22.98 
	      36,340.55 
	   16.93 

	Food and daily necessities
	 101,151.84 
	   67.79 
	 119,375.08 
	   63.90 
	 116,584.49 
	   54.76 
	   106,869.11 
	43.8204
	    115,418.64 
	   37.24 
	    105,889.02 
	   49.32 

	Clothing
	     5,453.00 
	     3.65 
	     7,654.00 
	     4.10 
	   11,265.00 
	     5.29 
	   18,796.00 
	7.70708
	    25,647.00 
	     8.27 
	      13,763.00 
	     6.41 

	Education
	     4,213.00 
	     2.82 
	     5,055.76 
	     2.71 
	   10,786.00 
	     5.07 
	   12,435.00 
	5.09882
	    19,876.00 
	     6.41 
	      10,473.15 
	     4.88 

	Health
	     2,491.80 
	     1.67 
	     5,436.00 
	     2.91 
	     7,654.00 
	     3.60 
	   10,987.00 
	4.50509
	    17,865.00 
	     5.76 
	       8,886.76 
	     4.14 

	House repair & construction
	   12,342.00 
	     8.27 
	   14,536.00 
	     7.78 
	   15,643.00 
	     7.35 
	   17,689.00 
	7.25316
	    25,647.00 
	     8.27 
	      17,171.40 
	     8.00 

	Transport
	     2,134.00 
	     1.43 
	     3,342.00 
	     1.79 
	     5,643.00 
	     2.65 
	     7,685.00 
	3.15114
	    18,796.00 
	     6.06 
	       7,520.00 
	     3.50 

	Others
	   10,342.00 
	     6.93 
	   12,324.00 
	     6.60 
	   16,574.00 
	     7.79 
	   17,869.00 
	7.32697
	    15,478.00 
	     4.99 
	      14,517.40 
	     6.76 

	Total
	 149,204.67 
	 100.00 
	 186,820.58 
	 100.00 
	 212,894.97 
	 100.00 
	 243,879.77 
	100
	   309,960.48 
	 100.00 
	    214,707.51 
	 100.00 

	Per capita all expenditure
	   31,527.60 
	 
	   33,449.78 
	 
	   39,030.74 
	 
	     48,775.95 
	 
	      57,400.09 
	 
	      41,876.07 
	 


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Please see Table 1.1 for distribution of samples in different categories of households.

*Agricultural inputs included crop, livestock & fisheries; “other’ expenditures included loan repayment, furniture, rent, religious and marriage ceremonies and so on

2.8.4 
Per Capita HH Expenditure

It was observed from the survey that per capita household expenditure of the respondents in the project area was slightly higher (Tk. 43,523.7) than the respondent households in control area (Tk. 41,876.1). Per capita household expenditure for the landless, marginal, small, medium and large farm households in the project area were Tk. 30,439.4, Tk. 36,116.2, Tk. 38,389.0, Tk. 49,488.1, and Tk. 56,578.7 respectively. Corresponding figures in the control area were Tk. 31,527.6, Tk. 33,450.0.8, Tk. 39,030.7, Tk.48,775.9, and Tk. 57,400.1 respectively for landless, marginal, small, medium, and large farm households (Table 2.13).
2.9
Income-Expenditure Differentials and Surplus-deficit Situations

A comparative analysis of the income level of households by landholding size between the project and control area is shown in Table 2.14. Average gross annual income of respondent households in project area was larger (Tk. 270,507.0) compared to the households gross income in the control area representing 6.0 percent income differential between the two study areas.  During the same period per capita income of households showed 4.0 percent income differential between the two study areas.

Table 2.14

Income Analysis of Project over Control Area by Landholding Size

	HH category by landholding size
	Total annual income per household
	Annual income per capita

	
	Project area (Tk.)
	Control area (Tk.)
	Income gap* (project area over control area)
	Project area (Tk.)
	Control area (Tk.)
	Income gap* (project area over control area)

	
	
	
	Absolute (Tk.)
	Relative (%)
	
	
	Absolute (Tk.)
	Relative (%)

	LL
	176,983
	178,051
	-1,068
	99%
	34,499
	37,623
	-3,124
	92%

	MRF
	201,799
	202,781
	-981
	100%
	42,075
	36,307
	5,767
	116%

	SF
	210,177
	187,813
	22,364
	112%
	40,732
	34,432
	6,300
	118%

	MF
	267,775
	267,706
	69
	100%
	59,635
	53,541
	6,094
	111%

	LF
	392,258
	368,059
	24,199
	107%
	63,609
	68,159
	-4,550
	93%

	All
	270,507
	256,031
	14,476
	106%
	53,407
	51,443
	1,964
	104%


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

* ‘+’ shows higher income in the project area and ‘-‘shows lower income in the project area.

Figure 7: Income Analysis of Project over Control Area by Landholding Size
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2.9.1
Expenditure Analysis of Project over Control Area by Landholding Size

Expenditure analysis as presented in Table 2.15 shows that at the aggregate level households of landless and large farmers in the project villages had higher annual expenditure compared to the corresponding households in control village. On the other hand expenditure level of   marginal, small and medium farm household categories in control areas had higher annual expenditure than the corresponding households in the project area. However the differentials in the household annual and per capita expenditure between the households in project and control area represented only 2.0 percent and 4.0 percent respectively.

Table 2.15

Expenditure Analysis of Different Categories of HH in Project Area over Control Area (Year preceding the survey)

	HH category by landholding size
	Annual expenditure per household
	Annual expenditure per capita

	
	Project area (Tk.)
	Control area (Tk.)
	Expenditure gap* (project area over control area)
	Project area (Tk.)
	Control area (Tk.)
	Expenditure gap* (project area over control area)

	
	
	
	Absolute (Tk.)
	Relative (%)
	
	
	Absolute (Tk.)
	Relative (%)

	LL
	156,156.10
	   149,204.67 
	6,951.43
	105%
	30,439.41
	31,527.60
	-1,088.19
	97%

	MRF
	173,220.90
	   186,820.58 
	-13,599.68
	93%
	36,116.22
	33,449.78
	2,666.43
	108%

	SF
	198,087.05
	   212,894.97 
	-14,807.92
	93%
	38,388.96
	39,030.74
	-641.78
	98%

	MF
	222,211.36
	  243,879.77 
	   (21,668.42)
	91%
	49,488.12
	 48,775.95 
	712.16
	101%

	LF
	348902.501
	  309,960.48 
	38,942.02
	113%
	 56,578.78 
	 57,400.09 
	-821.31
	99%

	All
	219,432.43
	214,707.51
	4,724.92
	102%
	43,523.69
	41,876.07
	1,647.62
	104%


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

* ‘+’ shows higher expenditure in the project area and ‘-‘shows lower expenditure in the project area.

* ‘+’ shows higher expenditure in the subproject area and ‘-‘shows lower expenditure in the subproject area.

2.9.2
Disaggregated Study Area Household Income – Expenditure Differentials


Distribution of annual income and expenditure per household disaggregated by 30 subprojects is presented in Table 2.16. It can be seen that, in the project area, there were large variations of annual income per household, from Tk 190,049.5 (SP44083 – Amua Patikhalghata) to Tk. 336,049.0 (SP44087 – Mohadanga Panna Beel) while the annual expenditure per household varied from Tk. 167,019.9 (SP44083 – Amua Patikhalghata) to Tk. 248,264.0 (SP 45145 – Naimuri Alidah). 

The analysis further reveals that in the control area also, there were large variations of annual income per household, from Tk. 199,301.0 (SP45162 – Pukurdia Naldugi) to Tk. 411,930.0 (SP44095 - Kalapania) while the annual expenditure per household varied from Tk. 166,392.0 (SP 44083 – Amua Patikhalghata) to Tk. 291,419.0 (SP 44095 – Kalapania Khal). The estimated Coefficient of Variation (CV) between subprojects of project and control area is 47.5% and 55.8% respectively (Table 2.16). Distributions of income with a coefficient of variation of less than 100% is considered to be of low-variance, and those with higher than 100% is considered to be of high-variance. Table 2.16 also shows that CV among subproject areas and control areas are less than 100% indicating less variance in income data. The coefficient of variations among Kumira Beel (SP 44105), Shikta Maday (SP 44098), Haraboti Khal (SP44134), and Bhadraboti-Tikatala (SP 44123) are more than 70% which is higher as compared to overall CV (47.5%) of the 30 sub-project areas. In this analysis low variability is observed between sub-project area and control area income distribution data. For example, the aggregate CV of project area is 47.5% compared to the aggregate CV of control area (55.8%) indicating that income distributions are almost similar between the two areas.

Table 2.16

Annual Income and Expenditure per Households by 30 Subprojects

	
	Subprojects
	Annual Income per Household (Tk.)
	Annual Expenditure per Household (Tk.)

	
	
	Subproject Area
	Coefficient of variation (%)
	Control Area
	Coefficient of variation (%)
	Subproject Area
	Coefficient of variation (%)
	Control Area
	Coefficient of variation (%)

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	266,997.00
	32.3
	273,354.00
	31.3
	190,489.71
	25.4
	176,577.23
	31.9

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	280,803.60
	39.3
	276,200.80
	44.0
	176,406.97
	40.5
	210,033.42
	25.4

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	233,113.09
	45.0
	259,267.11
	33.5
	224,105.47
	29.3
	190,643.21
	40.5

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	190,049.51
	42.1
	246,323.19
	49.8
	167,019.96
	27.6
	166,392.20
	29.8

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	239,284.33
	41.6
	221,975.92
	54.9
	190,018.37
	30.6
	185,337.81
	38.9

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	229,669.19
	55.9
	200,732.00
	48.5
	233,040.27
	79.2
	195,144.98
	77.2

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	251,357.00
	43.0
	215,634.00
	54.9
	213,029.37
	49.6
	202,094.39
	33.4

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	293,776.00
	37.0
	213,168.00
	52.7
	221,097.53
	23.9
	180,889.33
	25.8

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	226,158.00
	37.3
	190,337.00
	35.9
	221,253.25
	24.0
	175,392.77
	26.4

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	243,009.00
	54.7
	267,161.00
	45.0
	220,014.98
	28.5
	259,742.32
	20.4

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	296,670.71
	39.1
	305,333.52
	33.4
	232,687.97
	25.8
	244,473.89
	24.6

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	242,647.00
	41.5
	249,753.00
	55.5
	224,914.17
	34.8
	226,537.06
	25.6

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	244,793.00
	64.5
	240,110.00
	49.2
	200,086.15
	39.1
	214,333.05
	27.0

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	248,375.00
	52.8
	199,301.00
	46.1
	192,393.06
	37.8
	206,156.00
	29.7

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	324,846.67
	29.3
	411,930.50
	22.5
	186,948.11
	40.2
	291,419.00
	38.6

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	257,659.00
	55.0
	207,252.00
	45.9
	236,002.38
	39.1
	197,473.55
	29.6

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	270,724.00
	80.4
	279,536.00
	70.7
	242,261.46
	48.3
	252,420.38
	23.4

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	324,768.00
	59.3
	236,461.00
	53.7
	238,003.40
	60.3
	201,975.21
	63.3

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	219,637.00
	61.5
	248,973.00
	50.9
	213,002.49
	26.6
	222,729.51
	33.9

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	262,558.17
	37.3
	272,263.00
	49.2
	221,967.46
	47.6
	224,448.46
	51.7

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	310,949.00
	34.1
	307,530.00
	46.8
	272,690.73
	22.4
	261,819.14
	24.8

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	288,380.06
	37.8
	242,892.74
	26.0
	226,658.98
	47.8
	190,961.60
	24.6

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	309,818.00
	80.3
	307,996.00
	66.2
	244,338.70
	44.1
	232,635.72
	53.2

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	335,916.00
	74.0
	259,443.00
	78.6
	229,412.28
	33.8
	200,551.61
	32.9

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	326,010.98
	74.0
	261,295.00
	74.7
	235,683.79
	24.7
	250,676.89
	14.8

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	247,142.00
	31.5
	242,731.00
	42.7
	236,252.66
	29.7
	234,251.45
	35.4

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	227,205.71
	69.1
	203,819.46
	66.2
	195,027.04
	41.9
	193,262.15
	31.6

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	336,049.50
	48.0
	268,414.34
	38.8
	229,084.59
	46.3
	197,198.12
	37.9

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	307,510.77
	51.6
	293,944.15
	46.5
	248,264.05
	41.3
	228,244.78
	53.2

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	279,330.17
	45.8
	277,797.67
	39.7
	220,817.42
	33.8
	227,410.09
	24.8

	All
	270,506.92
	47.5
	256,030.98
	55.8
	219,432.43
	45.1
	214,707.51
	43.3


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 8: Distribution of Annual Income and Expenditure per household by 30 Subprojects
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Distribution of income and expenditure per capita disaggregated by 30 subprojects has been presented in Table 2.16. It is observed that in the project area, annual income per capita varied from the lowest, Tk. 42,531.3 (SP44093 – Paschim Joar) to highest, Tk. 64,377.3 (SP 44087 – Mohadanga Panna Beel) while the annual expenditure per capita varied from lowest, Tk. 35,677.1 (SP 44095 – Kalapania Khal) to the highest, Tk. 61, 984.7 (SP45169 – Betmor-Rajpara)

It also reveals that, in the control area, annual income per capita varied from the lowest, Tk. 33,276.0 (SP44103 – Gothkhali- Chalitabunia Khal) to the highest, Tk. 91,135.0 (SP44095 – Kalapania Khal) while the annual expenditure per household varied from the lowest, Tk. 30,663.0 (SP44125 - Chakhar) to the highest, Tk. 64,473.2 (SP44095 – Kalapania Khal) The coefficient of variation (CV) of project and control area has been estimated at 45.1% and 43.3% respectively which indicate that the variability in household expenditure is not significant between the two study areas. (Table 2.17)

Table 2.17

Annual Income and Expenditure per Capita of 30 Subprojects
	SL.
	Subprojects
	Annual Income per Capita (Tk.)
	Annual Expenditure per Capita (Tk.)

	
	
	Subproject Area
	Control Area
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	      63,269.47 
	      55,015.10 
	      45,139.74 
	      36,183.86 

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	      62,960.45 
	      60,043.65 
	      61,974.66 
	      45,659.44 

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	      44,150.21 
	      46,630.78 
	      42,444.22 
	      34,288.35 

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	      43,992.94 
	      51,317.33 
	      38,662.03 
	      34,665.04 

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	      47,289.39 
	      44,753.21 
	      37,553.04 
	      37,366.49 

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	      42,531.33 
	      40,146.40 
	      43,155.60 
	      39,029.00 

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	      48,153.00 
	      40,230.19 
	      40,810.23 
	      37,704.18 

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	      55,429.00 
	      39,185.24 
	      41,716.52 
	      33,251.71 

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	      46,220.00 
	      33,276.00 
	      41,458.41 
	      30,663.07 

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	      45,168.92 
	      47,035.37 
	      40,894.98 
	      45,729.28 

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	      52,230.76 
	      60,105.02 
	      40,966.19 
	      48,124.78 

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	      55,909.35 
	      59,464.89 
	      51,823.54 
	      53,937.40 

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	      51,603.00 
	      42,327.00 
	      39,387.40 
	      39,691.31 

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	      46,166.00 
	      36,368.82 
	      35,760.79 
	      37,619.00 

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	      61,993.64 
	      91,135.07 
	      35,677.12 
	      64,473.23 

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	      48,070.70 
	      37,819.65 
	      44,030.30 
	      36,035.32 

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	      63,674.95 
	      56,357.99 
	      47,877.76 
	      50,891.21 

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	      58,411.00 
	      46,917.00 
	      42,806.40 
	      40,074.45 

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	      40,374.42 
	      91,019.03 
	      39,154.87 
	      45,641.29 

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	      50,686.91 
	      53,176.36 
	      42,850.86 
	      40,957.75 

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	      63,787.00 
	      56,419.00 
	      53,468.77 
	      47,777.22 

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	      59,337.46 
	      48,970.31 
	      46,637.65 
	      38,500.32 

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	      59,352.09 
	      55,796.00 
	      46,808.18 
	      42,144.15 

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	      62,206.69 
	      50,672.56 
	      42,483.76 
	      39,170.24 

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	      63,792.54 
	      50,249.04 
	      47,516.89 
	      48,207.09 

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	      47,527.37 
	      44,619.00 
	      45,433.23 
	      43,060.93 

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	      44,032.11 
	      40,440.37 
	      37,796.04 
	      38,365.66 

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	      64,377.30 
	      55,002.94 
	      43,885.94 
	      40,409.45 

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	      57,586.29 
	      56,965.92 
	      46,491.40 
	      44,233.48 

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	      51,920.11 
	      51,827.92 
	      41,044.13 
	      42,427.26 

	All
	  53,406.81 
	  51,442.91 
	  43,523.69 
	  41,876.07 


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

2.9.3 
Surplus /Deficit Status of Study Areas

The surplus/deficit status of the sampled households in the study areas is presented in Table 2.18. The table reveals that all categories of households in the project area had surplus in the period of interest albeit with varied magnitudes. The landless, marginal, small, medium, and large farm households had surplus of Tk. 20,827.1, Tk. 28,578.5 Tk. 12,090.0, Tk. 45,563.6, and Tk. 43,355.5 respectively bringing the average per household to Tk. 30,082.9. In contrary all the household categories in the control area except the small farm households had surplus amounting to Tk. 28,846.5, Tk. 15,960.1, Tk. 23,825.9 and Tk. 58,098.5. The small farm households faced an annual deficit of Tk. 25,081.5 and average surplus per household was estimated at Tk. 41,323.5. Overall expenditure to income ratio in the project and control areas was estimated at 1.23:1 and 1.19:1 respectively. 

Table 2.18

Average Surplus/Deficit Status of Household by Landholding Size

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Income (Tk.)
	Expenditure (Tk.)
	Surplus/Deficit (+)  (-) (Tk.)
	Income- expenditure proportion
	Income (Tk.)
	Expenditure (Tk.)
	Surplus/Deficit (+)  (-) (Tk.)
	Income- expenditure proportion

	LL
	176,983.15
	156,156.10
	20,827.06
	1.13
	178,051.13
	149,204.67
	28,846.46
	1.19

	MRF
	201,799.44
	173,220.90
	28,578.54
	1.16
	202,780.67
	186,820.58
	15,960.08
	1.09

	SF
	210,177.09
	198,087.05
	12,090.04
	1.06
	187,813.45
	212,894.97
	(25,081.52)
	0.88

	MF
	267,775.00
	222,211.36
	45,563.64
	1.21
	267,705.76
	243,879.77
	23,825.98
	1.10

	LF
	392,258.00
	348,902.50
	43,355.50
	1.12
	368,059.00
	309,960.48
	58,098.52
	1.19

	All
	270,506.80
	219,432.43
	30,082.96
	1.23
	256,030.98
	214,707.51
	41,323.48
	1.19


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015
2.10 
Distribution of Household Income 
The distribution of household income (on per capita income scale) by the decile of households is presented in Table 2.19. The income distribution appeared to be more skewed in the project area compared to that in the control area. Considering two deciles, representing two extreme household groups, Decile 1, for the bottom-ranking households and Decile 10 for the top-ranking households, the evidence suggests that the top 10 per cent of the households(Decile 10) earned about 8.9 times as much income as the bottom Decile 1 (1:8.9) in the project area. In the control area, the top 10 per cent of the households (Decile 10) earned about 8.1 times as much income as the bottom Decile 1 (1:8.1). In terms of income share, the bottom 10 per cent of the households shared 2.8 percent of the total income, as against 24.5 percent income earned by the top 10 per cent respondent households in the project area. By comparison, the corresponding income shares for the bottom and top deciles were 2.8 percent and 22.4 percent respectively for respondent households in the control area. The skewed income distribution was also visible at the sub-aggregate levels. While the bottom half of the households (Deciles 1 to 5) had 25.2 per cent of the total income, the top half of the households (Deciles 6 to 10) accounted for as much as 74.8 per cent of the income in the project area. In the control area, the corresponding figures were 24.8 and 75.2 per cent for the two broad groups of households respectively (Table 2.19).

Table 2.19

Amount and Percentage Share of Income

	Decile of household 

(Per capita income scale) 
	Amount and Percentage share of income

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Amount
	%
	Amount
	%

	Decile 1
	83,497.20
	2.75
	67,379.67
	2.77

	Decile 2
	117,050.32
	3.86
	96,638.05
	3.97

	Decile 3
	149,765.13
	4.93
	116,737.93
	4.79

	Decile 4
	189,929.67
	6.26
	147,604.83
	6.06

	Decile 5
	225,045.15
	7.41
	175,146.78
	7.19

	Deciles: 1-5
	765,287.47
	25.21
	603,507.26
	24.77

	Decile 6
	273,643.00
	9.01
	223,018.07
	9.15

	Decile 7
	318,698.35
	10.50
	275,162.77
	11.29

	Decile 8
	382,897.64
	12.61
	331,586.75
	13.61

	Decile 9
	550,923.83
	18.15
	456,663.90
	18.74

	Decile 10
	744,405.73
	24.52
	546,300.50
	22.42

	Deciles: 6-10
	2,270,568.55
	74.79
	1,832,731.98
	75.23

	Proportion of Decile-1 to Decile 10
	3,035,856.02
	100.00
	2,436,239.25
	100.00


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 9: Amount and Percentage Share of Income
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Table 2.20 shows the income distribution of households disaggregated by 30 subprojects. It can be seen that in the project area, the proportions of decile-1 to decile-10 varied from 1:4.2 (SP45156– Orain Golicho) to 1:28.9 (SP 44093 – Paschim Joar).
In the control area, the proportion of decile-1 to decile-10, varied from 1:3.4 (SP 44087 – Mohadanga Panna Beel) to 1:31.5 (SP45169 – Betmor-Rajpara).

Table 2.20
Proportion of Decile 1 to 10 and Gini Coefficient by 30 Subprojects
	SL.

No.
	Subprojects
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Proportion of Decile 1 to 10
	Gini Coefficient
	Proportion of Decile 1 to 10
	Gini Coefficient

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	01:10.1
	0.310
	01:12.1
	0.295

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	01:23.1
	0.429
	01:31.5
	0.475

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	01:06.3
	0.399
	01:06.4
	0.343

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	01:10.1
	0.327
	01:12.1
	0.411

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	01:10.1
	0.375
	01:12.2
	0.433

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	01:28.9
	0.406
	01:09.2
	0.305

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	01:04.2
	0.360
	01:07.0
	0.382

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	01:06.3
	0.331
	01:08.5
	0.536

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	01:13.5
	0.426
	01:12.3
	0.596

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	01:07.5
	0.389
	01:06.0
	0.397

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	01:05.4
	0.376
	01:06.1
	0.371

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	01:06.7
	0.387
	01:26.8
	0.433

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	01:08.4
	0.395
	01:06.0
	0.247

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	01:05.5
	0.447
	01:04.8
	0.328

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	01:09.1
	0.384
	01:11.7
	0.326

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	01:12.7
	0.447
	01:07.2
	0.328

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	01:08.9
	0.369
	01:09.1
	0.529

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	01:08.7
	0.315
	01:15.3
	0.425

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	01:06.7
	0.312
	01:05.2
	0.314

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	01:05.2
	0.315
	01:06.2
	0.395

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	01:04.0
	0.266
	01:05.3
	0.357

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	01:04.2
	0.362
	01:06.8
	0.307

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	01:06.4
	0.426
	01:08.4
	0.337

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	01:08.0
	0.393
	01:04.1
	0.337

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	01:05.3
	0.426
	01:05.8
	0.365

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	01:03.9
	0.288
	01:06.3
	0.385

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	01:08.4
	0.449
	01:09.6
	0.287

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	01:05.1
	0.313
	01:03.4
	0.244

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	01:07.3
	0.447
	01:03.9
	0.328

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	01:04.3
	0.358
	01:07.9
	0.311

	All
	01:8.9
	0.349
	01:8.1
	0342


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015
Based on the survey data Gini coefficient was estimated at 0.349 for the project area sample households and 0.342 for the sampled control area households. The Gini coefficient indicated that income distribution in project area was slightly unequally distributed than that of the control area.

Figure 10: Lorenz curve of income in project and control area (30 subprojects combined) 
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         Gini coefficient for the project area is 0.349 and for the control area is 0.342
2.11
Employment Situations

Two aspects of the employment situations in the study areas have been discussed in this section, namely wage employment and self-employment, separately below.

2.11.1
Wage Employment

Extent of wage employment

Table 2.21 and Table 2.22 present data on employment situations in the study areas, (the former on wage employment and the latter on self-employment situation). As can be seen from the Table 2.21 wage employment in agriculture in the project area  favorable compared to that in the control area. In the project area study villages, the respondents worked a total of 161.0 and 54.0 days (per working person) as wage laborers in the agriculture and non-agriculture sectors respectively during the year preceding to the survey. These numbers were 138.9 and 67.0 days (per working person) in the two sectors respectively in the control area.  Looked at from monthly average figures, the number of days worked per month by selling wage labor stood at 13.6 and 4.5 days (per working person) in the agriculture and non-agriculture sectors respectively in the project area, whereas the corresponding figures were 11.5 and 5.6 days (per working person) respectively in the control area. The employment statistics thus indicate that the employment situation cannot be termed as encouraging (extent of employment covering 44.7% and 14.8% in the two sectors in the project area in comparison with the employment status prevailing in the control area (38.1% and 18.4%) during the preceding year.
Table 2.21

Wage Employment Situation in the Study Areas (Last Year)

	Indicator
	Wage employment

	
	Project area
	Control area

	Number of days worked
	Agriculture
	Non-agriculture
	Agriculture
	Non-agriculture

	Total days worked last year (per working person)
	161.00
	54.00
	138.89
	67.00

	Average no. of days worked per month (per working person)`
	13.61
	4.50
	11.50
	5.58

	Extent of employment (%) (Total days worked in proportion to 365 days)
	44.74
	14.79
	38.05
	14.00

	Range
	
	
	
	

	(No. of days worked per month)
	
	
	
	

	Highest
	23.00
	12.00
	25.21
	14.00

	Lowest
	15.54
	8.00
	15.82
	7.00

	Range (Deference)
	7.46
	4.00
	9.39
	7.00


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

2.11.2
Variability in wage employment

In terms of the range of monthly employment, the variability in wage employment (between the highest and lowest monthly employment) was found more prominent in the agriculture sector in the project area (Range=7.5 days) and in the control area (Range=9.4, Table 2.21). The variability in wage employment in the non-agriculture sector in the project area was found to be 4.0 days, and in the control area 7.0 days.
2.11.3
Self-employment

Extent of self- employment

Table 2.22 shows that employment activities in the form of self-employment played a an important role in the labor market in both the agriculture and non-agriculture sectors in the study areas. In terms of the total number of days worked by the respondents in the preceding  year, self-employment provided 86.0 and 64.0 days of work on average in the agriculture and non-agriculture sectors respectively in the project area compared to 90.0 and 59.0 days of work respectively in the control area.  In other words, self-employment generated employment equivalent to 7.1 and 5.3 days on average per month in the agriculture and non-agriculture sectors in the project area as against 7.5 and 4.9 days respectively in the control area.  In terms of the number of days worked during the preceding year, self-employment accounted for around 23.7 per cent and 17.5 per cent for the agriculture and non-agriculture sectors respectively in the project area against 24.7 per cent and 16.2 percent respectively in the control area.

  Table 2.22

Self-employment Situation in the Study Areas (Last Year)

	Indicator
	Self-employment

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Agriculture
	Non-agriculture
	Agriculture
	Non-agriculture

	Number of days worked
	 
	
	 
	

	Total days worked last year
	86.00
	64.00
	90.00 
	59.00

	(per working person)
	
	
	
	

	Average no. of days worked per month (per working person) 
	7.17
	5.33
	7.5 
	4.92

	Extent of employment (%)
	23.56
	17.53
	24.66
	16.16

	(Total days worked in proportion to 365 days)
	 
	
	 
	

	Range
	 
	
	 
	

	(No. of days worked per month)
	
	
	
	

	Highest
	 19.0
	12.00
	21.00
	11.00

	Lowest
	 11.00
	8.00
	 15.00
	6.00

	Range (Difference)
	8.00
	4.00
	6.00
	5.00


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Note: Average days of self-employment are not standardized by hours of work.

2.11.4
Variability in self-employment

Variability, defined as the spread between the highest and lowest number of days worked per month, was estimated at 8.0.0 and 4.0 days for the agriculture and non-agriculture sectors respectively in the project area, compared to 6.00 and 5.0 days for the two sectors respectively in the control area. In other words, the self-employment in the agriculture sector was subject to more variability compared to that in the non-agriculture sector (Table 2.22).  
2.11.5  In /out Migration of Labors

Labor migration (In/out) or mobility of labor was analyzed from the following two perspectives.

· Migrating out to foreign countries for jobs (Overseas employment)

· Migrating to and from the project/control area for job (Mobility of labor (In/out migration within the country).

Migrating to foreign countries for job (Overseas employment)

Of the eight occupations listed in table 2.6, overseas employment sector provided employment to 80 members of the sample households as primary occupation in the project area. In terms of percentage, this sector engaged 1.7 percent of the working members of the households. The corresponding figures in the control area were 44 and 2.0% respectively (Table 2.23).

Table 2.23

Overseas Employment (Out migration)

	Areas
	Number Employed
	% of total employment

	Project area
	80
	1.73

	Control area
	44
	2.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Migrating to other areas/cities for job (Out migration).

Out migration was observed both in non-agriculture and agriculture sectors. This occurred in the project as well as  control area. Both in the project and control area, the out migration was higher in non-agriculture sector compared to agriculture sector. Data in table 2.24 show that 119 household members (78% of total) of the project area had jobs (Temporary and regular) outside their area in towns and cities in non-agricultural sector. In the control area this figure was 61 (76% of total out migration).

In the agriculture sector the out migration was lower in terms of percentage in the project area compared to the control area. It appeared that 34 household members (22% of total out migration) from the project area had temporary and seasonal jobs out side the project area, in other upazilas and districts, compared to 19 household members (24% of total) from the control area.

The low out-migration in agriculture sector may be due to good employment opportunities within the project and control  area in plantation and harvesting seasons.

Table 2.24 shows also the situation with regard to in-migration of labor, that is, the number of labor who migrated in, to the project and control area from outside. It may be seen in the table that there was in-migration in both the project and control area in the non-agriculture as well as agriculture sector. In the project area, the number of such labor in non-agricultural sector was 12 (43% of total in-migration) and that in the agriculture sector was 16 (57% of the total). In the control area the corresponding figures were 5 (42%) and 7 (58% of total in-migration) respectively. (For in/out migration of female labor, pl.see chapter 7 (Gender and Developmet.)

Table 2.24

In/Out Migration

	Sectors

 
	Number of labor

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Out migration
	In migration
	Out migration
	In migration

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Non-agriculture
	119
	78
	12
	43
	61
	76
	5
	42

	Agriculture
	34
	22
	16
	57
	19
	24
	7
	58

	Total (N)
	153
	100
	28
	100
	80
	100
	12
	100


2.12
Food Consumption and Poverty

2.12.1
Food Consumption

The weekly consumption pattern by broad categories of food items is shown in Table 2.25. Food consumption constituted 45.8 per cent of the total expenditure among the households in the project area as against 49.3 per cent among the households in the control area (Table 2.26). The food expenditure figures from current survey compares favorably with those from the national-level Household Expenditure Survey, 2005. At the national level, 58.4 per cent of the total expenditure in rural Bangladesh was on food in 2005. Hence, the findings seem plausible in view of the income levels of the study areas. The higher income-groups as in the study areas were likely to have a proportionately lower food expenditure share, which conforms to the Engel’s Law
. Looked at from expenditure share of selected food items, rice constituted about 20.9 and 20.6 percent of the total food consumption expenditure of the households in the project and control area respectively Apart from rice, the other major food items consumed by the sample households included Meat (17.5% in the project area and 15.6% in the control area), Fish (11.0% and 13.6%), Milk (7.3% and 6.4%), Fruits (7.0% and 6.0%), vegetables (5.7% and 5.0%) and edible oil (3.9% and 3.5%). As regards the proportion of total household expenditure to total income, the project area household had lower proportion of expenditure to income than the households in control area (Table 2.26). 

Table 2.25

Consumption Pattern of Households

	Selected items
	Per household one week’s consumption value (Tk.)

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Value (Tk.)
	%
	Value (Tk.)
	%

	1. Cereals
	
	
	
	

	Rice
	396.49
	20.88
	420.67
	20.57

	Atta/Flour
	56.44
	2.97
	52.03
	2.54

	Bread, Biscuit, Chira, Muri
	45.22
	2.38
	43.15
	2.11

	2. Vegetables
	108.35
	5.70
	101.37
	4.96

	3. Potato
	56.96
	3.00
	53.22
	2.60

	4. Pulses
	64.24
	3.38
	59.44
	2.91

	5. Fish
	208.55
	10.98
	278.86
	13.64

	6. Meat
	331.33
	17.45
	318.91
	15.60

	7. Egg
	61.49
	3.24
	64.36
	3.15

	8. Milk/Milk product
	139.16
	7.33
	131.36
	6.42

	9. Edible oil
	73.14
	3.85
	70.63
	3.45

	10. Salt
	13.09
	0.69
	12.34
	0.60

	11. Onion
	42.39
	2.23
	39.11
	1.91

	12. Others spices
	46.87
	2.47
	43.44
	2.12

	13. Gur/ Sugar
	56.87
	2.99
	53.33
	2.61

	14. Fruits
	133.04
	7.01
	122.57
	5.99

	15. Others
	65.63
	3.46
	180.00
	8.80

	All
	1,899.27
	100.00
	2,044.76
	100.00

	Annual Food Cost / HH
	98,762.05
	
	106,327.64
	

	Average household members
	5.16
	5.06


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

*   Includes expenditure on purchase as well as market value of home-grown food items, and others received from different sources

Figure 11: Consumption Pattern of Households
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Table 2.26

Food Expenditure between Project and Control Area

	Area
	Food expenditure as percentage of Total expenditure
	Total expenditure as percentage of Total income

	
	
	

	Project area
	45.8
	81.1

	Control area
	49.3
	83.9


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

2.12.2
Calorie Intake and Poverty

One common approach to poverty measurement is the Daily Calorie Intake (DCI) method under which food intake is converted to calorie equivalent, using standard nutritional conversion factors. In the present survey, quantity and value data pertaining to the consumption of selected food items at the household level were collected for one week preceding the survey. The quantity of individual food item was then converted to Kcal (Kilocalorie) intake. The relevant information are summarized in Table 2.27. The average per capita daily calorie intake was estimated at 2315 Kcal for the project area, as against 2308 Kcal for the control area. The figures for both the project and control area compared positively with that of the HIES figure of 2,253 Kcal in rural Bangladesh for the year 2005 and close to the HIES - 2010 figure of 2344 Kcal for rural Bangladesh. 3  
The table also demonstrates that the calorie intake increased with the increase in landholding size in both the study areas. In the project area calorie intake was the highest among the large farm-households (2544 Kcal) and the lowest among the landless farm-households (2109 Kcal). The same trend was also found in the control area, where the calorie intake was the highest again, among the large farm households (2546 Kcal), and it was the lowest among the landless households (2113 Kcal). However, it is evident from the Table that the average per capita calorie of all categories of farm households both in the project (2315 Kcal) as well as in the control (2308 Kcal) areas was higher to that of the HIES figure of 2,253 Kcal in rural Bangladesh for the year 2005 and close to the HIES - 2010 figure of 2344 Kcal for rural Bangladesh3. This indicates stable good economic condition of the respondents in the study areas.

Table 2.27

Per Capita Income, Consumption, Daily Calorie Intake by Landholding Size

	HH category by landholding size
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Per capita yearly income

(Tk.)
	Per capita yearly expenditure

(Tk.)
	Per capita

daily calorie consumed

(Kcal)
	Per capita yearly income

(Tk.)
	Per capita yearly expenditure

(Tk.)
	Per capita

daily calorie consumed

(Kcal)

	LL
	34,499
	30,439.41
	2109
	37,623.00
	31,527.60
	2113

	MRF
	42,075
	36,116.22
	2170
	36,307.00
	33,449.78
	2188

	SF
	40,732
	38,388.96
	2316
	34,432.00
	39,030.74
	2250

	MF
	59,635
	49,488.12
	2437
	53,541.00
	48,775.95
	2411

	LF
	63,609
	56,578.78
	2544
	68,159.00
	57,400.09
	2540

	All
	53,407
	43,523.69
	2315
	51,443.00
	41,876.07
	2308


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

    32013 Pocket Book of BBS, P-51

Figure 12: Per Capita Daily Calorie Intake by household categories
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Table 2.28 presents incidence of poverty in both the project and control areas. About 33.2 per cent of the population in the project area and 34.0 per cent of population in the control area was found below the poverty line. The poverty level in both the study areas was found lower compared to the HIES -2010 estimate of 35.2 percent poverty in rural Bangladesh4.

There appeared to show almost a systematic trend of poverty across households categorized according to landholding sizes (according to ownership). In the project area, the highest poverty level was found among landless farm-households (45.0%), followed by marginal (40.8%), small (28.4%), and medium farm-households (16.4%). There was no household below the poverty level among the large farm category in the project area. 

In the control area, again, the highest poverty level was found among the landless households (45.3%) followed by the marginal farm-households (40.9%), the small farm-households (30.6%) and the medium farm households (19.5%). with no household below the poverty level among the large farm category. However, poverty-level need to be used with some caution as the estimates were based on a small sample of only one week’s consumption of selected food items and data was collected on memory recall method.
Table 2.28

Per Capita Daily Calorie Intake and Incidence of Poverty

	HH category by landholding size
	Per capita daily calorie intake (Kcal)
	% of households with daily calorie intake
	% population below poverty line

	
	
	>2122 Kcal
	2122-1805-Kcal
	1805-1600-Kcal
	<1600-Kcal
	

	Project area

	LL
	2109
	55.01
	40.50
	8.49
	
	44.99

	MRF
	2170
	59.2055.50
	35.50
	5.30
	-
	40.80

	SF
	2316
	71.56
	28.44
	
	-
	28.44

	MF
	          2437
	81.36-
	16.36
	-
	-
	16.36

	LF
	2544
	100.00
	-
	-
	-
	-

	All
	2315
	66.853
	30.00
	3.15
	-
	33.15

	Control area

	LL
	2113
	54.74
	40.00
	5.26
	 
	45.26

	MRF
	2188
	59.09
	35.50
	5.41
	 
	40.91

	SF
	2250
	69.42
	28.00
	2.58
	 
	30.58

	MF
	2411
	80.55
	19.45
	-
	-
	19.45-

	LF
	2540
	100.00
	-
	-
	
	-

	All
	2308
	65.95
	30.74
	3.31
	
	34.05

	Rural Bangladesh, 2010
	
	
	
	
	
	35.2


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

42010 Pocket Book of BBS, P-61

Table 2.29 presents the distribution of per capita daily calorie intake disaggregated by 30 subprojects and household categories. It can be seen that, in the project area, per capita daily average calorie consumed for the landless varied from 1967 Kcal (SP44124 - Sonaichari) to 2,275 Kcal (SP44083 – Amua Patikelghata) while that for the marginal farms varied from 2,009 Kcal (SP45172 – Birgaon Tilokia Khal to 2,306 Kcal (SP 45168 – Chalitabunia Ghatichara), for small farms varied from 2,159 Kcal (SP 45156 – Orain Golicho) to 2,530 Kcal (SP 44095 - Kalapania), for medium farms varied from 2284 Kcal (SP44116 Nakai Beel) to 2613 Kcal (SP45168 – Chalitabunia Ghatichara) and that for large farms varied from 2370 Kcal (SP45173 - Charadi) to 2952 Kcal (SP 44129 - Treemohony).

It can also be seen that, in the control area, per capita daily calorie consumed for landless varied from 1950 Kcal (SP 44103 – Gothkhali Chalitabunia) to 2350 Kcal (SP44095 – Kalapania Khal) while that for marginal farms varied from 1876 Kcal (SP44083 – Amua Patikhalghata) to 2393 Kcal (SP44105 – Kumira Beel), for small farms varied from 2119 Kcal (SP 45169 – Betmor-Rajpara) to 2610 Kcal (SP 44095 – Kalapania Khal), for medium farms varied from 2193 Kcal (SP44113 – Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara) to 2680 Kcal (SP 44095 - Kalapania) and that for large farms varied from 2327 Kcal (SP 45177 – Dakshin Tris) to 2798 Kcal (SP 44083 – Amua Patikhalghata).

Table 2.29

Disaggregated Per Capita Daily Calorie Intake by 30 Subprojects

	SL.

No.
	Subprojects
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	HH Category by land-holding size
	HH Category by land-holding size

	
	
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	All
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	All

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	2,198
	2,205
	2,490
	2,505
	2,608
	2,401
	2,195
	2,180
	2,350
	2,539
	2,602
	2,373.00

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	2,128
	2,104
	2,332
	2,457
	2,477
	2,300
	2,124
	2,207
	2,119
	2,313
	2,353
	2,223.00

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	2,240
	2,306
	2,332
	2,613
	2,788
	2,456
	2,032
	2,249
	2,287
	2,351
	2,444
	2,272.00

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	2,275
	2,290
	2,490
	2,505
	2,635
	2,439
	2,110
	1,876
	2,289
	2,590
	2,798
	2,333.00

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	2,023
	2,170
	2,190
	2,390
	2,370
	2,229
	2,050
	2,190
	2,210
	2,339
	-
	2,197.00

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	2,098
	2,210
	2,490
	2,530
	-
	2,332
	2,025
	2,224
	2,390
	-
	-
	2,213.00

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	2,051
	2,042
	2,159
	2,439
	-
	2,173
	2,045
	2,040
	2,164
	2,348
	-
	2,150.00

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	2,048
	2,105
	2,228
	2,340
	2,584
	2,261
	1,950
	1,984
	2,229
	-
	-
	2,054.00

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	2,068
	2,006
	2,273
	2,525
	-
	2,158
	1,989
	2,156
	2,253
	-
	-
	2,133.00

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	2,140
	2,147
	2,312
	2,640
	-
	2,309
	2,178
	2,132
	2,331
	-
	2,499
	2,285.00

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	2,052
	2,126
	2,268
	2,393
	2,424
	2,253
	2,100
	2,196
	2,299
	2,350
	2,460
	2,236.00

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	2,089
	2,147
	2,291
	2,330
	-
	2,214
	2,017
	2,079
	2,243
	2,541
	-
	2,220.00

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	2,137
	2,126
	2,264
	2,415
	-
	2,236
	2,123
	2,161
	2,287
	-
	2,327
	2,205.00

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	2,060
	2,158
	2,258
	2,353
	2,302
	2,208
	2,106
	2,239
	2,330
	-
	-
	2,225.00

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	2,195
	2,215
	2,530
	-
	-
	2,411
	2,350
	2,370
	2,610
	2,680
	-
	2,520.00

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	2,019
	2,009
	2,201
	2,385
	-
	2,154
	1,988
	2,268
	2,175
	-
	-
	2,141.00

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	2,215
	2,304
	2,445
	2,582
	-
	2,387
	2,251
	2,393
	2,436
	2,606
	-
	2,360.00

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	1,967
	2,031
	2,295
	2,387
	2,609
	2,257
	2,174
	-
	2,277
	-
	-
	2,141.00

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	2,084
	2,167
	2,264
	2,335
	-
	2,238
	2,124
	2,240
	2,226
	2,330
	-
	2,230.00

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	2,129
	2,232
	2,282
	2,364
	2,630
	2,308
	2,147
	2,170
	2,218
	2,193
	2,586
	2,288.00

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	2,024
	2,118
	2,274
	2,610
	2,952
	2,396.
	2,194
	2,236
	2,366
	2,616
	2,794
	2,441.00

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	2,133
	2,207
	2,184
	2,284
	2,406
	2,243
	2,018
	2,168
	2,235
	2,392
	-
	2,203.00

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	2,123
	2,165
	2,399
	2,430
	2,398
	2,279
	2,099
	2,127
	2,264
	2,222
	2,467
	2,236.00

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	2,035
	2,171
	2,265
	2,438
	2,497
	2,281
	2,152
	2,285
	2,370
	2,415
	-
	2,305.00

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	2,170
	2,230
	2,296
	2,327
	2,422
	2,289
	2,185
	2,351
	2,309
	2,447
	2,557
	2,316.00

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	2,198
	2,254
	2,397
	2,522
	2,688
	2,412
	2,067
	2,172
	2,290
	2,353
	2,539
	2,284.00

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	2,010
	2,141
	2,293
	2,383
	2,475
	2,260
	2,010
	2,144
	2,264
	2,318
	2,654
	2,277.00

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	2,181
	2,212
	2,311
	2,314
	2,568
	2,317
	2,242
	-
	-
	2,354
	-
	2,298.00

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	2,169
	2,247
	2,354
	2,435
	2,573
	2,356
	2,174
	2,203
	2,282
	2,504
	-
	2,339.00

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	2,002
	2,244
	2,313
	2,440
	2,466
	2,293
	2,178
	2,236
	2,296
	2,244
	2,474
	2,286.00

	All
	2,109
	2,170
	2,316
	2,437
	2,544
	2,315
	2,113
	2,188
	2,290
	2,411
	2,540
	2,308.40


Figure 13: Distribution of 30 subprojects by per capita daily calorie intake
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CHAPTER-3

AGRICULTURE
SECTION 3
AGRICULTURE

3.1
Introduction

In the pre-project situation, most of the agricultural lands of the project as well as control area used to be inundated in the monsoon due to heavy rainfall and entry of flood water. In spite of this farmers of both in project and control areas were facing scarcity of water during dry season due to siltation of internal Khals, canals, adjacent rivers, unavailability of ground water and problem of excessive salinity and arsenic. 

