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Executive Summary 

This report provides the estimates of various parameters at the Baseline for the Impact 

Evaluation Study for the Second Rural Transport Improvement Project (RTIP-II) in 

Bangladesh. The baseline survey collected primary data from 800 households, 433 

communities, 4000 businesses/shops, 204 markets/growth centers, 1000 transport owners, 

and 1000 transport users. Besides, the above quantitative data, qualitative data were 

collected through 433 key respondent interviews and 428 focus group discussions. Both the 

quantitative and qualitative data were collected along 200 treatment and control roads and 

26 km of treatment and control segments of waterways. Key findings of different modules 

are as follows: 

Household Survey: 

The household survey collected data on several socioeconomic and demographic 

characteristics of the households. The variables are chosen for the following broad 

categories – household composition, employment, asset ownership, income and 

expenditure, agricultural activities, food security, experience of shocks and coping 

mechanisms, health status, mother and child welfare, migration, women agency. Together 

the variables capture all the important characteristics that define household socio-economic 

status and activities. 

The age pyramid of respondents has a large base, implying that the majority of the 

population is young. In the early years, the male-female ratios are close to unity. But after 24 

years the ratios decline to less than unity to drastically reverse after 60 years. The structures 

of the pyramids show that there is hardly any difference in the demographic structures 

between the treatment and control households. This observation is equally applicable for 

both treatment and control households in the case of roads and waterways. 

Less than 20 percent of the members in the case of roads and about 25 percent in the case 

of waterways never attended school. Majority of the current students (81 percent in the case 

of roads and 76 percent in the case waterways) have to go to schools on foot. On average 
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students have to travel about 2.5 km to go to school the case of road and 1.5 km in the case 

of waterways. Average one-way travel time is about 40 minutes in the case of roads and half 

an hour in the case of waterways. Households spend about Tk. 34-35 per day of schooling 

their children in the case of roads, and Tk. 24-27 in the case of waterways. 

The distribution of current main employment status shows that the majority of respondents 

(about 35% in the case of roads and 29-33% in the case of waterways) are self-employed 

farmers. About 13 percent in the case of roads and 6-8 percent in the case of waterways are 

employed as agricultural laborers. 

The majority of households (98-100%) in both in the case of roads and waterways, likewise 

in rural Bangladesh, live in homes they own. The average value ranges between 106-111 

thousand taka in the case of roads and between 160-163 thousand taka in the case of 

waterways. About 80 percent of the households have access to electricity for last seven 

years in the case of roads and 12 years in the case of waterways. About half of the 

households in the case of roads and two-thirds in the case of waterways have access to 

hygienic sanitation. 

Mud is the most commonly used material for flooring. It represents more than 80 percent of 

the houses in the case of roads and about two-thirds of the houses in the case of waterways. 

Majority of households use CI sheets for walls (60% in the case of roads and close to 90 

percent in the case of waterways). Finally, the most commonly used material for roof is CI 

sheet, with brick/cement coming a distant second with 5-9%. 

The main source of safe drinking water for household members is arsenic free tube wells, 

56-60% in the case of roads and 76-81% in the case of waterways. For about 30% 

households in the case of roads and 12-15% in the case of waterways, the arsenic levels of 

tube wells are not tested. 

Even though the coverage of safe latrine facilities is about 60% both in the case of roads and 

waterways, access to strictly sanitary latrine in the sense of protected disposal human feces 

is about one quarter of households. 

The baseline survey collected also data on household assets, income and expenditure. The 

average value of total net assets owned by the household is Tk. 3.1 million compared to Tk. 

2.6 million for the control households in the case of roads. In the case of waterways, the total 

value of assets for the treatment households stood at Tk. 3.5 million compared to Tk. 4.0 

million. While comparing the treatment and control groups, the difference is significant in the 

case of roads but not significant in the case of waterways. Inequality in assets measured in 
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terms of Gini coefficients is higher in the case of roads than in the case of waterways and 

the observed inequality is marginally higher among the treatment groups both in the cases of 

roads and waterways. 