In the monsoon flooding of particularly low lying areas used to cause huge crop losses in some of the project areas. Besides, drainage problem accompanied by water logging in some of the project locations has been a severe problem. In the dry season Boro and other rabi crops suffered from shortage of irrigation water while ground water abstraction was barely cost effective in most of the areas.

It was expected that the implementation of the projects under study would ensure better water management in the areas concerned and thereby crop production would be remarkably enhanced by minimizing crop damages. Due to implementation of the project, water will be available in the internal Khals/ canals and surface water irrigation facilities will be improved during dry season and flood and water logging will minimize in the rainy season. So, crop production as well as cropping intensity will be increased by better water management in the project area.

3.2
Distribution of Own Lands and Operated Lands by HH Category

Farm households are dependent on cultivable lands for crop production and their livelihoods. It also indicates the social status of a farmer. Field survey was conducted to collect information on agricultural land owned and area operated by the sample households in the study areas. In the project area, the average land owned was much higher than that in the control area but average land operated was slightly higher in the project area compared to that of the control area. As can be seen in the Table 3.1 that, the average land owned by the households was higher (84.60 decimal) in the project area as compared to that of the control area which was 77.21 decimal. But the average agricultural land operated by all categories of farm households was almost same (91.44 decimal and 91.14 decimal, respectively) in the project and control areas. 

Table 3.1


Distribution of Land Owned and Land Operated by HH Category

(30 subprojects combined)

	HH Category by Land Holding Size
	Average Land Owned (dec)
	Average Land Operated (dec)

	
	Project Area
	Control Area
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Landless(LL)-land owned 0-49 dec.
	16.00
	15.76
	54.89
	58.68

	Marginal Farmer(MRF)-land owned 50-99 dec.
	69.35
	72.85
	81.24
	79.61

	Small Farmer(SF)-land owned 100-249 dec.
	149.05
	147.99
	140.11
	132.76

	Medium Farmer(MF)-land owned 250-749 dec.
	370.29
	339.64
	248.57
	235.04

	Large Farmer(LF)-land owned over 750 dec.
	933.23
	1043.46
	414.42
	639.23

	All
	84.60
	77.21
	91.44
	91.14


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015
Figure 14: Distribution of Land Owned and Land Operated by HH Category
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Figure 15: Distribution of Land Owned and Land Operated by HH Category
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It appears in the Table 3.2, that the distribution of operated land disaggregated by 30 projects by landholding category. In the project area, the operated land of the landless households varied from 18.72 decimal (SP-43065) to 114.20 decimal (SP-44103) while that for marginal farm HHs varied from 31.67 decimal (SP-43065) to 149.37 decimal (SP-45168). The operated lands for the small farm HHs varied from 67.83 decimal (SP-45169) to 208.17 decimal (SP-45172) while that for the medium farm HHs varied from 15.00 decimal (SP-45177) to 430.00 decimal (SP-45162) and that for the large farm HHs varied from 40.00 decimal (SP-44113) to 1000.00 decimal (SP-45169 and SP-44129).

In the control area, the operated lands of the landless households varied 12.22 decimal (SP-45180) to 164.10 decimal (SP-45183) while that for marginal farm HHs varied from 32.00 decimal (SP-44083 to 335.50 decimal (SP-45173). The operated lands for the small farm HHs varied from 32.00 decimal (SP-44105) to 222.00 decimal (SP-44095) while that for the medium farm HHs varied from 67.00 decimal (SP-45145) to 463.50 decimal (SP-44129) and that for the large farm HHs varied from 120.00 decimal (SP-44098) to 3,720.00 decimal (SP-43065).
Table 3.2

Distribution of Operated Land by 30 Subprojects

	SL

No.
	Subprojects
	Average Land Operated (decimal)

	
	
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Household category by landholding size
	Household category by landholding size

	
	
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	ALL
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	ALL

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	92.10
	61.30
	129.80
	390.00
	-
	118.10
	66.00
	68.00
	137.50
	-
	280.00
	84.00

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	28.50
	68.00
	67.83
	174.75
	1,000.00
	67.51
	49.77
	66.00
	105.33
	250.00
	198.00
	72.32

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	46.72
	149.37
	83.00
	115.50
	-
	70.61
	75.47
	70.25
	114.00
	214.00
	800.00
	120.86

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	22.50
	49.10
	133.14
	342.60
	150.00
	93.36
	28.00
	32.00
	140.57
	284.00
	200.00
	97.44

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	92.95
	100.00
	136.98
	71.81
	301.50
	111.00
	29.16
	335.50
	99.00
	350.00
	-
	77.68

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	84.90
	130.00
	120.00
	300.00
	-
	117.84
	126.00
	60.00
	94.75
	-
	-
	102.66

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	50.24
	73.00
	106.88
	-
	-
	60.12
	28.33
	48.00
	123.33
	130.00
	-
	46.16

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	114.20
	73.50
	133.33
	310.00
	-
	123.85
	102.93
	66.00
	171.00
	-
	-
	106.90

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	28.15
	60.00
	108.00
	-
	-
	38.76
	39.40
	60.00
	100.00
	
	
	47.54

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	18.72
	31.67
	101.25
	420.00
	-
	34.90
	16.00
	38.00
	50.00
	-
	3,720.00
	169.52

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	56.66
	145.00
	178.57
	216.67
	400.00
	99.03
	164.10
	156.00
	193.75
	175.00
	450.00
	180.50

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	46.57
	-
	112.00
	126.00
	-
	50.88
	12.22
	95.00
	126.00
	378.00
	-
	34.71

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	25.03
	44.17
	60.00
	15.00
	-
	29.92
	46.95
	55.00
	106.00
	150.00
	-
	53.76

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	24.98
	55.77
	169.15
	430.00
	700.00
	87.40
	50.69
	88.40
	125.50
	-
	-
	64.22

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	43.98
	90.67
	186.34
	-
	-
	63.86
	47.18
	98.00
	222.00
	-
	-
	54.32

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	36.25
	102.50
	208.17
	215.00
	330.00
	99.56
	61.00
	82.33
	154.90
	220.00
	-
	92.97

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	35.09
	47.30
	87.75
	129.66
	-
	46.20
	32.23
	55.50
	32.00
	280.00
	-
	43.98

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	50.33
	121.00
	100.00
	120.00
	50.00
	57.92
	64.45
	
	160.00
	80.00
	-
	68.89

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	60.81
	48.33
	127.56
	300.00
	-
	85.68
	57.70
	60.00
	75.00
	120.00
	-
	61.76

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	57.00
	83.39
	114.83
	287.00
	40.00
	98.44
	37.80
	90.20
	115.86
	150.00
	200.00
	85.84

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	44.50
	90.55
	171.50
	335.00
	1,000.00
	121.30
	42.40
	104.67
	99.25
	463.50
	500.00
	97.42

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	44.97
	79.89
	113.51
	100.00
	700.00
	74.78
	57.71
	62.50
	156.50
	230.00
	-
	81.17

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	94.91
	82.33
	159.13
	409.33
	800.00
	135.89
	65.80
	66.00
	165.25
	260.00
	120.00
	107.19

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	63.62
	82.67
	162.00
	271.00
	363.00
	114.49
	51.50
	77.00
	165.00
	330.00
	-
	92.94

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	68.92
	77.67
	148.50
	312.50
	376.50
	121.58
	37.00
	66.00
	140.88
	240.00
	300.00
	102.32

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	71.42
	84.33
	143.00
	220.00
	66.00
	91.14
	82.00
	99.00
	189.67
	212.50
	184.00
	136.88

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	32.87
	61.28
	150.20
	230.00
	725.00
	109.54
	51.38
	90.80
	101.67
	191.50
	203.00
	82.57

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	105.80
	121.17
	183.88
	411.00
	264.00
	140.05
	97.60
	-
	-
	333.00
	-
	107.02

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	57.14
	95.44
	187.43
	294.75
	570.50
	120.29
	77.13
	53.75
	165.00
	67.00
	-
	76.50

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	93.57
	83.44
	148.00
	320.00
	495.00
	149.10
	84.86
	83.00
	132.50
	319.80
	1,155.00
	191.38

	All
	54.89
	81.24
	140.11
	248.57
	414.42
	91.44
	58.68
	79.61
	132.76
	235.04
	639.23
	91.14


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015
3.3
Land Tenancy by HH Category

Data on average agricultural land owned, area operated and land tenancy by farm households in both project and control areas is presented in Table 3.3. It can be observed from the data that the average land share cropped in/ /leased in/ mortgaged in (26.05 dec.) by the households were found to be marginally higher than the average share cropped out/ leased out/ mortgage out lands (23.17 dec.) by 2.87 decimal in the project area. In the control area, the average land share cropped in/ leased in/ mortgaged in was much higher (16.97 dec.) than the average land share cropped out/ leased out/ mortgaged out (11.18 dec.) by 5.79 decimal. 

Table 3.3

Mode of Operation of land by HH Category

(30 subprojects combined)

	Utilization of Land by the HHs
	Average land by HH category (decimal)

	
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	All

	
	Project Area

	1. Own agricultural land
	16.00
	69.35
	149.05
	370.29
	933.23
	84.60

	2. Share cropped in
	21.41
	9.59
	7.20
	0.01
	3.85
	15.79

	3. Mortgaged in
	8.51
	6.86
	5.03
	12.71
	19.27
	8.24

	4. Leased/rented in
	11.51
	4.10
	5.58
	0.00
	0.00
	8.56

	5. Share cropped out
	1.30
	3.27
	7.79
	53.61
	210.08
	9.88

	6. Mortgaged out
	0.78
	3.74
	9.85
	40.36
	106.19
	7.19

	7. Leased/rented out
	0.46
	1.65
	9.11
	40.46
	225.65
	8.67

	8. Operated Land (1+2+3+4-5-6-7)
	54.89

(n-931)
	81.24

(n-209)
	140.11

(n-228)
	248.57

(n-106)
	414.42

(n-26)
	91.44

(n-1500)

	
	Control Area

	
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	All

	1. Own agricultural land
	15.76
	72.85
	147.99
	339.64
	1043.46
	77.21

	2. Share cropped in
	25.67
	5.29
	5.04
	0.02
	138.46
	20.68

	3. Mortgaged in
	7.10
	9.06
	6.56
	0.00
	0.00
	6.73

	4. Leased/rented in
	12.21
	5.14
	3.74
	1.26
	0.00
	9.29

	5. Share cropped out
	0.92
	4.46
	15.48
	22.49
	258.62
	9.14

	6. Mortgaged out
	0.85
	4.98
	6.70
	44.99
	115.92
	6.72

	7. Leased/rented out
	0.28
	3.31
	8.39
	38.40
	168.15
	6.91

	8. Operated Land (1+2+3+4-5-6-7)
	58.68

(n-494)
	79.61

(n-93)
	132.76

(n-107)
	235.04

(n-43)
	639.23

(n-13)
	91.14

(n-750)


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015 
3.4
Cropping Intensity

The cropping intensity is an indicator of land utilization throughout the year. It is the percentage of total cropped area against the net cropped area. Table 3.4 demonstrates that cropping intensity in the study areas was significantly lower than what it should have been. The reason was that, the farm households could not utilize crop lands intensively due to flood and water logging in the rainy season and scarcity of surface water in the dry season. This was reflected in cropping intensity in the project area, only 159.44%, which compared with even a little lower than in the control area (166.13%). This shows that the cropping intensity in both the project and control areas were low, compared to a national figure of 190.00 percent for the year 2011-12 (BBS-Statistical Year Book, 2014) (See also Figure 16).

Table 3.4


Cropping Intensity by Household Category in the Last Year

(30 subprojects combined)

	Household category by landholding size
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Average total cropped area (decimal)
	Average net cultivated area (decimal)
	Cropping intensity (%)
	Average total cropped area (decimal)
	Average net cultivated area (decimal)
	Cropping intensity (%)

	LL
	90.05
	54.89
	164.06
	96.2
	58.68
	163.94

	MRF
	130.29
	81.24
	160.38
	124.86
	79.61
	156.84

	SF
	217.42
	140.11
	155.18
	211.85
	132.76
	159.57

	MF
	387.68
	248.57
	155.96
	394.11
	235.04
	167.68

	LF
	653.82
	414.42
	157.77
	1155.15
	639.23
	180.71

	All
	145.79
	91.44
	159.44
	151.41
	91.14
	166.13


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 16: Cropping Intensity by Household Category in the Last Year
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The variation in cropping intensity by household category disaggregated by 30 subprojects is shown in the Table 3.5. In the project area, cropping intensity of the landless households varied from 117.66 percent (SP-45172) to 213.50 percent (SP-45177) while that for the marginal farm HHs varied from 100.00 percent (SP-44085) to 215.80 percent (SP-45177). The cropping intensity of the small farm HHs varied from 100.00 percent (SP-44093) to 211.50 percent (SP-45177) while that for the medium farm HHs varied from 100.00 percent (SP-44085 and SP-44093) to 208.70 percent (SP-45177) and that for the large farm HHs varied from 103.10 percent (SP-45172) to 207.97 percent (SP-44123).

In the control area, cropping intensity of the landless households varied from 101.92 percent (SP-45173) to 221.89 percent (SP-44123), while that for marginal farm HHs varied from 100.00 percent (SP-44085) to 220.15 percent (SP-44123). The cropping intensity of small farm HHs varied from 100.00 percent (SP-44085 and SP-45173) to 221.82 percent (SP-44123), while that for the medium farm HHs varied from 105.70 percent (SP-45172) to 218.52 percent (SP-44123) and that for the large farm HHs varied from 100.00 percent (SP-44085 and SP-44083) to 217.55 percent (SP-44123, See Figure 16). Considering all categories of farm HHs, highest cropping intensity was found 213.57% (SP-45177) and lowest 113.50% (SP-44085) in the project area whereas it was highest 220.73% (SP-44123) and lowest 107.64% (SP-44083) in the control area (Table 3.5).

Table 3.5

Cropping Intensity by Household Category by 30 Subprojects Last Year
	SL.
	Subprojects
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Household category by landholding size
	Household category by landholding size

	
	
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	ALL
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF
	ALL

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	121.10
	100.00
	126.50
	100.00
	-
	113.50
	121.20
	100.00
	100.00
	-
	100.00
	108.00

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	150.00
	125.00
	165.02
	132.00
	125.00
	138.66
	119.99
	127.00
	113.01
	150.00
	135.00
	125.34

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	125.00
	135.03
	115.06
	125.02
	-
	127.46
	157.02
	145.05
	125.96
	135.00
	150.00
	146.24

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	124.00
	114.26
	114.99
	116.05
	116.00
	116.20
	114.29
	118.75
	100.00
	114.79
	100.00
	107.64

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	154.52
	150.00
	130.44
	115.21
	109.29
	136.18
	101.92
	112.67
	144.44
	131.43
	-
	110.76

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	171.38
	115.38
	100.00
	100.00
	-
	134.60
	168.25
	150.00
	158.05
	-
	-
	163.43

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	167.32
	145.00
	115.00
	-
	-
	150.27
	149.38
	151.08
	147.99
	149.23
	-
	149.13

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	125.00
	153.01
	131.49
	115.00
	-
	126.08
	157.01
	143.00
	145.00
	-
	-
	155.13

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	149.66
	143.67
	145.37
	-
	-
	147.54
	132.01
	122.00
	142.00
	-
	-
	131.67

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	203.00
	204.50
	205.00
	201.60
	-
	203.26
	204.50
	203.00
	202.70
	-
	201.60
	201.87

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	145.15
	143.86
	141.12
	142.20
	140.75
	143.20
	147.53
	146.35
	147.87
	145.85
	145.03
	147.13

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	145.01
	135.00
	125.00
	-
	-
	141.70
	145.50
	139.11
	146.75
	139.94
	-
	142.56

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	213.50
	215.80
	211.50
	208.70
	-
	213.57
	201.28
	205.09
	198.11
	195.67
	-
	202.49

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	157.21
	154.71
	153.89
	148.84
	151.43
	151.89
	160.47
	157.94
	156.93
	-
	-
	159.22

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	155.46
	139.70
	143.82
	-
	-
	150.04
	117.53
	193.88
	162.16
	-
	-
	130.34

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	117.66
	109.72
	105.74
	105.45
	103.10
	108.69
	115.49
	114.64
	111.14
	105.70
	-
	112.87

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	148.79
	144.29
	146.28
	145.34
	-
	147.37
	157.77
	155.39
	156.63
	154.01
	-
	156.51

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	205.00
	201.00
	203.00
	200.00
	198.00
	204.00
	200.00
	-
	203.00
	196.00
	-
	200.00

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	200.50
	201.30
	198.60
	195.80
	-
	199.05
	202.60
	204.50
	207.30
	201.40
	-
	203.12

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	201.00
	203.00
	205.00
	200.00
	198.00
	202.37
	200.00
	202.00
	203.00
	204.00
	196.00
	201.18

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	198.00
	200.00
	203.00
	201.00
	200.00
	201.00
	196.00
	205.00
	203.00
	202.00
	200.00
	204.00

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	200.67
	196.34
	194.63
	192.12
	193.79
	196.99
	204.96
	201.98
	202.10
	199.37
	-
	203.80

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	202.73
	204.75
	202.43
	197.72
	195.31
	201.11
	206.84
	205.00
	207.26
	205.86
	205.54
	206.56

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	197.44
	194.67
	180.25
	183.80
	182.64
	188.01
	202.14
	197.40
	199.09
	197.04
	-
	199.64

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	212.54
	212.01
	210.10
	210.59
	207.97
	210.95
	221.89
	220.15
	221.82
	218.52
	217.55
	220.73

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	149.48
	147.67
	143.59
	144.64
	142.73
	147.27
	162.68
	152.12
	148.94
	146.94
	142.74
	151.30

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	160.88
	175.28
	164.92
	152.17
	151.38
	160.22
	177.85
	160.07
	169.01
	162.66
	168.97
	168.94

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	134.44
	131.72
	133.78
	131.90
	130.68
	133.45
	135.86
	-
	-
	135.21
	-
	135.78

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	179.45
	181.19
	180.62
	177.81
	175.03
	178.74
	192.01
	189.99
	193.03
	191.40
	-
	191.85

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	166.98
	167.31
	165.54
	167.53
	164.65
	166.61
	175.11
	175.18
	176.98
	178.31
	174.94
	176.56

	All
	164.06
	160.38
	155.18
	155.96
	157.77
	159.44
	163.94
	156.84
	159.57
	167.68
	180.71
	166.13


3.5
Production of Major Crops and their Values  

A comparison of productivity of major crops in the last year between the project and control areas is presented in Table 3.6. The major crops cultivated by the farm households in the study area were Aus, Aman, Boro, Oilseeds, Pulses, Potato, Vegetables and Spices. The yield rates of LtAus (2.37 ton/ha), HYVAus (3.79 ton/ha), B.Aus (2.14 ton/ha), HYVBoro (5.51 ton/ha), L.Boro (3.36 ton/ha), Potato (11.81 ton/ha) and Vegetables (9.54 ton/ha)  were higher in the project area compared to that of the control area LtAus (2.12 ton/ha), HYVAus (3.41 ton/ha), B.Aus (2.06 ton/ha), HYVBoro (5.47 ton/ha), L.Boro (3.28 ton/ha), Potato (11.21 ton/ha) and Vegetables (8.59 ton/ha) but yield of LtAman, HYVAman, Oilseeds, Pulse and Chili were found to be lower (2.44 ton/ha, 4.22 ton/ha, 1.19 ton/ha,  0.85 ton/ha and 3.52 ton/ha, respectively) in the project area compared to that of the control area which were LtAman (2.56 ton/ha), HYVAman (4.32 ton/ha), Oilseeds (1.22 ton/ha), Pulse (0.09 ton/ha), Potato (11.15 ton/ha), Vegetable (8.59 ton/ha) and Chili (3.62 ton/ha), respectively.


Table 3.6

Production and Values of Major Crops Cultivated by Households 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Major Crops
	HHs Responded (n)
	Avg. land used for cultivation (in acre)
	Average yield

(maund/ acre)
	Average yield (ton/ha)
	Avg. value of crops per acre (Taka)
	Avg. value of crops per hectare(Taka)

	
	Project Area 

	LT Aus
	82
	0.64
	25.86
	2.37
	17910.53
	44239.01

	HYV Aus
	19
	0.43
	41.48
	3.79
	29034.89
	71716.18

	B Aus
	28
	0.33
	23.43
	2.14
	16177.43
	39958.25

	Lt Aman
	510
	1.00
	26.64
	2.44
	18647.73
	46059.89

	HYV Aman
	331
	1.09
	46.09
	4.22
	32260.48
	79683.39

	HYV Boro
	664
	1.32
	60.21
	5.51
	42149.07
	104108.20

	L. Boro
	41
	0.48
	36.75
	3.36
	25526.31
	63049.99

	Oilseeds
	68
	0.45
	13.03
	1.19
	20612.99
	50914.09

	Pulse
	88
	0.67
	9.28
	0.85
	13410.11
	33122.97

	Potato
	220
	0.53
	129.09
	11.81
	90365.63
	223203.11

	Vegetables
	133
	0.38
	104.30
	9.54
	104302.18
	257626.38

	Chili
	47
	0.14
	38.45
	3.52
	38445.32
	94959.94

	
	Control Area

	LT Aus
	55
	0.47
	23.20
	2.12
	16156.23
	39905.89

	HYV Aus
	11
	0.46
	37.30
	3.41
	26106.82
	64483.85

	B Aus
	16
	0.39
	22.53
	2.06
	15688.66
	38750.99

	Lt Aman
	259
	1.03
	27.97
	2.56
	19575.60
	48351.73

	HYV Aman
	148
	0.92
	47.17
	4.32
	33020.15
	81559.77

	HYV Boro
	340
	1.20
	59.81
	5.47
	41870.07
	103419.07

	L. Boro
	28
	0.52
	35.89
	3.28
	24863.94
	61413.93

	Oilseeds
	32
	0.57
	13.28
	1.22
	20460.73
	50538.00

	Pulse
	66
	0.91
	9.87
	0.90
	13824.49
	34146.49

	Potato
	93
	0.48
	121.85
	11.15
	85292.28
	210671.93

	Vegetables
	71
	0.44
	93.94
	8.59
	93936.33
	232022.74

	Chili
	20
	0.15
	39.60
	3.62
	39597.00
	97804.59


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Note: Figures represented in each column were calculated based on N in the respective rows

3.6
Production Cost of the Major Crops 

As stated in the Table 3.7 that the average cost of production of major crops (Aus, Aman, Boro, Oilseeds, Potato and Chili) was marginally higher but cost of production of Pulse and Vegetables was slightly lower in the project area compared to that of the control area in the preceding year.
Table 3.7

Cost of Production of Selected Major Crops

(30 subprojects combined)

	Major crops
	Per Acre Cost of Production (Tk.)
	Total Cost

Per Hectare (TK)

	
	N
	Seed
	Fertilizer/ Pesticide/ Cow dung
	Land preparation
	Irrigation
	Employee/ Labor
	Interest on Capital 

(if loan received)
	Total Cost

Per Acre (TK)
	

	
	Project Area
	

	LT Aus
	82
	939.88
	2912.15
	2546.71
	724.24
	8477.32
	 -
	15600.30
	38532.74

	HYV Aus
	19
	913.42
	4080.79
	3462.11
	2544.21
	10423.95
	 -
	21424.47
	52918.44

	B Aus
	28
	1111.18
	2506.30
	2364.29
	572.86
	7670.14
	 -
	14224.76
	35135.16

	Lt Aman
	510
	956.08
	3299.83
	2589.39
	870.04
	9157.09
	 -
	16872.44
	41674.93

	HYV Aman
	331
	1157.73
	4656.54
	2758.20
	1372.02
	10962.29
	69.79
	20976.57
	51812.13

	HYV Boro
	664
	1265.98
	6617.91
	2920.38
	4548.99
	12312.97
	186.40
	27852.64
	68796.02

	L. Boro
	41
	796.88
	2971.22
	3010.98
	2428.88
	8860.20
	 -
	18068.15
	44628.33

	Oilseeds
	68
	754.23
	2502.01
	2235.46
	905.40
	3577.70
	 -
	9974.80
	24637.76

	Pulse
	88
	1104.79
	885.55
	1504.66
	 -
	4096.68
	 -
	7591.68
	18751.45

	Potato
	220
	11010.45
	8364.77
	2848.24
	2896.18
	14471.54
	134.59
	39725.77
	98122.65

	Vegetables
	133
	4144.63
	8477.12
	3248.91
	3866.19
	15193.97
	 -
	34930.83
	86279.15

	Chili
	47
	5910.17
	7465.43
	3164.02
	1721.65
	12855.29
	 -
	31116.57
	76857.93

	
	Control Area
	

	LT Aus
	55
	869.69
	3006.57
	2453.09
	739.27
	7926.15
	-
	14994.77
	37037.08

	HYV Aus
	11
	973.45
	4030.45
	3403.91
	2539.55
	10270.45
	 -
	21217.82
	52408.02

	B Aus
	16
	884.88
	3122.30
	2387.50
	 -
	7505.94
	 -
	13900.61
	34334.51

	Lt Aman
	259
	883.39
	3298.40
	2527.42
	889.17
	9124.17
	 -
	16722.56
	41304.72

	HYV Aman
	148
	1134.00
	4497.16
	2827.09
	1359.81
	10537.90
	79.61
	20435.56
	50475.83

	HYV Boro
	340
	1186.61
	6294.35
	2795.35
	4366.50
	11707.50
	38.58
	26388.89
	65180.56

	L. Boro
	28
	798.36
	3000.82
	3060.96
	2329.11
	8551.36
	 -
	17740.61
	43819.31

	Oilseeds
	32
	815.39
	2264.61
	2184.03
	649.23
	3182.66
	 -
	9095.92
	22466.92

	Pulse
	66
	1293.59
	1011.57
	1588.08
	-
	5135.78
	 -
	9029.02
	22301.68

	Potato
	93
	10587.17
	8217.97
	2990.79
	2949.62
	14145.33
	22.58
	38913.47
	96116.27

	Vegetables
	71
	4073.41
	9024.98
	3329.51
	3855.98
	15228.86
	69.86
	35582.60
	87889.02

	Chili
	20
	5936.32
	7384.26
	3094.20
	1564.18
	12865.05
	 -
	30844.01
	76184.70


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Note: Figures represented in each column were calculated based on N in the respective rows

3.7
Net Returns from the Selected Major Crops in last year

The estimated net returns from the major crops are presented in Table 3.8. In the project area net returns per hectare from the LtAus, HYVAus, B.Aus, L.Boro, Pulse, Potato and Vegetables were higher in the project area compared to that of the control area. But net returns from LtAman, HYVAman, HYVBoro, Oilseeds and Chili were found to be lower in the project area compared to that of the control area. It was reported that the crops suffered from flood and water logging in the rainy season and scarcity of surface water for irrigation during the dry season in the study area.
Table 3.8

Net Return of Selected Major Crops in the Last Year

(30 subprojects combined)

	Crops
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Gross Value/  Hetare (Tk)
	Total Cost / Hetare (Tk)
	Net Return / Hetare (Tk)
	Gross Value/  Hetare (Tk)
	Total Cost / Hetare (Tk)
	Net Return / Hetare (Tk)

	LT Aus
	44239.01
	38532.74
	5706.27
	39905.89
	37037.08
	2868.81

	HYV Aus
	71716.18
	52918.44
	18797.74
	64483.85
	52408.02
	12075.83

	B Aus
	39958.25
	35135.16
	4823.09
	38750.99
	34334.51
	4416.48

	Lt Aman
	46059.89
	41674.93
	4384.96
	48351.73
	41304.72
	7047.01

	HYV Aman
	79683.39
	51812.13
	27871.26
	81559.77
	50475.83
	31083.94

	HYV Boro
	104108.20
	68796.02
	35312.18
	103419.07
	65180.56
	38238.51

	L.Boro
	63049.99
	44628.33
	18421.66
	61413.93
	43819.31
	17594.62

	Oilseeds
	50914.09
	24637.76
	26276.33
	50538.00
	22466.92
	28071.08

	Pulse
	33122.97
	18751.45
	14371.52
	34146.49
	22301.68
	11844.81

	Potato
	223203.11
	98122.65
	125080.5
	210671.93
	96116.27
	114555.7

	Vegetables
	257626.38
	86279.15
	171347.2
	232022.74
	87889.02
	144133.7

	Chili
	94959.94
	76857.93
	18102.01
	97804.59
	76184.70
	21619.89


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 17: Net Return of Selected Major Crops in the Last Year
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3.8
Net Returns from the Selected Major Fruits and Nursery Items in the last year

The average production and net returns/ profit earned by the farm households from the major fruits and nursery items were found much higher in the project area compared to that of the control area during the year proceeding to the survey (Table 3.9). The major fruits and nursery crops produced in both project and control areas were lemon, guava, papaya, banana, coconut, betel nut, betel leaf, plum and others (mango, jackfruits, custard apple etc).

Table 3.9

Net Returns/Profit Earned from Major Fruits and Nursery Items in last year

	Fruits and Nursery crops
	Profit earned by major fruits and nursery items

	
	Average production
	Unit
	Total cost of  production (Tk.)
	Total selling price (Tk.)
	Total profit (Tk.)

	
	Project Area

	Lemon (n=83)
	126.5
	Number
	62.40
	299.05
	236.65

	Guava(n=473)
	20.6
	Kg
	161.33
	630.90
	469.57

	Papaya(n=72)
	29.6
	Kg
	115.23
	586.51
	471.28

	Banana(n=107)
	97.3
	Number (Kadi)
	575.16
	1,809.86
	1,234.70

	Coconut(n=567)
	127.1
	Number
	394.55
	1,811.19
	1,416.64

	Betelnut(n=331)
	2,514.2
	Number
	624.24
	3,886.98
	3,262.75

	Betel Leaf(n=6)
	112,242.9
	Kg
	16,516.50
	37,799.80
	21,283.30

	Plum(n=80)
	28.1
	Kg
	242.82
	843.94
	601.12

	Nursery Items(n=1)
	1,000.0
	Number
	2,000.00
	3,000.00
	1,000.00

	Others(n=870)
	99.1
	Number /Kg
	879.30
	2,990.30
	2,111.00

	
	Control Area

	Lemon (n=39)
	124.5
	Number
	46.45
	199.75
	153.31

	Guava(n=229)
	19.1
	Kg
	133.47
	572.78
	439.31

	Papaya(n=38)
	36.0
	Kg
	190.91
	619.51
	428.59

	Banana(n=56)
	61.9
	Number (Kadi)
	439.79
	1,472.33
	1,032.53

	Coconut(n=281)
	171.1
	Number
	493.26
	2,610.94
	2,117.67

	Betelnut(n=144)
	2,775.9
	Number
	389.91
	3,922.24
	3,532.33

	Betel Leaf(n=6)
	6,250.0
	Kg
	775.00
	2,075.00
	1,300.00

	Plum(n=35)
	31.3
	Kg
	261.97
	844.31
	582.34

	Nursery Items(n=0)
	-
	Number
	-
	-
	-

	Others(n=472)
	93.9
	No./Kg
	920.61
	2,763.99
	1,843.38


 (30 subprojects combined)
Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

3.9
Pest and Disease Control by HH in the last year

In the study area, most of the respondent HHs stated about use of pesticide in the major crops cultivation. In the project area, 83.7% households used pesticide in the HYVBoro crops cultivation followed by Lt.Aman 73.5%, HYVAman 77.1%, LtAus 56.1%, HYVAus 63.2%, Potato 85.9%, Oilseed 66.2%, Vegetable 82.0% and Chili 42.6% and only 30.7% farm HHs used pesticide in the pulse crops.  Some of the HHs used both pesticide and IPM in crop cultivation and some were not using any methods in the project area.

In the control area, almost similar methods were used by the farm HHs whereas 81.3% HHs used pesticide in the HYVBoro, 74.9% in the LtAman, 79.8% HYVAman,  47.3% Lt Aus, 63.6% HYV Aus, 71.9% Oilseeds, 84.8% Potato, 71.8% vegetables,  35.0% Chili and only 34.8% HHs used pesticide in the Pulse crop cultivation. Among the remaining HHs some HHs used both pesticide and IPM and some were not taken any methods in crops cultivation shown in Table 3.10.

Table 3.10

Methods Used for Pest and Disease Control in the Study Area

	Major crops


	Percent of HHs taken steps for pest and diseases control by major 5 crops

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	HHs Responded (n)
	Use of pesticide
	Use of IPM
	Both Pesticide and IPM
	None
	HHs Respon ded (n)
	Use of pesticide
	Use of IPM
	Both Pesticide and IPM
	None

	LT Aus
	82
	56.1
	1.2
	26.8
	15.9
	55
	47.3
	3.6
	21.8
	27.3

	HYV Aus
	19
	63.2
	0.0
	46.9
	0
	11
	63.6
	0.0
	27.3
	9.1

	B Aus
	28
	60.7
	0.0
	7.1
	32.1
	16
	56.3
	0.0
	12.5
	31.3

	Lt Aman
	510
	73.5
	1.2
	16.9
	8.4
	259
	74.9
	0.4
	17.0
	7.7

	HYV Aman
	331
	77.1
	0.6
	21.1
	1.2
	148
	79.8
	0.0
	18.2
	2.0

	B Aman
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	HYV Boro
	664
	83.7
	0.6
	14.2
	1.6
	340
	81.3
	0.0
	16.7
	2.0

	L. Boro
	41
	63.4
	7.3
	26.8
	2.4
	28
	60.7
	0.0
	39.3
	0.0

	Oilseeds
	68
	66.2
	0.0
	0.0
	33.8
	32
	71.9
	0.0
	0.0
	28.1

	Potato
	220
	85.9
	0.0
	11.8
	2.3
	93
	84.8
	0.0
	12.2
	3.0

	Pulse
	88
	30.7
	0.0
	0.0
	69.3
	66
	34.8
	0.0
	0.0
	65.2

	Vegetables
	133
	82.0
	0.0
	15.8
	2.2
	71
	71.8
	0.0
	28.2
	0.0

	Chili
	47
	42.6
	0.0
	19.1
	38.3
	20
	35.0
	5.0
	25.0
	35.0


 (30 subprojects combined)

Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015

Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage of N in respective area

3.10
Sources of Seed Used in Crop Cultivation in the last year 

As stated during survey that, most of the farm HHs in the study area used own seed and seeds from the local market in crops cultivation. Table 3.11 shows that in the project area, most of the farm HHs used own produced seed in the Lt Aman 69.6%, B.Aus 71.4%, Oilseeds 57.4%, Pulses 59.1% and Chili 53.2% whereas most of  the farm HHs stated use of seed from local market in the HYVAman 51.7%,  HYVBoro 66.1%, Potato 52.7%, Vegetables 70.7%, HYVAus 43.6% and Chili 46.8%. A small number of HHs stated use of seeds of Potato 21.8%, HYVBoro 4.7%, HYVAus 10.5% and HYVAman 3.0% from BADC. In the control area, almost similar sources were used by the farm HHs to collect seed for crop cultivation. 

Table 3.11
 

Households Responding about Sources of Seeds Used in the Study Area

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of Crops
	HHs Responding about Sources of Seeds by Major 5 Crops 

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	HHs responded(n)
	Avg. % of own seed
	Avg. % of seed collected  from DAE
	Avg. % of seed purchased  from BADC
	Avg. % of seed purchased from NGO
	Avg. % of seed purchased from Company
	Avg. % of seed purchased  from Local  Market
	HHs responded(n)
	Avg. % of own seed
	Avg. % of seed purchased  from DAE
	Avg. % of seed purchased  from BADC
	Avg. % of seed purchased from NGO
	Avg. % of seed purchased from Company
	Avg. % of seed purchased  from Local  Market

	LT Aus
	82
	67.1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	32.9
	55
	74.5
	-
	-
	-
	-
	25.5

	HYV Aus
	19
	43.2
	-
	10.5
	-
	-
	46.3
	11
	43.6
	-
	9.1
	-
	-
	47.3

	B Aus
	28
	71.4
	-
	-
	-
	-
	28.6
	16
	56.3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	43.8

	Lt Aman
	510
	69.6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	30.4
	259
	71.8
	-
	-
	-
	-
	28.2

	HYV Aman
	331
	45.3
	-
	3.0
	-
	-
	51.7
	148
	32.4
	-
	2.7
	-
	-
	64.9

	B Aman
	 -
	-
	-
	 -
	-
	 -
	-
	 -
	-
	 -
	-
	 -
	-
	 -

	HYV Boro
	664
	28.5
	-
	4.7
	0.8
	-
	66.1
	340
	25.3
	-
	4.1
	-
	-
	70.6

	L. Boro
	41
	78.0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	22.0
	28
	82.1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	17.9

	Oilseeds
	68
	57.4
	-
	-
	2.9
	-
	39.7
	32
	50.0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	50.0

	Potato
	220
	25.5
	-
	21.8
	-
	-
	52.7
	93
	21.5
	-
	20.4
	-
	-
	58.1

	Pulse
	88
	59.1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	40.9
	66
	60.6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	39.4

	Vegetables
	133
	29.3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	70.7
	71
	33.8
	-
	-
	-
	1.4
	64.8

	Chili
	47
	53.2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	46.8
	20
	45.0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	55.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015

Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage of N in respective area

3.11
Sources of Water and Methods used for Irrigation in the study areas during last year

As stated earlier, both in the project as well as in the control area, farmers faced problem of surface water for irrigation in production of crops during dry season and flood and water logging in the rainy season. Due to fall of water level of the ground water, farmers faced problem to irrigate crop lands by extraction of ground water. The other sources were river, khals/canals and ponds/ small depressions that too were not available during dry season in both project and control areas. Due to unavailable of surface irrigation water, all farm HHs in both project and control areas were irrigating their crop fields extracting ground water which involved higher irrigation cost. It can be seen from the Table 3.12 that in the project area, most of the HHs used underground water in the HYVBoro 71.2%, Potato 75.0%, Vegetables 50.0%, LtAman 40.1%, HYVAman 71.0%, HYVAus 30.5%, Oilseeds 75.6% and Chili 60.0% whereas Khals/canals, and river were used as other major sources of water. A small number of HHs stated use of water from the ponds/ditches in the project area. 

In the control area, picture was not much different, and almost similar sources were used by the farm HHs to irrigate their crop fields.  

 Table 3.12

Households Mentioning Sources of Water Used for Irrigation

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of crops


	HHs Mentioning Sources of Water Used for Irrigation by Various Crops

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	HHs responded(n)
	River
	Khal/ Canal
	Haor/ Beel
	Pond/ Ditch
	Irrigation Subproject
	Underground water
	HHs responded(n)
	River
	Khal/ Canal
	Haor/ Beel
	Pond/ Ditch
	Irrigation Subproject
	Underground water

	LT Aus
	46
	-
	73.9
	-
	-
	-
	26.1
	33
	-
	78.8
	3.0
	-
	-
	18.2

	HYV Aus
	19
	37.9
	42.1
	-
	-
	-
	30.5
	11
	35.5
	45.5
	-
	-
	-
	10.1

	B Aus
	 -
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	- 
	- 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	- 

	Lt Aman
	242
	2.1
	56.6
	-
	1.2
	-
	40.1
	132
	2.3
	61.4
	-
	1.5
	-
	34.8

	HYV Aman
	248
	14.9
	12.9
	-
	1.2
	-
	71.0
	134
	17.9
	11.2
	-
	0.7
	-
	70.1

	B Aman
	 -
	 -
	- 
	-
	 -
	-
	- 
	- 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	- 

	HYVBoro
	664
	6.6
	21.5
	-
	0.6
	-
	71.2
	335
	11.6
	19.1
	-
	0.6
	-
	68.7

	L. Boro
	39
	-
	35.9
	-
	-
	-
	64.1
	27
	-
	55.6
	-
	-
	-
	44.4

	Oilseeds
	45
	-
	15.6
	-
	8.9
	-
	75.6
	23
	13.0
	17.4
	-
	-
	-
	69.6

	Pulse
	- 
	-
	- 
	-
	- 
	-
	- 
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	100.0

	Potato  
	212
	3.8
	15.1
	0.5
	5.7
	-
	75.0
	90
	8.9
	12.2
	-
	13.3
	-
	65.6

	Vegetables
	128
	9.4
	24.2
	1.6
	14.8
	-
	50.0
	70
	7.1
	25.7
	-
	20.0
	-
	47.1

	Chili
	25
	8.0
	8.0
	-
	24.0
	-
	60.0
	14
	14.3
	14.3
	-
	28.6
	-
	42.9


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015

Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage of N in respective area

Multiple responses were received about use of irrigation methods in both project and control areas. STW, DTW and LLP were used by the farm households for irrigation in the project area. Beside that a small number of respondent HHs used traditional method and a very few HHs used hand tubewell for irrigation of their crop fields. In the control area almost similar methods were used by the farm HHs to irrigate their crop fields as shown in (Table 3.13).

Table 3.13

Irrigation Systems Used by Households in the Study Area by Type of Crops

(30 subprojects combined)

	Crops


	HHs Mentioning Irrigation Systems by Various Crops

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	HHs responded(n)
	STW
	DTW
	LLP
	Power Pump
	Hand TW
	Traditional Method
	Others
	HHs responded(n)
	STW
	DTW
	LLP
	Power Pump
	Hand TW
	Traditional Method
	Others

	LT Aus
	46
	26.1
	-
	71.7
	-
	-
	23.9
	-
	33
	18.2
	-
	81.8
	-
	-
	36.4
	-

	HYV Aus
	19
	10.5
	-
	100.0
	-
	-
	5.3
	-
	11
	9.1
	-
	90.9
	-
	-
	-
	-

	B Aus
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Lt Aman
	242
	20.2
	19.8
	47.5
	-
	0.8
	15.3
	-
	132
	28.8
	9.8
	55.3
	-
	0.8
	22.0
	-

	HYV Aman
	248
	20.2
	51.2
	29.8
	-
	1.2
	1.2
	-
	134
	26.9
	47.8
	26.1
	-
	0.7
	2.2
	-

	B Aman
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	HYVBoro
	664
	29.1
	43.2
	29.7
	-
	-
	0.5
	-
	335
	27.0
	41.4
	33.6
	-
	0.6
	0.6
	-

	L. Boro
	39
	23.1
	41.0
	33.3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	27
	7.4
	55.6
	40.7
	-
	-
	3.7
	-

	Oilseeds
	45
	24.4
	53.3
	22.2
	-
	-
	8.9
	-
	23
	30.4
	43.5
	30.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Pulse
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Potato  
	212
	16.0
	58.5
	22.6
	-
	-
	5.2
	-
	90
	34.4
	56.7
	26.7
	-
	-
	11.1
	-

	Vegetables
	128
	36.7
	13.3
	41.4
	-
	-
	19.5
	-
	70
	40.0
	5.7
	58.6
	-
	-
	30.0
	-

	Chili
	25
	20.0
	40.0
	24.0
	-
	-
	28.0
	-
	14
	21.4
	21.4
	50.0
	-
	-
	28.6
	-


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015

Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage of N in respective area

Due to Multiple responses, total percentage exceeds 100%

3.12
Households Received Modern Technology Training during Last Year

As shown in the Table 3.14 that average 11.1% of respondents (farm households) received training on modern technology in the project area whereas in the control area only 8.8% of the respondents HHs received training on modern technology during last year.

Table 3.14


Households Received Modern Technology Training during Last Year

(30 subprojects combined)

	Farmer received training
	Project Area
	Control area

	
	Number of responses by HHs
	%
	Number of responses by HHs
	%

	Yes
	166
	11.1
	66
	8.8

	No
	1334
	88.9
	684
	91.2

	Total 
	1500
	100.0
	750
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015

3.13
Consumption of Major Crops by the Households during Last Year

Table 3.15 shows the quantity and value of major crops consumed by farm households in the study areas. As seen from the table, among the rice crops, HYVBoro, LtAman and HYVAman was consumed at higher rate by the respondent households in both project and control areas. Other types of crops were also consumed to some extent by the farm households both in project and control areas.

Table 3.15


Quantity and Value of Major Crops Consumed by Households

 (30 subprojects combined)

	Major crops


	Quantity and value of crops consumed by HHs by major 5 crops (last year)

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Number of HHs reporting consumption
	Average quantity consumed per HH (maund)
	Avg. value of consumed quantity per HH
	Number of HHs reporting consumption
	Average quantity consumed per HH (maund)
	Avg. value of consumed quantity per HH

	LT Aus
	82
	5.91
	4,139.39
	55
	5.72
	4,004.00

	HYV Aus
	19
	5.93
	4,148.42
	11
	6.05
	4,238.18

	B Aus
	28
	6.39
	4,470.00
	16
	6.61
	4,628.75

	Lt Aman
	510
	11.72
	8,205.87
	269
	12.40
	8,680.00

	HYV Aman
	279
	11.26
	7,883.53
	138
	9.60
	6,718.28

	HYV Boro
	660
	12.15
	8,508.09
	329
	12.06
	8,439.04

	L. Boro
	41
	4.42
	3,097.41
	40
	7.45
	5,211.68

	Pulse
	83
	1.01
	1,613.49
	60
	0.96
	1,536.00

	Potato
	193
	1.77
	1,419.69
	93
	1.87
	1,495.05

	Vegetables
	119
	1.70
	1,700.84
	69
	1.62
	1,618.84

	Chili
	46
	1.44
	1,441.30
	20
	1.35
	1,350.00


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 18: Quantity and Value of Major Crops Consumed by Households
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3.14
Availability of Crop Processing, Storing and Marketing Facilities

Table 3.16 shows the available crop processing, storing and marketing facilities stated by the farm households. In the crop processing, use of hand/cow was found to be dominant both in the project and control areas, 47.2% and 50.0% respectively. Use of machine was 24.0% and 25.5% respectively in the project and control area and use of multiple methods i.e. both hand/cow and machine for crop processing was also stated by a number of respondents in the project area (28.8%) and in the control area (24.5%) as well.

As far as the availability of drying facilities is concerned, 63.3% of the respondents in the project area stated it to be ‘sufficient’ and 36.7% of the respondent’s stated ‘insufficient’. In control area 62.8% of the respondent’s stated ‘sufficient’ facilities and 37.2% of the respondent’s stated ‘insufficient’ facilities for drying of crops.

As shown in the Table 3.16, for crop storing use of Bamboo made store was prominently came out as the available storage facility both in the project and control areas, 71.3% and 72.1% respectively. Besides, farm HHs stated the use of big earthen pot/ jar/ motki, to the extent of 27.5% in the project area and 26.9% in the control area. A small number of HHs stated use of cold storage/ food warehouse 1.2% and 1.0% in the project and control area as well.

Table 3.16

Households Mentioning Crop Processing, Drying and Storage Facilities

(30 subprojects combined)

	Crop processing facilities 
	HHs mentioning crop processing facilities

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Hand/ Cow
	463

(47.2)
	248

(50.0)

	Machine
	235

(24.0)
	126

(25.5)

	Both  Hand/cow and machine
	282

(28.8)
	122

(24.5)

	Crop drying facilities
	HHs mentioning crop drying facilities

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Sufficient 
	620

(63.3)
	311

(62.8)

	Insufficient 
	359

(36.7)
	185

(37.2)

	Very insufficient 
	-
	-

	Crop storage facilities
	HHs mentioning crop storage facilities

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Godown
	-
	-

	Bamboo made store
	698 

(71.3)
	358

(72.1)

	Big earthen pot/ jar/ motki
	269 

(27.5)
	133

(26.9)

	Cold storage/ food warehouse
	12

(1.2)
	5

(1.0)

	Open space
	-
	-

	Others
	-
	-


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015

Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage of N in respective area

As can be seen in the Table 3.17 that the farm households who sold their products in the study area did it in two ways - by selling at local markets and by selling from own home. Majority of the households of the project area sold their products in the local market 51.8% and 26.4% of same sold at home. In the control area, 49.8% informed about selling their products at local market and 27.3% sold at home. Remaining HHs had no surplus crops for selling.
Table 3.17

Households Mentioning Crop Marketing Facilities

	Marketing  of Crops
	Marketing facility stated by farm HHs

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Sold at home
	258

(26.4)
	135

(27.3)

	Sold at local market
	507

(51.8)
	247

(49.8)

	Local market is far away
	-
	-

	Carrying small quantity in the market for selling is not profitable
	-
	-

	Don’t get fair price immediately after harvesting
	-
	-

	Most of the crops are sold to the known contacts
	-
	-

	No surplus crop for selling
	213

(21.8)
	114

(22.9)

	Others
	-
	-


 (30 subprojects combined)

Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015

Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage of N in respective area

3.15
Causes and Extent of Crop Damage

Both in project and control areas, crop damage were very frequent and almost every year, crops were damaged in different stages starting from seedling to harvesting. Reasons are mainly two folds; water logging (due to heavy rainfall and flood) in the monsoon and draught and scarcity of irrigation water during dry season. Beside that few farm households stated damage of crops due to pest and diseases and excessive salinity. Table 3.19 presents the overall scenario about crop damage considering all the major crops produced in the study areas. Data were calculated on the basis of the responses from the respondents who actually cultivated crops in both the project and control areas. 

For all crops, in the project area ‘slight damage’ was stated by majority of the responses (51.0%) followed ‘partial damage’ by 28.2% and ‘no damage’ 20.8% for all crops by the respondent farm households. In the control area, majority of the respondents (52.5%) stated as ‘slight damage’ for all crops and 19.8% of the respondents  stated as ‘partial damage’ and rest (27.7%) stated as ‘no damage’ as shown in Table 3.18.

Table 3.18


Household Mentioning Extent of Damage in Major Crops

(30 subprojects combined)

	Study Area
	Major crops
	HHs Responded (n)
	Extent of damage by crops

	
	
	
	Complete damage (95%-100%)
	Almost complete damage (75%- 94%)
	Major damage (50%-74%)
	Partial damage (25%-49%)
	Slight damage 
(5%-24%)
	No damage (0%-4%)

	Project Area

 
	LT Aus
	82
	 -
	- 
	- 
	31.7
	53.7
	14.6

	
	HYV Aus
	19
	 -
	- 
	- 
	21.1
	63.2
	15.8

	
	B Aus
	28
	 -
	- 
	- 
	7.1
	67.9
	25.0

	
	Lt Aman
	510
	 -
	- 
	- 
	39.4
	41.4
	19.2

	
	HYV Aman
	331
	 -
	- 
	- 
	23.9
	53.2
	23.0

	
	HYV Boro
	664
	 -
	- 
	- 
	33.4
	47.6
	19.0

	
	L. Boro
	41
	 -
	- 
	- 
	12.2
	22.0
	65.9

	
	Oilseeds
	68
	 -
	- 
	- 
	13.2
	69.1
	17.6

	
	Pulse
	88
	 -
	- 
	- 
	15.9
	48.9
	35.2

	
	Potato  
	220
	 -
	- 
	- 
	6.4
	72.3
	21.4

	
	Vegetables
	133
	 -
	- 
	- 
	39.8
	54.9
	5.3

	
	Chili
	47
	 -
	- 
	- 
	2.1
	59.6
	38.3

	
	All Crops
	2231
	 -
	- 
	- 
	28.2
	51.0
	20.8

	Control Area 

 
	LT Aus
	55
	 -
	- 
	- 
	14.5
	43.6
	41.8

	
	HYV Aus
	11
	 -
	- 
	- 
	18.2
	63.6
	18.2

	
	B Aus
	16
	 -
	- 
	- 
	6.3
	50.0
	43.8

	
	Lt Aman
	259
	 -
	- 
	- 
	26.3
	42.1
	31.7

	
	HYV Aman
	148
	 -
	- 
	- 
	15.5
	62.2
	22.3

	
	HYV Boro
	340
	 -
	- 
	- 
	26.8
	50.3
	22.9

	
	L. Boro
	28
	 -
	- 
	- 
	21.4
	25.0
	53.6

	
	Oilseeds
	32
	 -
	- 
	- 
	0.0
	62.5
	37.5

	
	Pulse
	66
	 -
	- 
	- 
	3.0
	54.5
	42.4

	
	Potato  
	93
	 -
	- 
	- 
	15.1
	72.0
	12.9

	
	Vegetables
	71
	 -
	- 
	- 
	15.5
	63.4
	21.1

	
	Chili
	20
	 -
	- 
	- 
	 -
	60.0
	40.0

	
	All Crops
	1139
	 -
	- 
	- 
	19.8
	52.5
	27.7


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015

Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage of N in respective area

Table 3.19


Households Mentioning Causes of Damage in Major Crops

(30 subprojects combined)

	Crops
	HHs Responded (n)
	Causes of Damages (%)

	
	
	Flood
	Water logging
	Draught
	Inadequate irrigation
	Salinity
	Pest & Diseases
	Hail storm /  Cyclone
	Industrial waste
	Unavailability of fertilizer
	Others

	Project Area

	LT Aus
	70
	-
	65.7
	4.3
	21.4
	-
	7.1
	1.4
	-
	-
	-

	HYV Aus
	16
	-
	25.0
	31.3
	18.8
	-
	5.7
	-
	-
	-
	-

	B Aus
	21
	-
	19.0
	76.2
	-
	-
	1.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Lt Aman
	412
	1.7
	72.8
	22.3
	1.2
	-
	11.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	HYV Aman
	255
	1.6
	42.4
	29.4
	16.5
	4.3
	32.9
	-
	-
	-
	-

	HYV Boro
	538
	2.0
	7.4
	20.3
	58.2
	12.9
	80.0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	L. Boro
	14
	42.9
	-
	21.4
	21.5
	1.4
	1.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Oilseeds
	56
	-
	-
	85.7
	14.3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Pulse
	57
	-
	15.8
	70.2
	3.5
	5.7
	2.9
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Potato
	173
	-
	-
	36.9
	54.9
	-
	20.7
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Vegetables
	126
	-
	-
	17.5
	77.0
	1.4
	8.6
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Chili
	29
	-
	-
	44.8
	55.2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Control Area

	LT Aus
	32
	-
	43.7
	9.4
	37.5
	-
	4.3
	-
	-
	-
	-

	HYV Aus
	9
	-
	22.2
	33.3
	22.2
	-
	2.9
	-
	-
	-
	-

	B Aus
	9
	-
	22.2
	77.8
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Lt Aman
	177
	-
	65.6
	26.6
	1.7
	4.3
	11.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	HYV Aman
	115
	-
	30.4
	38.3
	21.7
	4.3
	11.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	HYV Boro
	262
	-
	5.7
	20.6
	63.3
	5.7
	32.9
	-
	-
	-
	-

	L. Boro
	13
	-
	-
	38.5
	38.5
	2.9
	1.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Oilseeds
	20
	-
	-
	75.0
	25.0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Pulse
	38
	-
	26.3
	68.4
	-
	1.4
	1.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Potato
	81
	-
	-
	38.3
	60.5
	-
	1.4
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Vegetables
	56
	-
	-
	28.6
	66.0
	1.4
	2.9
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Chili
	12
	-
	-
	50.0
	50.0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey’2015

Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage of N in respective area

3.16
Problems Assessed by Households in Agricultural Production 

The problems in agricultural production reported by the farm households in the study areas are shown in Table 3.20. A large number of farm households (58.8%) in the project area reported insufficient irrigation as the major problem, followed by lack of capital (46.2%), not getting fair price of agricultural products (43.6%), price hike of agricultural inputs (40.4%) etc. Other problems of the agricultural production stated by the farm HHs in the project area were lack of labour (29.8%), non availability of quality seeds (29.1%), delayed plantation (24.2%), lack of agricultural extension services (23.8%), shortage of electricity (21.0%), problem of fuel (19.6%) and so on.

In the control area, the picture was not very different where also; the major problems stated by the farm HHs  insufficient irrigation (52.6%) followed by lack of capital (49.2%), price hike of agricultural inputs (44.4%), not getting fair price of agricultural products (44.0%),  and non availability of quality seeds (31.5%). Other problems of the agricultural production stated by the farm HHs in the control area were lack of labour (29.8%) followed by lack of agricultural extension service (22.2%), shortage of electricity (20.6%), problem of fuel (20.2%), delayed plantation (18.8%) and so on.

Table 3.20


Problems Assessed by Households in Agriculture Production by Intensity

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of Problems
	Intensity of the problems stated by HHs

	
	Project Area (979)
	Control Area (496)

	
	Major Problem
	Minor Problem
	No Problem
	Major Problem
	Minor Problem
	No Problem

	Lack of Capital
	452

(46.2)
	329

(33.6)
	198

(20.2)
	244

(49.2)
	171

(34.5)
	81

(16.3)

	Non availability of Quality Seeds
	285

(29.1)
	378

(38.6)
	316

(32.3)
	156

(31.5)
	225

(45.4)
	115

(23.2)

	Lack of Quality Fertilizer
	143

(14.6)
	352

(36.0)
	484

(49.4)
	68

(13.7)
	202

(40.7)
	226

(45.6)

	Insufficient Irrigation
	576

(58.8)
	330

(33.7)
	73

(7.5)
	261

(52.6)
	188

(37.9)
	47

(9.5)

	Delayed plantation
	237

(24.2)
	336

(34.3)
	406

(41.5)
	93

(18.8)
	192

(38.7)
	211

(42.5)

	Use of aged seedlings
	128

(13.1)
	331

(33.8)
	520

(53.1)
	44

(8.9)
	221

(44.5)
	231

(46.6)

	Lack of Labor
	292

(29.8)
	373

(38.1)
	314

(32.1)
	148

(29.8)
	175

(35.3)
	173

(34.9)

	Lack of Ag. Extension Service
	233

(23.8)
	361

(36.9)
	385

(39.3)
	110

(22.2)
	225

(45.4)
	161

(32.5)

	Deprived from Getting Fair Price of Agricultural Products
	427

(43.6)
	372

(38.0)
	180

(18.4)
	218

(44.0)
	165

(33.3)
	113

(22.8)

	Shortage of Electricity
	206

(21.0)
	371

(37.9)
	402

(41.1)
	102

(20.6)
	209

(42.1)
	185

(37.3)

	Problems of Fuel
	192

(19.6)
	372

(38.0)
	415

(42.4)
	100

(20.2)
	207

(41.7)
	189

(38.1)

	Price of Hike Agricultural Inputs/Equipment
	396

(40.4)
	329

(33.6)
	254

(25.9)
	220

(44.4)
	165

(33.3)
	111

(22.4)


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figures in the parenthesis are in percentage of N in each area.
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CHAPTER 4
WATER RESOURCES

4.1
Introduction

The subprojects covered under the study were comprised of five major types of physical interventions, flood management, irrigation & drainage improvement, water conservation and command area development schemes. The subprojects were primarily aimed at introducing sustainable water management with an appropriate operation and maintenance (O&M) system in each subproject area. Besides, agricultural development, fisheries, environmental regeneration, stakeholder and beneficiary participation, poverty reduction and gender development were, among others, included in the objectives of the subproject development. However, the management of water resources constituted the core of the project interventions. This chapter presents the current state of water and flood management in the study areas which would serve as the benchmark for the impact study to be conducted at some later stage. Each selected subproject is situated in different hydrological regions of' Bangladesh. The subprojects boundary surrounding different areas were described in each individual subproject report.

This chapter presents the baseline situation of current state of water management combining 30 subprojects which includes type of water bodies and related problems, completed and ongoing water resources development projects in the area, existing major infrastructure and related problems (e.g. O&M, drainage problem), water-related natural calamities, water management in monsoon and dry season, flood effect and management, irrigation sources and methods, sources and fetching of drinking water, shrimp farming and related problems (e.g. salinity and water logging), and people’s perception of PSSWRSP including institutional issues related to water management such as, ownership of water resources and their use, maintenance of water resources by its owner or an institution (e.g. local government, NGO or O&M Committee), etc. This would constitute a benchmark for the impact assessment expected to be conducted at a later stage. 

4.2
Water Resources and Existing Situation

4.2.1
Surface Water Sources and Problems

Khal, ponds/ditches, river and Beel were found as the main surface water sources in most of the study areas. A very few respondent households stated about the existence of lake. Table 4.1 shows the water related problems perceived by the respondents in the combined situation of all the subprojects and the controls areas.

Low storage capacity of surface water sources was identified as the major problem in both the study areas, 74.7 percent of respondents stated in the subproject areas and 74.3 percent respondents stated in the control areas. The other problems put forward by a large number of the respondents in the subproject villages were – water logging and drainage congestion (74.3%), inadequate water for irrigation (51.8%), lack of flood management (26.9%) and intrusion of saline water (2%). In the control villages, water logging and drainage congestion came out as the second major problem (71.3%), inadequate water for irrigation as third problem (50.9%), lack of flood management (28.9%) as fourth problem and salinity (2.1%) as the last one. 

Table 4.1

Current Problems in the Existing Water Resources

(30 subprojects combined)

	Problems
	HHs responding on type of problems in the study areas

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Number of respondents stating
	% 
	Number of respondents stating
	% 

	Water conservation 
	1,120
	74.7
	557
	74.3

	Water logging and drainage 
	1,115
	74.3
	535
	71.3

	Flood management 
	404
	26.9
	217
	28.9

	Irrigation
	777
	51.8
	382
	50.9

	Salinity
	30
	2.0
	16
	2.1


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

* It may be mentioned that most of the farmers own land in more than one elevation, that is why there were multiple response regrarding the problems. 
Figure 19: Current Problems in the Existing Water Resources
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4.2.2
Situation of Water Sources due to Changes of Season

Table 4.2 presents the prevailing situation of the existing water bodies in the study areas during pre-monsoon, monsoon, post-monsoon and dry seasons. It can be observed from the table that large portion of the respondent households in both the study areas affirmed about inadequacy water in the surface water sources during pre-monsoon period, 56.9% in the subproject area and 55.4% in the control area. However, a significant percentage of respondents in both the areas stated about the availability of surface water in pre-monsoon. Most of the respondents in the study areas affirmed that water bodies are flooded for short time during monsoon, 63.5% respondents stated in the subproject area while the corresponding figures was 68% in the control area. Majority of the respondents in both the study areas affirmed about the availability of sufficient water during post-monsoon (74.9% respondents in the subproject area and 75.6% respondents in the control area). On the other hand, most of the respondents in both subproject and control areas stated about inadequacy of water during dry season, 70.3% respondents in the subproject area and the corresponding figure 71.4% in the control area.      

Table 4.2

Situation of Water Bodies due to Changes of Seasons 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Season
	Type of Water bodies
	% of HHs responding about the situation of water bodies

	
	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Long time flooded
	Short time flooded
	Sufficient water
	Inadequate water
	Dries up
	Long time flooded
	Short time flooded
	Sufficient water
	Inadequate water
	Dries up

	Pre-monsoon
	River
	0.3
	3.3
	60.7
	34.2
	1.4
	-
	6.1
	63.4
	30.5
	-

	
	Khal
	1.2
	3.5
	31.5
	55.0
	8.8
	1.2
	1.6
	34.9
	53.4
	9.0

	
	Beel
	2.1
	11.4
	18.1
	54.5
	13.9
	3.4
	-
	20.1
	67.0
	9.5

	
	Lake
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-

	
	Pond
	0.3
	3.0
	22.3
	69.1
	5.3
	0.1
	0.3
	24.8
	66.7
	8.1

	
	All
	0.8
	4.2
	31.1
	56.9
	7.0
	0.8
	1.8
	35.1
	55.4
	7.0

	Monsoon
	River
	16.4
	64.9
	17.6
	0.9
	0.2
	13.2
	72.1
	12.6
	0.3
	1.8

	
	Khal
	12.4
	75.1
	12.0
	0.4
	0.1
	10.9
	76.5
	11.6
	0.7
	0.3

	
	Beel
	29.0
	46.2
	24.6
	0.2
	-
	27.3
	48.1
	24.6
	-
	-

	
	Lake
	-
	50.0
	50.0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-

	
	Pond
	7.2
	57.1
	34.0
	1.1
	0.7
	4.1
	64.5
	30.0
	1.0
	0.4

	
	All
	13.1
	63.5
	22.4
	0.7
	0.3
	10.4
	68.0
	20.3
	0.7
	0.6

	Post-monsoon
	River
	0.2
	7.3
	83.4
	9.1
	-
	2.9
	8.3
	79.6
	8.9
	0.3

	
	Khal
	0.2
	8.8
	70.8
	20.2
	-
	0.5
	6.2
	70.5
	22.8
	-

	
	Beel
	-
	13.9
	79.8
	5.3
	0.9
	1.0
	16.7
	79.8
	2.5
	-

	
	Lake
	-
	-
	50.0
	50.0
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-

	
	Pond
	0.3
	4.7
	73.8
	21.1
	0.1
	-
	1.7
	76.6
	21.6
	-

	
	All
	0.2
	7.7
	74.9
	17.0
	0.1
	0.8
	6.1
	75.6
	17.4
	0.1

	Dry
	River
	-
	3.2
	48.5
	45.5
	2.8
	-
	3.2
	45.8
	50.7
	0.3

	
	Khal
	-
	1.8
	12.0
	66.2
	20.1
	-
	1.6
	15.5
	62.7
	20.2

	
	Beel
	-
	-
	7.2
	66.8
	26.0
	-
	2.5
	3.9
	73.9
	19.7

	
	Lake
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-

	
	Pond
	0.3
	1.2
	6.2
	86.0
	6.3
	-
	-
	8.8
	88.7
	2.5

	
	All
	0.1
	1.6
	15.0
	70.3
	13.0
	-
	1.4
	17.6
	71.4
	9.6


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.3
Existing Water Resources Projects and Related Structures 

During discussion with WMCA members, stakeholders and individual respondents in the subproject areas, it was leant that a very few of subprojects had earlier interventions within the periphery of the subproject areas but most of them are not operational. A few of the previous structures inside the subproject areas are operational or partially operational and performance of which is expected to enhance by the implementation of the proposed subprojects.  Table 4.3 shows the existing water resources projects and relevant structures in various subprojects.

Table 4.3

Existing Water Resources Projects and Related Structures

	SL.
	Subproject
	Existing WR Projects
	Previous Major Structures
	Condition

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	Polder No. 39/1C, BWDB
	None
	N/A

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	Polder No. 39/2D, BWDB
	Regulator
	Nonfunctional

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	Barisal Irrigation Project (BIP), BWDB
	Embankment
	Broken down

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	Similar Earlier Interventions, BADC
	1.3 km brick built irrigation canal
	Partially functional

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	Chandpur-Comilla Integrated FCDI Project, BWDB
	None
	N/A

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	Polder No. 45/2, BWDB
	None
	N/A

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	Gumti Flood Control and Drainage Project, BWDB
	None
	N/A

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	Integrated Agri Development Project, DAE & LGED
	Embankment
	Partially functional

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	Comprehensive South Comilla & North Noakhali Drainage Project, BWDB
	None
	N/A

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	Polder C of Chalan Beel Project, BWDB
	None
	N/A

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	Upper Tulsiganga Right and Left Bank FCD Project, BWDB
	5-vent weir
	Nonfunctional

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	None
	N/A
	N/A

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	Re-excavation of Satail Khal, BADC
	1.3 km Khal 

(re-excavated)
	Partially functional


4.4
Cultivated Land by Flood Levels

As reported by the respondents in the subproject area, 21.2 percent of the cultivated lands was of ‘high’ category (flood free), 56.3 percent of the cultivated lands was of ‘medium high’ category (flooded ≤ 3 feet), 21.4 percent of cultivated lands was ‘medium low’ (flooded 3 ≤ 6 feet), 1.0 percent of cultivated lands was of ‘low’ category (flooded 6≤10 feet) and 0.1 percent of cultivated lands was of ‘very low’ category (flooded >10 feet)  (Table 4.4). On the other hand, in the control area the distribution of lands in ‘high’, ‘medium high’, ‘medium low’, ‘low’ and ‘very low’ categories were 22.1, 56.1, 21.1, 0.8 and 0.1 percent respectively. Average cultivated land covering all household categories in the subproject area was found to be 91.44 decimal and the corresponding figure in the control area was 91.14 decimal.

Table 4.4

Cultivated Land according to Flood depth by Landholding Size 

(30 Subprojects Combined)

	HH Categories by Landholding Size
	% of cultivated land according to flood depth
	Average Cultivated land (in decimal)

	
	High Land

(0 ft)
	Medium High 

(≤3 feet)
	Medium low

(3≤6 feet)
	Low

(6≤10 feet)
	Very low

(>10 feet)
	Total
	

	Project Area

	Landless
	21.1
	60.1
	18.3
	0.5
	-
	100.0
	54.89

	Marginal
	23.3
	54.2
	22.5
	-
	-
	100.0
	81.24

	Small
	20.5
	52.2
	24.9
	2.4
	-
	100.0
	140.11

	Medium
	20.8
	54.7
	23.6
	0.7
	0.2
	100.0
	248.57

	Large
	21.0
	57.7
	20.0
	1.1
	0.2
	100.0
	414.42

	All HHs categories
	21.2
	56.3
	21.4
	1.0
	0.1
	100.0
	91.44

	Control Area

	Landless
	18.6
	57.8
	22.7
	0.8
	-
	100.0
	58.68

	Marginal
	18.6
	53.3
	26.3
	1.3
	0.6
	100.0
	79.61

	Small
	26.6
	54.4
	17.3
	1.5
	0.3
	100.0
	132.76

	Medium
	22.2
	52.5
	25.1
	0.2
	0.1
	100.0
	235.04

	Large
	29.1
	59.1
	11.8
	-
	-
	100.0
	639.23

	All HH categories
	22.1
	56.1
	21.1
	0.8
	0.1
	100.0
	91.14


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Table 4.5 shows the distribution of cultivated lands by flood depth, disaggregated by 30 subprojects. In the subproject area, percentage of high/medium high lands (cultivated) varied from 46.1 (SP 45157) to 100.0 (SP 43065 and SP 44095) while the percentage for medium low lands varied from 1.6 (SP44129) to 77.7 percent (SP 45172) and the percentage of low/very low lands varied from 0.4 (SP 45173) to 22.3 (SP 45172).  

In the control area, percentage of high/medium high lands varied from 53.4 (SP 45157) to 100.0 (SP 44093, SP 43065 and SP 44095) while the percentage for medium low lands varied from 1.3 (SP44129) to 82.9 (SP 45172) and the percentage of low/very low lands varied from 14.5 (SP 44124) to 17.1 (SP45172).

Table 4.5

Cultivated Land according to Flood Depth by 30 Subprojects 
	SL.
	Subproject
	% of operated land by land level

	
	
	Subproject area
	Control area

	
	
	High/ Medium

high
	Medium

low
	Low/ Very

low
	High/ Medium high 
	Medium low
	Low/ Very

Low

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	72.0
	28.0
	-
	63.6
	36.4
	-

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	73.2
	26.8
	-
	77.4
	22.6
	-

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	87.3
	12.7
	-
	92.2
	7.9
	-

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	95.0
	4.9
	-
	87.7
	12.3
	-

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	72.2
	27.4
	0.4
	81.0
	19.0
	-

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	97.3
	2.7
	-
	100.0
	-
	-

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	91.2
	8.8
	-
	85.3
	14.7
	-

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	89.1
	10.9
	-
	91.5
	8.5
	-

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	82.2
	17.9
	-
	63.9
	36.1
	-

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	100.0
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	72.3
	27.7
	-
	74.6
	25.4
	-

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	80.4
	19.6
	-
	89.8
	10.2
	-

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	73.9
	26.1
	-
	94.1
	5.9
	-

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	91.9
	8.1
	-
	85.6
	14.4
	-

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	100.0
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	-
	77.7
	22.3
	-
	82.9
	17.1

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	78.0
	22.0
	-
	75.5
	24.5
	-

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	77.3
	14.4
	8.4
	68.3
	17.1
	14.5

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	70.4
	29.6
	-
	68.7
	31.2
	-

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	97.0
	3.1
	-
	96.5
	3.6
	-

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	98.4
	1.6
	-
	98.8
	1.3
	-

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	77.4
	22.6
	-
	72.3
	27.7
	-

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	95.6
	4.4
	-
	94.6
	5.4
	-

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	86.0
	14.0
	-
	83.7
	16.3
	-

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	96.3
	3.7
	-
	96.9
	3.1
	-

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	66.5
	33.5
	-
	67.7
	32.3
	-

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	73.0
	27.0
	-
	69.4
	30.6
	-

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	52.2
	47.8
	-
	57.1
	42.9
	-

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	70.5
	29.5
	-
	65.2
	34.8
	-

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	46.1
	53.9
	-
	53.4
	46.7
	-

	All Subprojects
	77.5
	21.5
	1.0
	78.1
	21.1
	0.9


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.5
Use of Irrigation in the Study Areas 

4.5.1
Irrigation to Agricultural Lands

Table 4.6 shows that 53.1% of the respondent households were found to irrigate their agricultural land in the subproject area whereas in the control area 52.5 percent of the respondent households irrigated their agricultural land. It was also stated by the respondents in both subproject and control villages that there was no irrigation groups or schemes operated in their locality.
Table 4.6

Agricultural Land Irrigated by Households 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Irrigated agricultural land
	% of respondent HHs 

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Number of households
	% 
	Number of households
	% 

	Yes
	796
	53.1
	394
	52.5

	No
	704
	46.9
	356
	47.5

	Total
	1500
	100.0
	750
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 20: Agricultural Land Irrigated by Households 
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4.5.2
Irrigation Methods Practiced According to land levels

Table 4.7 presents the irrigation methods used by the respondent households by land level who irrigated their lands in the study areas of all the subprojects, as it can be seen that high lands, medium high lands and medium low lands were irrigated by most of the households and low lands and very low lands were irrigated by few percent of respondents households. Irrigation through Low Lift Pump (LLP) was practiced by 35% of the respondents whereas deep tube-well (DTW), shallow tube-well (STW), Irrigation Canal, traditional Method were practiced by 33.9%, 26.2%, 0.4% and 4.7% respondents respectively in the subproject area. On the other hand, in the control area Low Lift Pump (LLP) was used by 39.5% of the respondents whereas deep tube-well (DTW), shallow tube-well (STW), Irrigation Canal, traditional Method were used by 31.2%, 23.4%, 0.2% and 5.7 respondents respectively.

Table 4.7

Irrigation Methods Used by Households by Type of Land 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of Land
	% of households using different irrigation methods

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	No. of HHs irrigated by land level
	STW
	DTW
	LLP
	Irrigation Canal
	Traditional Method
	No. of HHs irrigated by land level
	STW
	DTW
	LLP
	Irrigation Canal
	Traditional Method

	High
	249
	43.0
	34.5
	18.9
	-
	3.6
	127
	38.6
	33.1
	22.8
	-
	6.3

	Medium high
	462
	13.2
	36.4
	43.7
	0.9
	6.3
	236
	12.7
	31.8
	47.5
	0.4
	7.6

	Medium low
	181
	30.4
	30.9
	36.5
	-
	2.8
	105
	24.8
	31.4
	41.9
	-
	1.0

	Low
	8
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-
	7
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-

	Very low
	28
	71.4
	17.9
	7.1
	-
	3.6
	16
	62.5
	18.8
	12.5
	-
	6.3

	All land types
	928
	26.2
	33.9
	35.0
	0.4
	4.7
	491
	23.4
	31.2
	39.5
	0.2
	5.7


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.5.3
Suggestions for Developing Adequate Irrigation Systems

Re-excavation of river and canal came out significantly as the major recommendation by the respondents both in the subproject villages (66.2%) and control village (65.1%). The other major recommendations put forward by a large number of the respondents in the subproject area were – preparation of water reservoir locally (58.8%), delivery of enough irrigation equipment (26.3%), influence for surface water instead of underground water (25.5%) and ensuring electric supply (23.9%). In the control area, major recommendations made by a large number of the respondents were – preparation of water reservoir locally (58.5%), delivery of enough irrigation equipment (26.7%), ensuring electric supply (22.8%) and influence for surface water instead of underground water (19.3%). Other minor recommendations made by respondents both in subproject and control area can also be seen in the Table 4.8.

Table 4.8

Recommendations by Households for Effective Irrigation System 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Recommendations
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	No. of HHs stated
	% 
	No. of HHs stated
	% 

	Deliver enough irrigation equipment
	395
	26.3
	200
	26.7

	Deliver irrigation equipment at subsidized rate
	127
	8.5
	41
	5.5

	Influence for surface water instead of underground water
	383
	25.5
	145
	19.3

	Re-excavate river and canal
	993
	66.2
	488
	65.1

	Regulate irrigation according to groundwater level by the government
	163
	10.9
	85
	11.3

	Form irrigation scheme/group
	267
	17.8
	137
	18.3

	Prepare water reservoir locally
	882
	58.8
	439
	58.5

	Ensuring electric supply
	358
	23.9
	171
	22.8

	Supplying fuel & electricity at subsidized rate   
	281
	18.7
	127
	16.9

	Others
	14
	0.9
	12
	1.6


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Multiple responses.

4.5.4
Initiatives for Water Conservation in the Dry Season

To facilitate better irrigation for crop production, peasants in rural Bangladesh, in absence of any government initiative, in many instances on their own take measures to support their crop productions. The respondent households in the study villages were questioned to report about the initiatives taken for water conservation during dry season in their locality. Most of the respondents, about 94.3% in the subproject villages and 98.1% in the control villages stated that there had been no initiatives taken within the locality (Table 4.9). From the remaining percentage a significant proportion of the respondent households (3.9% in the project area and 1.5% in the control area) stated about re-excavation/maintenance of Khal/Beel as the foremost initiative take in their locality during dry season.

Table 4.9

Initiatives taken for Water Conservation in Dry Seasons in the Locality 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Initiatives taken
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	No. of HHs taken initiative
	%
	No. of HHs taken initiative
	%

	No initiative taken
	1414
	94.3
	736
	98.1

	Pond digging/renovation
	22
	1.5
	-
	-

	Khal/Beel re-excavation/maintenance
	58
	3.9
	11
	1.5

	Removing the illegal occupants from River, Khal
	21
	1.4
	-
	-

	Conserving rain water
	33
	2.2
	1
	0.1

	Making artificial water reservoir
	3
	0.2
	5
	0.7

	others
	-
	-
	-
	-


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015 

Multiple responses.

4.6
Natural Disasters: Frequency, Coverage and Extent

4.6.1
Frequency of Natural Disaster in the Study Areas

Storm and heavy rainfall, were the major natural disasters/calamities in the subproject area (Table 4.10). The respondents, reported heavy rainfall (41.8%) as recurrent feature that occurred several times in a year in the subproject area and storm (55.1%) was reported as recurrent feature that occurred every year in the subproject area. Flood (68.2%), drought (84.7%) and cyclone (89.7%), however, were reported by the respondents in the subproject area as intermittent features that occurred after every few years. In the control area, the respondents reported, heavy rainfall (42.3%) as recurrent feature that occurred several times in a year while storm (55%) was reported as the recurrent feature that occurred every year. Flood, drought and cyclone were reported by 70.3%, 84.3% and 88.9% respondents respectively as the incidents that occurred every few years. Tidal surge was also identified as one of the major natural disasters but it was reported by the respondents in the subprojects of coastal districts only. Majority of the respondents in the study areas, about 45% in the subproject areas and 45.9% in the control areas, reported tidal surge as recurrent feature that occurred several times in a year. It may be mentioned here that, generally, drought is deemed by the respondents as severe dearth of rainfalls in their locality.

Table 4.10

Frequency of Natural Disaster in Study Areas 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of Natural Disaster
	% of Households stating frequency

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Several time in a year
	Every year
	After a few years
	Several time in a year
	Every year
	After a few years

	Flood
	5.0
	26.8
	68.2
	5.2
	24.5
	70.3

	Storm
	41.3
	55.1
	3.6
	41.2
	55.0
	3.8

	Heavy Rainfall
	41.8
	36.9
	21.3
	42.3
	34.3
	23.4

	Drought
	3.4
	11.9
	84.7
	2.7
	13.1
	84.3

	Cyclone
	1.9
	8.5
	89.7
	3.5
	7.6
	88.9

	Tidal Surge
	45.0
	33.7
	21.3
	45.9
	36.1
	18.0

	Others
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015
4.6.2
Coverage of Natural Disaster 

Natural disasters sometimes play havoc in the study areas. The coverage of natural disaster vary from year to year. In Table 4.11 data on the coverage of areas that was affected by natural disasters in the study areas are presented. Large proportion of respondent households in both subproject and control area perceived the coverage of flood as ‘majority area’, about 50.6 percent of the respondent households in the subproject area and 49.9 percent in the control area. The coverage of other calamities like storm, heavy rainfall, drought and cyclone was perceived as ‘whole area’ by most of the respondents in the subproject areas, 58.5%, 62.9%, 52% and 66.3% respectively while the corresponding figures in the control areas were 58.1%, 61.3%, 51.5% and 65.5% respectively. The coverage of tidal surge was perceived as ‘small area’ by large portion of the respondents in the study areas, 36.5% respondents in the subproject area and 46% respondents in the control area.

Table 4.11

Coverage of Natural Disaster in Terms of Area Affected 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of Natural Disaster
	% of Households stating coverage

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Whole area
	Majority area
	Half area
	Small Area
	Whole area
	Majority area
	Half area
	Small Area

	Flood
	31.3
	50.6
	9.0
	9.1
	32.7
	49.9
	9.8
	7.6

	Storm
	58.5
	38.1
	2.6
	0.7
	58.1
	38.5
	2.8
	0.5

	Heavy Rainfall
	62.9
	34.5
	1.7
	0.9
	61.3
	37.3
	0.8
	0.5

	Drought
	52.0
	34.5
	3.5
	10.0
	51.5
	36.1
	2.1
	10.3

	Cyclone
	66.3
	27.9
	4.9
	0.8
	65.5
	27.5
	6.7
	0.3

	Tidal Surge
	26.9
	32.5
	4.0
	36.5
	17.7
	26.6
	9.7
	46.0

	Others
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.6.3
Extent of Natural Disaster 

Table 4.12 shows that the extent of flood was perceived as ‘medium’ by most of the respondents (52.1%) in the subproject area and (53.5%) in the control area. The extent of storm and heavy rainfall was also perceived as ‘medium’ by most of the respondents in both subproject and control area. About 75.1 percent and 54.7 percent of the respondent households in the subproject area perceived the extent as ‘medium’ for storm and heavy rainfall respectively and the corresponding extent in the control area was reported by 76.1 percent and 57.4 percent of the respondents respectively. The extent was perceived as ‘low’ for drought by most of the respondents in the study areas (44.8% respondents in the subproject area and 44.7% respondents in the control area). The extent of cyclone was perceived as ‘high’ by most of the respondents in both the subproject and control area (67.4% respondents in the subproject area and 65.7% respondents in the control area). The extent and thereby effect of tidal surge was perceived as ‘low’ by most of the respondents in both the subproject and control area (60.6% respondents in the subproject area and 67.2% respondents in the control area).

Table 4.12

Extent of Natural Disaster in Terms of Damage 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of Natural Disaster
	% of Households stating extent of damage

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	High
	Medium
	Low
	High
	Medium
	Low

	Flood
	16.9
	52.1
	31.0
	17.6
	53.5
	28.9

	Storm
	11.7
	75.1
	13.2
	10.7
	76.1
	13.2

	Heavy Rainfall
	6.5
	54.7
	38.8
	5.9
	57.4
	36.7

	Drought
	13.7
	41.5
	44.8
	16.2
	39.1
	44.7

	Cyclone
	67.4
	28.8
	3.9
	65.7
	30.5
	3.7

	Tidal Surge
	10.2
	29.3
	60.6
	8.8
	24.0
	67.2

	Others
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.6.4
Flood Occurrence in the Study Area

Flood appeared to be one of the natural disasters/calamities but was not reported as a recurrent feature in the study areas. Table 4.13 shows frequency of flooding during last five years by individual subprojects as well as combining 30 subprojects together. The average frequency of flooding for houses, agricultural lands and ponds in the last five years was respectively 1.15, 1.33 and 1.20 in the subproject area, and 1.10, 1.27 and 1.17 in the control area, respectively. 

Table 4.13

Frequency of Flooding During Last Five Years of 30 Subprojects 

	SL.
	Subprojects & type
	 Avg. frequency (in the last 5 years)

	
	
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	House
	Agricultural lands
	Ponds/ water bodies
	House
	Agricultural lands
	Ponds/ water bodies

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	1.04
	1.06
	1.00
	1.40
	1.00
	1.00

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	 -
	1.00
	1.00
	 -
	1.25
	1.00

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	1.00
	1.04
	1.00
	1.00
	1.10
	1.00

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	1.22
	1.33
	1.33
	1.00
	1.50
	1.30

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	1.83
	1.72
	2.05
	1.00
	1.78
	1.25

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	-
	1.00
	1.00
	-
	1.20
	1.00

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	-
	1.80
	1.30
	-
	1.50
	1.10

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	-
	1.40
	1.10
	-
	1.30
	1.00

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	1.14
	1.44
	1.00
	1.29
	1.30
	1.00

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	- 
	1.00
	1.00
	 -
	1.10
	1.00

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	1.00
	1.30
	1.10
	1.00
	1.20
	1.10

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	1.10
	1.20
	1.20
	1.20
	1.50
	1.50

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	-
	1.20
	- 
	-
	1.40
	-

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	-
	1.20
	1.10
	-
	1.10
	1.10

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	-
	1.31
	- 
	-
	1.20
	-

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	-
	1.50
	1.20
	-
	1.40
	1.20

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	-
	1.60
	1.10
	-
	1.40
	1.20

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	-
	1.60
	2.10
	-
	1.50
	2.20

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	-
	1.80
	1.30
	-
	1.50
	1.20

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	-
	1.20
	1.10
	-
	1.10
	1.10

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	-
	1.30
	1.10
	-
	1.20
	1.00

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	-
	1.30
	1.20
	-
	1.30
	1.30

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	-
	1.40
	1.10
	-
	1.30
	1.10

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	-
	1.20
	1.30
	-
	1.10
	1.20

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	-
	1.20
	1.10
	-
	1.10
	1.10

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	1.00
	1.40
	1.30
	1.00
	1.20
	1.30

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	-
	1.30
	1.10
	-
	1.10
	1.10

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	-
	1.00
	1.00
	-
	1.00
	1.00

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	1.00
	1.80
	1.30
	1.00
	1.40
	1.20

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	-
	1.30
	1.20
	-
	1.10
	1.10

	All Subprojects
	1.15
	1.33
	1.20
	1.10
	1.27
	1.17


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.6.5
Flood Depth and Duration 

It was reported that the flood depth during normal flood was about 1.8 feet in the ‘medium high’ lands, about 4.5 feet in the ‘medium low’ lands, about 7.1 feet in the low land and 12 feet in the very low land whereas in the control area the flood depth during normal flood was about 1.8 feet in the ‘medium high’ lands, about 4.5 feet in the ‘medium low’ lands, 7.1 feet in the low lands and 11.0 feet in the very low lands. The homesteads were not affected during normal flood both in the subproject and control area. Regarding the duration of flood, in the normal flood, ‘medium high’ agricultural lands were inundated for about 13.2 days while medium low, low and very low lands were inundated for about 23.3 days, 39.4 days and 120 days in the subproject area where as corresponding figures were 12.0 days, 22.2 days, 58.7 days and 122.0 days in the control area. Table 4.14 also shows the flood depth and duration in 2007 and 2004 flood.

Table 4.14

Flood Depth and Duration Assessed by Households 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Flood depth and duration
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Normal flood 
	2007 flood
	2004 flood
	Normal flood
	2007 flood
	2004 flood

	Average flood depth (in feet)

	Homestead
	-
	1.4
	1.5
	-
	1.4
	1.3

	Agricultural land
	

	-High
	-
	1.7
	2.0
	-
	1.7
	1.6

	-Medium high
	1.8
	3.2
	3.8
	1.8
	3.1
	3.5

	-Medium low
	4.5
	6.0
	6.4
	4.4
	5.8
	6.1

	-Low
	7.1
	8.3
	8.9
	7.1
	8.0
	8.6

	-Very low
	12.0
	13.7
	14.0
	11.0
	12.4
	13.4

	Average flood duration (in day)

	Homestead
	-
	3.1
	3.6
	-
	3.0
	3.4

	Agricultural land
	

	-High
	-
	12.5
	13.2
	-
	12.4
	12.4

	-Medium high
	13.2
	17.5
	20.8
	12.0
	15.9
	17.4

	-Medium low
	23.3
	29.5
	31.6
	22.2
	28.0
	30.5

	-Low
	39.4
	51.4
	56.4
	58.7
	73.1
	76.5

	-Very low
	120.0
	135.2
	140.7
	122.0
	130.5
	145.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.6.6
Loss in Agriculture due to Flood

Table 4.15 shows the quantity of land damaged and crop loss due to flood. As stated by respondent households, quantity of land affected and the extent of crop damage during normal flood was comparatively lower than that of 2007 and 2004 flood year. In particular Aman was mostly affected to a higher extent compare to Aus and Boro/Rabi crops in both the study areas.

Table 4.15

Agricultural Land Damaged and Crop Loss due to Flood 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Year
	Aus
	Aman
	Boro/Rabi

	
	No. of HHs stating damage
	Average area of land affected per affected HH (decimal)
	Average value of crop damaged per affected HH (Tk.)
	No. of HHs stating damage
	Average area of land affected per affected HH (decimal)
	Average value of crop damaged per affected HH (Tk.)
	No. of HHs stating damage
	Average area of land affected per affected HH (decimal)
	Average value of crop damaged per affected HH (Tk.)