Household income data were collected from information on all wage/salaried and self-

employment (excluding non-farm enterprises) income earned by the household during the 

last 12 months preceding the baseline survey data collection. The results show that the 

average household incomes of both the treatment and control groups is around Tk. 260 

thousand in the case of roads, and Tk. 370 thousand for treatment group and Tk. 340 

thousand the control group. In either case the observed slight differences between control 

and treatment groups are not statistically significant. The observed income inequality 

measured in terms of Gini coefficients is marginally higher among the treatment groups both 

in the cases of roads and waterways. 

Weekly food expenditure was Tk. 1767 per household in the treatment group compared to 

Tk. 1742 in the control group in the case of roads. In contrast weekly food expenditure was 

higher at Tk. 1821 for the treatment group compared to Tk. 1924 for the control group in the 

case of waterways. While the difference is not statistically significant in the case of roads but 

it is significant in the case of waterways. About two-thirds of food consumed is bought from 

the market in the case roads, the share drastically increases to more than 80% in the case of 

waterways. 

After aggregating the annualized food and non-food expenditures the average total 

expenditures of treatment households stands at Tk. 168 thousand compared to Tk. 164 

thousand for the control households in the case of waterways. The corresponding figures in 

the case of waterways are Tk. 177 thousand and Tk.187 thousand respectively. The 

differences are not statistically significant. 

Farm households are 65% of sample households in the case of roads and 46% of sample 

households in the case of waterways. The estimates of cropping intensity are 1.76 for 

treatment households compared to 1.75 for the control households in the case of roads, and 

1.56 for treatment households compared to 1.63 for control households in the case of 

waterways. 

Farm households own or operate plots of land that are medium quality with the indices range 

between 2.25-2.26 for the treatment and control households in the case of roads, and 

between 2.20-2.12 for similar groups of farm households in the case of waterways. 
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Land fragmentation measured through the Simpson Index is 0.40 for farm households in the 

treatment group compared to 0.39 for similar group in the control group in the case of roads 

and the difference is statistically significant. The magnitudes of SI are quite similar in the 

case of waterways. 

Moderate levels of crop diversification measured through Modified Entropy Index appear to 

take place both among the treatment and control groups (0.73 and 0.71 in the case of roads 

and 0.67 and 0.69 in the case of waterways). 

For the treatment and control farm households in the case of roads the market orientation 

indices are around 0.5 with no statistical difference between them. The same is close to 60 

percent in the case of waterways with the treatment farm households with significantly higher 

MOI than their control counterparts. 

The extent of crop output market participation of the treatment farm household ranges 

between 0.42 (roads) and 0.49 (waterways). In contrast, the crop output market participation 

of the control farm households ranges between 0.42 and 0.45. 

Households both in the case of roads and waterways are all somewhat food surplus farmers 

as only 14-15% of households experience food deficit over the year in the case of roads, 

which reduces to 5-7% in the case of waterways. While the households in the case of roads 

are shielded against food deficit for about 8.5 months in the case of roads, the margin 

increases to 9 months in the case of waterways. 

Even if rates of moderate and extreme poverty following FGT techniques have declined in 

rural areas between 2010 and 2016, the depth and severity still remain a cause of concern in 

some pockets. 

About 40% of the households in the case of roads, and 20% of the households in the case of 

waterways reported that they were affected by at least one of the above types of shocks 

during the last year. Households take recourse to different coping mechanisms in response 

to socks including doing nothing, decumulation of savings, borrowing from formal or informal 

sources, distress sale of assets and properties and/or advanced sale of labor, etc. 

Distance to the nearest village market is more than 1.6 km in the case of roads but reduces 

to close to 1 km in the case of waterways.  Distance of the nearest wholesale market ranges 

between 4.6-4.9 km in the case of roads, which reduces to 2.3-2.8 km in the case of 

waterways. While it takes about 17 minutes to travel to the nearest village market in the case 

of roads, the travel decreases to 12 minutes in the case of waterways. It takes about half an 

hour to travel to the nearest wholesale market both in the case of roads and waterways. 
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Household members travel to the nearest village and wholesale markets mostly on foot and 

by rickshaws/vans. 