	Project Area

	Normal flood
	10
	78.9
	9,350
	73
	91.7
	7,614
	9
	47.4
	5,233

	2007 flood
	25
	59.0
	9,164
	261
	126.3
	10,876
	29
	79.3
	10,661

	2004 flood
	23
	60.7
	6,757
	297
	128.8
	10,643
	34
	64.6
	11,273

	Control Area

	Normal flood
	3
	144.0
	9,333
	31
	81.4
	5,923
	5
	34.0
	6,000

	2007 flood
	4
	117.3
	23,000
	122
	121.7
	10,558
	14
	55.7
	7,845

	2004 flood
	3
	144.0
	14,578
	130
	84.2
	9,252
	22
	56.6
	9,886


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.6.7
Extent of Crop Damage by Drought

A few number of respondent households reported to have experienced effect of drought and thereby suffered crop damage during last 5 (five) years in the study areas, a total of 13.8% of the respondents in the subproject area (Table 4.16) stated about crop damage of which 10.8% reported very little damage of crop i.e. up to the extent of 25 percent, 2.4% reported ‘partly damage (25-50%)’, 0.5% of the respondents reported ‘most of the crop damage (50% - 75%)’ and 0.1% of the respondents reported ‘almost completely damage (75% - 100%)’. On the other hand, in the control area, 12.8% of the respondents stated about crop damage of which 10.3% reported damage up to the extent of 25 percent, 2.4% reported ‘partly damage (25-50%)’ and 0.1% of the respondents reported ‘most of the crop damage (50% - 75%)’.  

Table 4.16

Extent of Damage due to Drought during last 5 Years 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Extent of Damage
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Number of HHs reported drought
	% 
	Number of HHs reported drought
	% 

	Completely damage (100%)
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Almost completely damage (75%-100%)
	1
	0.1
	-
	-

	Most of the crop damage (50% - 75%)
	8
	0.5
	1
	0.1

	Partly damage (25%-50%)
	36
	2.4
	18
	2.4

	Very little damage (0%-25%)
	162
	10.8
	77
	10.3

	No damage (0%)
	1293
	86.2
	654
	87.2

	Total
	1500
	100.0
	750
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 21: Extent of Damage due to Drought during last 5 Years as Stated by Respondents 
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4.7
Water Use and Quality of Water

4.7.1
Source and Use of Water

Mainly tube-well was stated as the major sources of water in the study areas (Table 4.17). The table shows that majority of the households used underground water for irrigation purpose following different methods in the study areas (60% respondents in the subproject area and 52.6% respondents in the control area). However, it was noticed that a large number of respondents used canal water for irrigation purpose in both the study areas. Most of the respondent households in both the subproject and control areas stated tube-well as the source of water for drinking purpose (about 92.5% respondents in the subproject area and 89.4% respondents in the control area). For cooking purpose, tube-well water also came out prominently in both the study areas (64% respondents in the subproject area and 60.6% respondents in the control area). Tube-well water was also widely used by the households for various other purposes in both the subproject and control area. In the subproject area, for the purpose of washing, utensils washing and bathing & sanitation tube-well water was used by majority of the households, 53.8%, 61.4% and 53.3% of the respondents respectively while the corresponding figures in the control area were 51.7%, 58.7% and 52.2%. For the purpose of cattle bathing, most of the respondent households were found to use pond water in both the study areas (60.4% respondents in the subproject area and 64.3% respondents in the control area).

Table 4.17

Households Using Water by Type of Source 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Source of Water
	% of households by type of use

	
	Irrigation


	Drinking water
	Cooking purpose
	Washing


	Utensils washing
	Bathing & Sanitation
	Cattle bathing

	Project Area

	Tube-well
	60.0
	92.5
	64.0
	53.8
	61.4
	53.3
	9.1

	Well
	-
	1.3
	1.0
	0.4
	0.9
	0.3
	0.4

	Pond
	4.1
	3.3
	24.0
	33.8
	30.0
	32.9
	60.4

	Canal
	31.4
	2.4
	5.7
	7.9
	6.5
	8.3
	20.5

	Beel
	0.3
	0.1
	0.1
	0.3
	-
	0.3
	3.9

	River
	4.3
	0.1
	2.7
	3.0
	1.0
	3.2
	5.2

	Filter Plant
	-
	-
	1.9
	0.4
	0.1
	0.1
	-

	Piped Delivery
	-
	0.3
	0.5
	0.4
	0.2
	1.6
	0.5

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Control Area

	Tube-well
	52.6
	89.4
	60.6
	51.7
	58.7
	52.2
	12.2

	Well
	-
	0.1
	0.3
	0.3
	0.3
	0.4
	0.5

	Pond
	9.3
	4.2
	27.6
	36.9
	30.8
	35.4
	64.3

	Canal
	26.7
	3.1
	4.0
	4.1
	4.0
	4.4
	9.2

	Beel
	-
	-
	-
	0.1
	-
	0.3
	0.5

	River
	11.3
	-
	2.4
	3.7
	1.6
	3.1
	9.7

	Filter Plant
	-
	-
	1.9
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Piped Delivery
	-
	3.3
	3.2
	3.2
	4.6
	4.2
	3.5

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015.

4.7.2
Quality of Water

About 85.5 percent of the respondent households in the subproject area and 84.2 percent of the respondent households in the control area perceived the quality of tube-well water as ‘good’ (Table 4.18). Water quality of well was also perceived as ‘good’ by 81.5% respondents in subproject area and 83.3% respondents in the control area. Quality of pond, canal, Beel and river water was termed as ‘fair’ by most of the respondents in both the subproject and control areas. Quality of water from filter plant and piped delivery was perceived as ‘good’ by 89.7% and 66.7% respondents respectively in the subproject area and 92.9% and 75% respondents respectively in the control area. 

Table 4.18

Perception on Quality of Water by Source

(30 subprojects combined)

	Source of Water
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Good
	Fair
	Bad
	Good
	Fair
	Bad

	Tube-well
	85.5
	13.4
	1.1
	84.2
	14.5
	1.3

	Well
	81.5
	18.5
	-
	83.3
	16.7
	-

	Pond
	21.1
	71.6
	7.3
	21.1
	72.7
	6.2

	Canal
	24.5
	67.7
	7.8
	20.7
	73.1
	6.2

	Beel
	33.3
	66.7
	-
	-
	100.0
	-

	River
	28.0
	69.0
	3.0
	34.7
	61.1
	4.2

	Filter Plant
	89.7
	10.3
	-
	92.9
	7.1
	-

	Pipe Delivery
	66.7
	25.0
	8.3
	75.0
	22.5
	2.5


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.8
Perception on Water Resources Development and PSSWRSP 

The project was intended to bring positive changes, especially in the agriculture sector through creating improved water management in the subproject area. Table 4.19 shows the respondents’ perception on water resources development and knowledge about PSSWRSP in the subproject areas.

About 98.3 percent of the respondents perceived that water resources development would be beneficial in the subproject areas and about 92.1 percent stated to have the knowledge of subproject implementation under PSSWRSP. About 88.7% of the respondent households in the subproject area perceived that the subproject would contribute positively to the growth of agriculture production for their own lands while 94% of the respondent households perceived that the implementation would bring benefits for the locality, as a whole.

Table 4.19

Respondents’ Perceptions on Water Resources Development and Knowledge about PSSWRSP

                                                           (30 subprojects combined)

	HHs consider water resources development to be beneficial
	Project Area

	
	No. of HHs
	%

	Yes
	1474
	98.3

	No
	26
	1.7

	Households’ perception on Subproject under PSSWRSP
	
	 

	Know about subproject
	1382
	92.1

	Don’t know about subproject
	118
	7.9

	HHs state that agriculture production will be improved after subproject implementation
	
	 

	For own land
	
	 

	Yes
	1331
	88.7

	No
	68
	4.5

	Don’t know
	101
	6.7

	For the area
	
	 

	Yes
	1410
	94.0

	No
	9
	0.6

	Don’t know
	81
	5.4


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.9
Institutional Aspects

4.9.1
Ownership of the Water Sources

Table 4.20 presents the ownership of various water sources used by the households in the study areas. For tube-wells, the type of ownership as stated by the respondents in the subproject area was - self-owned 77.7%, 10.8% owned by others, 6.9% owned by government and 4.6% owned by non-government organization whereas in the control area the corresponding figures were 76.3%, 14.9%, 8.5 and 0.3% respectively. For well, the type of owner ship as stated by the respondents in the project area were- self owned 92.9% and others owned 7.1% whereas all of the wells (100%) in the control area was owned by respondents themselves. For ponds, the type of ownership in the project area were - self-owned 42.2%, others owned 53.6%, government owned 3.2% and non-government organization owned 1.1% whereas in the control area self-owned 36.7%, others owned 59.3% and government owned 4%. The type of ownership of filter plant as stated by the respondents in the subproject area was- self owned 44.8%, other owned 34.5% and government owned 20.7% whereas in the control area corresponding figures were 57.1%, 28.6% and 14.3% respectively. For canal, Beel, river and pipe delivery, as obvious the ownership is absolutely held by the government which stated by 100% of respondents in both subproject and control areas. 

Table 4.20

Ownership of the Source of Water

(30 subprojects combined)

	Source of Water
	% of households stating ownership by type of sources

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Self-Owned
	Others owned
	Govt
	NGO
	Self-Owned
	Others owned
	Govt
	NGO

	Tube-well
	77.7
	10.8
	6.9
	4.6
	76.3
	14.9
	8.5
	0.3

	Well
	92.9
	7.1
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-
	-

	Pond
	42.2
	53.6
	3.2
	1.1
	36.7
	59.3
	4.0
	-

	Canal
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-

	Beel
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-

	River
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-

	Filter Plant
	44.8
	34.5
	20.7
	-
	57.1
	28.6
	14.3
	-

	Pipe Deliver
	-
	-
	100.0
	-
	-
	-
	100.0
	-


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

4.9.2
Maintenance of Water Resources

Table 4.21 presents the information about the maintenance of water resources in the study areas. Majority of the respondents in both the subproject and control areas stated that the maintenance of water resources were carried out by themselves, equal percentage of respondents (75.9%) stated in both the subproject and in the control area. Other statements on maintenance of water resources put forward by a large number of respondents were – by local people (74.2% respondents stated in the subproject area and 70.1% stated in the control area), by government/ local government (15.9% respondents stated in the subproject area and 16% stated in the control area), by others (5.2% respondents in the subproject area and 7.2% respondents in the control area) and by non-government organization (0.7% respondents in the subproject area and 1.9% respondents in the control area).

Table 4.21

Maintenance of Water Resources (if not owned)

(30 subprojects combined)

	Water Resources Maintained by
	HHs stated about maintenance

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Self

	1138
	75.9
	569
	75.9

	Government/Local government
	239
	15.9
	120
	16.0

	NGO
	11
	0.7
	14
	1.9

	Operation and maintenance committee
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Local people

	1113
	74.2
	526
	70.1

	Others
	78
	5.2
	54
	7.2


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Multiple responses.

4.9.3
Awareness about WMCA

Water Management Cooperative Association (WMCA) is the basic institution through which all activities relating to subproject implementation are centered. Table 4.22 shows the sampled household’ observation status towards WMCA in the subproject area.

Table 4.22

WMCA of the Subproject

(30 subprojects combined)
	Observations of HHs regarding WMCA
	Responded by

	
	No. of HHs
	%

	HHs became aware about WMCA
	1231
	82.1

	HHs stated about establishment of WMCA
	 
	 

	Formed
	1231
	82.1

	Not formed
	3
	0.2

	Don’t know
	266
	17.7

	Respondent households having membership with WMCA
	170
	11.3

	Respondents’ membership type with WMCA
	 
	 

	Not a member
	1330
	88.7

	General member
	152
	10.1

	Member of management committee per subproject
	16
	1.1

	Staff/Official appointed by WMCA per subproject
	2
	0.1


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

It can be seen from the above table, as high as 82.1% of the respondents in the project area were found to be aware of the WMCA. As far as the establishment of WMCA is concerned, same percentage (about 82.1%) of the respondent households stated that WMCA was formed in the project area. About 11.3% of the respondent households were found (at the time of survey) to have the membership with WMCA of which 10.1 percent were general member, 1.1 percent were the member of management committee and 0.1 percent were staff/official appointed by WMCA.
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5.1
Introduction

Along with increasing agricultural production, developing infrastructure for water management and the formation of WMCA, PSSWRSP also put due emphasis on the development of fisheries and aquaculture development inside the project area. However, as widely known, agricultural development sometimes has adverse impact on fisheries and aquaculture as agricultural development often intervenes the domain of fisheries. Besides, the concept of developing surface water for irrigation and the use of pesticides may be harmful for fisheries sector. If these constraints on fisheries and aquaculture can be properly addressed and if the technical integration of existing resources is ensured and market opportunities are correctly utilized, more income and employment can be expected to generate which will cause a positive impact on poverty reduction. 

This chapter represents the baseline status of fisheries and aquaculture combining 30 selected subprojects. It may kindly be mentioned here that there were some problems with the survey as it was difficult to reach sufficient number of households involved in fisheries, especially given the small size of the sample and distribution of which was actually based on agricultural land holding size. In addition, the subproject area being very small, it was also difficult to include adequate number of fisher households in the sample as the fisher community was extremely scattered. Moreover, the sample size included both fish farmers and fisher households. As far as the fisheries baseline situation is concerned the present sample size was insufficient and it has to be taken into consideration while going through the following sections. 

5.2
Water Bodies/Ponds Possessed by the Respondent Households

Table 5.1 shows that 429 households had possessed water bodies/ ponds in the project area as against 216 households in the control area. Table 5.1 also shows the distribution of the households by landholding size. The landless farm households came out in highest frequency of having water bodies or ponds both in the project and control area. In the project area, average total area of water bodies per household was 9.0 decimal and average depth was 5.5 feet whereas in the control area, average total area of water bodies per household was 9.4 decimal and average depth was 5.4 feet. Avg. total number of ponds per household was found to have 1.1 in the project and 1.2 in the control area.

Table 5.1

Area and Depth of Water bodies by HH Category by Landholding Size

(30 subprojects combined)

	Household category by land holding size
	No. of HHs Stated
	Avg. total area per HH (in decimal)
	Avg. depth (in feet)
	Avg. total number of ponds per HH
	No. of HHs Stated
	Avg. total area per HH (in decimal)
	Avg. depth (in feet)
	Avg. total number of ponds per HH

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	LL
	203
	6.3
	5.4
	1.1
	116
	9.7
	5.2
	1.2

	MRF
	54
	6.0
	5.4
	1.1
	40
	7.1
	5.1
	1.2

	SF
	98
	10.8
	5.6
	1.1
	39
	6.7
	5.6
	1.1

	MF
	57
	11.4
	5.5
	1.2
	12
	10.8
	6.6
	1.8

	LF
	17
	32.1
	7.1
	1.5
	9
	26.7
	6.4
	1.9

	All
	429
	9.0
	5.5
	1.1
	216
	9.4
	5.4
	1.2


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Table 5.2 shows the distribution of culturable ponds and ponds used in aquaculture within the selected sample villages, disaggregated by 30 subprojects. It shows that in the project area, total area of culturable ponds varied from 14.0 decimal (SP 45157 – Satail Beel SP) to 397.0 decimal (SP 45173 - Charadi SP), while the area of ponds currently used in aquaculture varied from 14.0 decimal (SP 45157 – Satail Beel SP) to 241.0 decimal (SP 45183 – Bhandercot-Laxmikhola SP). In the control area, total area of culturable ponds varied from 4.0 decimal (SP 44123 – Bhadraboti-Tikatala SP) to 357.0 decimal (SP 44124 - Sonaichari SP), while the area of ponds currently used in aquaculture varied from 4.0 decimal (SP 44123 – Bhadraboti-Tikatala SP) to 344.0 decimal (SP 44124 - Sonaichari SP). 

Table 5.2

Distribution of Culturable Ponds and Number of Ponds Used (by 30 Subprojects)

	Sl.
	Subprojects
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	No. of culturable pond
	Total Area of culturable pond
	No. of ponds used
	Total Area of ponds used
	No. of culturable pond
	Total Area of culturable pond
	No. of ponds used
	Total Area of ponds used

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	20
	100.0
	6
	47.0
	8
	39.0
	1
	15.0

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	43
	204.0
	30
	176.0
	30
	184.0
	10
	143.0

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	37
	94.0
	12
	26.0
	34
	173.0
	25
	152.0

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	32
	134.0
	7
	19.0
	11
	45.0
	1
	6.0

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	57
	397.0
	20
	166.0
	19
	89.0
	2
	18.0

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	10
	27.0
	5
	21.0
	9
	21.0
	3
	7.0

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	24
	271.0
	13
	134.0
	7
	58.0
	5
	33.0

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	35
	237.0
	27
	188.0
	20
	115.0
	17
	109.0

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	35
	178.0
	10
	91.0
	18
	64.0
	3
	10.0

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	29
	123.0
	19
	102.0
	16
	78.0
	8
	44.0

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	14
	301.0
	10
	241.0
	12
	266.0
	10
	247.0

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	24
	120.0
	13
	98.0
	11
	160.0
	11
	160.0

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	8
	76.0
	6
	41.0
	5
	26.0
	5
	26.0

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	23
	203.0
	14
	117.0
	18
	114.0
	12
	75.0

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	1
	20.0
	1
	20.0
	4
	21.0
	3
	17.0

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	4
	89.0
	2
	75.0
	1
	7.0
	1
	7.0

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	6
	212.0
	5
	167.0
	1
	8.0
	1
	8.0

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	12
	54.0
	5
	15.0
	10
	357.0
	7
	344.0

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	16
	126.0
	7
	82.0
	6
	28.0
	1
	8.0

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	8
	145.0
	8
	145.0
	4
	26.0
	3
	21.0

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	3
	18.0
	2
	11.0
	3
	19.0
	3
	19.0

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	6
	84.0
	6
	84.0
	2
	20.0
	2
	20.0

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	7
	112.0
	5
	96.0
	5
	48.0
	5
	48.0

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	8
	144.0
	8
	144.0
	2
	36.0
	2
	36.0

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	3
	22.0
	3
	22.0
	1
	4.0
	1
	4.0

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	4
	49.0
	4
	49.0
	1
	6.0
	1
	6.0

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	8
	128.0
	5
	94.0
	2
	13.0
	1
	7.0

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	3
	16.0
	3
	16.0
	1
	6.0
	1
	6.0

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	9
	153.0
	8
	143.0
	1
	5.0
	1
	5.0

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	2
	14.0
	2
	14.0
	1
	5.0
	1
	5.0

	All (30 subprojects combined)
	491
	3851.0
	266
	2644.0
	263
	2041.0
	147
	1606.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

The following table (Table 5.3) classifies the ponds by availability of water and by land holding size. In the project area, 88.8% of the respondent households (having water bodies/ ponds) stated about their ponds type as perennial type and 11.2% of respondents stated the type as seasonal. In the control area, 91.2% of the respondent households stated about their ponds type as perennial type while 8.8% of respondents stated the type as seasonal.

Table 5.3

Water Bodies according to Water Availability/ Conservation

(30 subprojects combined) 

	Household category by land holding size
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Seasonal
	Perennial
	Seasonal
	Perennial

	
	No. of households
	%
	No. of households
	%
	No. of households
	%
	No. of households
	%

	LL
	24
	11.8
	179
	88.2
	12
	10.3
	104
	89.7

	MRF
	6
	11.7
	48
	88.3
	1
	2.5
	39
	97.5

	SF
	12
	12.2
	86
	87.8
	5
	12.8
	34
	87.2

	MF
	6
	10.5
	51
	89.5
	1
	8.3
	11
	91.7

	LF
	-
	-
	17
	100.0
	-
	-
	9
	100.0

	All
	48
	11.2
	381
	88.8
	19
	8.8
	197
	91.2


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

5.3
Distribution of Ponds by Type of Ownership

Table 5.4 shows the type of ownership of the ponds in the study areas. As stated by the respondents in both the project and control areas, majority of the ponds were found to have under self-ownership and within the own homestead, 83% of the respondents stated in the project area and 78.7% stated in the control area.

Table 5.4

Distribution of Ponds/ Water bodies by type of Ownership

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of ownership
	No. of HHs responding
	%
	No. of HHs responding
	%

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Own homestead
	356
	83.0
	170
	78.7

	Government khas land/ Jalmahal
	5
	1.2
	-
	-

	Multiple ownership
	61
	14.2
	43
	19.9

	Leased in
	4
	0.9
	2
	0.9

	Mortgaged in
	3
	0.7
	1
	0.5

	Total
	429
	100.0
	216
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 22: Distribution of Ponds/ Water bodies by type of Ownership
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5.4
Culture Fisheries in the Study Areas

5.4.1
Distribution of Households by Fish Farmers

In the project area, 232 households were found to engage in fish farming as against 122 households in the control area (Table 5.5). The table also shows the distribution of the fish farmers by landholding size. In both the project and control areas, the landless farm households were found to have the tendency to show highest incidence of getting involved in culture fisheries. Since the sample size was too small, the findings might not be coherent with the general pattern that the large farm households were more likely to get involved in culture.

It may also be noted that average total area of water bodies per household utilize for fish farming was 11.4 decimal in the project area whereas in the control area, average total area of water bodies per household was 13.2 decimal. 

Table 5.5

Distribution of Households by Fish farmers

(30 subprojects combined)

	Household category by land holding size
	HHs engaged in fish culture
	%
	Avg. total area per HH engaged in culture (in decimal)
	HHs engaged in fish culture
	%
	Avg. total area per HH engaged in culture (in decimal)

	
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	LL
	105
	45.3
	7.5
	66
	54.1
	14.1

	MRF
	28
	12.1
	6.3
	24
	19.7
	8.7

	SF
	52
	22.4
	13.9
	18
	14.8
	8.9

	MF
	32
	13.8
	13.4
	7
	5.7
	19.1

	LF
	15
	6.5
	35.1
	7
	5.7
	24.6

	All
	232
	100.0
	11.4
	122
	100.0
	13.2


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 23: Distribution of Households by Fish farmers
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5.4.2
Stocking Density, Production and Disposal

Table 5.6 presents the information relating to average stocking density and production during the last year. In the project area, average number of fingerlings were 194 per decimal and average production per year was 8.3 kg per decimal. On the other hand, in the control area, average number of fingerlings were 186 per decimal and average production per year was 11.2 kg per decimal.

Table 5.6

Stocking Density and Production by HH Category (Last Year)

(30 subprojects combined)

	Household category by land holding size
	Avg. number of fingerlings per decimal
	Average production per year (in Kg)
	Average production per decimal per year (in Kg)
	Avg. number of fingerlings per decimal
	Average production per year (in Kg)
	Average production per decimal per year (in Kg)

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	LL
	156
	46.4
	8.0
	163
	158.2
	11.2

	MRF
	248
	40.0
	7.7
	169
	81.2
	10.1

	SF
	242
	106.6
	8.4
	256
	68.1
	8.9

	MF
	163
	100.8
	8.6
	319
	97.9
	14.7

	LF
	252
	365.7
	11.2
	144
	420.0
	16.9

	All
	194
	87.3
	8.3
	186
	141.3
	11.2


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Table 5.7 shows disposal pattern of fish produced in the last year. In the project area, an average quantity of 20.2 kg of fish was consumed per household, average quantity given to neighbors or others was 1.2 kg and average quantity sold was 65.9 kg while in the control area, average quantity of fish consumed per household was 24.1 kg, average quantity given to neighbors or others was 1.4 kg and average quantity sold was 115.8. It may be mentioned again that the findings might not be consistent with the real scenario of the study areas because of having responses from a very lesser number of fish farmers within the fixed sample size. 

Table 5.7

Yearly Disposal of Fish from Aquaculture (Last Year)

(30 subprojects combined)

	Household category by land holding size
	Average consumption per year 

(in Kg)
	Average qty. given to neighbors/ others (in Kg)
	Average quantity sold per year (in Kg)
	Average consumption 

(in Kg)
	Average qty. given to neighbors/ others (in Kg)
	Average quantity sold per year (in Kg)

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	LL
	13.1
	0.7
	32.6
	23.0
	0.9
	134.3

	MRF
	14.8
	1.1
	24.2
	22.1
	1.6
	57.4

	SF
	24.2
	1.5
	80.8
	17.2
	1.5
	49.4

	MF
	29.6
	1.8
	69.6
	30.7
	2.7
	64.5

	LF
	46.4
	3.1
	316.9
	52.9
	3.8
	363.4

	All
	20.2
	1.2
	65.9
	24.1
	1.4
	115.8


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Table 5.8 shows the distribution of the average area of ponds and annual productivity, disaggregated by 30 subprojects. It shows that in the project area, average area of ponds per subproject varied from 3.25 decimal (SP 45168 - Chalitabunia Ghatichara SP) to 41.75 decimal (SP44105 - Kumira Beel SP), while the annual average aquaculture productivity (Kg/ha) varied from 618 (SP45172 - Birgaon Tilokia Khal SP) to 3,139 (SP 44105 - Kumira Beel SP). In the control area, average number of ponds per subproject varied from 2.33 decimal (SP 44093 - Paschim Joar SP) to as high as 114.70 decimal 30 (SP 44124 - Sonaichari SP), while the annual average productivity (Kg/ha) varied from 1,008 (SP45162 - Pukurdia-Naldugi SP) to 5,763 (SP 44124 - Sonaichari SP).

Table 5.8

Distribution of Pond Area and Annual Productivity by 30 Subprojects

	Sl.
	Subprojects
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Avg. area  of pond per HH

(decimal)
	Productivity (Kg/ha)
	Avg. area  of pond per HH

(decimal)
	Productivity (Kg/ha)

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	7.83
	1,336
	15.00
	1,482

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	7.33
	1,902
	14.30
	1,771

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	3.25
	1,855
	12.67
	1,907

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	6.33
	2,127
	6.00
	2,675

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	9.76
	2,391
	9.00
	3,658

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	4.20
	2,277
	2.33
	1,865

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	10.31
	2,141
	6.60
	4,528

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	7.50
	2,166
	6.81
	2,781

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	11.38
	2,327
	3.33
	2,374

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	6.38
	1,850
	5.50
	1,724

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	24.10
	2,085
	27.44
	2,263

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	7.58
	1,489
	15.95
	1,801

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	8.20
	2,132
	5.10
	2,976

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	9.75
	1,754
	7.50
	1,008

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	20.00
	1,235
	5.67
	2,883

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	37.50
	618
	7.00
	1,060

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	41.75
	3,139
	8.00
	2,779

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	3.00
	2,223
	114.70
	5,763

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	11.71
	2,277
	8.00
	3,088

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	20.71
	2,013
	7.00
	4,641

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	5.50
	2,470
	6.33
	7,368

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	16.80
	1,934
	10.00
	1,606

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	19.20
	2,211
	24.00
	1,924

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	18.00
	2,445
	18.00
	4,752

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	7.33
	2,794
	4.00
	3,088

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	12.25
	1,998
	6.00
	2,470

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	23.50
	2,287
	7.00
	6,350

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	5.33
	2,141
	6.00
	2,470

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	28.60
	2,351
	5.00
	3,952

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	7.00
	2,265
	5.00
	3,458

	All (30 subprojects combined)
	11.4
	2,063
	13.2
	2,593


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

5.4.3
Methods of Fish Culture and Species

Table 5.9 represents the methods used by fish farmers for fish farming in the study areas. As stated by the fish farmers in both the study areas, most of them practiced polyculture method for fish farming (90.5% in the project area and 88.5% in the control area). 

Table 5.9

Methods of Fish Culture Used by Households in the Study Area

(30 subprojects combined)

	Methods
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	No of respondents
	%
	No of respondents
	%

	Monoculture
	17
	7.3
	6
	4.9

	Polyculture
	210
	90.5
	108
	88.5

	Integrated
	5
	2.2
	8
	6.6

	Total
	232
	100.0
	122
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 24: Methods of Fish Culture Used by Households in the Study Area
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Table 5.10 shows the types of fish species used for culture and stocking density against each type of species in the study areas.

Table 5.10

Type of Major Fish Species and Stocking Density

(30 subprojects combined)

	Fish species
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	Number of respondents stated
	Avg. number of fingerlings per decimal
	Number of respondents stated
	Avg. number of fingerlings per decimal

	Rui
	178
	84
	99
	78

	Catla
	123
	66
	74
	62

	Mrigal
	68
	43
	35
	43

	Calbaush
	35
	60
	22
	66

	Pangas
	13
	76
	4
	45

	Silver carp
	77
	57
	43
	57

	Grass carp
	22
	55
	13
	55

	Common carp
	2
	50
	1
	25

	Tilapia
	95
	81
	47
	51

	Rajputi
	21
	93
	16
	72

	Others
	15
	75
	10
	68


Source: SODEV- PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

5.4.4
Water Quality Management in the Ponds

Table 5.11 shows the water quality management issues carried out by the fish farmers in the study areas. Only 16.8% of the fish farmers in the project area stated about change of pond water for fish farming while 9% of the fish farmers in the control area stated about change of pond water. As regards use of lime during production, 54.7% of the fish farmers in the project area stated to have the practice of using lime in the pond water of which 33.6% of the fish farmers applied at a regular interval and 21.1% applied based on water quality while in the control area, 53.3% of the fish farmers stated to have the practice of using lime of which 27.1% of the fish farmers applied at a regular interval and 26.2% applied based on water quality. About water quality parameters, only 3.9% and 5.7% respondents were found to check water parameters of the ponds’ water in the project and control area respectively.

Table 5.11

Water Quality Management in Ponds/Water Bodies by Households

(30 subprojects combined)

	Issues relating to Water Quality Management
	HHs responding

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Changing pond water time to time
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	39
	16.8
	11
	9.0

	No
	193
	83.2
	111
	91.0

	Total
	232
	100.0
	122
	100.0

	Use of lime during production
	HHs responding on use

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	At a regular interval
	78
	33.6
	33
	27.1

	Depending on water quality
	49
	21.1
	32
	26.2

	Do not use
	105
	45.3
	57
	46.7

	Total
	232
	100.0
	122
	100.0

	Parameters
	HHs checking water quality parameters

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Temperature
	3
	1.3
	2
	1.6

	Salinity
	2
	0.9
	1
	0.8

	PH
	1
	0.4
	-
	-

	Dissolved Oxygen
	3
	1.3
	4
	3.3

	Ammonia
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Nitrate
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Do not check
	223
	96.1
	115
	94.3

	Total
	232
	100.0
	122
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

5.4.5
Income and Expenditure from Fish Culture 

Table 5.12 shows that the per kg production expenditure of fish produce in the project area (last year) was Tk. 47.3 while it was Tk. 45.4 in the control area. The average selling price per kg of the fish sold (average total selling price divided by average quantity of fish sold) in the last year was Tk. 91.0 in the project area and 91.2 in the control area. Consequently, households’ gross income/ profit per kg from fish farming (sale value minus the expenditure) was Tk. 43.7 in the project area and Tk. 45.8 in the control area. 

Table 5.12

Income and Expenditure from Fish Culture per Household (Last Year)

(30 subprojects combined)

	Parameter
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Average total fish production (Kg)
	87.3
	141.3

	Average fish production (Kg/ha)
	2,038
	2,485

	Average fish sold (Kg)
	65.9
	115.8

	Total expenditure (Tk./ha)
	96,459
	112,826

	Selling price per kg (Tk.)
	91.0
	91.2

	Expenditure per kg (Tk.)
	47.3
	45.4

	Income/Profit (Tk./kg)
	43.7
	45.8


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

5.4.6
Problems with Culture Fisheries

At the time of baseline survey, the fish farmers were asked to mention a few pressing problems with aquaculture. Table 5.13 summarizes the problems faced by the households engaged in culture fisheries. In the project area, 49.6 percent of the respondents mentioned lack of water resources/water body as the main problem, followed by poor yield (44%), drying up/ siltation of water bodies (28%), loss of fish for flooding/heavy rainfall/disaster (19.4%), death of fish due to disease/water pollution (18.1%), lack of fisheries related training and extension services (14.7%), lack of capital (13.8%), etc. In the control area, 59 percent of the respondents also mentioned lack of water resources/water body as the main problem, followed by poor yield (47.5%), drying up/ siltation of water bodies (27.9%), death of fish due to disease/water pollution (18.9%), lack of capital (14.8%), loss of fish for flooding/heavy rainfall/disaster (13.1%), lack of fisheries related training and extension services (12.3%), etc. A few other problems were reported by a small number of respondents in both the study areas which may be considered as minor problems in culture fisheries.

Table 5.13

Problem Facing by Farmers during Fish Culture

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of Problem
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	No. of respondents
	%
	No. of respondents
	%

	Lack of water resources/water body
	115
	49.6
	72
	59.0

	Problems of stealing/poisoning
	9
	3.9
	6
	4.9

	Problems of getting loans
	8
	3.4
	6
	4.9

	Poor yield
	102
	44.0
	58
	47.5

	Lack of technology
	19
	8.2
	5
	4.1

	Lack of fisheries related training and extension services
	34
	14.7
	15
	12.3

	Drying up/siltation of water bodies
	65
	28.0
	34
	27.9

	Problems of getting fair price
	9
	3.9
	6
	4.9

	Loss of fish for flooding/heavy rainfall/disaster
	45
	19.4
	16
	13.1

	Lack of necessary feeds and inputs
	18
	7.8
	8
	6.6

	Problems of marketing
	2
	0.9
	1
	0.8

	Lack of capital
	32
	13.8
	18
	14.8

	Death of fish due to disease/water pollution
	42
	18.1
	23
	18.9

	Lack of fry/fingerlings
	5
	2.2
	3
	2.5


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Multiple responses.

5.5
Capture Fisheries in the Study Areas

5.5.1
Distribution of Households by Fishers

Table 5.14 shows the distribution of the fisher households by landholding size. The landless farm households were found to have the tendency to show the highest incidence of getting involved in capture fisheries in both the project and control area (65% and 65.1% respectively). Since the sample size was too small, especially in the control area, disparity might have been observed between the findings of the project and control area and the overall data pattern might not have been consistent with the actual scenario of the study areas. 

Table 5.14

Distribution of Households by Fishers

(30 subprojects combined)

	Household category by land holding size
	Fisher Households
	%
	Fisher Households
	%

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	LL
	323
	65.0
	142
	65.1

	MRF
	67
	13.5
	33
	15.1

	SF
	76
	15.3
	29
	13.3

	MF
	27
	5.4
	10
	4.6

	LF
	4
	0.8
	4
	1.8

	All
	497
	100.0
	218
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Figure 25: Distribution of Households by Fishers
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5.5.2
Disposal and Income from Fish Captured

Table 5.15 shows disposal pattern and overall income per household from fish captured by type of fish in the last year. In the project area, both Hilsha and sea fish were captured in highest quantity in terms of quantity of fish captured per household (100.0 kg/HH in each category) but majority of the fisher households (422 nos.) were found to capture natural fish (34.4 kg per HH captured fish) frequently. As a result, the total quantity of fish sold (73.0 Kg X 69 = 5,037 Kg) and the total sales value (Tk. 9,935 X 69 = Tk. 685,515) were highest in the same category. In the control area, Fingerlings were captured in highest quantity in terms of quantity of fish captured per household (42.5 kg/ HH) while majority of the fisher households (187 nos.) were found to capture natural fish (24.8 kg per HH captured fish) frequently and therefore, the total quantity sold (33.1 Kg X 25 = 827.5 Kg) and the total sales value (Tk. 5,394 X 25 = Tk. 134,850) were highest in this category.

Table 5.15

Disposal and Income from Fish Captured by Type of Fish in the Last Year

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of fish
	No. of

Fisher 

HHs
	Avg. quantity per HH captured fish (kg)
	No. of

Fisher 

HHs
	Avg. quantity per HH consumed fish (kg)
	No. of

Fisher 

HHs
	Avg. quantity per HH given to others (kg)
	No. of

Fisher 

HHs
	Avg. quantity per HH sold fish (kg)
	Avg. income per HH sold fish (Taka)

	 
	Project Area

	Big fish*
	68
	21.0
	68
	14.9
	18
	2.3
	19
	19.7
	3,182

	Natural fish**
	422
	34.4
	418
	21.6
	101
	4.4
	69
	73.0
	9,935

	Small fish***
	211
	14.3
	210
	11.7
	44
	3.9
	16
	23.9
	3,255

	Hilsha fish
	1
	100.0
	1
	5.0
	- 
	- 
	1
	95.0
	47,500

	Sea fish****
	1
	100.0
	1
	6.0
	-
	- 
	1
	94.0
	18,800

	Fingerlings
	4
	51.0
	3
	6.0
	-
	- 
	4
	46.5
	13,275

	 
	Control Area

	Big fish*
	28
	27.5
	28
	22.2
	3
	3.0
	10
	14.0
	2,265

	Natural fish**
	187
	24.8
	187
	19.4
	51
	3.6
	25
	33.1
	5,394

	Small fish***
	85
	17.3
	83
	11.3
	16
	3.3
	10
	47.9
	7,528

	Hilsha fish
	1
	25.0
	1
	5.0
	- 
	- 
	1
	20.0
	6,000

	Sea fish****
	2
	12.0
	1
	20.0
	- 
	- 
	1
	4.0
	2,400

	Fingerlings
	5
	42.5
	3
	13.2
	1
	2.5
	4
	42.6
	13,800


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

*Big fish species: Rui, Catla, Boal, Mrigal, Pangus, Bata, Tilapia, Foli, Kalibaus, Mirror carp, Silver carp, etc.

**Natural fish species: Shing, Magur, Koi, Shol, Taki, Pabda, Rita, Tengra, Gulsa tengra, Bujuri tengra, Tara baim, Guchi baim, Gazar, Prawn, etc.

***Small fish species: Baspata, Tit puti, Jat puti, Mola, Dhela, Chapila, Kachki, Poa, Bailla, Koi, Puti, Sarputi, Bheda, Phasa, Kakila, Khalisa, Chanda, etc.

****Sea fish species: Bagda Shrimp, Poa, Lal poa, Datina, Rita, Lakkha, Suri, Surma, Loitta, Rupsha, Chitra, Amadi, Moori etc.

5.5.3
Fish Captured by Households in Different Seasons

Monsoon season, as stated by the fisher households, came out to be best time for capturing fish in terms of the quantity of fish captured during the whole year in both the project and control areas. Table 5.16 shows that in the project area, about 76.5% of the total fish was captured during monsoon while in the control area, about 77.2% of the total fish was captured during monsoon.

Table 5.16

Percent of Fish Captured in Different Seasons 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Season
	No. of respondents
	%. of respondents
	Avg. percent of fish captured
	No. of Respondents
	%. of respondents
	Avg. percent of fish captured

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Dry
	153
	31
	3.9
	56
	26
	3.3

	Monsoon
	497
	100
	76.5
	218
	100
	77.2

	Post monsoon
	392
	79
	19.7
	163
	75
	19.5

	Total
	
	100.0
	
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Multiple responses.

Figure 26: Percent of Fish Captured in Different Seasons 
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5.5.4
Selling and Preservation of Captured Fish

Regarding selling pattern of captured fish, Table 5.17 shows that a few of the fisher households (14.9%) in the project area sold their fishes of which majority (9.9% of the fishers) was found to sell directly to the consumers in local market. In the control area, 13.8% of the fishers sold their fishes of which highest percentage of fishers (7.3%) sold to the consumers in local market. As regards preservation, drying up of surplus fishes was found as the most convenient preservation technique in both the project and control area (26.2% of the fishers stated in the project area and 31.2% stated in the control area).  

Table 5.17

Selling Pattern and Preservation of the Captured Fish

(30 subprojects combined)

	Issues Relating to Sales and Preservation
	Project Area
	Control Area

	
	No. of respondent

Fisher households
	%
	No. of respondent

Fisher households
	%

	Selling pattern of captured fish

	Sold to consumer in local market
	49
	9.9
	16
	7.3

	Sold to middlemen in local market
	19
	3.8
	10
	4.6

	Sold to wholesaler in local market
	3
	0.6
	1
	0.5

	Sold to consumer in Upazila market
	-
	-
	2
	0.9

	Sold to middlemen in Upazila market
	3
	0.6
	1
	0.5

	Sold to wholesaler in Upazila market
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Didn’t sell
	423
	85.1
	188
	86.2

	Total
	497
	100.0
	218
	100.0

	Preservation techniques for surplus fish

	Frozen
	2
	0.4
	1
	0.5

	Dried
	130
	26.2
	68
	31.2

	No surplus
	365
	73.4
	149
	68.3

	Total 
	497
	100.0
	218
	100.0


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

5.5.5
Problems with Capture Fisheries

Table 5.18 summarizes the problems faced by the fisher households in the study areas. Declining of fish was reported as the major problem by most of the fisher households in both the study areas, 75.7% fisher households stated in the project area and 72.5% stated in the control area. A few other problems stated by a large number of the respondents in the project area were – insufficient open water bodies (47.7%), siltation (44.9%), fish preservation (10.7%), deprived from real price (5.4%), etc. In the control area, apart from declining of fish other problems stated by large number of respondents were – insufficient open water bodies (53.2%), siltation (48.2%), lack of fishing boat (7.8%), deprived from real price (6.0%), fish preservation (5.5%), etc. 
Table 5.18

Households Mentioning Problems in Fish Capture 

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of problem
	No. of Respondents
	%
	No. of Respondents
	%

	
	Project Area
	Control Area

	Insufficient open water bodies
	237
	47.7
	116
	53.2

	Deprived from leasing
	16
	3.2
	5
	2.3

	Declining of fish
	376
	75.7
	158
	72.5

	Dadon activities where influential people pressures
	2
	0.4
	-
	-

	Siltation
	223
	44.9
	105
	48.2

	Fish preservation
	53
	10.7
	12
	5.5

	Deprived from real price
	27
	5.4
	13
	6.0

	Fish marketing
	3
	0.6
	3
	1.4

	Getting loans
	2
	0.4
	2
	0.9

	Undue influence
	8
	1.6
	4
	1.8

	Lack of fishing net
	22
	4.4
	6
	2.8

	Lack of fishing boat
	24
	4.8
	17
	7.8

	Lack of capital
	15
	3.0
	5
	2.3

	Others
	2
	0.4
	1
	0.5


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Multiple responses. 

5.6
Fish Farmers and Fishers Community in the Study Areas

Respondents in the study areas were asked to state about approximate number of fish farmers as well as the size of the fisher community in their locality. Respondents in the project area informed that there were approximately 6 genuine fish farmers whereas the respondents in the control area reported that there were about 7 genuine fish farmers (Table 5.19). Respondents also stated the number of subsistence fish farmers in the study areas which came out much higher than genuine fish farmers (32 in the project area and 34 in the control area). Respondents in the project area informed that there were approximately 5 genuine fisher families whereas the respondents in the control area reported that there were about 7 genuine fisher families (Table 5.19). Regarding subsistence fishermen, the respondents in the project area reported that there were about 31 subsistence fishermen while the corresponding number was about 32 in the control area as stated by the respondents. The findings might not have reflected the actual total number of the whole study area since these were based on the assessment of the selected respondent households in the study villages.

Table 5.19

Households Involved in Fisheries

(30 subprojects combined)

	
Fish Farmers
	Project Area 

(Average number)
	Control Area

(Average  number)

	Number of genuine fish farmers
	6
	7

	Number of subsistence fish farmers
	32
	34

	

	
Fishers Community
	Project Area 

(Average number)
	Control Area

(Average  number)

	Number of genuine fishermen in the locality
	5
	7

	Number of subsistence fishermen in the locality
	31
	32


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

5.7
Possible Impact on Fisheries in the Project Area 
Respondents in the project area were questioned about the possible impact on fisheries and relevant issues due to implementation of the project. Table 5.20 presents that 86 percent of the respondents in the project area informed that fisheries sector will have a positive impact on implementation of the project. Majority of the respondents also stated about positive impact on relevant others issues like water flow/ quantity (78%), water quality (77%), flooding (87%) and water logging (82.7%).
Table 5.20

Households Assessed Possible Impact on Fisheries and Relevant Issues (Project Area only)

	Issues


	Households assessing possible impacts 

	
	Positive
	Negative
	Unchanged
	Unknown

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Fish production
	1290
	86.0
	20
	1.3
	145
	9.7
	45
	3.0

	Water flow/ quantity
	1170
	78.0
	70
	4.7
	210
	14.0
	50
	3.3

	Water quality
	1155
	77.0
	25
	1.7
	270
	18.0
	50
	3.3

	Flooding
	1305
	87.0
	40
	2.7
	110
	7.3
	45
	3.0

	Water logging
	1240
	82.7
	35
	2.3
	205
	13.7
	20
	1.3


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015
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ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

6.1
Introduction 

The information on various environmental aspects of the sites gathered through the baseline survey are combined and presented in this chapter following the guidelines for environmental resources suggested in the Asian Development Bank’s reporting format. 

6.2
Physical Resources 

6.2.1 
Soil Health

Productivity of cultivated land
As assessed by the respondents, the productivity of the operated lands was different across areas (Table 6.1). Only about 8.97% of the operated lands in the project area was assessed as ‘highly productive’ while about 65.23% as ‘moderately productive’, followed by 25.80% as of ‘low productive’ category. In the control area, most of the operated land (66.16%) was found to be ‘moderately productive’ followed by 26.01% assessed as ‘low productive’ with only 7.9% as of ‘highly productive’ category. Overall, the operated lands of the control area appeared to be similar as that of the project area in the context of their productivity.
Table 6.1

Distribution of Farmed Land According to Productivity & Salinity as Assessed by HH

(30 subprojects combined)
	Item
	% of operated land

	Productivity
	Project area
	Control area

	Highly productive
	08.97
	07.90

	Moderately productive
	65.23
	66.16

	Low productive
	25.80
	26.01

	Salinity 
	
	

	High salinity
	00.00
	00.00

	Moderate salinity
	00.00
	00.00

	Low salinity 
	00.40
	00.67

	No salinity 
	99.60
	98.33


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015
Salinity of the soil: As reported by the sample respondents, the soils of the cultivated lands were nearly free from salinity. The cultivated lands in the project area were assessed as of ‘low salinity’ (0.4%), followed by 99.6% ‘no salinity’ category. On the other hand the cultivated lands in the control village was assessed as of ‘low salinity’ (0.67%), followed by 98.33% ‘no salinity’ category (Table 6.1). It was also found that there had been negligible change in the degree of salinity of the soil of both the study areas over the last 10 years (Table 6.1).
Trend in the fertility of the soil:
As reported by the respondents, there has been some change in the fertility of the soil in the project area as 27.67 per cent reported that the lands were experiencing mild decrease in fertility. In the control area, as well, there has been report of mild decrease in the fertility of the soil, reported by 24.67 per cent of the respondents (Table 6.2). However, almost 58% respondents in the project village and almost 61% respondents in the control village reported that there had been no change in the fertility of operated land since last 10 years. 

Table 6.2
Trend in Fertility (Operated Land Last 10 Years) as Assessed by HH

(30 projects combined)

	Mode of change
	% of operated land

	Fertility
	Project area
	Control area

	Increasing rapidly
	00.26
	00.23

	Increasing mildly
	10.67
	10.10

	Decreasing rapidly
	03.33
	04.03

	Decreasing mildly
	27.67
	24.67

	No change
	58.07
	60.97


6.2.2
Quality of Water 

(a) Pollution of surface water
Table 6.3 presents water quality by sources. About 4.33 percent, 6.87 percent and 7.03 percent of the respondents of the project villages reported that the waters of river, canal/beel and pond/canals/others had bacteria for water-borne diseases. Only 2% respondents of the project village and 3.2% respondents in the control village reported that only river waters had very low level salinity while no complaint was received about the presence of salinity in water from canal/beels and pond/tanks both in the project and control villages. On the other hand about 6.53 percent, 5.60 percent and 7.73 percent of the respondents of the control villages reported that the waters of river, canal/beel and pond/canals/others had bacteria for water-borne diseases. In the project village about 9 percent, 10 percent and 7.75% respondents claimed about bad odor in the water from river, canal and ponds/tank/others respectively. On the other hand 9 percent, 10 percent and 7.75% respondents claimed about bad odor in the water from river, canal and ponds/tank/others respectively and similarly in the control village about 5 percent, 9 percent and 8.8% respondents claimed about bad odor in the water from river, canal and ponds/tank/others respectively. However, there is no significant difference regarding the water quality levels between project and control villages.     

Table 6.3
Water Quality by Source (30 subprojects combined)
	Source of water 
	% of respondents mentioning the presence of

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Bacteria for Water borne diseases
	Salinity
	Bad odor


	Bacteria for Water borne diseases
	Salinity
	Bad odor

	Rivers
	04.33
	02.00
	09.00
	06.53
	03.20
	05.00

	Canal/beels 
	06.87
	00.00
	10.00
	05.60
	00.00
	09.00

	Pond/tank/others 
	07.03
	00.00
	07.75
	07.73
	00.00
	08.80


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

(b) Contamination of groundwater (by arsenic)

The degree of contamination of groundwater at varying levels is presented in Table 6.4. Regarding drinking water, a significant proportion of the households 94.2% for the project area and 95.1% for the control area) were reported to have access to safe water (‘no arsenicosis’). However, a few households of the project area (0.3%) and the control area (1.47%) had to drink ‘dangerous level’-arsenic contaminated water. The percentages of household drinking water, with arsenicosis at tolerance level, were 5.5% and 3.43% for the project and control areas respectively.  

Table 6.4
Arsenic Contamination in Drinking Water (30 subprojects combined)

	Level of contamination
	% of HH mentioning level of contamination

	
	Project area
	Control area

	No arsenicosis
	94.20
	95.10

	Tolerance level
	05.50
	03.43

	Dangerous level
	00.30
	01.47


Table 6.5 shows the distribution of the respondents according to status of arsenic contamination in drinking water, disaggregated by 30 subprojects. It can be seen that in the project area, the percentage of households experiencing contamination (i.e., without considering the nil figures) mentioning at ‘dangerous level’ varied from 1% (SP-45169 and SP-45157) to 3% (SP-44139). In the control area, the percentage of households (without considering the nil figures) mentioning contamination of drinking water at ‘dangerous level’ varied from 4% (SP-44123) to 12% (SP-45173). 
Table 6.5
Arsenic Contamination in Drinking Water by 30 subprojects (disaggregated)
	Sl. No.
	Name of the Subprojects
	% of HH mentioning level of contamination

	
	
	Dangerous level Arsenic in Drinking water

	
	
	Project Area
	Control area

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	-
	-

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	01.00
	05.00

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	-
	-

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	-
	-

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	02.00
	12.00

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	-
	-

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	-
	-

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	-
	-

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	-
	-

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	-
	-

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	-
	-

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	-
	-

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	-
	-

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	02.00
	05.00

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	-
	-

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	-
	-

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	-
	-

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	-
	-

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	-
	-

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	-
	-

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	-
	-

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	-
	-

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	-
	-

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	-
	07.00

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	03.00
	06.00

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	-
	-

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	-
	04.00

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	-
	-

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	-
	-

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	01.00
	05.00

	All
	00.30
	01.47


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Note: Nil= (-)

(c) Level of Alkali

Cent percent (100%) of household of the both project and control area were reported that, there was no alkalinity problem in water.  

6.3
Ecological Resources 

This section highlights the present status of main ecological resources in the project area including biodiversity, crop agriculture, and forestry and grazing land.
6.3.1
Present Status of Biodiversity 

The perception of the respondents suggested that, by and large, both the project and control areas were found to be  ‘moderate to highly’ endowed with ecological resources such as local birds, other aquatic resources, trees, other living creatures, etc. with some variations across areas (Table 6.6).
(a) Birds: As observed by most of the respondents local birds were found in ‘moderate’ (61% and 59% respectively) to ‘plenty’ number (36%-38%) in both project and control areas but migratory birds were found ‘few’ (70%-66%) to ‘moderate’ (16%-19%) as responded by the sample respondents both in project and control areas respectively). 

Table 6.6
Present Status of Biodiversity in Study Areas (30 subprojects combined)

	Biodiversity
	% of households mentioning present status

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Plenty
	Moderate
	Few
	None
	Plenty
	Moderate
	Few
	None

	A. Birds 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local birds 
	36
	61
	03
	00
	38
	59
	03
	00

	Migratory birds
	02
	16
	70
	12
	01
	19
	66
	14

	B. Aquatic animals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Open water Fishery
	09
	66
	24
	01
	08
	66
	22
	04

	Aquaculture 
	06
	69
	23
	02
	05
	71
	22
	02

	Crab
	08
	45
	42
	05
	10
	44
	39
	07

	Frog 
	28
	56
	15
	01
	27
	53
	20
	00

	Snail
	16
	52
	29
	03
	16
	48
	30
	06

	Tortoise/turtle/reptiles
	01
	04
	75
	20
	01
	05
	78
	16

	Other aquatic organisms
	02
	75
	17
	06
	05
	77
	14
	04

	C. Trees 
	35
	58
	06
	01
	34
	61
	04
	01

	D. Aquatic Plants 
	07
	38
	46
	09
	05
	40
	45
	10

	E. Others 
	04
	70
	15
	11
	05
	71
	10
	14


(b) Fishery and other aquatic resources: A majority of the respondents viewed the present status of other aquatic resources such as crab/Kakra and snail was found ‘moderate’ to few’ in availability both in project and control villages respectively (crab: project: 45%-42%, control: 44%-39%, snail: project: 52%p-29%, control: 48%-30%). But in case of frog it was moderate to high (moderate: 56%-53%, high: 28%-27%) in both the study areas respectively. In case of the tortoise/turtle species 75% respondents reported as “few” and about 20% reported as ‘none’ in project areas; on the other hand a large number of respondents (78%) claimed that turtle was not available in control villages and only 4%-5% respondents claimed about moderate number both in the study sites. On the other hand regarding other aquatic organisms almost 75% respondents in the project villages and 77% respondents in the control villages reported moderate in number.        

(c) Open water Fishery: Regarding the present status of open water fishery, majority of the respondents reported that the status is ‘moderate’ (66%-66%) to ‘few’ (24%-22%) in both project and control villages respectively. 

Responds regarding aquatic plants were found ‘few’ (46%-45%) to ‘moderate’ (38%-40%) to both in project and control villages respectively, however, a limited number of respondents (7%-5%) reported about the ‘plenty’ availability of aquatic plants both in project and control villages.         

(d) Trees: Trees were reported by the respondents to be ‘moderate’ (58%-61%) to ‘plenty’ (35%-34%) in both project and control villages respectively (Table 6.6). 

6.3.2 
Crop Agriculture 

Two aspects of crop agriculture, such as fertilization of crop lands and pest management, have been looked into because of its crucial importance to crop cultivation.

(a) Fertilization of the soil 

Manuring of cultivable land
Fertilization and application of insecticide practices were found to be popular among the farmers of both the areas in the lands under cultivation (Table 6.7). However, the farmers in both the study areas were found to use fertilizer to fertilize their land under cultivation of rice and non-rice crops in varying intensity. As reported by the respondents, around 68% of the respondents always use fertilizers and insecticide in the project area and 67% in the control area respectively; only 11% of the respondents occasionally use fertilizer-insecticide in the project villages and 12% in the control villages. However, a moderate portion, i.e. 20.47% of the respondent did not use fertilizer & insecticide in the project village and only 20.73% in the control village respectively. Eventually there is no such difference in using fertilizer and insecticide between project and control villages.

Table 6.7

% of respondent using fertilizer and insecticides (30 subprojects combined)
	Frequency of use
	Fertilizer and Insecticide

	
	Project area
	Control area

	Always
	68.23
	67.03

	Occasionally 
	11.30
	12.23

	Do not use 
	20.47
	20.73


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015
Table 6.8 reveals that both project and control villages farmers did rarely use organic manure and also very negligible use of compost manure. On the other hand application of chemical fertilizers were found very popular (project: 97%, control: 96%) among the farmers of both project and control villages. 

Table 6.8

Ratio of fertilizer (30 subprojects combined)
	Fertilizer
	Estimated proportion of crop land using fertilizer (%)

	
	Project area
	Control area

	Organic
	00.50
	00.20

	Compost
	02.73
	03.67

	Chemical 
	96.77
	96.13


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

(b) Pest management 

Use of IPM

As an alternative approach to pest management, IPM (Integrated Pest Management) found non popular among the farmers both in the project villages and control village (Table 6.9). In the project village overall about 7.55% farmer households and in the control village only 5.1% farmer households use IPM, among them 6.10%, 0.24% and 1.21% was adopting organic method (kill harmful insects through the use of beneficial insects), mechanical method and specific fertilizer dose method respectively in the project villages and only 4.68%, 0.14% and 0.28% farmers HH was adopting organic method, mechanical method and improved cultivation method (through timely sowing, weeding and cultivation) respectively in the control village. 

Table 6.9

Various Methods of IPM used by Households (30 subprojects combined)
	
IPM Methods
	% of HH adopting IPM

	
	Project
	Control

	Organic method (kill harmful insects using beneficial insects)
	06.10
	04.68

	Mechanical method (use of net, light)
	00.24
	00.14

	Improved cultivation method (timely sowing, weeding, cultivation)
	00.00
	00.28

	Use of insect free crop/seed method (use strong high-breed seeds)
	00.00
	00.00

	Specific dose of chemical fertilizer and medicine method
	01.21
	00.00

	Others 
	00.00
	00.00

	Household not using IPM
	92.45
	94.90


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

(c) Impact of chemical fertilizers and pesticides on the environment

A large proportion of the respondents of both the study areas viewed that use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides did have harmful impact on the environment such as water and land (Table 6.10). As for the adverse impact on water, the issue of water contamination owing to environmental fallout of chemical farming practices was reported by nearly 44.07 per cent and 45.47 percent respondents in both the project and control villages respectively. The issue of extinction of fishes and beneficial insects owing to environmental effect of chemical farming practices was reported by nearly 44.47 and 43.57 percent respondents in the project and the control villages respectively. The issue of deteriorating water quality owing to environmental impact reported by about 3.57% in the project village and 6.07% in the control village. Only a few number of respondents, 4.89% in each, reported about no impact on water quality. 
Regarding the degrading effect of these chemical inputs on land, a significant proportion of the respondents of the two study areas (project: 47.7%-control: 50.17%) mentioned of the declining fertility trend of land. On the other hand a limited number respondent (8.17%) stated that there was negative impact of inorganic application on fruits and crops. About 44.13% respondents in project area and 44.10% respondents in the control villages respectively reported about no impact of chemical fertilizers and pesticides on land (Table 6.10). However, there was no substantial difference of the statements of the respondents between project and control area.   
Table 6.10

Perception about Impact of Chemical Fertilizers and Pesticides on Environment

(30 subprojects combined)

	Reasons 
	Project area
	Control area

	
	% of HH mentioning impact
	% of HH mentioning impact

	Water
	
	

	Water contamination
	44.07
	45.47

	Extinction of fish and beneficial insects
	47.47
	43.57

	Quality of water deteriorating
	03.57
	06.07

	No impact
	04.89
	04.89

	Land
	
	

	Fertility decreasing
	47.70
	50.17

	Negative impact on crops and fruits
	08.17
	05.73

	No impact
	44.13
	44.10


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015


6.3.3 
Forestry 

Existing stock of trees: The average number of trees per sample household in both the study areas varied significantly. On an average, the project villages were found to have around 141 trees (all types) compared to around 106 in the control area. Average numbers of fruit trees were reported to be 305 in the project village and 205 in the control village. Keeping aside the other types, of the four types of tree species, timber trees constituted a larger share in the tree stock of the sample households in both the study villages (project: 275 and control: 218). The number of fuel producing trees about 74 and 59 trees per household were found in the project and control villages respectively (Table 6.11) and the numbers of other species were found 35 and 38 respectively in project and control villages. However, the numbers of medicinal tree species were found poor both in project and control villages (project: 15.48 and control: 7.95) as mentioned by sample respondents.   
Table 6.11

Type of Trees under Deforestation and Afforestation (Last Year)

(30 subprojects combined)

	Type of tree
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Average No. of trees cut down per HH
	Average No. of trees planted per

households
	Average No. of existing trees per

households
	Average No. of trees cut down per households
	Average No. of trees planted per

households
	Average No. of existing trees per

households

	Fruits
	06.25
	30.19
	304.85
	04.27
	20.32
	205.21

	Fuel
	08.98
	02.18
	74.42
	07.50
	03.30
	58.90

	Timber
	09.30
	40.46
	275.12
	05.36
	14.08
	217.89

	Medicinal
	01.73
	03.11
	15.48
	00.30
	01.81
	07.95

	Others
	00.00
	00.73
	35.20
	00.14
	00.00
	38.50

	All
	05.25
	15.33
	141.01
	03.51
	07.90
	105.69


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Afforestation: Despite some planting practice, afforestation drive did not appear to have attracted interest among the farming households in both the study areas as there had been negligible addition of new land to the afforested area during the previous year (Table 6.11). Average 103 no. of households in the project villages and average 41 no. of households in control village reported their participation in afforestation program. Among them 6.87% respondents and 5.47% respondents from both project village and control village control villages respectively reported about their plantation efforts. On the other hand, both in the project village and control village the landless farmers made highest plantation efforts (project: 65 no., control: 29 no.) and large farmers showed minimum plantation efforts (project: 2 no., control: 1 no.).  However, only average 1.07 decimal area in the project villages and average 0.57 decimal area in the control village were brought under afforestation (Table 6.12).
Table 6.12
Land Brought Under Afforestation (Last Year)

(30 subprojects combined)

	HH category by

landholding size
	Project area 
	Control area

	
	No. of

HHs in the category
	% reporting

afforestation


	Average area

afforested

(decimals)
	No. of HHs

in the category
	% reporting

afforestation


	Average area

afforested

(decimals)

	LL (938)
	65
	06.93
	02.22
	29 (486)
	05.97
	01.52

	MRF (211)
	11
	05.21
	00.74
	06 (94)
	06.38
	00.30

	SF (225)
	17
	07.56
	01.72
	02 (110)
	01.82
	00.85

	MF (102)
	08
	07.84
	00.51
	03 (45)
	06.67
	00.16

	LF (24)
	02
	08.33
	00.17
	01 (15)
	06.67
	00.03

	Total (1500)
	103
	06.87
	01.07
	41 (750)
	05.47
	00.57


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Deforestation: In terms of the number of felling trees, the rate of deforestation has been slower than that of afforestation in the previous year in both the study areas (Project: average number of trees cut down: 5.25 and average number of trees planted: 15.33; Control: average number of trees cut down: 3.51 and average number of trees planted: 7.90, Table 6.11).
6.4
Diagnosis of Environmental Degradation: Respondents’ Perspectives 

6.4.1
Respondent’s Perception about Environmental Degradation 

As reported by the sample respondents, there were eight environment-related problems, out of which six were related to water and the rest, to flora and fauna (Table 6.13). Of all the problems, massive use of ground water and waterlogging came out to be the ‘acute’ to ‘moderately’ serious problem in both the study areas (massive use of groundwater: acute: 13-10%; moderate: 24%-23%, waterlogging: acute: 19%-18%, moderate: 34%-34%). In the project area, deforestation (55%), declining of fisheries resources (43%), flood situation (36%), water pollution and water logging (34% in each), groundwater and water-borne disease (27%) were reported to be ‘moderate’ problems by the large number of respondents. Similarly, deforestation (55% respondents), fisheries resources (43%), water logging and flood situation (34%) came out prominently as the ‘moderate’ problems in the control area (Table 6.13).

Table 6.13

Perception about the Intensity of Existing Environmental Degradation

(30 subprojects combined)

	Environmental Problem
	% of households mentioning problem

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Acute
	Moderate
	Few
	None
	Acute
	Moderate
	Few
	None

	1. Groundwater situation
	12
	27
	17
	44
	12
	22
	18
	48

	2. Arsenic contamination
	02
	07
	18
	73
	02
	07
	17
	74

	3. Water logging
	19
	34
	26
	20
	18
	34
	26
	21

	4. Flood situation 
	10
	36
	22
	32
	09
	34
	21
	34

	5. Massive use of groundwater
	13
	24
	15
	48
	10
	23
	15
	51

	6. Water born disease
	05
	27
	27
	41
	06
	24
	25
	45

	7. Water pollution
	06
	34
	36
	24
	08
	32
	35
	25

	8. Siltation
	04
	12
	25
	57
	03
	13
	28
	56

	9. Deforestation
	12
	55
	16
	17
	12
	55
	18
	15

	10. Killing of wild animal/ biodiversity
	03
	10
	31
	56
	07
	09
	25
	59

	11. Fisheries resources
	08
	43
	32
	17
	12
	43
	25
	20


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015
6.4.2
Major Causes of Environmental Degradation 

The causes of the environmental degradation identified by the respondents were found to be somewhat similar in some cases for both project and control villages in the study areas. Limited water drainage facilities (145%-140%), excessive use of chemical fertilizers in agricultural land (139%-140%), excessive use of groundwater for domestic and irrigation purposes (125%-120%), excessive use of wood as fuel in brick kiln and cooking (87%-90%), degradation by other/collective causes (79%-76%), illegal grabbing of canals and rivers (69%-72%), unplanned construction of embankments (76%-8%), dumping of waste materials at rivers/canals (62%-60%),  unplanned gher  construction (42%-46%) were among the most frequent causes of environmental degradation identified by the respondents in both the study areas (Table 6.14). On the other hand unauthorized move for salinity intrusion (41%-44%), unplanned construction of embankments (36%-42%), deforestation for house building and cultivation (32%-34%), unplanned construction of polders (23%-24%) and unplanned construction of sluice gates (8%-10%) also came out as causes in the project and control villages only, although not that prominently in the study areas. Due to multiple responses from individual respondent the percentage value exceeded the 100% limit in some instances (Table 6.14). 
Table 6.14
Major Causes of Environmental Degradation in Study Areas (30 subprojects combined)

	Reasons of the Environmental Problem 
	% of reasons

	
	Project area
	Control area

	1. Excessive use of groundwater for domestic and irrigation purposes
	125.78
	120.26

	2. Unplanned construction of sluice gates
	08.47
	10.05

	3. Unplanned construction of polders
	23.02
	24.10

	4. Unplanned construction of embankments
	36.27
	42.00

	5. Limited water drainage facilities
	145.40
	140.24

	6. Unplanned Gher construction for fishery
	42.25
	46.00

	7. Unauthorized move for salinity intrusion
	41.00
	44.12

	8. Excessive use of chemical fertilizers in agricultural land
	139.60
	140.27

	9. Dumping of waste materials at rivers/canals
	62.26
	60.20

	10. Illegal grabbing of rivers/canals
	69.00
	72.28

	11. Excessive use of wood as fuel in brick kiln &cooking
	87.16
	90.00

	12. Deforestation for house building and cultivation
	32.68
	34.34

	13. Others 
	79.50
	76.29


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

6.5
Overall Environmental Impacts 

Table 6.15 shows the potential environmental impact due to project intervention predicted by the respondents were found to be positive on groundwater (93%), water flow (98%), water quality (93%), flooding (81%), water logging (76%), biodiversity (78%) and public health aspects (70%). On the other hand only 7% in each of the respondents predicted that the project will not able to create any impact on groundwater and water quality, 18% respondents on flooding, 22% respondents on water logging, 15% respondents on biodiversity and 25% respondents on the public health, claimed that the project will have no impact on above parameters. In the query of negative impact of the intervention of the project only very few number (1% in each) of respondents claimed about negative impact on flooding, water logging and public health. On the other hand only 1% respondent regarding waterlogging, 6% respondent regarding biodiversity and 4% respondents regarding public health were found unknown about the concerned parameters.      

Table 6.15

Overall Environmental Impacts (30 subprojects combined)
	Overall Environmental Impacts
	% of respondents 

	
	Project area

	
	Positive
	Negative
	No impact
	Unknown

	Groundwater 
	93
	00
	07
	00

	Water flow
	98
	02
	00
	00

	Water quality 
	93
	00
	07
	00

	Flooding 
	81
	01
	18
	00

	Water logging
	76
	01
	22
	01

	Biodiversity 
	78
	01
	15
	06

	Public health 
	70
	01
	25
	04


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015
6.6
Adjacent Area Information

Apart from control village, adjacent area information of the project villages regarding only four factors like existing flood situation, navigation, water availability and different development activates, were gathered those were reported by the sample respondents (50 HH in each project villages) that, flood situation does exists (45%) in the adjacent area and 46% of the respondents were claimed about the existence of flood (Table 6.16) and only 9% respondents were found unknown to state about the situation of flood. On the other hand only 25% respondents were able to report about the existing navigation facility in the adjacent area of the project villages, however, a limited number of respondents (10%) were found unknown about navigation facility in the adjacent area and 65% respondent stated about the nonexistence of navigation facilities. A large number of the respondents (77%) reported about the availability of water in the adjacent area and 15% of the respondents reported about the unavailability of water resources and only 8% respondents were found unknown about the availability of water in the adjacent site of project area. A large number of respondent (33%) were found unknown to report about the ongoing development activities and 52% households reported about the existing development activities and only 15% households claimed about nonexistence of development activities (Table 6.16).        

Table 6.16

Adjacent Area Information (30 subprojects combined)
	Adjacent Area Situation
	% of respondent

	
	Project area

	
	Exists
	Doesn’t exist
	Unknown

	Flood situation
	45
	46
	09

	Navigation 
	25
	65
	10

	Water availability
	77
	15
	08

	Development activities
	52
	15
	33


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015
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GENDER AND DEVELOPMENT

7.0
Introduction

With a view to assessing the Gender and Development situation prior to the implementation of 

the PSSWRSP, relevant information were collected by interviewing the women members (preferably women heads) of the selected sampled households in both the project and control area using a structured questionnaire consisting of six modules including a module on Gender and Development. The main aspects of gender and development covered in the interviews were on women’s participation in socio-economic and household activities, changing pattern of workload due to adoption of modern technology, sufferings of women from various diseases, women’s decision making power, borrowing situation of women and problems of gender and development etc. 

7.1 
Respondents’ Rate of Literacy

The literacy rate of female among the households in the project area was estimated at about 53.0% and in the control area at about 56.2%. Though the female literacy rate in both the study areas was lower than the general literacy rate (covering both men and women) where the literacy rate in the project area was estimated at 57.6% and in the control area at 58.8%, (Pl. refer to para 2.4.1 under chapter 2 of this report) the female literacy rate in both the study areas was higher than the national rate of literacy for females (49.4%)
 of Bangladesh. Literacy rate among respondents in different categories of the households of the project area were estimated to be about 51.9%, 52.0%, 44.3%, 72.5% and 100.0% respectively for landless, marginal, small, medium and large farm households. In the control area rate of literacy was found to be about 56.3%, 31.8%, 61.4%, 82.5% and 100.0% respectively for the landless, marginal, small, medium and large farm households (Table 7.1).
Studying the literacy rate across the household categories, it appeared that the large farm households in the project area had the highest rate of literacy followed by the medium farm households. The small farm households had the lowest rate of literacy with the landless and marginal household categories having the literacy rates in between the small and the medium farm households.

In the control area again the large farm households had the highest rate of literacy followed by the medium farm households. The marginal farm households had the lowest rate of literacy with the landless and small household categories having the literacy rates in between the marginal and medium farm households. 

From the above analysis it can be said that in female education there is no systematic trend in literacy rate with the landholding size though the large and medium farm households in both the study areas had higher literacy rates for females, compared to the households in the smaller/poorer landholding groups where the literacy rate, by and large, was lower. However, while considering the high literacy rates in large and medium farm households, one may recall the very small sample size of these households which may have some influence on their rate of literacy (Table 7.1).

Table 7.1

Respondents’ Rate of Literacy 

	Household Categories
	Number of Respondents

	
	Project Area 
	Control Area 

	
	No of Respondents
	No of Literate
	% of Literate
	No of Respondents
	No of Literate
	% of Literate

	Landless
	889
	461
	51.86
	437
	246
	56.29

	Marginal
	202
	105
	51.98
	88
	28
	31.82

	Small
	219
	97
	44.29
	101
	62
	61.39

	Medium
	102
	74
	72.55
	40
	33
	82.50

	Large
	24
	24
	100.00
	12
	12
	100.00

	Total
	1436
	761
	52.99
	678
	381
	56.19


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Note: In conformity with the BBS definition by literate we considered a person as literate who has minimum skill of reading and writing.

7.2
Women’s Participation in Economic and Household Activities

7.2.1 
Women’s Participation in Income Earning Activities for their Families

Large section of women from all categories of landholdings in both the study areas participated in income earning activities to provide financial support to their families. In replying to the question- whether the respondents were working for the family or not, the vast majority (88.4 percent) in the project area affirmed their participation in income earning activities for their respective families, while the corresponding figure in the control area was 84.2 percent (Table 7.2).  

Table 7.2

Whether Respondents Worked for the Family

	Landholding Categories
	Worked  for the family

	
	Project areas
	Control Areas

	
	Yes
	%
	No
	%
	Yes
	%
	No
	%

	Landless 
	788
	88.64
	97
	10.91
	372
	85.13
	60
	13.73

	Marginal 
	180
	89.11
	20
	9.90
	71
	80.68
	13
	14.77

	Small
	191
	87.21
	26
	11.87
	85
	84.16
	14
	13.86

	Medium
	88
	86.27
	14
	13.73
	34
	85.00
	4
	10.00

	Large
	22
	91.67
	2
	8.33
	9
	75.00
	3
	25.00

	Total 
	1269
	88.37
	159
	11.07
	571
	84.22
	94
	13.86


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Note: Figures in the % column are the percentage of N (Households) in each landholding category. 

Category wise analysis show that in the project area 88.6 percent, 89.1 percent, 87.2 percent 86.3 percent and 91.7 percent respondents respectively from landless, marginal, small, medium and large farm households had participation in income earning activities for their families. In the control area, corresponding figures were, 85.1 percent, 80.7 percent, 84.2 percent, 85.0 percent and 75.0 percent respectively among landless, marginal, small, medium and large farm households. Among the project area respondents 11.1 percent and in the control area respondents 13.9 percent informed that they were not engaged in any sort of income earning activities for their families during the year preceding the survey. 

It also appears in the table that the percentage of women working for earning for their families was the highest (91.7%) among large farm households and lowest (86.3%) among medium farm households in the project area. In the control area, the highest percentage (85.1%) was among landless households and lowest (75.0%) among large farm household. This indicates that the percentage of working of rural women for earning for their families had no direct relation with landholding sizes. Among the five farm household categories in the two study areas, except in case of the large farm households in the control area, the difference in terms of percentage of women who were involved in economic activities was very small (Table 7.2).

7.2.2
Occupations and Income of Women

As said before, women in both project and control area had involvement in various income earning activities in large numbers. Ten (10) broad categories of occupations (including “others” sectors which covered several different activities) were identified during the survey in which the respondent household members of both the project and the control area were engaged in. While studying the data in  table 7.3 below, it may be kept in mind that the number of women estimated was on the basis of multiple responses meaning that one women might had been engaged in two or more activities and  counted as two more number of women. 

Further, as per table 7.2 the total number of women who worked for their families (to provide financial support) was 1269 which was taken as the base for calculating the percentage of women pursuing an occupation. The analysis of data in table 7.3 showed that in the project area, the maximum number of women (85.1%) was engaged in poultry /goat rearing/ cow fattening, followed by others sectors (43.8%), food processing (17.9%), business (14.0%), and fishing related works 13.7%. 

The sectors of agriculture (cultivation), paid jobs, agriculture labor, labor (Non-agricultural), and handicrafts altogether provided employment to only 9.8% of the women respondents in the project area. 

In the control area too, poultry/ goat rearing/cow fattening were the major sectors of employment of rural women. This sector provided employment to 87.6% of women, followed by others sector (48.5%), food processing (18.0 %) and fishing related works (14.0%). Participation of women in the rest of the identified sectors such as, paid jobs, agriculture labor, non-agricultural labor, agriculture (cultivation,) and handicrafts together provided employment to 11.4% of women. 

As regards the amount of average annual income earned by the female respondents per household from the different occupations in the project area, table 7.3 shows that the highest average amount (Tk.64,532.3) was earned from paid-jobs  though only 2.1% of the women were engaged in this kind of occupation. Viewed from average amount of income earned, this sector was followed by labor (Non-agricultural) (Tk.17,985.2), agriculture (cultivation) Tk.16,455.4, handicrafts (Tk. 13,856.9), poultry/ goat rearing/cow fattening (Tk.10,328.3), business (Tk.7,388.2), agriculture labor (Tk.7,262.2), others (Tk.6,854.4), fishing related works (Tk.3,327.2)  and food processing Tk.2,009.7.

In the control area too, respondents had highest income from paid-jobs amounting to Tk.56,452.5, followed by agriculture (cultivation) with Tk.43,958.8, business (Tk.18,600.0), (Non-agricultural) labor (Tk.11,355.6) and poultry birds/goat rearing/cow fattening (Tk.7,608.5). The income from agriculture laborer, ”others”, handicrafts, food processing, and fishing related works were respectively Tk.6,085.7, Tk.5,400.7 Tk.4,802.8, Tk.2,516.7 and Tk. 2,238.3 (Table 7.3).

Table 7.3

Distribution of Respondents by Occupation and Income Earned

(Year preceding the survey)

	Occupation/Activities
	Project areas
	Control areas

	
	No of women
	%
	Average annual income(last One Year) earned (Tk.)
	No of women
	%
	Average annual income(last One Year) earned (Tk.)

	Paid job 
	27
	2.13
	64,532.31
	15
	2.63
	56,452.50

	Laborer (Non-agricultural)
	16
	1.26
	17,985.19
	7
	1.23
	11,355.56

	Agriculture (cultivation)
	37
	2.92
	16,455.41
	11
	1.93
	43,958.80

	Agricultural laborer 
	19
	1.50
	7,262.25
	17
	2.98
	6,085.71

	Food processing
	227
	17.89
	2,009.74
	103
	18.04
	2,516.66

	Business
	178
	14.03
	7,388.23
	81
	14.19
	18,600.00

	Handicrafts
	25
	1.97
	13,856.94
	15
	2.63
	4,802.78

	Fishing-related work
	174
	13.71
	3,327.20
	80
	14.01
	2,238.33

	Poultry/Goat rearing/Cow Fattening
	1,080
	85.11
	10,328.29
	500
	87.57
	7,608.50

	Others
	556
	43.81
	6,854.38
	277
	48.51
	5,400.66


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

* Multiple responses were conducted

7.2.3 
Women Respondents’ Income as Part of Total Family Income

During the last few decades, women in rural Bangladesh have been engaging themselves in different income earning activities, and their participation in economic activities has been increasing day by day.  Now-a-days, their presence could be felt as financial contributor to their respective families irrespective of the category of households they belong to, though the amount of contribution was not substantial. In table 7.4 below it may be seen that in the project area the proportional average income of the female respondents (covering all categories) was 6.6% of the total household income and in the control area it was 6.4%. 

Table 7.4

Women Respondents’ Income as % of Family Income

	Household categories
	Average Income of the Female Household Members(Tk.)
	Total Household Income (Tk.)
	Income of Female HH Members as % of HH 

Income (Tk.)

	Project Areas

	Landless
	14,017.36
	176,983.15
	7.92

	Marginal
	12,839.69
	201,799.44
	6.36

	Small
	14,201.99
	210,177.09
	6.76

	Medium
	10,282.66
	267,775.00
	3.84

	large
	30,490.56
	392,258.00
	7.77

	Total
	81,832.26
	1,248,992.68
	6.55

	Control Areas

	Landless
	11,184.86
	178,051.13
	6.28

	Marginal
	9,868.01
	202,780.67
	4.87

	Small
	16,755.71
	187,813.45
	8.92

	Medium
	19,055.20
	267,705.76
	7.12

	large
	20,187.50
	368,059.00
	5.48

	Total
	77,051.28
	1,204,410.01
	6.40


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Women’s share in total family income was the highest among the landless category in project area (7.9%) closely followed by the large farm category (7.8%) and the lowest among the medium farm category (3.8%), with the other categories having the share of income in between. 

In the control area the small farm category had the highest share (8.9%) in the total family income and the marginal farm category had the lowest share (4.9%) with other categories having the shares in between. 

From the data in the table 7.4 no conclusion can be drawn about any correlation between women’s share or contribution of income in the total family income of the different categories of households.

So far the annual average amount of income of the female household members is concerned, the highest average amount of Tk.30,490.6 was earned in the large farm households and the lowest amount  of Tk.10,282.7 was earned in the medium farm households in the project area. The average incomes of the female household members of the remaining 3 household categories were in between these two limits, such as, Tk. 14,017.4 in the landless households, Tk. 12, 839.7 in the marginal and Tk. 14,201.9 in the small farm category

In the control area, the highest average amount (Tk. 20,187.5) was earned by the female household members in the large farm category and the lowest average amount (Tk. 9868.0) was earned by the female members of the marginal farm household category. The average income of the female household members of the other 3 categories of farm households were Tk.11,184.9 in the landless households,Tk.16,755.7 in the small  and Tk.19,055.2 in the medium farm category (Table 7.4). 

7.2.4 
Subproject Wise Situation

Subproject wise situation of women’s income vis-à-vis their respective family income has been analyzed and presented in table 7.5. It appears in the table that annual average female income per subproject varied from the lowest amount of Tk. 1,477.0 in SP-44093 to the highest amount of Tk.75,604.0 in SP-44105 in the project area as compared to the lowest amount of Tk.539.0 in SP-44093 and the highest amount of Tk.75,217.0 in SP-44134 in the control area. When compared with the total family income, the lowest average income of female members in SP44093 constituted 0.64% of their total family income and the highest average female income constituted 28.0% of their family income in SP-44105 in the project area. In the control area, the corresponding percentages were 0.27% (SP-44093) and 29.0% (SP-44134) respectively. The overall position covering the 30 subprojects as shown in the table 7.5 depicts that female members earned 5.3% of their total family income in the project area and 4.2% in the control area (Table 7.5).

The financial contribution of the females to their families in the study areas though seemed to be meager in amount, but this can be termed as a great leap for the rural women in terms of enhancing their social status, empowerment as well as family prestige.

Table 7.5

Female Member’s Income as percentage of Family Income
	SL. 

No.
	Subprojects
	Subproject Area
	Control Area

	
	
	Annual Avg. Female Income
	Annual HH Income
	As % of HH Income
	Annual Avg. Female Income
	Annual HH Income
	As % of HH Income

	1
	Aorabunia DR&IRR (SP44085)
	3,921.60
	266,997.00
	1.47
	2,959.40
	273,354.00
	1.08

	2
	Betmor-Rajpara WC (SP45169)
	12,700.00
	280,803.60
	4.52
	10,600.00
	276,200.80
	3.84

	3
	Chalitabunia Ghatichara WC (SP45168)
	7,700.00
	233,113.09
	3.30
	4,940.00
	259,267.11
	1.91

	4
	Amua Patikhalghata WC DR&IR (SP44083)
	8,465.20
	190,049.51
	4.45
	23,088.80
	246,323.19
	9.37

	5
	Charadi WC DR&IR (SP45173)
	4,691.40
	239,284.33
	1.96
	6,280.00
	221,975.92
	2.83

	6
	Paschim Joar CAD (SP44093)
	1,477.11
	229,669.19
	0.64
	538.92
	200,732.00
	0.27

	7
	Orain Golicho Noagaon FMD&WC (SP45156)
	7,790.26
	251,357.00
	3.10
	7,338.31
	215,634.00
	3.40

	8
	Gotkhali-Chalitabunia DR&IRR (SP44103)
	17,843.08
	293,776.00
	6.07
	8,411.29
	213,168.00
	3.95

	9
	Chakhar DR (SP44125)
	15,900.00
	226,158.00
	7.03
	12,940.00
	190,337.00
	6.80

	10
	Bhangakha-Niyamatpur WC DR&IR (SP43065)
	4,132.47
	243,009.00
	1.70
	1,399.53
	267,161.00
	0.52

	11
	Bhandercot-Laxmikhola DR (SP45183)
	26,598.82
	296,670.71
	8.97
	24,608.78
	305,333.52
	8.06

	12
	Tengrakhali Char Tengrakhali WC (SP45180)
	25,541.00
	242,647.00
	10.53
	10,180.29
	249,753.00
	4.08

	13
	Dakshin Tiris CAD  (SP45177)
	3,009.62
	244,793.00
	1.23
	22,324.74
	240,110.00
	9.30

	14
	Pukurdia-Naldugi DR&IRR (SP45162)
	2,419.87
	248,375.00
	0.97
	2,394.82
	199,301.00
	1.20

	15
	Kalapania Khal WC (SP44095)
	7,242.40
	324,846.67
	2.23
	7,436.20
	411,930.50
	1.81

	16
	Birgaon Tilokia Khal WC (SP45172)
	4,071.14
	257,659.00
	1.58
	1,955.81
	207,252.00
	0.94

	17
	Kumira Beel FMD&WC (SP44105)
	75,604.60
	270,724.00
	27.93
	15,894.80
	279,536.00
	5.69

	18
	Sonaichari WC (SP44124)
	9,329.14
	324,768.00
	2.87
	3,626.63
	236,461.00
	1.53

	19
	Shindurpur Sekanderpur FMD (SP44089)
	10,168.04
	219,637.00
	4.63
	19,442.44
	248,973.00
	7.81

	20
	Jhiry Bridge Jangalpara Khal WC DR&IR (SP44113)
	21,849.84
	262,558.17
	8.32
	2,670.79
	272,263.00
	0.98

	21
	Treemohony WC (SP44129)
	15,653.24
	310,949.00
	5.03
	18,000.07
	307,530.00
	5.85

	22
	Nakai Beel FMD&WC (SP44116)
	15,532.40
	288,380.06
	5.39
	16,632.30
	242,892.74
	6.85

	23
	Shikta Maday Nungla Khal WC (SP44098)
	44,561.78
	309,818.00
	14.38
	2,745.79
	307,996.00
	0.89

	24
	Haraboti Khal DR&WC (SP44134)
	34,540.74
	335,916.00
	10.28
	75,217.17
	259,443.00
	28.99

	25
	Bhadraboti-Tikatala DR&WC (SP44139)
	3,068.48
	326,010.98
	0.94
	2,579.25
	261,295.00
	0.99

	26
	Bisha Udaypur Khal DR&WC (SP44102)
	5,234.63
	247,142.00
	2.12
	6,922.00
	242,731.00
	2.85

	27
	Kamarpur Adamdighi WC DR&IR (SP44123)
	7,038.97
	227,205.71
	3.10
	1,640.75
	203,819.46
	0.81

	28
	Mohadanga Panna Beel CAD (SP44087)
	8,892.67
	336,049.50
	2.65
	1,868.80
	268,414.34
	0.70

	29
	Naimuri Alidah FMD (SP45145)
	4,360.45
	307,510.77
	1.42
	8,457.80
	293,944.15
	2.88

	30
	Satail Beel WC DR&IR (SP45157)
	17,288.63
	279,330.17
	6.19
	1,627.31
	277,797.67
	0.59

	Total
	426,627.57
	8,115,207.46
	5.26
	324,722.80
	7,680,929.40
	4.23


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

7.2.5    Spending of Respondents’ Income for their Families

Data were collected about spending of own income by the female respondents for their families. Table 7.6 shows that 93.2 % of the respondents in the project area and 91.1% in the control area spent their earnings for the cause of their families. In both project and control area, the landless constituted the highest percentage of 58.4% in project area and 59.1% in control area. Against this, the large farm households in both the study areas constituted the lowest percentage of 1.4% with regard to spending of own income for the families. In both the study areas the percentage of households who spent their earnings for their families decreased with the increase in landholding size. This may be due to the fact that the large farm households are not as dependent as the poorer families on the female members’ income to meet their household expenses. Moreover, the women of well off families might be spending part of their income to meet their personal requirements.

The respondents who informed of not spending their income for the families constituted 6.8% in the project area and 8.9% in the control area. One of the reasons for not spending own earnings for the families might be the meager amount of income of the women members. Further, the female’s small income, was spent to meet their personal expenses (Table 7.6). 

Table 7.6

Spending of Respondents’ Own Income for Their Families

	Landholding Categories

 
	Spending of Respondents Income

	
	No. and % of Respondents Spending own income for the Family
	No. and % of Respondents who did not spend for the Family

	
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Project Area

	Landless
	786
	58.44
	54
	4.01

	Marginal
	176
	13.09
	9
	0.67

	Small
	188
	13.98
	16
	1.19

	Medium
	85
	6.32
	9
	0.67

	Large
	19
	1.41
	3
	0.22

	Total
	1254
	93.23
	91
	6.77

	Control Area

	Landless
	370
	59.11
	38
	6.07

	Marginal
	74
	11.82
	6
	0.96

	Small
	83
	13.26
	7
	1.12

	Medium
	34
	5.43
	4
	0.64

	Large
	9
	1.44
	1
	0.16

	Total
	570
	91.05
	56
	8.95


7.2.6 
Duration of Work of Women Members by Household Category

The women respondents in the project area were found to be working for 11.1 months against 11.5 months in the control area during the year preceding the survey. While considering the average months for which the women members worked it appeared that it varied form 10.4 months for the medium farm households to 11.8 months for the landless households. In the control area the average months worked during the preceding year varied from 11.0 months for the large farms to 12.0 months for the landless farm households (Table 7.7). 

The table shows that the average days worked in a month prior to the survey (Last month) in the project area was 23.6 days and the figure was 23.4 days in the control area. Average hours worked a day was estimated at 1.5 and 1.7 hours for the project and control area respectively. The average days (standardized) worked a month was 4.5 days in the project area and 5.0 days in the control area.

Table 7.7

Duration of Works for Income Earnings by the Respondents in Different Household Categories

	Stratum
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Average months worked for income last year
	Average days worked last month *
	Average hours worked a day for income earnings
	Average days (standardized) worked a month **for income earnings
	Average months worked for income during the year preceding the survey
	Average days) worked last month *for income earnings
	Average hours worked a day for income during the year preceding the survey
	Average days (standardized) worked a month **

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LL
	11.78
	24.69
	1.80
	5.56
	12.00
	24.28
	2.00
	6.07

	MRF
	11.62
	24.87
	1.74
	5.41
	11.81
	23.44
	1.80
	5.27

	SF
	11.34
	24.24
	1.67
	5.06
	11.50
	23.15
	1.69
	4.89

	MF
	10.37
	23.45
	1.35
	3.96
	11.05
	22.71
	1.46
	4.14

	LF
	10.56
	20.86
	1.13
	2.95
	11.00
	23.38
	1.63
	4.76

	All
	11.13
	23.62
	1.54
	4.54
	11.47
	23.39
	1.72
	5.02


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Multiple answers may come 

**standardized to 8 hours a day

However, the degree of their engagement in income earning activities in terms of average months in a year and average days worked last month was not discouraging in either of the study area. But their engagement in income earning activities in terms of average hours worked a day (1.5 hours in project areas and 1.7 hours in the control areas) and average days (standardized) worked  a month (4.5 days in project areas and 5.0 days in control areas) was found to be quite dismal.  