About 60% of sample households have had at least one member of the household who 

suffered from general illness such as cough, cold, fever, etc. in the last one month preceding 

the data collection in the case of roads, which increases to 70% in the case of waterways. 

About three quarters of those who suffered from general illness took medical service, 

treatment or medicine in the case of roads and, which is marginal higher in the case of 

waterways. Treatment households need to travel about 8 km or about one hour to go 

hospitals and health centers compared to and control households who need to travel less by 

one km in the case of roads. The distance and travel time are less at 7 km or 50 minutes for 

the treatment households and 5 km of 44 minutes for control households in the case of 

waterways. 

About 30% of the households in the case of roads and more than 50% of the households in 

the case of waterways have at least one migrants working outside the family. About 18% of 

the households in the case of roads and 45% in the case of waterways have migrant 

workers abroad, especially in one of the middle-eastern countries. The migrant workers 

remitted Tk. 153 thousand in cash and Tk. 3.86 thousand in in-kind during the last 12 

months to treatment households compared to Tk. 165 thousand in cash and Tk. 3.12 

thousand in-kind to control households in the case of roads. The corresponding figures are 

higher at Tk. 201 thousand in cash and Tk. 5.42 thousand in kind to the treatment 

households compared to Tk. 205 thousand in cash and Tk. 3.61 thousand in kind to control 

households in the case of waterways. 

Female members (15-50 years) in treatment households own assets worth Tk. 34 thousand 

against Tk. 38 thousand in control households in the case of roads. In the case of 

waterways, female members in treatment households own assets worth Tk. 39 thousand 

compared to Tk. 54 thousand. Regarding women’s empowerment in terms of taking 

decisions on mobility, childbirth and children’s issues, on various purchases, on social and 

political issues, decisions are made by women themselves or in consultation with their 

husbands/fathers. In a few cases the woman takes decision alone by herself and very rarely 

by others excluding the woman. 

Community Survey: 

While percent of household belonging to landless groups are higher in the case of roads 

compared to waterways, there are hardly any differences between the treatment and control 
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villages. While other groups of farm households are comparable between treatment and 

control villages, the incidence of large farms is very thin in the case of waterways. 

About one third of the male residents in the case of roads derive their livelihoods from wage 

employment in the farm sector. The percentage reduces to less than one fifth in the case of 

waterways. In contrast, self-employment in the farm sector contributes to one quarter of total 

employment of male residents in the case of roads and close to 30% in the case of 

waterways. 

There is hardly any difference of agricultural wage rates between the treatment and control 

villages across roads or waterways in the peak season. The differences of Tk. 1-8 in daily 

agricultural wage rates for male and female workers are not statistically significant. The 

differences in agricultural wage rates for both male and female workers become larger and 

in case of waterways become statistically significant. 

There are about 3 different types of business structures, viz. kancha, semi-pucca, and pucca 

in the villages. While there are about 30 such establishments in villages along the treatment 

and control roads, the corresponding numbers decreases to less than half at 12-13 in the 

case of waterways. The villages have about 2 markets in the vicinity in the case of roads, but 

less than 2 markets in the case of waterways. It appears that there are 3-4 earthen roads in 

the case of roads, and 1-2 earthen roads in the case of waterways 

Different types of smaller and low cost transport vehicles ply over the roads in the treatment 

and control villages both in the case of roads and waterways. The dominant modes of 

transport the residents in the villages used frequently appears to be battery operated/motor 

three wheelers such as CNG, nasiman, kariman, easy bike, etc. In the case of roads, 

residents in the village use these transport services about 50% of the time. The incidence 

increases to close to two-thirds in the case of waterways. In the case of roads about 45% of 

the residents and 70-80% in the case of waterways think that the low cost but widely 

available three wheelers are adequate in their villages. 