The employment situation in the two study areas, viewed from the parameters used in the table, was not much different between the two study areas (the project and the control area). Though the women worked most of the days a month for income earning, the hours of engagement in a day on an average and standardized average days worked a month was very low  which requires creation of opportunity for women for more meaningful employment (Table 7.7).

7.2.7 
Daily Work Schedule by Months

Women in rural Bangladesh usually remain busy throughout the year in different household and income earning activities. As reported by the respondents in both the study areas, Poush, Magh, Falgun and Chaitra were the busier months for them, while in Ashar, Srabon Kartik, and Agrahayan, respondents remained less busy. In the months of Baishakh, Jaishtha, Bhadra, and Ashwin they remained moderately busy.   

7.2.8   In/out Migration of Female Labor

In addition to analysis of women’s involvement in various income earning activities, duration of work and the amount of their income vis-à-vis their family income, women’s in/out migration for employment was also analyzed. For the sake of analysis the employment sectors were categorized into non-agriculture and agriculture sector. It appears in table 7.8 that in the project area out-migration was observed for 11 female labors in the non-agriculture sector, who went to Dhaka and other cities to work in garments factories and as domestic maid. In the control area the corresponding figure was 5. In the agriculture sector neither in the project area nor in the control area there were reportedly any labor who migrated outside the project/control area for work. 

As regards in-migration, no female labor could be identified in non-agriculture or agriculture sector who migrated into the project or control area for work (Table 7.8).

Table 7.8

In/out Migration of Female Labor

	Sectors

 
	Number of labor

	
	Project area
	Control area

	
	Out migration
	In migration
	Out migration
	In migration

	
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Non-agriculture
	11
	-
	5
	-

	Agriculture
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Total (N)
	11
	-
	5
	-


7.2.9   Changing Pattern of Workload

Due to the dissemination of modern technology in agricultural activities, workload of rural men and women in rural Bangladesh has also been decreasing rapidly. During the survey, data were collected on the perception of changes on the workload due to intervention of modern technology in agriculture. An overwhelming majority of the respondents opined that due to increasing use of modern technology in agriculture, workload had decreased considerably.

Table 7.9  

Perception on Workload Changes Due to Evolving Modern Technology in Agriculture

	Type of work in agri-sector
	Project areas
	Control areas

	
	Increasing
	%
	Decreasing
	%
	Same
	%
	Increasing
	%
	Decreasing
	%
	Same
	%

	Land Preparation
	38
	2.53
	446
	29.73
	418
	27.87
	20
	2.67
	178
	23.73
	179
	23.87

	Paddy Husking
	159
	10.60
	212
	14.13
	530
	35.33
	49
	6.53
	71
	9.47
	257
	34.27

	Harvesting
	98
	6.53
	274
	18.27
	529
	35.27
	33
	4.40
	127
	16.93
	217
	28.93

	Thrashing
	205
	13.67
	506
	33.73
	191
	12.73
	66
	8.80
	226
	30.13
	85
	11.33

	Yield management
	232
	15.47
	481
	32.07
	189
	12.60
	67
	8.93
	236
	31.47
	74
	9.87

	De weeding
	113
	7.53
	288
	19.20
	499
	33.27
	29
	3.87
	106
	14.13
	242
	32.27


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Note: Multiple Responses. 

In the project area respondents reported about work load decrease in land preparation (29.7 percent), paddy husking (14.1 percent), harvesting (18.3 percent), thrashing (33.7 percent), Yield management (32.1 percent), and de-weeding (19.2 percent). On the other hand, 2.5 percent, 10.6 percent, 6.53 percent, 13.7 percent, 15.5 percent, and 7.5 percent respondents reported about workload increase for the same activities respectively. It is noteworthy that quite a large percent of households opined that the workload in the said agricultural activities had neither decreased nor increased but had remained the same. The percentage of respondents who expressed this view were 27.9 percent for land preparation, 35.3 percent for paddy husking, 35.3 percent for harvesting, 12.7 percent for thrashing, 12.6 percent for yield management and 33.3 percent for de’ weeding. 

In the control area, the decrease in workload for land preparation, paddy husking, harvesting, thrashing, yield management and de’ weeding was reported by 23.7 percent, 9.5 percent, 16.9 percent, 30.1 percent, 31.5 percent and 14.1 of the respondents respectively. Those who reported about work load increase in the said activities were 2.7 percent, 6.5 percent, 4.4 percent, 8.8 percent, 8.9 percent and 3.9 percent respectively. The rest of the respondents in the control area stated about no change in work load in the above mentioned agriculture related activities due to adoption of modern technology (Table 7.8). 
7.3   
Information on Taking of Loan by the Respondents

NGO’s/GB’s interventions in rural life have had a tremendous impact on women’s involvement in economic activities. Women’s life in rural Bangladesh has to a great extent changed during last few decades. NGOs’ and GB’s role in socioeconomic empowerment of rural women particularly at the lower strata of society has earned worldwide acclamation. One of such empowerment tool that the NGOs and GB have opened for the rural women was their access to microcredit. In the rural areas of Bangladesh, women are now fully eligible for taking loan on their own right to conduct various economic activities. Quite a large number of women particularly at lower ladders in the household categories avail loan from NGOs, GB and different Govt. departments and agencies.

7.3.1 
Borrowing Situation of Women

Data collected on women borrowers from the sample households under 30 subprojects showed that on an average 22 women per subproject were borrowers of loan, of whom 15 borrowers (68.0% of the average number of borrowers per subproject) were from landless households, 9.0% each from marginal, small and medium households and 4.5% from large farm households. In the control area the average number of borrowers per subproject were 11 of whom 8 borrowers constituting 72.0% were from landless households. The percentage of borrowers from marginal and small farm households were respectively 9.0% and 18.0%. There were no borrowers in the medium and large farm categories in the control area.

It may be seen in table 7.10 that the average amount of loan per subproject in the project area was Tk.724,088.0 against Tk.264,079.0 in the control area.  Of these, the average amount that went to landless households under a subproject was Tk. 400,812.0. The corresponding amounts for the marginal, small, medium and large farm households were Tk.66,020.0, Tk.56,469.0,Tk. 100,785.0 and  Tk. 100,000.00 respectively.

In the control area, average amount of loan per subproject for landless category was Tk.182,733.0, for marginal Tk.28,346.0  and for small farm households Tk.53,000.0 (Table 7.10).  

Table 7.10

Information on Taking Loan by the Female Respondents during the Period Preceding the Survey

	Household categories
	Information on Loans

	
	Project areas 
	Control Areas

	
	No of Respondent
	Amount
	No of Respondent
	Amount

	Landless
	15
	    400,812.54 
	8
	 182,733.33 

	Marginal
	2
	      66,020.83 
	1
	   28,346.15 

	Small
	2
	      56,469.11 
	2
	   53,000.00 

	Medium
	2
	    100,785.71 
	0
	 

	Large
	1
	    100,000.00 
	0
	 

	All
	22
	    724,088.19 
	11
	 264,079.48 


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

7.3.2
Purpose of Taking Loan

Female respondents were asked about the purposes for which loan was taken by them. The lending agencies offered a number of options for which loan could be taken. These were agriculture, house repairing and house-making, establishing toilets, establishing tube-wells, nursery, livestock, medical purposes and other miscellaneous purposes. In para 7.3.1 it has been mentioned that of all the borrowers, the landless households constituted 68.0% in the project area and 72.0% in the control area. Both in the project and the control area, respondents informed of different reasons for taking loan. Of these borrowers, by far the largest majority,(Fourteen out of twenty one SPs - 66.67%, where loan were taken) mentioned about agriculture and the respondents of all the twenty one SPs informed of taking loan for “other” purposes which albeit included various kinds of small business and income earning activities. In the control area, these figures were 9SPs (Agriculture) and 17SPs (Others). Of the borrowers from marginal farm in the project area, loan for agriculture was taken only in 2 SPs viz- SP44134 and SP44087 and for other purposes in 8SPs. In the control area these figures were 1 SP and 6SPs respectively. Among the small farmers loan for agriculture was taken only in 2 SPs and for other purposes in 6 SPs in the project area as against 2 SPs and also 2 SPs respectively in the control area. Number of loan in the medium and large farm households were very few in the project area and nil in the control area.

In the landless category both in the project and the control area a limited number of loan were taken for house repair and house-making, livestock and medical purposes.

7.3.3
Procedure for Loan Repayment

Lending agencies offered several options for repayment of loan depending on the nature of the loan (Gestation time for generating income from the investment of loan). The alternative repayment procedures/installment systems offered were daily, weekly, monthly, half-yearly, yearly and others. From the information collected, it appeared that of these alternative repayment procedures, the repayment procedure of weekly followed by monthly, were in practice in a mass scale both in the project and control area. These two installment procedures seemed to be convenient both for the lenders as well as the borrowers.

As regards half-yearly installment for loan repayment, the system was in practice only in 2 SPs among the landless and 1SP among the small farmers in the project area. In the control area, the corresponding figures were 1 SP and 1SP respectively.

The system of yearly repayment was observed among the marginal farms in 2SPs in the project area but none in the control area.

7.4
Sufferings of Women from Various Diseases

Human sufferings from various diseases in rural areas of Bangladesh are a common feature. The female respondents of sample households reported that during the year preceding the survey, members of their respective families suffered from different diseases. The most common of these diseases were fever/cough/flue, enteric diseases, chicken pox/measles, asthma and some other minor diseases from which the sample household members in the project and the control areas suffered during the year preceding the survey. 

In terms of percentage against the total number of those who suffered from various diseases in the same household category, it appears in the table 7.11 that 54.3% of the members in the landless households in the project area suffered from cough/flue/ fever. This percentage was 52.7, 54.4, 51.6 and 50.0 respectively for the marginal, small, medium and large farm households. The percentage of sufferers in large farm households was the lowest.

In the control area 52.7% of the members of the landless households, 40.0% of the marginal, 51.5% of the small, 37.1% of the medium and 25.0% of the large farm households suffered from these minor ailments. It appeared that the incidence of these minor diseases was less in terms of percentage in the control area compared to the project area. Here also the percentage of sufferers in large farm households was the lowest.

A lower percentage of household members in both the study areas suffered from enteric diseases compared to cough/flue/fever. About 13.2 % of the household members in landless category, 14.7% in the marginal, 18.6% in the small, 12.6% in the medium and 18.2 % in the large farm household categories of project area suffered from enteric diseases. In the control area 14.5% of the members in the landless households, 17.6% in the marginal, 17.2% in the small, 14.3% in the medium and 8.3% in the large farm category of households suffered from enteric diseases. 

There was some incidence of chicken pox/measles both in the project area as well as in the control area. During the preceding year of the survey 1.5% of the members of the landless households, 2.2% of the marginal, 2.5% of the small and 4.2% of the medium farm households in project area suffered from these diseases, but none from large farm households fell ill of these diseases. In comparison, 2.0% members of landless households, 2.4% of the marginal, 6.1% of the small, 11.4% of the medium and 8.3% of the large farm households in the control area suffered from these diseases.

In the project area, percentage of sufferers from asthma from the landless households was 1.9%, from the marginal 1.6%, from the small 1.9%, from the medium 4.2% and from the large farm households 13.6%. In the control area, these percentages were 2.7% in the landless households, 4.7% in the marginal, 1.0% in the small, 11.4 in the medium and 8.3% in large farm category of households. 

Besides, 29.2% members of the landless households, 28.8% of the marginal, 22.5% of the small, 27.4% of the medium and 50.0% of the large farm households in the project area suffered from various minor (“Others”) ailments.

In comparison with this, in the control area 28.1% members of the landless households, 35.3% of the marginal, 24.2% of the small, 25.7% of the medium and 50.0% of the large farm households suffered from various minor (Others) ailments.

Data in the table do not show any systematic relation between the incidence of diseases and the size of landholding, i.e. one cannot say that the incidence of diseases decreased or increased with the increase or decrease in the size of landholding (Table 7.11).

Table 7.11

Intensity of Sufferings during last one year by HH Members (perceived by respondents)

	Types of Diseases 
	No.  of responses by level of sufferings

	
	Project areas

	
	LL
	MRF
	SF
	MF
	LF

	Cough/Flue/Fever
	445
	54.27
	97
	52.72
	111
	54.41
	49
	51.58
	11
	50.00

	Enteric Diseases)
	108
	13.17
	27
	14.67
	38
	18.63
	12
	12.63
	4
	18.18

	Chicken Pox/Measles
	12
	1.46
	4
	2.17
	5
	2.45
	4
	4.21
	0
	-

	Ezma
	16
	1.95
	3
	1.63
	4
	1.96
	4
	4.21
	3
	13.64

	Others
	239
	29.15
	53
	28.80
	46
	22.55
	26
	27.37
	4
	18.18

	Total 
	820
	100.00
	184
	100.00
	204
	100.00
	95
	100.00
	22
	100.00

	Control areas

	Cough/Flue/Fever
	214
	52.71
	34
	40.00
	51
	51.52
	13
	37.14
	3
	25.00

	Enteric Diseases
	59
	14.53
	15
	17.65
	17
	17.17
	5
	14.29
	1
	8.33

	Chicken Pox/Measles
	8
	1.97
	2
	2.35
	6
	6.06
	4
	11.43
	1
	8.33

	Ezma
	11
	2.71
	4
	4.71
	1
	1.01
	4
	11.43
	1
	8.33

	Others
	114
	28.08
	30
	35.29
	24
	24.24
	9
	25.71
	6
	50.00

	Total 
	406
	100.00
	85
	100.00
	99
	100.00
	35
	100.00
	12
	100.00


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Percentages were calculated on the basis of total in each type of disease.

7.5 
Women’s Decision-making power

Even two-three decades back, any decision regarding household matters, in particular decisions related to financial matters was the sole authority of the household head who used to be an elderly male member of the family. But the scenario is changing very rapidly. Women’s participation in decision making in family affairs is increasing. Data on women’s role in decision making were collected from the sample households. The situation in the project and the control area is presented in Table 7.12.

7.5.1 
Participation of Women in Household-level Decision-making

Women's role in the household decision-making process not only determines their status in the family but also it is an indicator of their level of empowerment and of a society’s socio-cultural advancement. In a patriarchal structure, males normally take the role of decision makers in all family matters. In Bangladesh society also, patriarchy dominates and as usual male members of the households dominate in household decision making.  But, in both the project and the control area, the picture is a little bit different. Table 7.12 below shows a mixed trend in taking decision regarding different day to day household matters. The mode of decisions on the issues listed in the table were classified under 3 heads viz decision made by herself (female members), decision made by husband/ male members and decision made jointly by female and male members. It appeared that in the project area, most of the decisions were taken jointly by the husband/ male members and the female members. In the project area the percentages ranged from 69.4% in case of “attending village meetings” to 88.5% for “family planning.” In the control area, the percentages ranged from 71.2% for decision with regard to “land purchase/sale/renting to 86.5% for “family planning.

In a few instances, in both the project and control area women were found to dominate in taking decisions. Such issues in the project area were “decision regarding spending their own earned income (20.3%-female and 8.5%-male), “purchasing clothes/domestic items” (14.3%-female and 11.4%%-male) and “marriage of children” (13.7% -female and 10.1% male).

In the control area, the issues where women’s decision- making role was dominant were “expenditure from own income (19.8% -female and 8.4% male) and “marriage of children” (14.1% -female and 9.2% male).

In rest of the issues listed in the table decisions were mainly male dominated (Table 7.12). 




Table 7.12

Women’s Participation in Decision Making Process in Households on Different Matters

	Issues
	% of women respondents

	
	Project areas
	Control areas

	
	Decision made by herself
	Decision made by husband/ male members
	Decision made  jointly
	Decision made by herself
	Decision made by husband/ male members
	Decision made  jointly

	Land purchase/sale/rent
	6.68
	21.87
	71.45
	5.76
	22.97
	71.27

	Purchase of clothes/domestic items
	14.28
	11.44
	74.64
	11.41
	12.26
	76.13

	Savings- and loan-related
	9.28
	13.71
	77.07
	9.46
	13.49
	76.55

	Choice of income generating activities
	11.59
	15.63
	72.78
	11.58
	13.78
	74.64

	Spending Own Income 
	20.34
	8.54
	73.75
	19.83
	8.40
	71.88

	Expenditure from own income
	4.19
	7.94
	88.46
	4.35
	8.57
	86.51

	Family planning
	9.73
	14.70
	75.47
	8.30
	13.16
	78.86

	Education of children
	5.45
	12.01
	82.92
	6.54
	14.95
	78.38

	Marriage of children
	13.71
	10.05
	76.07
	14.13
	9.18
	76.57

	Visiting relatives’ house
	4.43
	16.45
	79.12
	5.21
	19.09
	75.71

	Working outside home
	2.67
	27.90
	69.43
	3.06
	23.30
	73.64


Source:  SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

7.6
Problems of Women in Development

During the baseline survey female respondents in both the study areas were asked to identify their major problems, which, in their views, had generally been deterring the proper development of the women community as a whole in their respective areas. Multiple responses were recorded. The results are presented in Table 7.13.
7.6.1 
Respondents’ Views on the Problems with Women and Development

The responses made by the female respondents were classified into two broad categories such as, “general” and “agriculture/pisciculture related problems. The results are presented in terms of percentage of the responses on a particular problem in Table 7.13.

Table 7.13

List of Problems Related to Women in Development Mentioned by Respondents

	Problems
	% of responses

	
	Project areas
	Control areas

	General

	Backwardness of women in terms of education & culture
	8.14
	5.75

	Lack of women’s security
	3.81
	4.29

	Lack of capital
	18.27
	19.40

	Lack of decision-making power
	27.42
	28.03

	Limited income earning opportunities for women
	19.42
	18.73

	Lack of organizational activities among women
	0.67
	1.02

	Early marriage and dowry 
	11.12
	10.72

	Lack of adequate health service for women
	10.94
	11.90

	Others
	0.21
	0.17

	None
	-
	-

	Agriculture/Pisciculture-related
	
	

	Lack of access to leased/share in land/water bodies
	2.18
	1.79

	Preference to male wage labor
	20.07
	19.56

	Low wage rate to women labor
	24.65
	22.81

	Marketing problem of goods produced by women
	9.02
	9.74

	Problem of working in fields because of bar from society
	43.24
	45.37

	Others
	0.33
	0.32

	None
	0.52
	0.41


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

From the table it appears that under the general problem category, about 27.4% of the respondents in the project area and 28.0% in the control area, identified ‘’Lack of decision-making power” as the number one problem on the way of their development. The next major problem mentioned was “’Limited income earning opportunities for women”, where the percentage of responses were 19.4% in the project areas and 18.7% in the control areas Very close to this problem was mentioned about the problem of “Lack of capital” where the percentage of response was 18.3% in project area as against 19.4% in control area. Other major problems mentioned were “early marriage and dowry” and lack of adequate health services for women by 11.1% and 10.9% respectively in the project area. In the control area these figures were 10.7% and 11.9% respectively. Lack of security was mentioned by 3.8% of the respondents in the project area and 4.3% in the control area.

As female members of the society, the respondents faced various problems in the agriculture/pisciculture sector too. The top most problem as identified in this sector by 43.2% of the respondents in project area and 45.4% in control area was “Social stricture against women to work in the field “. 24.6% of the respondents in the project area and 22.8% in the control area identified “Low wage rate for women” (Compared to men) as the next major problem followed by “Preference to male wage labor “in agriculture where the percentage in project area was 20.1% as against 19.6% in the control area. 

Other problems mentioned were “Marketing problems of goods produced by the women (9.0% in project area and 9.7% in control area) and “Lack of access to lease in land/water bodies (2.2% in project area and 1.8% in control area). 


The above data illustrate that though participation of the rural women community in the economic activities is increasing and positive changes in the age old social barriers hindering women’s progress are taking place in rural societies but women community still faces some socioeconomic and cultural problems that thwart their progress.  Even  the  working of a number of facilitating factors like, spreading of primary and secondary education among women, NGO’s empowerment programs, workings of mass communication and electronic media etc. the age old socio-cultural problems still have negative effects on women’s development, though there are lot of examples where women have won these barriers to a large extent  (Table 7.13).

7.6.2
Participation of Women in WMCA

The role of women in institution building as reflected by their participation in the activities, management and decision-making process of the Water Management Cooperative Association (WMCA) was presented in table 7.14. It may be seen in the table that 69 of the women respondents were general members of WMCA and 115 women respondents were found to be members of the Executive Committees at the time of the survey. The number of women employees in the WMCA at that time was 30. At the time of the survey, 425 Labor Contracting Societies (LCS) were formed. In these LCSs, 3664 women were enrolled as members.

Table 7.14

Participation of Women in WMCA

	Particulars
	Involvement

	Number of women respondents as general members in WMCA 
	69

	Number of women employee in WMCA
	30

	Number of women members in Executive  Committees in WMCA 
	115

	Total number of Labor Contracting Society (LCS)
	425

	Total number of female members in LCS 
	3664


Source: SODEV-PSSWRSP (LGED) Baseline Survey 2015

Appendix - 1

Terms of Reference for Baseline Study 

Package No: LGED/PSSWPD/S-BS/01

Background and introduction

1. 
Participatory Small Scale Water Resources Sector Project (PSSWRSP) builds on lessons from previous SSW-1 and SSW-2 projects implemented from 1996 to 2010 and developed 580 subprojects in 61 districts of the country. Local Government Engineering Department (LGED) is the implementing agency of PSSWRSP and the project has a mandate to develop 270 new subprojects and performance enhancement of another 150 subprojects completed during SSW-1 and SSW-2. PSSWRSP will support the development of inclusive water management cooperative associations (WMCAs) that include landowners, land operators, women, fishers and other vulnerable groups. Within an enabling institutional framework, they will be capable to maximize their collective potential to increase agricultural production in the subproject areas. Each subproject is designed to improve water management - irrigation, flood management, and/or drainage improvement and command area development (CAD) in an area of up to 1,000 ha for the purpose of increasing production in agricultural and fishery sectors, employment income, and to contribute to overall reduction of poverty.

2. 
A Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation (BME) Study is planned to be conducted on 10% of subprojects included in the implementation plan. The BME study will consist of an impact Evaluation Study on 30 subprojects implemented under SSWRSDP-2 and a Baseline Study on 30 of the subprojects included in the implementation plan of PSSWRSP.

3. 
The present document provides the TOR for Baseline Study. The LGED will engage an independent specialized organization (the 'Organization") to carry out the Baseline Study following the Fixed Budget Selection (FBS). The TOR describes the objectives, scope, and a brief methodology. It further describes what information already exists for the subprojects, the detailed survey work requirements including other aspects to be used as ready reference for conducting the above study.

Objectives

4. 
The Baseline Study shall assess, among others farm income for different farm categories, daily wages, additional employment creation (on a gender disaggregated basis), in/out migration, distributive impacts of changes in fish production (distinguishing between capture and culture fishery), changes in biological species diversity and water quality, and perceptions of subproject benefits. The Baseline Study will provide all required information and analysis that will allow the impact assessment to later assess the following:

a) Detailed socio-economic profile of respective subproject areas containing both quantitative and qualitative information with special attention to poverty situation;

b) Subsequent monitoring of the impact of the selected subprojects in terms of agricultural production at household and subproject levels;

c) Benefits accrued in terms of employment and increased production by various categories of farmers;

d) Growth in income and employment of landless laborers at the household and subproject level;

e) Impact on fish production and on any changes in the livelihood of those engaged in capture fisheries;

f) Impact on bio-diversity and water quality, and

g) Impact on poverty alleviation and overall socio-economic development.

Scope of Work

6. 
The Baseline Study will consist of collection, compilation, analysis, and interpretation of findings on the socio-economic parameters that are likely to have changed as a result of the subprojects. The main impact indicators will be agricultural production, fisheries production, employment generated, and household incomes, disaggregated by farm size classes, occupational groups, and where relevant, by gender. The poverty situation in the subproject areas will need to be reflected on the basis of standard research methods.

7. 
The Baseline Study will be conducted on 30 subprojects under PSSWRSP. The Project Management Office (PMO), integrated Water Resources Management Unit (IWRMU) of the LGED and Project implementation Consultants (PlC) will select the subprojects for the Baseline Study, based on set guidelines, and in consultation with the selected Organization.

8. Methodology

9. 
The Baseline Study will be carried out under the guidance of the PMO/IWRMU. Survey works will be administered in accordance with the procedure outlined in ADB's Handbook on Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation (1992), Environmental Guidelines for Selected Agricultural and Natural Development Projects (1991), Guidelines on incorporation of Social Dimension in Bank Operations (1993), and Environmental Assessment Requirements and Environmental Review Procedures of the Asian Development Bank (1ee3).

10. 
The Organization will propose a detailed methodology for the Baseline Study, incorporating contemporary scientific survey methods and utilizing econometric and statistical tools to ensure, on one hand, that the results are statistically credible and on the other hand, will show how the Baseline Study will lead to the subsequent impact assessment. The quantitative data will be statistically valid within 5%. The methodology will also describe how subsequent impact assessment will distinguish subproject specific patterns of change from the overall patterns of changes in Bangladesh.

Information on Subprojects

11. 
The Baseline Study will involve, but may not be limited to (a) preparation of household sampling design and finalization of questionnaire, checklist, schedule, etc; (b) recruitment and training of supervisors and enumerators; (c) collection and checking of data; (d) assurance of the reliability of collected information and (e) tabulation, analysis, and (f) interpretation of the data to be collected from the field. 

12. 
Baseline information will be collected in the following areas including any other areas deemed necessary by the Organization:

(a) Assessment of water resources (surface and ground water)

(b) Agricultural production

(c) Fisheries production (capture and culture)

(d) Biodiversity and water quality

(e) Employment creation (on a gender disaggregated basis)

(f) ln and out migration

(g) Level of poverty

The Study Team

13. 
The study team should include professionals qualified in various disciplines such as statistics, economics, environment, agronomy, sociology, fisheries, water management and gender & development (GAD) with substantial previous experience in similar works.

Output

14. 
The Organization will prepare and submit an inception report within four weeks of being awarded the contract. The inception report will include, but not be limited to the following elements:

· Schedule of the study

· Detailed study methodology

· List of proposed subprojects for Baseline Study including the methodology for selection of these subprojects, taking into consideration subproject type, agro-ecological zone, and socio-economic and institutional variables

· Proposed survey instruments, and the type of survey used (household, focus group discussions, etc.), the size of the survey samples, and the justification linking the size of the samples with the above-mentioned statistical accuracy of 5%

· Proposed analysis, and the statistical tools to be used in the analysis, including computer software

· Proposed data presentation

· List of indicators, for impact measurement, for each sector (agriculture, fisheries, water resources, poverty situation etc.)

15. 
A draft version of the inception Report should first be submitted followed by a final version incorporating the comments received from the PMO, Project consultants, ADB, IFAD and IWRMU.

16. 
The study team will present the results of the investigations described above in a series of 30 reports entitled "Baseline Study of ......... Subproject". A draft version of each report should first be submitted, and a final version should be prepared based on the comments received from PSSWRSP, IWRMU, ADB and IFAD. An electronic version of all raw data should also be submitted on a CD. Tables and figures should be used as much as possible, along with proper texts and analysis

17. 
Apart from the above 30 individual reports, the Baseline Study will include a Main Report summarizing the findings of the 30 subprojects

Study schedule

18. 
The Baseline Study will be conducted over a'12 month period starting at the beginning of 2013 and shall be completed according to the following schedule:

Draft inception Report 



month 1

Final inception Report 



month 2

Data collection 




month 6

Completion of analysis 



month 8

Submission of Draft Studies and Main Report 
month 10

Submission of Final Studies and Main Report 
month 12

Key-Professionals

19. 
The Key Professionals for the Baseline Study will include a team of 9 key professionals with required academic qualifications and experience including (1) Senior Sociologist/Team Leader, (2) Economist, (3) Agronomist, (4) Environmentalist, (5) Fisheries Specialist, (6) GAD Specialist, (7) Statistician t, (B) Sociologist, and (9) Water Management Specialist. The responsibilities and tasks of the above key persons are described bellow:

20. 
Senior Sociologist/Team Leader (12 p-m) will have preferably master's degree in Social Science and at least 15 years of experience including 5 years in BME studies. The tasks of Senior Sociologist/Team Leader will include, but not be limited to:

· Overall coordination among team members as well as with PSSWRSP management and timely completion of the BME study.

· Preparation and submission of all draft and final reports.

· Designing the methodology of the study.

· Preparation of the work-plan and manning schedule.

· Participate in discussion meetings with PMO, IWRMU/Project Consultants on the outcome of the study.

· Checking and review of survey questionnaires with the respective professionals and the Project Authorities (IWRMU/Project Consultants) and finalizing the same.

· Selection/Recruitment of filed staff and data coding/editing and data entry computer personals.

· Management and orientation of staff.

· Management and co-ordination of pre-testing of questionnaires.

· Management and co-ordination of field data collection.

· Management and supervision of data coding and tabulation.

· Monitoring follow-up of each professional's analysis of field data & preparation of his/her related part/chapter of the report.

· Review and share the first draft report with the IWRMU/Project Consultants

· Finalization/printing and submission of the required number of copies of the report to IWRMU in due time.

· Maintaining close contact and liaison with the SE, IWRMU and other concerned Project Officials/Project Consultants and have regular discussion with them on progress of work and all survey related matters.

20. 
Economist (6 p-m) will have a master's degree preferably in economics with at least 10 years of work experience including 2 years experience in water resources development project. He/ she should have a proven expertise in rural economic growth, income and employment analysis and experience and expertise in poverty measurement and analysis. The tasks of the Economist will include, but not be limited to the following:

· Designing economic related questionnaire/checklist and review of the same with the Team Leader and the SE, IWRMU/ Consultants and finalizing the same.

· Taking part in the orientation of field and other staff and in pre-testing of questionnaire.

· Making field visits to collect relevant data and supervising fieldworks in order to ensure the reliability of collected information.

· Preparation of tabulation plans and review of the same with the Team Leader.

· Assist in preparation of the relevant part of the report and review the same with the Team Leader including other team members.

· Work as the Principal Field Survey Co-coordinator.

· Supervise and coordinate the data tabulation work.

· Providing all necessary assistance to the Team Leader in discharging this responsibility.

21. 
Agronomist (6 p-m) will have a master's degree preferably in agriculture/agriculture economics with 10 years of work experience including 2 years work experience in water sector projects. The tasks of the Agronomist will include, but not be limited to:

· Designing agriculture related questionnaire/checklist and review the same with the Team Leader and the IWRMU/ Consultants and finalizing the same.

· Taking part in the orientation of field and other staff and in pre-testing of questionnaire.

· Making field visits to collect relevant data and supervising fieldworks in order to ensure the reliability of the field information.

· Preparation of tabulation plans and review of the same with the Team Leader.

· Preparation of the relevant part of the report and review of the same with the Team Leader including other team members.

· Providing all necessary assistance to the Team Leader in discharging this assignment.

22. 
Environmentalist (4 p-m) should have a master's degree preferably in environment or environmental sciences and engineering or environmental management or natural science with at least 10 years of work experience including some experience in water resources development projects. The tasks of the Environmentalist will include, but not be limited to the following:

· Designing environmental related questionnaire/ checklist and review the same with the Team Leader and IWRMU/ Consultants and finalizing the same.

· Taking part in the orientation of field and other staff and in pre-testing of questionnaire

· Making field visits to collect relevant data and supervised fieldworks in order to ensure the reliability of collected data.

· Preparation of tabulation plans and reviews the same with the Team Leader.

· Preparation of the relevant part of the report and review of the same with the Team Leader including other team members.

· Providing all necessary assistance to the Team Leader in discharging this responsibility 

23. 
Fisheries Specialist (4 p-m) will have a master's degree preferably in fishery with at least 10 years of work experience, including experience on water development project and fisheries baseline surveys. The tasks of the Fisheries Specialist will include, but not be limited to:

· Designing fisheries related questionnaire/checklist and review the same with the Team Leader and the IWRMU and finalizing the same.

· Taking part in the orientation of field and other staff and in pre-testing of questionnaire.

· Making field visits to collect relevant data and supervising fieldwork, whenever required.

· Preparing tabulation plans and review of the same with the Team Leader.

· Prepare the relevant part of the report and review of the same with the Team Leader.

· Providing all necessary assistance to the Team Leader in discharging the assigned responsibilities.

24. 
GAD Specialist (4 p-m) should have a master's degree preferably in social science, with a minimum of 10 years of work experience including some experiences in rural development and water sector in relation to GADA//ID/Gender study. The tasks of the GAD Specialist will include, but not be limited to the following:

. Designing WID related questionnaire/checklist and review of the same with the

Team Leader and IWRMU/ Consultants and finalizing the same.

· Taking part in the orientation of field and other staff and in pre-testing of questionnaire.

· Making field visits to collect relevant data and supervise fieldworks in order to ensure the reliability of collected data.

· Preparation of tabulation plans and review of the same with the Team Leader.

· Responsible for writing a gender specific section of the report on the basis of information collected from the field.

· Preparation of the relevant part of the report and review the same with the Team Leader. In particular, review overall report and provide comments from gender point of view before finalization of the report, to make it gender sensitive.

· Providing all necessary assistance to the Team Leader in discharging his/ her responsibility.

25. 
Statistician (4 p-m) will have a master's degree preferably in statistics or mathematics with at least five years of working experience in statistical work. The tasks of the Statistician will include, but not be limited to the following:

· Taking part in the orientation of field and other staff and in pretesting of questionnaire.

· Checking and preparation of tabulation plan and review of the same with the Team Leader.

· Taking lead role in developing and practicing tabulation plan using latest electronic devices.

· Checking statistical data and finalizing the same.

· Providing all necessary assistance to the Team Leader in discharging this responsibility.

26. 
Sociologist (a p-m) will have a master's degree preferably in social science with at least ten years of working experience including at least 5 years in rural development. The tasks of the Sociologist will include, but not be limited to the following:

· Designing sociological related questionnaire/checklist and review the same with the Team Leader and IWRMU/ Consultants and finalizing the same.

· Taking part in the orientation of field and other staff and in pretesting of questionnaire.

· Making field visits to collect relevant data and supervise fieldworks in order to make sure that data is collecting as per design of the study.

· Preparation of tabulation plans and reviews the same with the Team Leader.

· Preparation of the relevant part of the report and review of the same with the Team Leader including other team members.

· Providing all necessary assistance to the Team Leader in discharging this responsibility.

27. 
Water Management Specialist (6 p-m) will have a Bachelor Degree preferably in Water Resources/Civil Engineering with at least 10 years of work experience including at least 5 years in water resources development projects. The tasks of the Water Management Specialist will include, but not be limited to:

· Designing water management related questionnaire/ checklist and review the same with the Team Leader and the |WRMU/Consultants and finalizing the same.

· Taking part in the orientation of field and other staff and in pre-testing of questionnaires.

· Making field visits to collect base line data on existing water resources related problems and prospects and supervising field data collection as needed. The data will include:

· existing water resource projects and their status

· flood/drought including any other water related problems in the subproject area

· water resources potential existing in the subproject area

· people's perceptions on further development of water resources

· Preparing data tabulation plan and review of the same with the Team Leader.

· Preparation of the relevant part of the report and review of the same with the Team Leader including other team members.

· Providing all necessary assistance to the Team Leader in discharging this assignment.

Appendix - 2

Household Survey Questionnaire
Participatory Small Scale Water Resources Sector Project (PSSWRSP) 

(English Translation)

SODEV Consult 

House No: 198, Road No: 01

New DOHS, Mohakhali, Dhaka-1206
CODE

Code: A

Relation with HH head:

1
= 
Household Head

2 
= 
Husband/wife 
3
=
Son/Daughter 
4
=
Grand Daughter/Grand Son =Father/Mother 
6
=
Brother/Sister 
7
=
Grand Father/Grand Mother (paternal)

8
=
Grand Father/Grand Mother (Maternal) 9=Nephew/Nice

10
=
Brother/Sister in Law 
11
=
Son/Daughter in law 
12
=
Father/Mother in Law 
13
= 
Brother/Sister 
14 
= 
Jaigir 
15
=
Domestic Worker (Staying in the Homestead for at least 1 month). 
16 
= 
Others (Specify)

Code: B

Land Holding Position:

1
=
Landless (No agricultural Land but may or may not have homestead land 0.00-.49 acres)

2
=
Marginal Farmer (Own agricultural land 0.50 – 0.99 acre)

3
=
Small Farmer (own agricultural land 1.00-2.49 acres)

4
=
Medium Farmer (own agricultural land 2.50 – 7.49 acres)

5
=
Large Farmer (Own agricultural land above 7.50 acres).

Code: C

Position in the Society:

1
=
Village Matbar

2
=
Political Leader

3
=
Religious Leader

4
=
Social Worker 

5
= 
Professional (Teacher, Doctor, Lawyer, Others) 
6
=
Businessman/industrialist

7
=
Ordinary Villager 
8
= 
others (Specify) 

Code: D

Type of Subprojects:

1
=
DR &WC (Drainage and Water Conservation)

2
=
FMD (Flood Management and Drainage) 
3
=
CAD (Command Arae Development)
 

4
= 
DR (drainage)

5
= 
DR & IRR (Drainage and Irrigation) 
6
=
FMD & WC (Flood Management Drainage and Water Conservation)                                    
7 
= 
WC (Water Conservation) 
8
=
FM & WC (Flood Management and Water Conservation).

Participatory Small Scale Water Resources Sector Project (PSSWRSP)

Consultant: SODEV Consult International Ltd. 

198, Lane No: 01, New DOHS Mohakhali, Dhaka

Household Roster

Name of the Subproject:




Type: 


ID Number….

Name of the village Surveyed:

Division

District:

Upazila/Thana

Union 

Serial Number of the HH according to Interview: 


Code:

Name of HH head:





Male=1

Female=2

Father’s /Husband’s name:

Name of the Respondent:

Respondent’s relation with HH head:

HH status based on land ownership:

Social Position:

Name of the Enumerator:   









Date of Interview:

Name of Supervisor:

Signature of Supervisor:

Occupation/Employment Code:

	A:
1=Agriculture

101= Cultivation 

102= Agricultural labor 

103= Nursery/Afforestation   104= Fishing (fisherman) 

105= Fish Culture 

106= Cow fattening   

107= Cattle rearing   

107= Poultry 

108= (Specify)
	D:      4=Service 

401=Government Job  
402=Private job  
403=Pump Mechanic  
404=Cycle/Rickshaw Mechanic   405=Agricultural Equipments Mechanic   
406=Motor Mechanic  
407=Locksmith  
408=Repairing of household utensils/lamp  409=Computer/Radio/Television Mechanic  
410=Computer Operator  
411=Tailor  
412=Blacksmith  
413=Cobbler  
414=Laundryman  
415=Wood Cutter  
416=Day Laborer  
417=School Teacher  
418=College/University teacher  
419=Teacher at Maktab/Madrasa  
420=Imam  
421=MBBS Physician 
422=Kabiraj  
423=Unani Hakim  
424=Quack   
425=Village Doctor  
426=Village Medicine Man (Ojha) 
427=Midwife 
428=Barber 
429=Goldsmith  
430=Industrial labor 
431=Other jobs (Specify).
	F:      6=Work Abroad

601=Skilled Worker   
602=Unskilled worker   

603=Professional   

604=Student   

605=others (Specify)

	
	
	G:      7=Others


701=Domestic Work  702=Unemployed

703=Disable  

704=Apprentice   

705=Student   

706=Child (below 5 years)   707=others (Specify)

	B:   
2=Business

201= Grocery shop  

202= Cloth store  

203= Confectionery  

204= Restaurant/Hotel   

205= Vegetable shop  

206= Paddy Husking Machine  207= Sweet meat Shop  

208= Petrol Pump  

209= Fish Business  

210= Rice/Paddy business  
211= Hawker  

212= Shrimp Gher  

213= Fruit Traders  

214= Timber merchant  

215= Animal/poultry bird trader  216= Beatle leaf/Beatle nut traders  

217= Transport   

218= Medicine shop  

219= Others (Specify)
	
	

	
	
	H:       8=Education

801=Illiterate  

802=Can read and sign  
803=Class I passed  
804=Class II passed  
805=Class III passed  
806=Class IV passed   

807=Class V passed  
808=Class VI passed 

809=Class VII passed  
810=Class VIII passed  
811=Class IX passed 
812=Class X passed  
813=SSC passed  

814=HSC passed    
815=Graduate  

816=Masters  

817=Others (Specify)

	
	E:      5=Industry

501=Oil Mill  

502=Saw Mill  

503=Rickshaw/Bull Cart/Push Cart making  

504=Handicrafts   

505=Fish feed mill  

506=Fishing equipment production  

507=Industrial Labor  

508=Furniture making  

509=Bakery  

510=Bamboo/Cane production  511=Gur/Molasses Production  512=Garments production  

513=Bidi Industry 

514=Husking 

515=Ghani 

516=Pottery industry 

517=Poultry farm 

418=Livestock fattening/rearing.  
419=Others (Specify)
	

	C: 
3=Transport

301= Bus Driver   

302= Taxi/Baby Taxi Driver   303= Rickshaw/Van puller   
304= Cart Driver   

305= Boatman 

306= Other Transport workers.


	
	

	
	
	I:   9=Construction Work

901=Construction Contractor 
902=Mason 

903=laborer  

904=Carpenter 

905=Earth cutting work 906=Plumber




Module 1: Household Socioeconomic Condition (Project and Control Villages)

2.0        Socio-Economic profile of the Household

2.1        Information Related to Household and HH members
	House hold member

(Code)


	Name of the HH member
	Gender

1=Male

2=Female


	Age

(Code)
	Relationship

with

the HH head

(Code=B)
	Academic

Qualification

(Code=D)
	Marital Status

(Code)
	Training (if  any)
	Occupation
	Working

1=Within Village

2=Outside Village

3=Abroad
	If working outside the village  Reasons for such (code)
	Resident Status



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Primary
	Secondary
	
	
	

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


· Only those persons will be treated as HH members who stay and take food together. In this case any person such as servants or HH workers, relatives’ friends, non-relatives, who has been staying in the HH at least for 1 month and is taking food together will be treated as HH members. Guests or outsiders will not be considered as  HH  members

· Any member of the HH who presently is staying outside the HH premise for any purpose (doing job, education etc) shall be treated as HH member. 