Business/Shop Survey: 

Of the shops, 99.95% are micro and only 0.05% are small in size. The findings suggest that 

the proportion of registered enterprises is higher in the control areas relative to the project 

areas in both cases though the proportions of registered shops are higher across the 

waterway (52.94 vs. 62.07) than roads (38.60 vs. 39.50). Nonetheless the differences 

between control and project areas in terms of shop characteristics are not found to be 

significant in both the cases. Most of the owners of the shops in both cases (road and 
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waterways) are male and their age ranges between 39 to 45 years. Majority of shop owners 

have had secondary education though the proportion of illiterate is higher among the owners 

of shops located across the waterway. In terms of the nature of businesses, most of the 

shops in both cases are involved in retailing though shops in project waterways are relatively 

less involved in retailing than their counterparts (roadside: 97.15%vs. 96.55%; waterways: 

76.47% vs. 93.10%). Wholesaling is prominent among waterside shops particularly in project 

areas. It is observed that while roadside shops handle on average about 85 customers daily, 

waterway-side shops handle about 100 customers daily. But the differences between project 

and control areas in terms of customer handling is insignificant in both cases. 

The most common business was the grocery business in both roadside shops (44.9% in 

project areas vs. 40.75% in control areas) and waterside shops (31.37% vs. 44.83%). Total 

fixed assets employed by the shops/businesses are estimated at about 1 lac taka in both 

project and control areas, it is estimated at about Tk. 5 lac and Tk. 1 lac for project and 

control waterside shops respectively with no significant differences between project and 

control areas. Among the fixed assets, the current value of own land constitutes the major 

portion of total fixed assets (about 50% for roadside shops and about 60% for waterside 

shops) followed by building/structure development (about 23%) and machineries and 

appliances (about 20%). 

With regard to start-up capital, the most frequent source identified is the own capital in cases 

of both the roadside (87.55% in project areas vs. 89.7% in control areas) and waterside 

enterprises (86.27% vs. 96.55%).The second most frequently identified source is the family’s 

capital in both roadside (23.65% vs. 24.25%) and waterside enterprises (49.02% vs. 

34.48%). For shops located beside roads, the most common sources of working capital 

identified are one’s own capital (90.5% in project areas vs. 92.65% in control areas), 

microcredit (19.85% vs. 17.2%), family’s capital (17.65% vs. 17.75%), taking loans from 

money lenders (2.5% vs. 3.15%), taking loans from banks (2.85% vs. 3.7%) and finally 

taking loans from family members/friends/relatives (2.6% vs. 1.6%) For the enterprises 

situated beside waterways, the most commonly identified sources of working capital are 

one’s own capital (92.16% vs. 82.76%), microcredit (15.69% vs. 24.14%), family’s capital 

(23.53% vs. 20.69%), etc. 

The costs of the shops mainly include operating cost, wage and benefits cost and 

transportation cost. The total monthly cost including operating and salary costs is estimated 

at about Tk. 11500 for roadside shops and Tk. 25000 and Tk. 18000 for project and control 

waterside shops respectively. The total operating costs estimated at about Tk. 4000 for 
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roadside shops while it was estimated at Tk. 10000 for waterside shops. While the monthly 

profit of roadside shops vary in a range of 5-7 thousand taka per month, it ranges between 

7-85 thousands for waterside shops. The estimated profit as a percentage of monthly sales 

for roadside shop is 5.82% in project areas and 7.64% in control areas. For waterside shops, 

the estimated profit as a percentage of monthly sales is 35.5% in project areas and 56.6% in 

control areas. The results indicate that waterside shops are more profitable than roadside 

shops depending on their diverse types of businesses. It is reported that shops operate 

almost whole year. Both sets of enterprises reported similar daily business hours, which is 

on average 13 hours daily. 