1.2 
Information related to Training of the HH members 

	Code A
	Type of Training
	Code B
	Reasons for working outside the village
	Code C
	Days working outside

	1
	Electronic Gadgets operation and maintenance
	1
	No Employment opportunity in the village
	1
	3 months

	2
	LLP operation and maintenance
	2
	For better earning
	2
	3-6 months

	3
	Nursing and Midwife
	3
	Political enmity
	3
	6-12 months

	4
	Poultry Birds rearing
	4
	For financial benefit
	4
	1 year - 2  years

	5
	Cow fattening
	5
	Children’s education
	5
	2 years – 3 years

	6
	Agril. Management
	6
	Health reason
	6
	3 years – 4 years

	7
	Fisheries
	7
	
	7
	4 years – 5 years

	8
	Goat rearing
	8
	
	8
	5 years – 6 years

	9
	Mobile operator
	9
	
	9
	6 years – 7 years

	10
	Others (Specify)
	10
	
	10
	<7 years


1.3 
Asset Base
Condition of Homestead

	Type of House

Code A
	Floor

Code B
	Number of Rooms
	Cowshed

Code C
	Kitchen

Code D
	Toilet/Latrine
	Overall Condition

Code G
	Present Price of the House

Code

(in Taka)

	
	
	
	
	
	Toilet
	latrine
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Code A: 1= Jute stick fenced with thatched roof; 2= Bamboo fenced with thatched roof; 3=Bamboo fenced with tin roof; 4= Bamboo fenced with bamboo roof; 5= Tin fenced with Tin roof; 6= Mud walled with tile roof; 7=Mud wall with tin roof; 8=Mud wall with thatched roof; 9- Mud wall with Bamboo roof; 8=Bricked Wall with thatched roof; 9- Brick wall with Bamboo roof, `10=Brick wall with concrete roof. 11= Brick wall with tiled roof; 12=Bricked wall with tin roof 13=others (Specify)

Code B: 1= Mud Floor; 2= Bricked Floor; 3= Tiled Floor, 4= Concrete floor; 5= timber Floor

Code C: 1= No cow shed’ 2= Bamboo fenced with thatched roof; 3= Bricked wall with tin shed; 4= others (specify)

Code D: 1= open Space; 2= Thatched roof no fence and mud floor 3=Thatched roof with jute stick fence mud floor; 4- Thatched roof with Bamboo fence with mud floor; 5= Bricked wall with tin roof with mud floor; 6= Bricked wall with concrete roof and bricked floor. 7= Others (Specify)’ 

Code E: 1-= Open Space, 2= attached to homestead. 3= No toilet, 4= others (Specify)

Code F: 1= Kutchha latrine; 2= Pit latrine; 3=Ring latrine; 4=Sanitary latrine 5= Open Space; 6= others (specify)

Code G: 1= Not good, 2= livable; 3= Good; 4= very Good

1.4 
Land Ownership
	Code
	Particulars
	Ownership (in Decimal)
	Present Value

	1
	Homestead Land
	
	

	2
	Land attached to homestead
	
	

	3
	Agricultural land
	Very Low land (retains water even in Dry season) 
	
	

	4
	
	Low land (Deeply flooded in normal 180 to 275    meter 
	
	

	5
	
	Medium land (Flooded in normal Flood  90 to 180 meter 
	
	

	6
	
	Medium High land (Flooded in High Flood) Flood              30 to  90 meter 
	
	

	7
	
	High Land (Never Flooded) up to 30 meters
	
	

	8
	Orchard/Bamboo grove 
	
	

	9
	Ponds/Ditch/derelict pond
	
	

	10
	Fallow Land
	
	

	11
	Others (Specify)
	
	

	12
	Total 
	
	


1.5 
Sources of Water
	Code
	Source of Water
	Water Use(Put √ sign)
	Price (in Taka)

	
	
	Bathing
	Washing
	Drinking
	Irrigation
	

	1
	Well
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Government Tube Well
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Tube well owned by Others
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Own Tube  Well
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	River
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Pond
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Ditch
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Khal
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Water treatment Plant
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Deep Tube Well
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	Rain Water
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Others (Specify)
	
	
	
	
	


1.6 
Sanitation
	Code
	Type of latrine Used in the Homestead                                            (Put √sign)

	1
	Sanitary
	

	2
	Ring  Slab
	

	3
	Sealed Pit
	

	4
	Kuttcha Latr
	

	5
	Open Space (No latrine)
	


1.7 
Agricultural Assets
	Code
	Item
	Number
	Price (in Taka)

	Irrigation Equipment
	
	

	1
	Deep Tube-well
	
	

	2
	Shallow Tube-well
	
	

	3
	Treadle Pump (Foot Operated)
	
	

	4
	Tube well (hand operated)
	
	

	5
	Low Lift Pump (LLP)
	
	

	6
	(Doon/Seuti (Indigenous method for irrigation)
	
	

	7
	Plough 
	
	

	8
	Power Tiller
	
	

	9
	Ladder(Moi)
	
	

	10
	Sickle 
	
	

	Processing Equipment’s
	
	

	11
	Dheki
	
	

	12
	Crushing Machine (Hand Operated)
	
	

	13
	Threshing Machine
	
	

	14
	Crop Cutting Machine
	
	

	15
	Others (Specify)
	
	


1.8 
Poultry and Livestock Assets
	Code
	Description of Livestock and Poultry
	Number
	Price (in taka)

	1
	Bullock (Castrated OX)
	
	

	2
	Milch Cow
	
	

	3
	Other Cows
	
	

	4
	Ox
	
	

	5
	Calf (less than 1 year)
	
	

	6
	Buffalo
	
	

	7
	Goat
	
	

	8
	Sheep
	
	

	9
	Pigeon
	
	

	10
	Chicken
	
	

	11
	Duck
	
	

	12
	Others (Specify)
	
	

	13
	Total
	
	


1.9 
Fishing Equipment’s
	Code
	Types of Equipment
	Number
	Price (In taka)

	1
	Boat/ Dingi
	
	

	2
	Donga(A type of boat made out of Palm Tree)
	
	

	3
	Trawler (Engine operated)
	
	

	4
	Cast Net (khepla Jal)
	
	

	5
	Jhapi Net
	
	

	6
	Thela jal
	
	

	7
	Bamboo Chai 
	
	

	8
	Bamboo Polo
	
	

	9
	Others (Specify)
	
	


1.10 
Tree Assets
	Code
	Type
	No
	Price (in Taka)

	1
	Small Trees
	
	

	2
	Medium Trees
	
	

	3
	Big Trees
	
	

	4
	Others (Specify)
	
	

	5
	Total
	
	


1.11 
Household Assets
	Code
	HH Items
	No
	Price

	Furniture
	
	

	1
	Cot
	
	

	2
	Chowki
	
	

	3
	Dining Table
	
	

	4
	Other table
	
	

	5
	Desk
	
	

	6
	Chair (Wooden)
	
	

	7
	Chair(Plastic)
	
	

	8
	Sofa
	
	

	9
	Easy Chair
	
	

	10
	Cane Chair
	
	

	11
	Dressing Table
	
	

	12
	Almira (wooden)
	
	

	13
	Almira(Steel)
	
	

	14
	Almira for keeping kitchen  utensils
	
	

	15
	Cooking Pots IBig)
	
	

	16
	Cooking Pots (Medium)
	
	

	17
	Cooking Pots (Small)
	
	

	18
	Curry Bowl (Big)
	
	

	19
	Curry Bowl (Medium)
	
	

	20
	Curry Bowl (Small)
	
	

	21
	Rice Dish
	
	

	22
	Rice Plate
	
	

	23
	Rice spoon
	
	

	24
	Table spoon
	
	

	25
	Tea Spoon
	
	

	26
	Knives
	
	

	27
	Dao
	
	

	28
	Boti
	
	

	29
	Chapati
	
	

	30
	Tea Cups
	
	

	31
	Tea Pots
	
	

	32
	Kettle
	
	

	33
	Glass
	
	

	34
	Jug
	
	

	35
	Others (Specify)
	
	

	Electronic Items

	36
	Electric Fan
	
	

	37
	Radio
	
	

	38
	Television
	
	

	39
	Cassette Player
	
	

	40
	CD Player
	
	

	41
	Audio Player
	
	

	42
	Video Player
	
	

	43
	DVD Player
	
	

	44
	Telephone (Land)
	
	

	45
	Cell Phone(Mobile)
	
	

	46
	Camera
	
	

	47
	Sewing Machine
	
	

	48
	Wall Clock
	
	

	49
	Wrist watch
	
	

	50
	Table Watch
	
	

	51
	Electric stove
	
	

	52
	Gas Stove
	
	

	53
	Fridge
	
	

	54
	Air Conditioner/Cooler
	
	

	55
	Blender
	
	

	56
	Toaster
	
	

	57
	Oven
	
	

	58
	Others (Specify)
	
	


1.12 
Non Agricultural Assets
	Code
	Subject
	Amount/Number
	Price

	1
	Investment in land (Decimal)
	
	

	2
	Building
	
	

	3
	Machineries
	
	

	4
	Tools
	
	

	5
	Local Transports (Mechanical)
	
	

	6
	Auto Rickshaw
	
	

	7
	Car
	
	

	8
	Truck
	
	

	9
	Bi Cycle
	
	

	10
	Rickshaw
	
	

	11
	Van
	
	

	12
	Others(Specify)
	
	


1.13 
Other Assets
	Code
	Other Assets
	Number
	Price (in Taka)

	1
	Rice Threshing Machine/Rice Mill
	
	

	2
	Saw Mill
	
	

	3
	Oil Mill
	
	

	4
	Grocery Shop
	
	

	5
	Variety Store
	
	

	6
	Stationery Shop
	
	

	7
	Confectionary
	
	

	8
	Restaurant
	
	

	9
	Sweet Meat Shop
	
	

	10
	Others(Specify)
	
	


1.14 
Liquid Assets
	Code
	Item
	Amount/Number
	Price

	Stock of Agro Commodity in HH during Survey
	
	

	1
	Food grains
	
	

	2
	Ornaments
	
	

	3
	Cash Amount
	
	


1.15 
Access to Loan
	Code
	Sources of Loan
	Number of Loans
	Amount (in Taka)

	Institutional Loan
	
	

	Government Institution
	
	

	1
	 Bank
	
	

	2
	NGO
	
	

	3
	Samity
	
	

	4
	Mahajan
	
	

	5
	Others (Specify)
	
	


Details of debt of each and every member of the HH, irrespective of their position relation and profession has to be collected during survey.

1.16 
Wage Employment in Last one year (Baishakh-Chaitra- Bangla San 1421) in Non Agricultural Sector (HH members above 10 years age)
	HH member Code
	Employment

(Code)
	Type of work

1=Permanent

2=Seasonal/part time
	Average Daily Wage

Cash and kind
	Month wise number of Working Days

	
	
	
	
	Boishakh
	Joishtha
	Asar
	Srabon
	Bhadro
	Aswin
	Kartik
	Ograhayan
	Poush
	Magh
	Falgun
	Chaitro

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: If any HH member is engaged in more than one job use separate trowfor each of the different job. 

1.17 
Wage Employment in Last one year (Baishakh- Chaitra- Bangla san 1421) in Non Agricultural Sector (HH members above 10 years age)
	HH member Code
	Employment

(Code)
	Type of work

1=Permanent

2=Seasonal/part time
	Average Daily Wage

Cash and kind
	Month wise number of Working Days

	
	
	
	
	Boishakh
	Joishtha
	Asar
	Srabon
	Bhadro
	Aswin
	Kartik
	Ograhayan
	Poush
	Magh
	Falgun
	Chaitro

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: If any HH member is engaged in more than one job take note for each of the different job. 

1.18 
For which type of work did you receive highest/lowest wage during last one (1) year (Applicable for both male and female members of the HH above 10 years of age)
	1
	2-3
	4-5

	Description
	Highest
	Lowest

	
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female

	Month (Code)
	
	
	
	

	Employment (Code)
	
	
	
	

	Daily Wage (Cash and Kind)
	
	
	
	


Note: If the HH members receive highest/lowest wage in more than one month –works and months are to be counted.

Months Code: 1= baishakh 2= Jaishtaha 3=Asar 4=Srabon 5= Bhadra 
6=Aswin 

7-Kartik
  8=Agrahayan 9= Poush 10= Magh 11=Falgun 12= Chaitra.

1.19 
Self-Employment during Last one Colander year (Baishakh- Chaitra 1421)
	1
	2
	3-15

	HH member (Code)
	Employment (Code)
	Month wise number of working days

	
	
	Boishakh
	Joishtha
	Asar
	Srabon
	Bhadro
	Aswin
	Kartik
	Ograhayan
	Poush
	Magh
	Falgun
	Chaitro

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: If any person remains engaged in different occupation please mention daily working hour

1.20 
Income of the HH during Last one year (Calculate both sale and consumption)
	1
	2

	Type
	Amount (in Taka)

	Income from Agriculture

	1. Income from crops
	

	2. Income from Orchard
	

	3. Income from sale of vegetables
	

	4. Income from sale of Fruits
	

	5. Income from bamboo vlamp, bush, thatching grass, fire wood
	

	6. Others (Specify)
	

	7. Income from Livestock

	8. Livestock/goat rearing/Cow fattening
	

	9. Sale of chicken bird/Duck
	

	10. Sale of Fish
	

	11. Sale of Fish fingerlings
	

	12. Fish feed Production
	

	13. Sale of Eggs
	

	14. Sale of Milk
	

	15. Making fishing equipments
	

	16. Others (Specify)
	

	Wage Labor

	17. Agricultural Wage labor
	

	18. Non Agricultural labor 
	

	19. Income from boat plying
	

	Trade/Business Activities

	20. Income from Trade/business
	

	21. Income from Cottage industry
	

	22. Income from industry/workshop
	

	Income from rent

	23. Rent from House/ land
	

	24. Rent from shop/warehouse
	

	25. Rent from agricultural equipment
	

	26. Others (Specify)
	

	Income from Organizational work

	27. NGO activities
	

	28. Samity activities
	

	29. Service
	

	Income from Government sources

	30. Stipend
	

	31. Relief and Help
	

	32. Food for work program
	

	33. Others (Specify)
	

	Income from Gathering/Collecting

	34. Rice/paddy 
	

	35. Fruit/Vegetables
	

	36. Firewood/fuel
	

	Miscellaneous

	37. Land mortgage
	

	38. Interest from savings
	

	39. Remittance
	

	40. Gift/Dowry
	

	41. Income from transport sector
	

	42. Others (Specify) Everyday
	

	Total
	


Expenditure of the HH in last one year. 

1.21 
In last one week how many of your household members took 3 meals
	1
	2-3

	HH members
	Male
	Female

	Adult (18 years and above)
	
	

	Minor (5 to 18 years
	
	

	Infant (below 5 years)
	
	

	
	
	


Rice


1.22 
HH Expenditure on Food
	1
	2-4

	
	Average in a week

	Type of Food Consumed in the HH
	Unit (Kg/Number
	Amount consumed (Quantity
	Price (in Taka)

	1. Coarse Rice
	
	
	

	2. Fine
	
	
	

	3. Atta 
	
	
	

	4. Maida
	
	
	

	5. Bread/Biscuit/Chitra/Muri
	
	
	

	6. Fruits
	
	
	

	7. Vegetable 
	
	
	

	8. Mug dal
	
	
	

	9. Masur Dalf
	
	
	

	10. Mas kali Dal
	
	
	

	11. Khesari Dal
	
	
	

	12. N
	
	
	

	13. Mutton
	
	
	

	14. Chicken
	
	
	

	15. Fish (Big)
	
	
	

	16. Fish (Small)
	
	
	

	17. Egg
	
	
	

	18. Edible oil
	
	
	

	19. Onion
	
	
	

	20. Garlic
	
	
	

	21. Chili
	
	
	

	22. Turmeric
	
	
	

	23. Other spices(Specify)
	
	
	

	24. Salt
	
	
	

	25. Milk
	
	
	

	26. Milk products
	
	
	

	27. Gur
	
	
	

	28. Sugar
	
	
	

	29. Others (specify)
	
	
	


1.23 
Expenditure on Daily necessities of the HH

	1
	2

	Type of Products
	Cost/Expenditure

	1. Cloth /Shoes/Sock/etc.
	

	2. Bed sheet/Quilt
	

	3. Furniture
	

	4. Health and medicine
	

	5. Soap and Cosmetics
	

	6. Education of Children
	

	7. Tiffin 
	

	8. HH repair
	

	9. Tax/Vat etc
	

	10. Salary of Servants
	

	11. Litigation
	

	12. Transport
	

	13. Repayment of Loan
	

	14. Dowry/Gift
	

	15. Social Occasion
	

	16. Religious Festivals
	

	17. Recreation
	

	18. Maintenance of Housde
	

	19. Electric bill
	

	20. Fuel
	

	21. Cattle feed/treatment
	

	22. Others (Specify)
	


1.24 
Value of Homestead and Agricultural land
	Code
	Total Area
	Value of Land

	Agricultural Land
	
	

	Homestead Land
	
	

	Wetland
	
	

	Total
	
	


Poverty situation:

1.25
Did your HH ever suffer from food shortage?

1=Yes   2= No 
If yes please furnish the information below
	For how many months the HH suffers from food shortage in a year(Code)
	Reasons (Code)

	At Present
	5 years Back
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Food Shortage Code: 1=1-3 months, 2= 4-6months, 3=7-9months, 4=10-12 months, 5=No shortage, 6=No shortage but have surplus

Reasons for changes code: 1= Decrease in crop production, 2= Development of irrigation facilities, 3= Decrease in wage, 4=Decrease in employment opportunities (Day labor) 5= Decrease in self -employment opportunities, 6= financial constraints, 7= Difficulties in managing Share cropping Land. 8=Others (Specify).

NGO Activities
1.26 
Is there any NGO working in the area? 

1=Yes, 2=No, 3- Don’t Know.

If yes please mention the name of 5 major NGOs working in the area and their activities in the area

	Name of NGOs
	Activities (Code)
	Membership

	NGO-1
	
	

	NGO-2
	
	

	NGO-3
	
	

	NGO-4
	
	

	NGO-5
	
	


Activities Code: 1= Micro Credit Distribution, 2=Agricultural input distribution, 3=Poultry Birds Distribution, 4=Distribution of small cottage and handicrafts inputs, 5= Awareness activities, 6=Training activities, 7=Health services, 8=Education, 9=Women entrepreneurship development 10= others (Specify).

1.27 
Purpose of Loan

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Use of Loan Code: 1=For Purchasing seeds, plants, 2= purchasing agricultural equipments,3=Purchase of livestock, 4=House Construction, 5=House Repairing,6=Social/Religious festivals, 7=Education for children,8=Loan repayment, 9=Land purchase,10= House purchase, 11=Land Mortgaged in, 12=Land leased in, 13=Land rented in, 14= Trade/business, 15= Medical cost, 16= Dowry payment, 17=Others(Specify).

Module 2: Agriculture

2.1 
Household operated agricultural land

	1
	2
	3-5
	6

	Description
	Total

    Land  (decimal)
	Crop Coverage Area (Decimal)
	Total Cropped Area (Decimal)

	
	
	Single

cropping
	Double

cropping
	Triple cropping
	(3 +4 +5)

	1. Own agricultural land
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Share cropped in
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Mortgaged in
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Leased/rented in
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Share cropped out
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Mortgaged out
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Leased/rented out
	
	
	
	
	

	Net cultivated land (1+2+3+4-5-6-7)
	
	
	
	
	


2.2
Agricultural land operated by household (in normal flood)

	Type of land
	Normal flood depth (cm)
	Area in decimal

	High Land
	0-30
	

	Medium high Land
	30-90
	

	Medium low Land
	90-180
	

	Low Land
	180-275 (Seasonal)
	

	Very low Land
	Over 275(perennial)
	


Note: Category of Land Types is calculated based on BBS Yearbook of Agriculture 2012 P13.

2.3 

Production of various crops (by type) and their values (in last crop seasons) (Major crops)

	Crop 

code
	2-5

Own land cultivated
	6-9

Share cropped in

	
	Total land

(deciml)
	Irrigation code

Irrigated-1

Non-irrigated=2
	Total crop yield

(maund*)
	Total value

of crops

(Tk.)
	Total land

(decimal)
	Irrigation code

Irrigated-1

Non-irrigated=2
	Total crop yield

(maund*)
	Seed/ Fertilizer/ irrigation

Charge supplied by owner (%) 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


2.3
Contd.

	10
	11-14
	15-17

	
	Mortgaged in
	Leased/rented in

	Total value

of crops

(Tk.)
	Total land

(decimal)
	Irrigation code

Irrigated-1

Non-irrigated=2 
	Total crop yield

(maund*)
	Total value

of crops

(Tk.)
	Total land

(decimal)
	Total crop yield

(maund*)
	Total value

of crops (Tk.)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	18-22
	Total Amount from all categories of Land

	Shared out
	Total Production (maund)
	Total value of crops (Tk.)

	Total land

(decimal)
	Irrigation code

Irrigated-1

Non-irrigated=2 


	Total crop yield

(maund*)
	Seed/ Fertilizer/ irrigation

Charge supplied by owner (%)
	Total value

of crops

(Tk.)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* maund = 40 kg.

2.4 

Crop production cost (in last crop seasons)
	1
	2-3
	4-8
	9
	
	10
	11-14
	15

	Crop

code
	Seed/ Seed Plant Cost
	Fertilizer and pesticides cost
	Cow dung, Compost, Oilcake
	Land preparation Cost (own and hired) (Tk.)
	Irrigation

Cost (Tk
	Employment
	Total Production Cost

	
	Seed/ Seed Plant


	Urea
	Potash/TSP/

Others*
	Pesticides etc (TK)
	
	
	
	Own

labor***

Man days
	Hired

Labor

Man days
	Average

wage

rate****

(Tk.)
	Total cost

(TK)
	

	
	Qty.

(kg.)
	Price

(Tk.)
	Qty.

(kg.)
	Price

(Tk.)
	Qty.

(kg.)
	Price

(Tk.)
	Price

(Tk.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Crop Code:  1=Lt.Aus, 2=B.Aus, 3=HYV Aus, 4=Lt.Aman, 5= B. Aman, 6=HYV Aman, 7=L. Boro, 8=HYV Boro, 9=Wheat, 10=Maize, 11=Potato, 12=Jute, 13=Cotton, 14=Tobacco, 15=Sugar cane, 16=Pulses, 17=Oilseed, 18=Vegetables, 19=Turmeric, 20=Chili, 21=Onion, 22=Garlic, 23=Ginger, 24=Coriander Seed,25=Banana, 26=Water Melon/Melon, 27=Others

* 
Own seed/plant convert in taka by market price 

** 
Cow dung, Compost, Oilcake

*** 
Self-employment means unpaid family labor

**** 
Daily wage applicable for hired labor. Wage rate include both cash and kind.

2.5  
Production of fruits and nursery items and total value (major 5 fruits and nurseries)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	
	5

	Fruits and Nursery Code
	Unit of Product
	Total Production
	Total Price
	Cost of Production
	Total Benefit

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Fruits and Nursery Code:  1=Lemon, 2=Guava, 3=Papya, 4=Banana, 5=Coconut, 6=Betel nut, 7=Betel leaf, 8=Water melon/melon, 9=Cucumber, 10=Vegetables, 11= Nursery, 12=others

2.6  
Steps taken for pest control and diseases (major 5 crops) (please tick)
	1
	2
	3

	Crop code
	Utilization of Pesticide
	Use of IPM

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.7 
Source of Seeds (major 5 crops)
	1
	2
	3 - 7

	Crop code
	Own seeds

(%)
	Source of Purchased Seeds (%)

	
	
	Extension

department
	BADC
	NGO
	Company
	Bazar

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


2.8 
Steps taken for irrigation system in various crops (If applicable)
	1
	2
	3

	Crop Code
	Source of Water (Code)
	Irrigation System (Code)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Crop Code: 1=L. Aus (planted), 2=L. Aus (broadcast), 3=HYV Aus, 4=L. Aman (transplanted), 5=L. Aman (broadcast), 6=HYV Aman, 7=L. Boro, 8=HYV Boro, 9=Wheat, 10=Maize, 11=Potato, 12=Jute, 13=Cotton, 14=Tobacco, 15=Sugar cane, 16=Pulses, 17=Oilseed, 18=Vegetables, 19=Turmeric, 20=Chilli, 21=Onion, 22=Garlic, 23=Ginger, 24=Coriander Seed, 25=Banana, 26=Water melon/melon, 27=others

Source of Water Code: 1=River, 2=Khal/ Canal 3=Haor/Beel, 4=Pond/Dighi, 5=Irrigation Project, 6=Underground water

Irrigation System Code: 1=STW, 2=DTW, 3=LLP, 4=Power pump, 5=Hand tubewell, 6=Traditional methods, 7=Others¨

2.9  
Training and services received from GoB Departments (DAE/ DOF/DLS/ BADC/ LGED) and Other Non-governmental Organization
	Extension Officer
	Received two modern

technology training during last year
	Number of direct  discussion (last 6 months)
	Effectiveness

from discussion
	Type of training

and services

	1. DAE** 
	
	
	
	

	2. DOF 
	
	
	
	

	3. DLS 
	
	
	
	

	4. BADC
	
	
	
	

	5. LGED
	
	
	
	

	6. NGO officer 
	
	
	
	

	7. Private company 
	
	
	
	

	8. Others
	
	
	
	


* Put 0 if not applicable

** DAE (Agriculture Officer, AAO, AEO, SAAO)

Effectiveness code: 1=Sufficient, 2=Moderate, 3=Not effective

Training and service code: 1=Cultivation, 2=IPM, 3=Fish culture, 4=Livestock and poultry rearing, 5=Cottage and handicrafts, 6=Technical, 7=Not received any training, 8=others (specify)

2.10 
Consumption and marketing of agricultural products (Last Crop Seasons) (Major 5 Crops)
	1
	2 -3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	Crop Code
	Consumption
	Storage Code
	Sale code 

	
	Amount (Maund)
	Value (Tk)
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Crop Code: see 2.8

Sale Code: 1=Local market, 2=Rich farmer, 3=Dadon (contractual), 4=Local miller, 5=Local buyer (Paiker), 6=others

Storage and Marketing

2.11 
Where do you usually/mainly storage your products?

1=Gola, 2=Bamboo made basket, 3 =Big earthen pot/motki, 4 =Cold storage/food warehouse,

5=Open space, 6=Others (specify).

Have you taken part in Government paddy procurement programme last year?

(Yes No Not applicable)

If yes, how many maunds of paddy you sold? Aman --------- maund, Boro--------- maund

And what percentage of value you have received as determined by Government?

Aman ----- %, Boro-----%

If answer is no, why?

1. Market price of paddy was higher than Government procurement price

2. More time consumed for selling to Government warehouse

3. Various problems accrued for receiving the price of paddy

4. Lack of cooperation from warehouse officials and employees of government

5. Difficult to collect necessary slips

6. Small amount of paddy generally do not received by warehouse authority

7. Government procurement started very late

8. Others (Specify)

2.11 a) Scopes of crop procurement and storage
	Crop (Code)
	Crop Processing

(Code)**
	Crop Drying

(Code)**
	Crop Storage (Code)**
	Crop Marketing

Facilities (Code)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


* Crop Code: see 2.8

** 1. Sufficient Space, 2. Insufficient Space, 3. Very Insufficient Space

*** Crop marketing facilities code: 1= At home, 2 = Local market, 3 = Local market is located far away, 4 = Small amount of crop is not profitable to carry for the local market, 5 = Do not get fair price for sale immediate after harvesting, 6 = Most of the crop sale according to contact, 7 = No surplus crop for sale, 8 = Others (specify)

2.11 b) Need any assistance for crop procurement and storage

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Description
	Fully
	Partly
	No Need

	Crop procurement (threshing) assistance
	
	
	

	Crop drying assistance
	
	
	

	Crop storage assistance
	
	
	

	Crop marketing assistance
	
	
	

	Agree to pay fee for the assistance
	
	
	


2.12 
Methods Used for Cultivation and Processing
(A) Land Preparation Management

1= Plough/cow ------- (%) 2= Power tiller/tractor -------- (%)

(B) Threshing management

1= Cow/manual -------- (%) 2 = Manual and threshing Machine-------- (%)

3= Electric threshing machine ------ (%)

(C) Husking management

1=Dheki -------- (%) 2= Rice husking machine-------- (%)

2.13  
Quantity/ Extent of Crop Damage (Last Crop Seasons) (Major 5 Crops)
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Crop code
	Extent of damage (code)
	Causes of damage (code)
	Damage Free

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Crop Code: see 2.8

Extent of Damage Code:  1=completely damage (95% to 100%), 2=Almost completely damage (75% to 94%), 3= mostly damage (50% to74%), 4=partially damage (25% to 49%), 5=slightly damage (5% to 24%), 6=No damage (0% to 4%)

Causes of Damage Code: 1=Flood, 2=Water logging, 3=Draught, 4=Inadequate irrigation, 5=Salinity, 6=Pest & Diseases, 7=Hail storm/ Cyclone, 8.Industrial waste 9=Unavailability of fertilizer, 10=other (specify)
2.14 
Value of per decimal land in your area
	Type of land
	Value of per decimal (Taka)

	
	High land
	Medium high land/ Medium low land
	Low land

	Agricultural land
	
	
	

	Homestead land
	
	
	

	Fallow Land/ Pasture
	
	
	


2.15 
Major Problems in Agricultural Production (Put tick where applicable)
	Description
	Major Problem
	Minor Problem
	No Problem

	Lack of Capital
	
	
	

	Lack of Quality Seeds
	
	
	

	Lack of Timely Quality Seeds
	
	
	

	Lack of Quality Fertilizer
	
	
	

	Lack of Timely Fertilizer
	
	
	

	Lack of Sufficient Irrigation
	
	
	

	Lack of Timely Irrigation (During Dry Season)
	
	
	

	Lack of Labor
	
	
	

	Lack of Agricultural Extension Service
	
	
	

	Deprived from Getting Fair Price of Agricultural Products
	
	
	

	Shortage of Electricity
	
	
	

	Problems of Fuel
	
	
	

	Price of Hike Agricultural Inputs
	
	
	

	Others (Specify)
	
	
	


Module 3: Water Resources Management

Water Bodies and Existing Problem
3.1 What are of sources of surface water available in the sub-project area? 

1=River, 2=Khal, 3=Beel, 4=Lake, 5=Ponds, 6=Gher, 7=others (specify)

3.2 Is there any wetland in your village/mouza? 1=Yes, 2=No

3.3 If yes, does water remain seasonally in the wetland or permanently throughout the year?

1=Seasonally (during Rainy season), 2= Throughout the year

3.4 What problems have you noticed in existing water resources?

1=Scarcity of water in the dry season/ water conservation problem

2=Water logging and Drainage problem

3=Flood management problem

4=Irrigation problem

5=Salinity problem

6=Others (Specify)

3.5 What condition you observe in various water bodies due to changes in season?

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Type of Water Bodies

(code) 
	Condition during pre-monsoon (code)
	Condition during monsoon (code)
	Condition during post-monsoon (code)
	Condition during dry season (code)
	Siltation condition

(code)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Type of Water Bodies Code: 1=River, 2=Khal, 3=Beel, 4=Lake, 5=Ponds, 6=Gher, 7=others (specify)

Condition Code: 1=Over flooded for long time, 2=Over flooded for short-time (flash flood), 3=Sufficient level of water for irrigation, 4=Inadequate water for irrigation in the adjacent agricultural land, 5=Fully dries up

Siltation Code: 1=Fully silted, 2= Partially silted, 3=Very little siltation, 4=No siltation, 5=Not applicable
Existing Water Resources Project:

3.6 Is there any water resources project existing in the subproject area?  1=Yes     2=No

3.7 If yes, provide the following information.

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Project Name
	Type (code)
	Main Client (code)
	Status (code)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Type Code: 1=Flood Management, 2=Drainage Improvement, 3=On-Farm Water Management, 4=Improve Agriculture, 5= Improve fishery, 6= Improve Navigation, 7=Institutional Development/Capacity Building, 8=Operation and Maintenance
Client Code: 1=LGED, 2=BWDB, 3, WARPO, 4=BADC, 5=DPHE, 6=DAE, 7=IWTA, 8=DOF, 9=others (specify)

Status Code: 1= Ongoing, 2=Completed (if completed, mention year of completion)

3.8 What are the structures existed in the project area?

	1
	2
	3

	Existing Structure (code)
	Number/ Length
	Condition (code)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Existing Structure Code: 1=Protected Embankment, 3=Regulator, 4=Dam, 2=Irrigation Canal, 5=Aqueduct, 6=Syphon, 7=Culvert, 8=others (specify)

Condition Code: 1 =fully operational, 2=partially damaged, 3=fully damaged
3.9 Is any structure (regulator, dam) established by other projects in this area (own village or adjacent village) by Government creating waterlogging?


1 =Yes
2 =No

3.10 If yes, what is the extent of crop damage due to the waterlogging?


1=High
2=Medium
3=Few
4=No damage
5=Not applicable

3.11 Do you think any existing structure need to be dismantled in the subproject area?


1 =Yes
2 =No

3.12 If yes, give details about the structures.

Water Management in Dry Season:
3.13 Amount (decimal) of cultivated land by classification (According to Normal Flood)

	1
	2
	3

	Classification of Land
	Normal Flood Depth (Feet)
	Quantity of Land (decimal))

	High
	0
	

	Medium high
	≤ 3
	

	Medium low
	3 ≤ 6
	

	Low
	6 ≤ 10
	

	Very low
	> 10
	


3.14 Do you irrigate in your agricultural land?


1 = Yes
2 =No

3.15 Duration of water conservation and amount of land irrigated in various seasons

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	Type of 

Water Bodies 

(code) 
	Pre-monsoon 
	Post-monsoon
	Dry season 

	
	Period of Water Conservation

(month)
	Amount of Land Irrigated

(decimal)
	Period of Water Conservation

(month)
	Amount of Land Irrigated

(decimal)
	Period of Water Conservation

(month)
	Amount of Land Irrigated

(decimal)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Type of Water Bodies Code: 1=River, 2=Khal, 3=Beel, 4=Lake, 5=Ponds, 6=Gher, 7=others (specify)

3.16 Use of irrigation in cultivated land
	1
	2-8

	Type of Land
	Not irrigated
(Tick)
	Irrigation Methods

	
	
	Deep
tubewell (Fuel code)
	Shallow
tubewell (Fuel code)
	Power pump

(Fuel code)
	Tubewell
(Fuel code)
	Irrigation

canal (Fuel code)
	Traditional

Methods (Fuel code)

	High
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium high
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium low
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Low
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Very low
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Fuel Code: 1=Diesel, 2=Electricity,   3=Manual
3.17 Are you a member of any Irrigation group/scheme?

1=Yes,
2=No,
3=Not applicable

3.18 If yes, please fill up the following table

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Sl. No. of Irrigation

group/scheme
	Number of members
	Area under the irrigation

group/scheme (Decimal)
	Investment (per

member) (Tk.)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


3.19 What is your recommendation for modern and sufficient irrigation system? (Tick, Maximum 3) 1 = To deliver enough irrigation equipment

2 = Delivery to irrigation equipment with subsidized rate

3 = Influence for surface water instead of underground water 4 = Re-excavation of river and canal

5 = Regulate irrigation according to groundwater level by the government 6 = Formed irrigation scheme/group

7 = Prepare water reservation (locally) 8 = Ensuring electric supply

9 = Supplying fuel and electricity with subsidized rate   
10 = others (specify)

3.20 Is any initiative taken in dry season for water conservation in your locality?

1=Yes,
2=No

3.21 If yes, what are the initiatives?

1= Pond digging/renovation

2= Khal/Beel re-excavation/maintenance

3= Removing the illegal occupants from River and Khal, 4= Conserving rain water

5= Making artificial water reservoir, 6= others (specify)

Boating (where applicable):


3.22 How many months do you go for boating in a year? 
Rainy season ------------------------- months

Dry season --------------------------- months


3.23 Do you face any problem for boating in dry season?


1=Yes,
2=No

3.24 If yes, which are the months and what type of problems.


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Months (code)
	On that time how many days boating 

in a month
	How many hours

boating in a day
	Type of problems

(Code)
	Extent of problems

(Code)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Months Code:
1=Baishakh, 2=Jaistha, 3=Ashar, 4=Shraban, 5=Bhadra, 6=Ashwin, 7=Kartik, 8=Agrahayan, 9=Poush, 10=Magh, 11=Falgun, 12=Chaitra

Problems Code: 1=Non-availability of necessary water in canal/beel, 2=Shortage of required water in the river, 3=Siltation of rivers, 4=There is no current in the river, 5=Shortage of passenger due to long time, 6=Others (specify).

Extent of Problems Code: 1=Very much, 2=Much, 3=Low, 4=Very low

3.25 How do you face/solve these problems?

1 =Change the occupation (e.g. Rickshaw/Van pulling), 2 =Water conservation by embankment, 3 =Boat for running small depth water by making flat bottom boats, 4 =By the small boat, 5=Others (Specify)

Water Management in Rainy Season:

3.26 What type of steps taken by you to face flood?

1 = Homestead raise


2 = Floor raise

3 = To make a wall on the main door
4 = Raising the tube-well

5 = High rise the boundary of pond
6 = To shift the furniture/storage crop in high places 

7 = To shift for residency with bag and baggage in safe places

8 = To shift in a shelter center

9 = Didn’t take any step

10 = Others (Specify)

3.27 Is there any initiative taken for removing water logging and drainage in your locality?

1=Yes,
2=No

3.28 If yes, what are the initiatives?

1= Pond digging/renovation

2= Khal/Beel re-excavation/maintenance

3= Removing the illegal occupants from River and Khal

4= Installing buried pipes or other structures

5= Others (specify)

Natural Disaster and Damages/ Losses:

3.29 What are the usual water related natural calamities that you notice in your locality and their frequency, coverage and extent?

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Disaster
	Frequency (code)
	Coverage (code)
	Extent of Damage (code)

	Flood
	
	
	

	Storm
	
	
	

	Heavy Rainfall
	
	
	

	Draught
	
	
	

	Cyclone
	
	
	

	Tidal Surge
	
	
	

	Others (specify)
	
	
	

	No disaster scenery
	
	
	


Frequency Code: 1= Several time in a year, 2=Every year,   3=After a few years

Coverage Code:  1= Total area, 2=Most of the area, 3=Half of the area, 4=Very little/partially 

Extent Code:        1= High, 2=Medium,   3= Low

3.30 How many times your agricultural land/ house/ pond/ water bodies were affected due to flood during last five years?
(a) House--------- times   (b) Agricultural land --------- times



  (c) Pond/water bodies -------- times
(d) Not applicable

3.31   What was the flood depth in your homestead /agricultural land in last five years and two other heavy floods during 2007 and 2004? 

	1
	2-7

	Flood Year
	Water depth (feet)

	
	Homestead
	Agricultural land

	
	
	High
	Medium high
	Medium low
	Low
	Very low

	2014
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2013
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2012
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2011
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2010
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004
	
	
	
	
	
	


3.1 How many days the flood water stayed?

	1
	2-7

	Flood Year
	Days

	
	Homestead
	Agricultural land

	
	
	High land
	Medium high

land
	Medium low

land
	Low land
	Very low land

	2014
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2013
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2012
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2011
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2010
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004
	
	
	
	
	
	


3.2 Agricultural land damaged by type of crop production due to flood

	1
	2-3
	4-5
	6-7

	Flood Year
	Aus
	Aman
	Others (Rabi, Boro etc.)

	
	Land
(decimal)
	Crop damage

(Tk.)
	Land
(Decimal)
	Crop damage

(Tk.)
	Land
(Decimal)
	Crop damage

(Tk.)

	2014
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2013
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2012
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2011
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2010
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004
	
	
	
	
	
	


3.3 Aquaculture (pond/gher/water bodies) damaged by flood

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Flood Year
	Area of water bodies (Decimal)
	Main type of fish (code)
	Extent of damage (Tk.)

	2014
	
	
	

	2013
	
	
	

	2012
	
	
	

	2011
	
	
	

	2010
	
	
	

	2007
	
	
	

	2004
	
	
	


Fish Code: 1= Aquaculture (e.g. Ruhu, Katla, Mrigel, Pangash, Foreign Magur, Sharputi, Telapia etc.), 2=Natural fish (e.g. Boal, Shing, Local Magur, Koi, Shoal, Takey etc), 3=Prawn, (sweet water), 4= Prawn (Saline water), 5=Others (Specify)

3.4 Please give details on extent of crop damage by draught, last five years in your area

	1
	2

	Draught Year
	Extent of crop damage (code)

	2014
	

	2013
	

	2012
	

	2011
	

	2010
	


Crop damage Code: 1=Completely damage (100%), 2=Almost completely damage (75%-100%), 3=Most of the crop damage (50% - 75%), 4=Partly damage (25%-50%), 5=Very little damage (0%-25%), 6=No damage (0%)

Use of Water with Sources:

3.5 Water Use in domestic purposes

	Type of use
	Source

(Code)
	Ownership

(Code)
	Water characteristics
(code)

	Irrigation
	
	
	

	Drinking water
	
	
	

	Cooking purpose
	
	
	

	Washing
	
	
	

	Utensils washing
	
	
	

	Bathing & Sanitation
	
	
	

	Cattle bathing
	
	
	


Source Code:
1=Tube-well, 2=Well,   3=Pond, 4=Canal,  5=Beel, 6=River, 7=Filter plant, 8=Piped delivery, 9=Rain water, 10=Others (specify)

Ownership Code:  1=Own,   2=Others owned, 3=Government, 4=Non-government 

Water Characteristics Code: 1=Good, 2=Fare, 3=Bad, 4=Very bad

3.6 
Who maintain the water resources? (If water source is not owned)



1= Self
2= Government/Local government



3= NGO
4= Operation and maintenance committee



5= Local people
6= Others (Specify)

Gher related information (If applicable):
3.7 What are the water related problems noticeable for Shrimp Culture by Gher in your village/area?

1=Waterlogging
2=Entire saline water intrusion by breach of embankment


3=Crop damage
4=Water pollution           5=Influence of water related diseases 6=Fertility reduced due to salinity
7=Reduction of drinking water
8= Others (specify)          9=No problems

People’s Perception on Water Resources Development and Ideas about PSSWRSP
3.8 Do you think that development of water resources would indeed be beneficial to your area?

1=Yes
2=No

3.9 What specific area you think need to be addressed on immediate basis? 

1=Flood Management, 2=Drainage Improvement, 3=Water Conservation, 4=On-Farm Water Management, 5=Improve Agriculture, 6= Improve fishery, 7= Others

3.10 Do you know about PSSWRSP when this subproject was taken for consideration in recent time?


1=Yes

2=No
3.11 Do you think after implementation of the subproject agriculture production will be increased in this area?
a) Self
1=Yes
2=No
3=Don’t know

b) For the area
1=Yes
2=No
3=Don’t know

3.12 Is a water management cooperative association (WMCA) already formed?

1=Yes
2=No
3=Don’t know

3.13 If yes, when it is established? Month
            Year

3.14 Are you a member of WMCA? 1=Yes
2=No

3.15 If yes, membersip type 1=General member, 2=Member of management committee, 3=Staff/Official appointed by WMCA, 4=None of these

Module 4: Fisheries Related Questionnaire
Sub Section-A: Fish farming (culture) information:

4.1
Area and depth of pond/water body............................ decimal, Depth.........................feet
4.2
Number of ponds/ waterbodies…………………nos

4.3
Are you engaged in fish culture? 1=yes, 2=No 

4.3a 
Stocking Species: 1=Rui, 2=Catla, 3=Mrigal, 4=Pangas, 5=Calibaush, 6=Silver carp, 7=Grass carp,  8=Common carp, 9=Tilapia,  10=Rajputi, 11=Bata, 12=Others (specify)

4.4 
Stocking density (number of fingerlings per decimal):       

4.5 
Area and production of Culture pond:      Area (decimal): ………..Production (kg/year):……….

4.6 
Did you receive any training on fish farming?    1 = Yes,   2 = No

4.6a
If yes, when (year) ..................... where........................how long (duration)........................            

4.7 
Pond/Water body type:                     1 = Seasonal, 2 = Perennial, 3 = Both

4.8 
Ownership of the pond

                1 =Own homestead, 2 =Government/khas land/jalmahal,

                2 =Multiple ownership, 3 =Leased in, 
4 =Mortgaged in 

4.9a 
Farming season............................Stocking period (month)................................... 

4.9b
Harvesting season: ...................................................................   

4.9c
Harvesting frequency:          
1 = Total harvest, 2 = Partial harvest

4.9d
Do you harvest fish by yourself? 
1 = yes, 2 = No, 3= both

4.9e
If no, 1 = Hire local harvester,     2 = Middle men harvest, 3 = others (specify)..........................  

4.10
Quantity of fish consumed by your household: .................. kg per yr

4.11 
Source of fisheries information:

1 = Neighbours                                      
1 = Neighbors, 2 = Friend, 3 = Relatives, 4 = Offiial of DoF, 5 = Self study

4.12 
Culture method: 1 = Monoculture            2 = Poly-culture            3 = Integrated culture

4.12a
If poly-culture, pl. mention the species and number of fry/fingerlings per decimal:

	1
	2

	Species (code)
	Number of fry/fingerlings per decimal

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Species code: 1=Rui, 2=Catla, 3=Mrigal, 4=Pangas, 5=Calibaush, 6=Silver carp, 7=Grass carp,  8=Common carp, 9=Tilapia,  10=Rajputi, 11=Bata, 12=Others (specify)

4.13 Water Quality Management:

4.13a
Did you change your pond water time to time? 1= Yes, 2=No

4.13b
Did you use lime during the production period? 1= Yes, 2= No

4.13c
If yes, at what interval (rate) you applied? 1= At fixed rate (regular interval), 2= Depending on the water quality

4.13d
What parameters of water quality do you check? i.e. 1= Temperature, 2= Salinity, 3= pH, 4= Disloved Oxygen, 5= Ammonia, 6= Nitrate, 7=Do not check

4.14a 
Do you provide feed for fish? 1 = yes      2 = no

4.14b
If yes, please indicate feed and feeding rate

	Name of the feed item
	Quantity (kg)
	Fish weight (kg)
	Times/ day

	Rice bran 
	
	
	

	Mustard oilcake 
	
	
	

	Husks 
	
	
	

	Formulated feed
	
	
	

	Fish meal (supplementary)
	
	
	

	Leaves and grasses
	
	
	

	Snails
	
	
	


4.15 
Fertilization and liming:

4.15a    Do you use fertilizer for fish farming?          1 = yes                         2 = no

4.15b   If yes, please indicate the fertilization/liming rate

	Fertilizers
	Quantity (kg)
	Area (decimal)
	Time/interval 

(1 month)

	Cow dung
	
	
	

	Urea
	
	
	

	TSP
	
	
	

	Potash 
	
	
	

	Compost/organic manure
	
	
	

	Lime
	
	
	

	Fertilizers
	
	
	


4.16 
Which types of chemicals or antibiotics are used by the farmers?

1= Antibiotics, 2=Salt,3= Lime, 4= Copper Sulphate, 6= Formalin, 7=Herbal, 8=Drugs, 9=Melachite green, 10=Dolomites, 11= Vitamins, 12=Zeolite, 13=Oxyflow, 14=Others 

4.17
Whom do you contact for suggestions when you face problems during culture?

1=Government fisheries Officers, 2=Local/NGOs expert, 3=Drug and chemicals shopkeeper/sales persons, 4=Hatchery personnel, 5=Seed traders

4.18 
Daily income: ……….. 1= Tk. 100 to 200, 2= Tk. 200 to 300, 3= Tk. 300 to 400, 4= Tk. 400 to 500, 5= Tk. 500 to 600, 6= Tk. 600 to 700, 7= Tk. 700 to Above

4.19 
Problems associated with (firming) culture: What type of problems you face during culture time? In this profession what type of problems you face? (Put tick in more than one answer)

1= Lack of water resources/water body, 2= Problems of stealing/poisoning, 3= Problems of getting loans, 4= Poor yield, 5= Lack of technology, 6= Lack of fisheries related training and extension services, 7= Drying up /siltation of water bodies, 8= Problems of getting fair price, 9= Loss of fish for flooding/heavy rainfall/disaster, 10= Lack of necessary feeds and inputs, 11= Lack of necessary medicine, 12= Problems of marketing, 13= Lack of capital, 14= Death of fish due to disease/water pollution, 15= Lack of fry/fingerlings

Sub Section-B: Fish Capture in open water body:

4.20 
Do you capture fish from open water? 1=Yes, 2=No 

If answer is ‘No’ then go to question 4.20k

4.20a
Sources: …….1= Beel/Haor, 2= Khal (canal), 3= River, 4= other’s Pond, 5= Sea, 6= others (specify)

4.20b
Fishing area: ……… 1= Free, 2= Leased, 3= Rented, 4= others (specify)

4.20c
Fishing Equipment/gears/crafts: ……….1=Purchased, 2=Self-made, 3=Rented

4.20d 
Quantity of fishes capatured & sold in last one year (Baishakh-Chaitra 1420)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Name of the fish (code)
	Quantity of captured fish (kg)
	Quantity of fish (consumed) (kg)
	Given to others as gift (kg)
	Sale

	
	
	
	
	Quantity (kg)
	Value (Tk)

	
	
	
	
	
	


Fish Code: 1=Big fish (e.g. Rohu, Katla, Boal, Mrigel, Pangash etc.), 2=Natural fish (e.g. Shing, Magur, Koi, Shoil, Taki, Morula, Puti, Kholisha, Tengra, Shrimp etc.), 3=Hilsa fish, 4=Sea fish (e.g. Rup-chanda, Bagda shrimp, Poa, Rita, Lakkha, Suri (knif etc.), 5=Fingerlings , 6=Small type of fishes (Mola, Dhela, Chapila, Kachki, Puti etc.), 7= Others (specify)

4.20e
Do you preserve surplus fish? Yes=1, No=2

4.20f
If yes, Frozen=1, Dried=2, Smoked=3, others=4

4.20g
How much fish do you capature in different seasons

	1
	2

	Season
	% of total quantity of fish caught (%)

	Dry season
	

	Rainy season (Monsoon)
	

	Post monsoon 
	

	Total
	100%


Note: Dry season=Falgun- Jaistha; Rainy season=Ashar- Ashwin; Post monsoon=Kartik- Magh

4.20h
Do you sell fish? 1= Yes, 2=No

4.20i 
Where the surplus fish is sold and to whom it is sold? 

	Fish selling place
	Proportion of sold fish (%)
	Price of fish (kg)
	Type of buyer (code)

	Local market
	
	
	

	Upazila market
	
	
	

	Outside upazila/capital city market
	
	
	

	Total
	100
	
	


Value of fish code: 1=Very high, 2=High, 3=Average, 4=Low, 5=Very low

Type of buyers code:
1=Consumer, 2=Faria/middlemen, 3=Arat (wholesale market)

4.20j
Daily income: ……….. 1= Tk. 100 to 200, 2= Tk. 200 to 300, 3= Tk. 300 to 400, 4= Tk. 400 to 500, 5= Tk. 500 to 600, 6= Tk. 600 to 700, 7= Tk. 700 to 800

4.20k
How many genuine fishermen are there in your village? …….Nos. 1=1-5 nos., 2=5-10 nos, 3=10-15 nos., 4=15-20 nos, 5=20-25 nos, 6=25-30 nos., 7=30-35 nos., 8=35-40 or above (please mention)

4.20l
Number of subsistance fishermen………. Nos. 1=1-5 nos., 2=5-10 nos, 3=10-15 nos., 4=15-20 nos, 5=20-25 nos, 6=25-30 nos., 7=30-35 nos., 8=35-40 or above (please mention)

4.20m
How many businessmen depends on fish business?

1=5 nos., 2=10 nos., 3=15 nos., 4=20 nos., 5=25 nos., 6=30 nos., 7=35 and above 

4.20n
Is there any fishermen community in your locality? 1=Yes, 2=No

4.20o 
If yes, at what extent they are involved in fishing? 1=Directly on fishing, 2= Indirectly/Paritally on fishing 

4.20p
Is there any fish sanctuary in your area? 1= Yes, 2=No

4.20q
If yes, mention number: ……..1=1,2=2, 3=3, 4=4, 5=5, 6=More than 5

4.20r
How many people capture fish from open water? 1=1-20, 2=20-40, 3=40-60, 4=60-80, 5=80-90, 6= 90-110 and above 

4.20s 
Fishermen’s problem in capture fish: In this profession what type of problems you face? (Put tick in more than one answer)

1=Insufficient open water bodies




9=Problem of loan getting

2=Real fishermen are deprived from leasing


10=Undue influence (I.e. chandabazi)

3=Availability of fish is declining in open water-bodies

11=Lack of fishing net

4=Dadon activities where influential people pressures 

12=Lack of fishing boat

5=Water-bodies are silted/dried




13=Piracy and lack of security

6= Problem of fish preservation 




14=Lack of capital

7=Deprived from real price of fish



15=others (specify)

8=Problems of fish marketing

Sub Section-C 4.21: Possible impact on fisheries due to subproject intervention 

	Fish production
	Water flow/ quantity 
	Water quality
	Flooding 
	Water logging

	
	
	
	
	


Impact code: Positive impact=1, Negative impact=2, Unchanged/No impact=3, Unknown=4

Sub Section-D 4.22: Possible impact on fisheries in adjacent Area due to subproject intervention (not applicable for control village):

	Flood situation
	Navigation
	Water availability
	Development 

	
	
	
	


Code: Available=1, Not available=2, Unknown=3

Module 5: Environment 

Characteristics of Land/Soil

5.1 
Distribution of land by productivity level 

	Type of productivity
	Percentage of total land (%)

	Highly productive
	

	Moderately productive
	

	Less productive
	

	Total 
	100


5.2   Distribution of land by salinity 

	Type of salinity 
	Percentage of land (%)

	Highly saline
	

	Moderately saline
	

	Less salinity
	

	No salinity
	

	Other factors (specify)
	

	Total
	100


5.3
In the last 10 years, the fertility and salinity of cultivated land 

	Type of change and level
	Percentage of total land

	
	Fertility (%)
	Salinity (%)

	Increasing rapidly
	
	

	Decreasing rapidly
	
	

	Increasing
	
	

	Decreasing
	
	

	Same
	
	

	Total
	
	


5.4
Arsenicosis (in drinking and irrigation water) (please tick) 

	
	
	

	Level of arsenicosis
	Drinking water
	Irrigated water

	No arsenicosis


	
	

	Limited arsenicosis


	
	

	Not known
	
	


Note: Water management related section (Section 3) – Please see Question No. 3.24).

5.5
In your household, do you have any member attacked by arsenicosis? 

1 = Yes, 2 = No 

5.6
If yes, how many?
---------------- Persons,
How much earlier? --------------- Year

Condition of surface water

3.1 Do you think germs contain in water bodies in your area (river, pond, ditch, wetland, khal/canal etc.) 

1=Yes,


2=No

5.8
If yes (mention at most 3) 

	
	
	
	
	

	Source of used water (code)
	Condition of water (code)
	Attacked in last year
	

	
	
	Disease (code)
	Number
	In case of Death (Number)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Source of used water Code: 1=River, 2=Khal/Beel, 3=Pond, 4=Dighi, 5=Others 

Condition of water Code: 1=Waterborne disease, 2=Salinity, 3=Odour, 4=Polluted, 5=Others 

Attacked Code: 1= Diarrhea, 2=Dysentery, 3=Skin diseases, 4= Stomach upset, 5=Other


5.9
Presence of alkali in water (almost, mention 3 such cases) 


	
	
	
	
	

	Source of used water (code)
	Domestic use of water
	Water used for fish culture

	
	Amount of Alkali (code)
	Process for freeing Alkali

(code)
	Amount of Alkali (code)
	Process for freeing Alkali (code)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Note: Alkaline water – the water where soap cannot easily make foam

Used source of water Code: 1=Tubewell, 2=River, 3=Khal/Beel, 4=Pond, 5=Dighi, 6=Others 

Amount of alkali Code: 1=Very much, 2=Medium, 3=Very low, 4=Not applicable

Process for freeing alkali Code: 1=By lime, 2=By Fitkari, 3=By medicine, 4=Others, 5=No steps are taken

Use of organic/chemical fertilizer and insecticides

5.10 Do you use organic/non-chemical fertilizer in your cultivated land? 

1=Yes, always, 2=Now and then, 3=No 

5.11 If yes, proportion of fertilizer (comparing total fertilizer) 

	
	
	

	Organic/Sabuj fertilizer (%)
	Cow dung/compost (%)
	Chemcial fertilizer (%)

	
	
	


5.11a) If yes, quantity of fertilizer used in which land and in which crop (At the most for five crops)

	
	

	Crops (Code)
	Use of fertilizer/decimal

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Crops Code:  1=Local Aus (planted),   2=Local Aus (broadcast),   3=HYV Aus,
4=Local Aman (planted),   5=Local Aman (broadcast), 6=HYV Aman,  7=Local Boro,  8=HYV Boro, 9=Wheat, 10=Maize, 11=Potato, 12=Jute, 13=Cotton, 14=Tobacco,  15=Sugarcane,  16=Pulse,  17=Oilseed,  18=Vegetables,  19=Turmeric,  20=Pepper, 21=Onion, 22=Garlic, 23=Ginger, 24=Coriander seed, 25=Banana, 26=Watermelon/melon, 27=Others

5.12
If answer is no, why (tick) 

1=This type of fertilizer are not available in demand 

2=More amounts are required 

3=Productivity of crops is lower 

4=Not known about the use of this fertilizer 

5=Used as fuel both for cow dung and leaves 

5.13
Do you use chemical fertilizer and insecticides (tick) 

a)
Fertilizer 

1= Spontaneously
2=Finding no other option

b) Insecticide

1= Spontaneously 
2=Finding no other option

5.14
Do you think that in this area both chemical fertilizer and insecticides are used in a large scale in the cultivated lands? 

1 =Yes,   2 =No

5.15 
If answer is yes, what is the effect on water and land? 

a) Water 

1=Water is contaminated 2=Both fish and insect species are going to be diminished 

3=Quality of water is deteriorating 4=No effect is noticeable
b) Land 

1=Fertility of land is declining, 2=It is noticeable that negative impacts on produced food crops and fruits, =No effect is noticeable 

5.16
Do you have any activity in your area, for IPM programme? 

1 =Yes,   2 =No,
3 =Not known

5.17
If yes, what type of method do you adopt? 

1=Organic method (useful insects kill harmful insects) 2=Mechanical method (use of net, light etc.)  3=Improved cultivation method (use of seed, weeding and cultivation at right time) 4=Use of disease free crops (healthy HYV seed use) 5=Proper dose of chemical medicine used in the process 6=others (specify) 

Afforestation

5.18
Have you brought under your ownership for deforestation during the last one year?

1=Yes,

 2=No 

5.19
If yes, Amount of land and purpose of deforestation 

	
	
	

	Description of land
	Area of land (in decimal)
	Purpose (Code)

	1. Adjacent to homestead 
	
	

	2. Bush or jungles
	
	

	3. Fallow land
	
	

	4. Afforested land
	
	

	5. Others
	
	


Purpose Code: 1=For repayment of loan, 2=For fuel, 3=For making house/furniture, 4=For marriage of children, 5=For education of children, 6=For medical or family expenses, 7=To increase cultivable land, 8=To form capital for business, 9=Growth of trees is not as per expectation,, 10=For new afforestation, 11=Others (specify)

5.20
Have you brought any of your land under afforestation? 

1=Yes, 2=No 

5.21
If yes, area of land, type of trees and purpose there of 

	
	
	

	Description of land
	Area of land (in decimal)
	Purpose (Code)

	1. Adjacent to homestead 
	
	

	2. Fallow land
	
	

	3. Afforested land
	
	

	4. Others (specify)
	
	


Type of tree Code: 1=Fuel tree, 2=Fruit tree, 3=Medicinal tree, 4=Timber tree (Shegun, Mehogoni, Rain tree etc.), 5=Others (specify)

5.22 
During the last year, how many trees were cut or planted by your family members? 

	
	
	
	

	Type of trees
	Cut down
	Planted (no.)
	Present number

	1. Fruit trees
	
	
	

	2. Fuel trees
	
	
	

	3. Timber trees
	
	
	

	4. Medicinal trees
	
	
	

	5. Others
	
	
	


5.23
Do you have any grazing land in your village? 

1 =Yes,   2 =No

5.24
If yes, presently number of grazing fields? 

------------------ Number,   Area ------------------------ (in decimal)

5.25
Present condition of biodiversity 

	Description
	Present condition (Code)

	1. Birds 
	

	Local birds 
	

	Migratory birds
	

	2. Aquatic animal
	

	Open water Fishery
	

	Aquaculture 
	

	Crab
	

	Frog 
	

	Snail
	

	Tortoise/turtle/reptiles
	

	Others (specify)
	

	3. Tree 
	

	
	

	4. Aquatic vegetation 
	

	5. Miscellaneous 
	

	
	

	6. Others (specify)
	


Present status code: 1 =Plenty, 2=Average, 3=Very low or rare, 4 =Not found

Land Erosion
5.26
Whether river erosion has taken your homestead or cultivable land during last 10 years? 

1 =Yes,   2 =No

5.27
If yes, area of land

A)
Homestead................................... (decimal) 

B)
Cultivable land.............................. (decimal) 

C)
Fallow or Grazing land.................. (decimal) 

D)
Garden of fruit.................. ………..(decimal) 

E)
Other land..................................... (decimal) 

5.28
People’s perception about environment in this area 

	Description
	Problem (Code)
	Cause (Code)

	1. Groundwater situation
	
	

	2. Arsenic contamination
	
	

	3. Water logging
	
	

	4. Flood situation 
	
	

	5. Massive use of ground water
	
	

	6. Water born disease
	
	

	7. Water pollution
	
	

	8. Siltation
	
	

	9. Deforestation
	
	

	10. Killing of wild animal/ biodiversity 
	
	

	11. Fisheries resources
	
	

	12. Others (specify)
	
	


Problem Code: 1=Plenty, 2=Average, 3=Very low, 4=Not found

Cause Code: 1=Massive use of groundwater for drinking and irrigation, 2=Unplanned way of construction of sluice gate, 3=Unplanned way of construction of polders, 4=Unplanned construction of ‘Bhery Bandh’, 5=Insufficient mode of drainage facility, 6=Unplanned way of Gher construction, 7=Illegal construction of Bhery Bandh/intrusion of saline water, 8=Excessive use of chemical fertilizer and insecticide, 9=Dumping of waste materials in river/khal, 10=Illegal occupancy of river/canal by individual, 11=Excessive use of wood as fuel (e.g. brick field), 12=Increasing land for homestead and cultivable land, 13=Other (specify), 14=Not known, 99=Not applicable

Impact of Subproject Intervention on Environment 

5.29 
Impact of Subproject Intervention on Fisheries

	Groundwater 
	Water flow
	Water quality
	Flooding 
	Water logging
	Biodiversity 
	Health 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Positive impact=1, Negative impact=2, Unchanged/No impact=3, Unknown=4

Impact of Subproject Intervention in Adjacent Area  

5.30 
Adjacent Area Information of Subproject

	Flood situation
	Navigation
	Water availability
	Development 

	
	
	
	


Positive impact=1, Negative impact=2, Unchanged/No impact=3, Unknown=4

Module 6: Women and Development (Project village(s) and Control village)
6.1 Name of the Respondent:

6.2 Age:

6.3 Educational Qualification:
Code:

6.4 Relation with the HH head
Code:

6.5 Do you work for family earnings?   1=Yes         2=No

6.6 If yes please give the following information:

	Sl. No
	Descriptions/Type of works performed
	Description of work in last one month
	Tentative Income in last year

	
	
	Total working days
	Average per day work hour
	

	1
	Government job
	
	
	

	2
	Private job in NGO
	
	
	

	3
	Day laborer in earth work/road repairing work
	
	
	

	4
	Work as maid in others house
	
	
	

	5
	Building worker
	
	
	

	6
	Agricultural worker in own land
	
	
	

	
	Preparing seed bed
	
	
	

	
	Working in the field
	
	
	

	7
	Agricultural worker in others land
	
	
	

	8
	Fowl/duck rearing
	
	
	

	9
	Goat rearing
	
	
	

	10
	Cow fattening
	
	
	

	11
	Fry and fingerling catching
	
	
	

	12
	Fishing
	
	
	

	13
	Drying Fish
	
	
	

	14
	Producing and selling of food items
	
	
	

	15
	Crop processing
	
	
	

	16
	Business/ Shop keeper/hawker
	
	
	

	17
	Tailoring
	
	
	

	18
	Computer operator
	
	
	

	year
	Others (Specify)
	
	
	


Educational Qualification Code: 1= Illiterate, 2= Can sign, 3= Can read and write, 4=Up to Class 3, 5= Up to class 5, 6= Up to Class 7, 8= Up to Class 10, 11=SSC pass, 11= Up to HSC, 12= HSC passed, 13= Graduate, 14= Masters, 15= others (Specify). 

Relationship Code: 1= Wife, 2= Daughter, 3=Daughter in Law, 4= Sister, 5= Sister in Law, 6= Nice, 7=Others (Specify)

6.7 For how many months did you work for the family in last year?  ……………..Months

6.8 Kindly provide the following information on your family income:

	Sources of Income
	Total Income (in Taka) in Last one year

	Own Income
	

	Husband’s income
	

	Others (Specify)
	


Do   you spend all your earnings for family?   1=yes          2=No

If yes, what proportion of your earnings do you spend for the family………. %

6.10 What do you do with rest of the money; 1=keep in Bank, 2= Spend for purchasing my own necessities, 3= Help to my parents, 4=others (Specify)

6.11 What is your proportion of financial contribution in the family income………%

6.12     Please give information about your involvement in different months during last 1 year.

	Level of Involvement
	Name of Months

	
	Baishakh
	Jaishtha
	Asar
	Srabon
	Bhadro
	Aswin
	Kartik
	Agrahayan
	Posh
	Magh
	Falgum 
	Cahitra

	Code=
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Level of Involvement code: 1= Very Busy, 2= Moderately Busy, 3= Busy, 4= Negligible. 5= Not at all Busy

6.13     Kindly give us the following information about your involvement (Time spent) in day to day HH works:

	Type of Works
	Season

	
	Pick Season
	Non-peak Season

	Agriculture Related Works
	
	

	Crop Processing (Weeding, Plantation, Paddy Husking, Drying, Seed Preservation,  Paady storing
	
	

	Poultry and Livestock rearing
	
	

	Homestead Gardening
	
	

	Others (Specify)
	
	

	Domestic Works
	
	

	Cooking and serving foods to HH inmates
	
	

	Collection of Drinking water and fuel wood
	
	

	Collection of Cow dung for fuel
	
	

	Washing Clothes and cooking utensils
	
	

	Others (Specify)
	
	

	Nursing
	
	

	Caring Children
	
	

	Supporting Children’s education
	
	

	Looking after elderly HH members and otherb members
	
	

	Looking after husband
	
	

	Leisure Time
	
	

	Take Rest and recreation
	
	

	Sleep at night
	
	

	Others(Specify)
	
	


Note: Enumerator should remain alert: Consistency is desirable with Q.1

6.14 Do you feel that your work load is much more than other members of the HH; 1=Yes always, 2= In some months, 3= Almost same, 4= Less

6.15   Do you think changes have been taking place in terms of involvement of male and female in agricultural woks using modern technology? 

1=yes,    2=No

If yes, in which sector changes are taking place:

	Sector
	Changes Taking Place(Code)

	
	Male
	Female

	Land preparation
	
	

	Planting
	
	

	Weeding
	
	

	Yielding
	
	

	Crop threshing
	
	

	Crop Processing
	
	


Changes Occurred Code: 1=Increased, 2=Decrease, 3=Same.

6.16     Water Collection Related issues:

Sources of Water and use for Domestic works;

	Type of Use
	Source (Code)
	Distance (feet)
	Time (For fetching water) in minute
	How many times
	Collectors (Code)
	Ownership of water sources (Code)

	Drinking 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cooking 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Washing clothes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Washing utensils
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bathing
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Others (Specify)
	
	
	
	
	
	


Source Code:  1= Tube well, 2=Pond, 3=Ditch, 4=well, 5=Khal, 6=River, 7=Deep Tube well, 8= Pipe water, 9=others (Specify)

Collection code:  1= Self, 2= Other women of the family,  3= Other male members of the family,  4- Children of the family,  5= Others (Specify).

Ownership Code: 1= Own, 2= Neighbor, 3=Government, 4= Non government, 5= Joint ownership, 6= others (Specify).

6.17     Fuel Collection for Cooking:

	Sources of Fuel
	Proportion met from the source
	Collector’s code

	Homestead trees
	
	

	Managed form roadside trees or government  forests, trees in fallow land without any cost
	
	

	Kerosene 
	
	

	Gas
	
	

	Pit coal
	
	

	Charcoal
	
	

	Others(Specify)
	
	


Collector’s code: 1= Self,  2=other female family members,  3= Other male members,  4= Family children, 5= Husband,  6=Others (Specify) 99=Not Applicable.

 Women and Poverty:

6.18
During last One (1) year did you take any loan?  

1= Yes       2=No

If yes, please give the following information:

	Sources of Loan (Code)
	Sources of Loan
	During last One (1) Year

	
	
	1st Loan
	2nd Loan
	3rd loan

	
	Institutional
	Amount (in Taka)
	Reasons for Taking loan
	Use of Loan
	Amount (in Taka)
	Reasons for Taking loan
	Use of Loan
	Amount (in Taka)
	Reasons for Taking loan
	Use of Loan

	1
	Commercial Bank
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Bangladesh krishi Bank
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Bangladesh Krishi Unnayan Bank
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Other Government source (Specify)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Cooperative Society
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	PKSF
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	NGO
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Others (Specify)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Non Institutional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Money lender (Mahajan)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	Businessman
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Friends/Relatives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Others (Specify)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


6.19 Did you seek any suggestion from any of your HH members while taking loan for increasing your income?   1= Yes,    2= No

If yes with whom: 1= Husband, 2=Son, 3=Son in law,  4= Daughter,  5= daughter in Law, 6= Father in Law, 7= Mother in law,  8= Uncle, 9= Others (Specify)

 6.20 Did you face any problem while initiating any income generating activities?  1= yes,   2=No

If yes, why or for what reasons you faced the problems:

1=husband, 2=Son, 3= Father/Mother in Law, 4= Social Pressure, 5=others (Specify).

6.21 Information on Women Empowerment:

In spending your earnings who normally takes decision and why

	Code
	 Decision Make
	Reason (Code0

	1
	Self
	

	2
	Husband
	

	3
	Husband and wife together
	

	4
	Father-Mother in law
	

	5
	All together
	

	6
	Others (Specify)
	


Reason Code: 1= There is none to suggest, 2= Because it is my earning, 3= This is a social norm, 4=Head of the Family, 5= Others (Specify)

6.22 In which of the Following family issues you take part in decision making? 

	Code
	 Family Issues
	(Put a tick (√)

	1
	Income generating issue
	

	2
	Education for children
	

	3
	Marriage of the children
	

	4
	Asset Purchase (Land, Pond, House etc)
	

	5
	Construction of New house
	

	6
	In talking loan
	

	7
	In spending money
	

	8
	Visiting realatives
	

	10
	In using savings for further investment
	

	11
	For selling agricultural products.
	

	12
	Others (Specify)
	


6.23   What type of Problems you and your family are facing now?

1=Poverty, 2=Malnutrition, 3=Loan defaulter, 4=landlessness, 5=Illiteracy, 6=Lack of treatment, 7= Poor housing condition, 8=Cannot provide education to child for poverty, 9= Insufficient number of income earners, 10= Large Family, 11=Family feud, 12=lack of social security, 13=Litigation, 14=River erosion, 15= Others (Specify).

6.24 Identify three major problems that you and your family have been facing:    

1=       

2=

3=

Women and Poverty

6.25 How many times you take food in the household?

1=Once, 
2=Twice, 
3=Thrice, 
4=More than above

6.26  Who has the priority for improved diet? (Please give tick)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Type of food
	Adult  member
	Minor member
	None

	
	Husband
	Wife
	Boy
	Girl
	

	Fish
	
	
	
	
	

	Meal
	
	
	
	
	

	Polao and rich food
	
	
	
	
	

	Milk
	
	
	
	
	

	Egg
	
	
	
	
	


6.27   In which month (s) during last year you were in want with reduced consumption?

1=Baishakh, 2=Jaistha, 3=Ashar, 4=Sraban, 5=Bhadra, 6=Ashwin, 7=Kartik, 8=Agrahayan, 9=Poush, 10=Magh, 11=Falgun, 12=Chaitra, 99=Not applicable

6.28 During flood, who are the most sufferers?

	1
	2

	Member of the family
	Level of sufferings (Code)

	Males
	

	Females
	

	Children
	

	Elderly people
	


Level of suffering Code: 1=Very high, 2=High, 3=Low, 4=Very low

Why and what type of difficulties (tick –almost in 3 cases)

1=More time is required to look after children, 2= Difficulties in cooking

3=More time is required to collect fuel and drinking water,

4=Work load increases as crops are shifted in safer places

5=Crop processing, 6=Difficulties of transportation, 7=Reduced amount of food

8=Sanitation problem, 9=others

6.29 Whether drop-out of school in last year?

1=Yes, 

2= No

6.30 If answer is yes, his/her age ---------- Year -------- Year -------- Year

Reasons for leaving school (Code) ---------------- (Code) ----------------- (Code) ---------------- 

Reasons of leaving school code: 1=Very expensive, 2=School/Maktab is far away, 3=Bad communication system, 4=To help in household work, 5=To help in agricultural work, 6=To help in family business, 7= Reluctance to go to school, 8=Frequently becomes sick, 9=Education is not useful, 10=Leaving home, 11=Not intelligent, 12=Parents do not want, 13=Early marriage, 14=Finished the desired level of education, 15=Insecurity, 16=Others

NGO/Samity

6.31   Is there any NGO available in your locality work for women?

1= Yes, 
2= No, 
3= Don’t know

6.32   If answer’s yes, then type of NGO/ Samity

1=Micro- Credit , 
2=Mahila Bittayahin Samabaya Samity /BBS

3=Mohila Samabaya Samity, 
4=Labor contracting Samity, 
5= others

6.33   Are you member of any NGO/ Samity?

1= Yes,


 2= No

6.34   If answer in yes, for how many months? -------------- Month

6.35 As a member of NGO/ Samity what sort of supports you are receiving?

1= Micro-credit distribution, 2= Agricultural equipments distribution, 3= Distribution of siblings of chicken or ducks, 4= Distribution of handicrafts and small and cottage inputs, 5= Awareness creation, 6= To provide training, 7= To provide health services, 8= Educational activities, 9= Savings of money, 10= Others (specify)

Health related (last one year)

6.36   Description of household members’ sickness

	1
	2
	3
	4

	Household member

(Code)
	Type of disease

(Code)
	Duration of illness

(Days)
	Sources of treatment

(Code)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Type of Illness Code: 1=Cough/Flue/Fever, 2=Diarrhea, 3= Dysentery, 4=Chicken pox/Measles, 5=Malaria, 6=Tuberculosis, 7=Typhoid, 8=Asthma, 9=Injury or trauma, 10=Other illness

Source of Treatment Code: 1=Homeopath, 2=Hekim/kabiraj, 3=Ojha/Baidda/Fakir, 4=Quack, 5=MBBS, 6=Union health centre, 7=Health and family welfare centre, 8=Thana health centre, 9=DMC/clinic/hospital, 10= Pharmacy, 11=Did not get treatment, 12=Did not take medical care, 13=Others (specify), 99=Not applicable

6.37    For child birth where did you go (in last 5 years for the recent issue)?

1=Government hospital/clinic 

2=Private hospital/clinic

3=NGO hospital/clinic 


4= At own home

5= others (specify) 


99=Not applicable

6.38 If child is born in house then who attended the pregnant women?

1=Trained midwife 
2=Non-trained midwife 

3=Village doctor

4=Paramedic doctor 
5=MBBS doctor 

6=DMC/hospital/clinic

7=Others (specify)

Family decisions

6.39 Who take the major role in decision making of the following subjects?

	1
	2

	Subject
	Decision maker (Code)

	1. Land purchase
	

	2. Land sale
	

	3. Giving mortgage of land
	

	4. Taking mortgage of land
	

	5. In purchase of clothes and domestic items
	

	6. Savings
	

	7. Taking loans and repayment
	

	8. Income earning activities for own
	

	9. Expenditure of own earned income
	

	10. Adoption of children by family planning
	

	11. Decision for conceiving children
	

	12. Education of children
	

	13. Marriage of children
	

	14. Going to friends/relatives house
	

	15. To work outside home
	

	16. To attend village meetings
	

	17. Others (specify)
	


Code: 1 = Completely own, 2 = Only husband/male guardian, 3 = Mainly husband/male guardian, 4 = Jointly by husband and wife/with discussion by all, 5=Others (specify)

6.40   As a women, describe the major problems of women in your locality (put tick on three main problems)

a. General problems

1= In this area, women are backward in terms of education

2= In this area, women are suffering from insecurity

3= Women are deprived of economic activities due to lack of capital

4= Women cannot take decision singularly without the help of males

5= Limited economic activities for women

6= Limited organizational activities for women

7= Women are oppressed with problems such as early marriage, dowry etc.

8= Inadequacy of health services for women

9= In this area, the above problems are not dominant

10= Others (specify)

b. Problems of women regarding agriculture and pisciculture

1=Women are deprived from leasing in agricultural land/waterbodies

2=Males are preferred for wage

3=Low wage rate for women

4=Marketing problems of women for marketing their produced/crops/fishes

5=The women of the area can not work in the field out of social restrictions

6=Problems are not acute

7=Others (specify)

Participation in WMCA related activities

[Water management section (section 3) – please see question no. 3.35]

6.41 
Are you member of WMCA

General member 



Employed worker/officer of WMCA

Member of management committee 

 None

6.42 Till today, in how many meetings of WMCA you have attended? ------------- No.

6.43 In the last one year, in how many village meetings you have attended? --------------- No.

6.44 At present how many women members are there in LCS (if there is any LCS in

the area)? ------------------------- Person

6.45 
As you are aware, the subproject is in the process of implementation. According to you, what is the extent of women participation related to WMCAs or subprojects? (Code).

1. To attend various meetings at the beginning of subproject

2. To attend meetings of management committee

3. To participate in demarcating the subproject

4. To participate in the training schemes of subproject

5. To participate in the implementation proceedings of subproject

6. To participate in contractual implications

7. To participate in the implementation of subproject

8. To participate in microcredit and income generating activities

9. To participate in earth cutting

10. To participate in construction

11. To participate in LCS

Participation code

1. Full participation

2. Average participation

3. Negligible participation

4. Not at all participated

Appendix - 3

Village/Community Survey Questionnaire

Participatory Small Scale Water Resources Sector Project (PSSWRSP)

SODEV Consult
198, Lane No 1, New DOHS Mohalhali 

Date of Interview:

1.  Name of the Subproject------------------------------------------------

 2. Type of Subproject------------------------------------------------------

3.  ID Number of the Subproject------------------------------------------

4.  Division-----------------------------------------------------------------------

5. 
District -----------------------------------------------------------------------

6. 
Upazila/Thana -------------------------------------------------------------      Code

7.  Union -------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Code

8 
 Village ------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Code
            

9.   Name of Field Enumerator----------------------------------------------      Signature-------------------

10. Name of the Supervisor-------------------------------------------------      Signature--------------------                  

Section 1: Village Roster
	1
	Name of the Interviewer                                                                                                Date: 

	3
	Name of the Village
	

	4
	Union
	

	5
	Upazila
	

	6
	District
	

	7
	Division
	

	8
	 ID Number of Homesteads/Households
	

	9
	Is there Electricity connection in the village
	

	 9
	Percentage of household using electricity
	

	10
	Number of household using solar cell
	

	11
	Number of Bio Gas Plant
	

	12
	Percentage of using electricity in irrigation
	

	13
	Major means of Communication System of the Village (Code)
	

	14
	Nature of Communication (Code)
	


Electricity connection Code: 1=Yes,  
2=No

Communication Code: 1= By road, 
2=Railway, 
3=Water ways, 

4=Others (Specify)

Nature of Communication: 1= Very good, 
2= Good, 
3=Bad, 

4= Very bad

Section 2: Description of the Land

	Sl. No.
	Description
	Government Ownership

(Acre/Number)
	Private Ownership

(Acre/Number)

	1
	Home stead Land
	
	

	1
	Agricultural land
	
	

	2
	Fallow land
	
	

	3
	Number of total ponds/water bodies
	
	

	Total
	
	


Section 3: Use of Water, Dwelling & Sanitation Status

	SL. No.
	Description
	Number
	Percentage

	Sources of Drinking Water
	
	

	1
	Tubewell
	Arsenic Contaminated Tubewell
	
	

	2
	
	Non Arsenic Contaminated Tubewell
	
	

	3
	
	Tubewell User- Arsenic Contaminated
	
	

	4
	
	Tubewell User- Arsenic Free 
	
	

	5
	HH using Pond Water 
	

	6
	HH using Well water 
	

	7
	HH using Canal/Beel/River Water
	

	Dwelling
	

	8
	In Own Land (%)
	

	9
	In Khas/Government Land (%)
	

	10
	In Other Peoples Land (%)
	

	Use of Latrine
	

	11
	Pucca (Percentage)
	

	12
	Ring Slab (Percentage)
	

	13
	Pit Latrine (Percentage)
	

	14
	Others (Percentage)
	


Section 4: Condition of Agriculture in the Village

	SL. No.
	Name of 5 Major Agricultural Crop (Use Code)

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	

	4
	

	5
	

	Main Type of Rice Grown in this Village (Code)

	
	

	Main Irrigated Crop in this Village (Code)

	6
	

	Total Irrigated Land in this Village (in Decimal)

	7
	Rabi Season

	8
	Kharif Season

	Major three Source of Irrigation in this Village?

(River=1; Khal=2; Beel=3; well=4; underground water=5)

	10
	

	11
	

	Main three Process of Irrigation in this Village?

(LLP=1; STW=2; DSSTW=3; DTW=4; HTW=5; Treadle Pump=6; Indigenous=7

	12
	

	13
	

	14
	

	Main Source of Power for Mechanical Irrigation in this Village?

(Diesel=1; Electricity=2; Both=3)

	15
	

	Percentage of Land Under the Following Three Irrigation System

	
	Mechanical

	16
	Hand Tubewell

	17
	Indigenous Method

	Use Power Tiller or Tractor for Cultivation (if any?)= Percentage of Land Under This Process? 

(If no put ‘0’)

	18
	

	19
	


Crop Code: 1 A =L. Aus (transplanted) 
5=L. Boro 
11=Cotton 
16 = vegetables 21=Ginger 1 B =L. Aus (Broadcasted) 
6=HYV Boro 
12=Tobacco 
17=Turmeric  2=Coriander seed 2=HYV Aus 7=Wheat 
13=Sugarcane 

18=Chilly 
23=Banana 3 A =L. Aman (transplanted) 8=Maize 
14= Pulses 
19=Onion 
24 = water melon/ melon 3 B =L. Aman (Broadcasted) 9=Potato 
15 = Oilseed 
20=Garlic 
25=Others (Specify) 4=HYV Aman 10=Jute

Section 5: Monthly Rate of Interest of Traditional Money Lender (Mahajan)

	SL. No.
	Nature of Loan
	Rate of Interest (Monthly)

	1
	Very Short Term (Up to3 Months)
	Normal Season 
	Peak Season 
	Lean Season

	2
	Short Term (Up to 6 Months)
	
	
	

	3
	Mid Term (Up to 1 Year)
	
	
	

	4
	Long Term (More than 2 Years)
	
	
	


Section 6: Cultivation of Crops according to Month

	SL. No.
	Description of the crops
	Time of cultivation

	1
	LV Aus (transplanted)
	

	2
	LV Aus (Broadcasted)
	

	3
	HYV Aus
	

	4
	LV. Aman (transplanted)
	

	5
	LV. Aman (Broadcasted)
	

	6
	HYV Aman
	

	7
	LV. Boro
	

	8
	HYV Boro
	

	9
	Wheat
	

	10
	Maize
	

	11
	Potato
	

	12
	Jute
	

	13
	Cotton
	

	14
	Tobacco
	

	15
	Sugarcane
	

	16
	Pulses
	

	17
	Oilseed
	

	18
	Vegetables
	

	19
	Turmeric
	

	20
	Chili
	

	21
	Onion
	

	22
	Garlic
	

	23
	Ginger
	

	24
	Coriander seed
	

	25
	Banana
	

	26
	Watermelon/ Melon
	

	27
	Others
	


Section 7: Cost of Food and HH items; (Last Year Price)

	SL. No.
	Description
	Unit
	Per Unit

Lowest Price

(Tk.)
	Per Unit

Highest Price

(Tk.)
	Distance of the Nearest

Purchasing Point (km)

	1
	Coarse Rice 
	Kg
	
	
	

	2
	Medium quality rice
	Kg
	
	
	

	3
	Fine Rice 
	Kg
	
	
	

	4
	Flour 
	Kg
	
	
	

	5
	Loaf/biscuit/chira/muri 
	Kg
	
	
	

	6
	Potato 
	Kg
	
	
	

	7
	Vegetables (leaves) 
	Kg
	
	
	

	8
	Others 
	Kg
	
	
	

	9
	Fruits 
	Kg
	
	
	

	10
	Mosur Dull 
	Kg
	
	
	

	11
	Khesari Dull 
	Kg
	
	
	

	12
	Chola Dull
	Kg
	
	
	

	13
	Beef 
	Kg
	
	
	

	14
	Mutton 
	Kg
	
	
	

	15
	Chicken 
	Kg
	
	
	

	16
	Chicken/duck eggs 
	Number
	
	
	

	17
	Others 
	Number
	
	
	

	18
	Fish 
	Kg
	
	
	

	19
	Soya bean Oil/ palm oil 
	Kg
	
	
	

	20
	Coconut Oil 
	Kg
	
	
	

	21
	Mustered oil
	Kg
	
	
	

	22
	Onion 
	Kg
	
	
	

	23
	Garlic 
	Kg
	
	
	

	24
	Turmeric
	Kg
	
	
	

	25
	Chili 
	Kg
	
	
	

	26
	others 
	Kg
	
	
	

	27
	Salt
	Kg
	
	
	

	28
	Milk 
	Kg
	
	
	

	29
	Milk products
	Kg
	
	
	

	30
	Gur
	Kg
	
	
	

	31
	Sugar
	Kg
	
	
	

	32
	Cosmetic/ Beauty Soap 
	Per Piece
	
	
	

	33
	Washing/Laundry Soap 
	
	
	
	

	34
	Bidi 
	1 Packet (25
	
	
	

	35
	Cigarette
	
	
	
	

	36
	Miscellaneous
	
	
	
	


Note: Please Estimate the Distance from the Nearest Market/Growth Center of the Village. In Case Market/Growth Center is Within or Beside the Village Put ‘0’

Section 8: Daily Wage (Cash & Kind: Last One Year)

	SL. No.
	Description of Labor
	Wage labor

	
	
	Agriculture
	Non-Agriculture

	
	
	Wage Rate Per day (in Taka)
	Aus
	Aman
	Boro
	Rabi
	Highest
	Highest

	1
	Child Labor (Below 12 Years)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Other Condition

(Code)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Male (Adult)
	Wage Rate Per day (in Taka)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Other Condition

(Code)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Female (Adult)
	Wage Rate Per day (in Taka)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Other Condition

(Code)
	
	
	
	
	
	


Condition code: 1 wage +1 meal a day, 2= wage + 2 meals a day, 3= Wage + 3 meals a day, 4= Others (Specify)

Section 9: Existing Development Project in this Village
	SL. No.
	Description

	Name of Three major projects related to water

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	

	Name of three major projects related to health & nutrition

	4
	

	5
	

	6
	


Section 10: Water Management Co-operative Association (WMCA)

10.1 Is there any WMCA in the village : 1= Yes,     2=NO

If yes:

10.2 When the WMCA was established 

Month 
________

Year   _________

10.3 How many villages are there in the WMCA? …………. Villages

10.4 Number of Gender Based individual Members of the Association

	Number of the Members of the Association at present

	Male
	Female
	Total

	
	
	

	
	
	


10.5 Do you have any share in WMCA: 

1= Yes,   
2= No

If yes:

10.6 How much share do you have in the Association?

Total worth of share? ………………Tk, Number of Share …………

10.7 How the WMCA was selected and formed in the subproject area? Who was the main organizer?

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

10.8 
Please narrate the goals and objectives to form this WMCA?

1 = Social and economic development

2 = Poverty eradication

3 = Micro credit

5 = Employment

6 = Local participation for the implementation of the subproject

7 = Don’t know

10.9 
Is there any subcommittee under this WMCA? Yes ……………, No ……………….

If yes what are these? How many members of the subcommittee? What are the activities of the subcommittee?

	SL. No.
	Name of sub committee
	Number of Member
	Activities

	
	
	
	
	

	1
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Section 10: Institutional Information

	Sl. No.
	Type of Institution 
	Number

	Educational Institution
	

	1
	Primary School
	

	2
	Secondary School
	

	3
	College
	

	4
	University
	

	5
	Madrasha
	

	Religious Institutions
	

	6
	Mosque
	

	7
	Temple
	

	8
	Church
	

	Medical Centre
	

	9
	Hospital/Clinic(With Bed Service)
	

	10
	Family Welfare Centre
	

	11
	Dispensary
	

	Industries
	

	12
	Handloom Weaving
	

	13
	Rice Mill
	

	14
	Oil Mill
	

	15
	Brick Field/Brick Kiln
	

	16
	Cold Storage
	

	17
	Others (Please Specify)
	

	Farm
	

	18
	Poultry
	

	19
	Dairy
	

	20
	Fishery
	

	21
	Nursery
	

	22
	Hatchery (Fishery/Poultry)
	

	23
	Others (Mention)
	


Section 11: Characteristics of Village (Nearest Facilities)

	Sl. No.
	Description
	Distance (Km)

	1
	Nearest Pucca Road
	

	2
	Rail Station
	

	3
	Bus Stoppage
	

	4
	Wharf/ jetty/ ferry ghat/ launch ghat
	

	5
	Union Parishad Office
	

	6
	Upazila Sadar
	

	7
	Police Station
	

	8
	Primary School
	

	9
	Secondary School
	

	10
	College
	

	11
	University
	

	12
	Primary Health Care Centre
	

	13
	Hospital/Clinic (With Bed Service)
	

	14
	Market & Haat /Business Centre/Growth Center
	

	15
	 Post Office
	

	16
	Bank Branch
	

	17
	NGO Office
	


Note: Please estimate the distance from the nearest junction of the Village. In case of within or beside this village put ‘0’

Section 12 Social Institutions

12.1 
Organization/ Institution

	Name of the Organizations 
	Nature of the Organization
	Number of Member

	Occupation Based
	
	

	-Farmers cooperative society
	
	

	- Trade and business cooperative society
	
	

	- Micro Credit Cooperative Society
	
	

	Cultural Organization
	
	

	- Drama/ Stage Drama
	
	

	- Social organization for stopping violence
	
	

	against women)
	
	

	Others (NGOs)
	
	


1 = Formal, 2 = Non-Formal

12.2 Cooperation among villagers (jointly organized)

	1
	2
	3

	Description of activities
	Number of participation of the villagers (code)
	Nature of participation of the

respondents (code)

	
	
	


Number of Participation of the Villagers (code)

1 = All participated, 2 = Most of them, 3 = Very few participated, 4 = Very Poor participants

Nature of Participation of the Respondents (code)

1=Spontaneously, 2 = By the request of others, 3 = By the pressure of others

12.3 
Contradiction and opposition among villagers (Recent)

	1
	2
	3

	Description of contradiction 


	Cause of contradiction and

opposition
	Tendency of contradiction and

opposition


Appendix - 4

Census Survey Schedule for Study and Control Villages

Participatory Small Scale Water Sector Project (PSSWSP) LGED

SODEV Consult 

Name of Field Officer: ------------------------------------------------------------ Day // Month//  Year

1. District ------------------------------------------------------------- Name of subproject --------------------------------------

2. Upazila/Thana --------------------------------------------------- Type of subproject ---------------------------------------

3. Union ---------------------------------------------------------- ID Number of subproject ------------------------------------

4. Village -----------------------------------------------------------

	Sl. 
No
	Name of Household Head
	Father’s/Husband’s Name
	Age
	Education
	Land Ownership (Only Agricultural Land) in

Acre
	Household Status

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Strata holding size:

i) Landless: (Do not have any cultivable land but may or may not have homestead)

ii) Marginal farmer: Own land from 0.01 to 0.49 Acre;

iii) Small farmer: Own land from 0.50-2.49 Acre;

iv) Medium farmer: Own land from 2.50-7.49 Acre and 

v) Large Farmer Own land from above 7.50 Acre.

Final Studies and Main Report


PSSWRSP








Baseline Study for Impact Assessment


Participatory Small Scale Water Resources Sector Project (PSSWRSP)





�
�
�
�
�
�



































































































� Terms of Reference and Reporting Requirements p.111.


� The proportion of income spent on food falls as household income rises over time and across social groups.


� 2013 Pocket Book of BBS , P-363