It has been revealed that for buying goods roadside shops had to travel on average 11 km 

(10.41km for project and 11.41 km for control area shops) while in case of waterside shops, 

project shops had to travel 25 km and control shops had to travel 47 km respectively. 

Transportation of goods took longer for control area stores relative to project area stores for 

both roadside (48.87 minutes in project areas vs. 52.26 minutes in control areas) and 

waterside stores (85.61 minutes in project areas vs. 96.24 minutes in control areas). 

Regarding the frequency of goods transportation in a month, roadside stores (8.18 times in 

project areas vs. 7.38 times in control areas) transport goods more often compared to 

waterside stores (5.96 times in project areas vs. 5.66 times in control areas). In cases of 

both transportation time and frequency, project area roadside shops differ significantly from 

control area shops at 5% level. 

The modes of transportation used by businesses located beside roads are as follows: using 

CNGs/tempos/autos (57.6% in the project areas vs. 58.15% in control areas), rickshaw/ vans 

(43.3% vs. 38.75%), pick-up vans (17% vs. 18.4%), walking (14.65% vs. 11.55%) and finally 

using the bus to transport the goods (4.75% vs. 5.4%). On the other hand, the most utilized 

modes of transportation for waterside enterprises are: CNGs/tempos/autos (60.78% vs. 

68.97%), rickshaw vans (31.37% vs. 24.14%), pick-up vans (23.53% vs. 27.59%), walking 

(27.45% vs. 6.9%), buses (7.84% vs. 6.9%) and other unspecified means of transportation 

(31.37% vs. 31.03%). 

Market/Growth Center Survey: 

The findings show that the markets located in upazila roads are bigger in terms of size, 

employment and weekly turnover than those are located in Union roads and water ways. 

The markets in project areas consisted of an average of 312 shops in upazila road, 223 

shops in Union road and 206 shops in waterway, while the figures were 218, 198 and 73 for 

Upazila road, union road and waterway respectively in control areas. Similarly employment 
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generated by the Upazila road markets was higher (195.6 vs. 145.5), followed by Union road 

market (150.25 vs. 136) and waterways market (206.4 vs. 73.33). Weekly turnover was 

reportedly higher in upazila road market (Tk. 4,976,371 vs. Tk. 1,708,125), followed by union 

road market (Tk. 2,958,096 vs. Tk. 2,674,450) and waterway market (Tk. 385,200 vs. 

3,558,333). 

It is observed that on average there are about 266 shops in a project roadside market and 

about 208 shops in a control roadside market. Among them, most of the shops were kancha 

(made of straw/bamboo) shops (122.49 in project areas vs. 89.84 in control areas) followed 

by semi-pucca shops (101.84 vs. 84.61) and pucca shops (43.183 vs. 33.98). Kancha shops 

are significantly higher in project road side markets compared to control road side markets. 

Contrastingly, waterway-side markets had higher numbers of semi-pucca shops (143.4 vs. 

81.33) followed by kancha shops (36.40 vs. 23), and pucca shops (36.4 vs. 23). The 

average number of shops per market near to waterways was 195 in project areas and 141 in 

control areas. 

As expected, average monthly rents are higher for pucca shops (Tk. 1,790 vs. Tk. 1,545 for 

roads and Tk. 2,150 vs. Tk. 2,600 for waterways) followed by semi-pucca (Tk. 1,186 vs. Tk. 

1,067 for roads and Tk. 1,400 vs. Tk. 1,566 for waterways) and kancha shops (Tk. 630 vs. 

Tk. 607 for roads and Tk. 600 vs. Tk. 766 for waterways) in both project and control areas. 

However, for both roads and waterways, no significant differences are observed in terms of 

rents of shops in markets in both project and control areas. 

The total number of persons engaged in a roadside market is higher in project areas (231) 

compared to control areas (141). By contrast, the total number of persons engaged in 

waterside markets was almost the same in both project (254) and control (253) areas. The 

ownership pattern of enterprises shows that male owners dominate in both project and 

control areas’ markets located near to roadsides and watersides. In terms of pattern of 

enterprises, retailers dominate (182.97 vs. 164.62 in roadside and 109.4 vs. 97.67 in 

waterside) followed by wholesaler-cum-retailer (32.39 vs. 31.41 in roadside and 90.4 vs. 56 

in waterside), wholesalers (8.77 vs. 8.71 in roadside and 17.5 vs. 6.5 in waterside) and 

aratdar (7.26 vs. 6.15 in roadside and 3 vs. 4.5 in waterside). 

Regarding common facilities, for roadside markets, facilities such as latrines, urinals and 

tube-wells are not significantly different in both project and control areas. On average, one 

latrine, one urinal and 3 tube-wells are available in road side markets. The number of 

mosques is significantly higher in project area markets compared to control area markets 

(1.6 vs. 1.1). A similar pattern is observed in the cases of waterside markets. With regard to 
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the number of maintenance required for each of these facilities, control markets appeared to 

have poor facilities compared to roadside markets as they require maintenance at a higher 

rate. Waterways market facilities are in the same state as the maintenance requiring for the 

facilities does not differ significantly. 

Regarding establishments and institutions, doctor’s chamber, NGO office, rice mill, and 

agricultural input dealer are available in all the roadside markets, both in project and control 

areas, which is not the case for waterside markets. The prevailing connectivity of the 

roadside and waterside markets to growth centers, villages, wholesale markets, other roads 

and waterways is assessed for both project and control areas. It is observed that project 

roadside markets are better connected to other establishments compared to control markets 

though the differences are not significant. On the other hand, in regard to waterways, control 

markets are better connected than project markets. In general, waterways markets are better 

connected with growth centers than roadside markets. 

For markets situated beside roads, highest turnovers are accounted for retailers (Tk. 

8,140,260 in project areas vs. Tk. 4,855,801 in control areas), followed by wholesalers-cum-

retailers (Tk. 6,803,769 vs. Tk. 2,472,100), wholesalers (Tk. 5,946,346 vs. Tk. 832,000) and 

aratdars (Tk. 4,935,288 vs. Tk. 308,850). On the other hand, for markets located near 

waterways the biggest turnovers are accounted for aratdars (Tk. 110,000 vs. Tk. 

10,833,333), followed by wholesalers-cum-retailers (Tk. 972,800 vs. Tk. 1,983,333), 

wholesalers (Tk. 292,000 vs. Tk. 1,100,000) and retailers (Tk. 78,000 vs. Tk. 266,667).The 

total trading value in project roadside markets (reportedly Tk. 2,118,838) was significantly 

higher than that of control roadside markets (Tk. 1,084,705). The top five traded products in 

terms of trading value in the roadside markets are cow/buffalo (Tk. 1,079,596 in project 

areas vs. Tk. 326,125 in control areas), fish (Tk. 189,074 vs. Tk. 141,194), rice/paddy (Tk. 

98,510 vs. Tk. 138,124), vegetables (Tk. 148,379 vs. Tk. 69,197), and goat/sheep (Tk. 

109,928 vs. Tk. 34,670). Just like the roadside markets, trading value was also higher in 

project waterside markets (Tk. 3,887,440) than in control waterside markets (Tk. 1,472,400). 

The top five products in terms of trading value in the waterside markets are cow/buffalo (Tk. 

2,100,000 vs. Tk. 833,333), goat/sheep (Tk. 240,000 vs. Tk. 175,000), chicken/duck (Tk. 

144,000 vs. Tk. 24,000), rice/paddy (Tk. 35,260 vs. Tk. 119,000), and fish (Tk. 76,320 vs. 

Tk. 76,667).Some interesting features of the markets nearby waterways are discernible here. 

Though many of the important/common products are not being traded in waterside markets, 

some products such as rice/paddy, cow/buffalo, and timbers are being traded in huge 
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volumes in waterside markets compared to roadside markets as these can conveniently be 

transported through waterways. 

Land prices per decimal in the vicinity of the markets (both roadsides and watersides) were 

reportedly higher in the project areas compared to the control areas. While the price of per 

decimal land is sold at Tk. 285,348 in the project roadside areas, it is sold at Tk. 141,510 in 

the control areas. Land price appeared to be much higher near to waterways markets (Tk. 

454,000 vs. Tk. 273,333) compared to roadside markets. As expected, people gather in the 

market during hat-days relatively at a higher proportion than non-hat days. It is found that 

relatively higher proportion of people gather in project roadside markets compared to control 

markets (6,513 vs. 4,718 in hat-days and 2,114 vs. 2,019 in non-hat days). Similarly, the 

number of people who gathered in the waterside project markets was higher than those in 

the control markets on both hat (7,300 vs. 3,700) and non-hat days (2,280 vs. 1,933). 

It is evident from the table that the proportion of local wholesale sellers and buyers is higher 

in project area markets compared to control areas. Comparing roadside and waterside 

markets, local wholesale sellers and buyers are substantially higher in waterside markets. 

The proportion of wholesale sellers is 70.77% vs. 63.12% in the roadside markets and 95% 

vs. 93.33% in the waterside markets. Likewise, a greater percentage of wholesale buyers 

are local in the waterside markets (87% vs. 66.67%) relative to those in the roadside 

markets (58.24% vs. 53.61%). On the other hand, though retail sellers and buyers are 

proportionately higher in waterside markets than roadside markets, there is no substantial 

difference between project and control markets. 

Regarding the management characteristics, 89.42% of the project roadside markets and 

83% of the control roadside markets do have Market Management Committee (MMC) and of 

them about 50% were being elected. In waterside markets, while 80% of project areas and 

100% of control areas do have MMC, 75% of project area and 100% of control area MMCs 

were being elected. It appears that waterside markets follow better democratic process of 

adopting MMC compared to roadside markets. Regarding decision making process at the 

Market, in most cases MMC makes the decisions. Regarding the frequency of toll collection 

in roadside markets, most types of shops reported that the tolls are collected on a weekly 

basis in both the project and control areas. 

For roadside markets, the most commonly identified modes of transportation are pick-up 

vans (74.04% in project areas vs. 68% in control areas), rickshaw vans (62.5% vs. 64%), 

other motorized vehicles (43.27% vs. 53%), buses/trucks (35.58% vs. 28%), etc. For 

waterside markets, the most frequently identified means of transportation are pick-up vans 
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(60% vs. 100%), water transport (100% vs. 33.33%), other motorized vehicles (60% vs. 

100%) and buses/trucks (60% vs. 66). 

Transport Owner Survey: 

All the surveyed transport owners are males in both areas. The average age of the owners 

of road vehicles is about 32 years and the average age of water vehicles is 42 years in 

project areas and 37 years in control areas. Most of the owners are married in both the 

roadside (82.4% vs. 82.6%) and waterside areas (91.43% vs. 100%). About 50% of the 

owners of road vehicles completed the Primary education level, 31% completed secondary 

level and about 11% do not have any education. While 60% of water transports owners in 

the project area and 25% from control area completed primary education level. A contrasting 

scenario is observed in cases of secondary education as 17% of water transport owner in 

project areas and 50% of control areas completed their secondary education. About one-

fourth of water transport owner do not have any formal education. While transport business 

is the main occupation of almost all of the road transport owners (94.8% vs. 94.4%), that 

was not the case for the water transport owners (54.29% vs. 75%). 

No significant differences between project and control areas in terms of profitability and 

operating costs of both types of vehicles are observed. The gross profit as percentage of 

monthly income is estimated at 64% for road transports in both project and control areas, 

while it is 60% in project and 33% in control areas for water transport owners. While the 

operating costs ranges between Tk. 7-8 thousands for road transports, it ranges between Tk. 

18-19 thousands for water transports. 

It is observed that in most cases only one vehicle is owned by one person (1.10 in project 

areas vs. 1.03 in control areas), and the vehicle is operated by a full time operator (1.06 vs. 

1). In both cases of Project and control areas, transports were purchased about 25 months 

before and they run it for about 9 months. There are no significant differences between 

project and control areas in terms of ownership and usability of transports. The vehicles 

normally travel about 67 Km daily and it carries on average 5 persons. About 80% of the 

surveyed vehicles are used for passengers and the rest are used for carrying cargos. The 

vehicles on average handle 60 passengers per day in both project and control areas. They 

also carry agriculture and non-agriculture products. 

Regarding the waterway vessels, ownership and operating patterns are similar to those of 

roadside vehicles. The project areas water vessels travel on average 30 Km per day while 

the control area vessels travel about 19 Km during dry season. However, in rainy season, 
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vessels of both areas travel about 48 Km. About 38% of the water vessels are used for 

passengers and 62% for cargos. Due to low navigability, project area vessels lose about 38 

days and control area vessels lose 70 days in a year. 

For roadside project area owners, the most common vehicles owned were CNGs (27.52%), 

followed by easy bikes (21.98%), rickshaws (18.81%) and vans (11.09%). By contrast, the 

most common vehicle types in the control areas identified were easy bikes (27.49%), 

followed by CNGs (24.9%) and rickshaws (20.12%). For waterway vessel owners, the most 

common transport run in the waterways is ―engine boat‖ both in project (54.29%) and control 

areas (100%). Non-engine boat is also available in project areas and its proportion is 

37.14%. The other type of transports available in the project area is cargo vessels (5.71%). 

Transport User Survey: 

The vast majority of the users of transport surveyed are male in both the roadside (97.2% in 

the project areas vs. 97% in the control areas) and waterside areas (93.08% vs. 100%). The 

mean age is about 39 years of roadside users and 43 years of waterside transport users. 

The majority are married in both roadside (80.8% vs. 82.2%) and waterside areas (90.77% 

vs. 85.71%).A greater proportion of transport users have completed education up to primary 

level both in waterside areas (50.77% vs. 42.86%) and roadside areas (38.2% vs. 38.8%). In 

the roadside areas, the most common occupations reported as ―self-employed in the 

agriculture sector‖ (31% vs. 31.8%), whereas the most common occupations reported in the 

waterside areas are ―self-employed in the non-agriculture sector‖ (35.38% vs. 28.57%). 

Regarding the purposes and frequencies of travel to the nearest village markets, about 52% 

of the respondents visit the nearest village markets as passengers and about 18% visit the 

market to carry goods. About 30% of the respondents visit the market for both purposes—as 

passengers and to carry goods. Whereas in the waterside markets, the majority of transport 

users travelled both as passengers and for transporting goods (47.81% vs. 53.73%) followed 

by only as passengers (31.47% vs. 22.39%) with the rest only travelling to the nearest 

village market for transporting goods (20.72% vs. 23.88%).Regarding the frequency of travel 

to the nearest village market, most users in the roadside areas travelled weekly (47.54% vs. 

55.06%) followed by daily (32.75% vs. 29.96%). In the project waterside areas, most travel 

was made weekly (42.23%) whereas it was daily for control waterside areas (44.78%). 

Mostly the travel payment was made on a lump sum basis in both the roadside (85.74% vs. 

88.13%) and waterside areas (99.6% vs. 98.51%). Fare for carrying a mound of goods per 

kilometer was Tk. 7 approximately for both types of transports in both areas. A similar 
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pattern was observed in the cases of the purposes and frequencies of travel to the nearest 

wholesale markets. 

The distance to institutions from the village is reportedly 3 km to UP, 10 km to UZP, 32 km to 

District HQ, 11 km to Upazila Hospital, 2 km to secondary school and 6 km to college. For 

waterside areas, the distances are reported as: UP (2.47 km vs. 1.91 km), Upazila (5.35 km 

vs. 4.44 km), District HQ (50 km vs. 58.94 km) Upazila Hospital (5.2 km vs. 4.44 km), 

secondary school (1.49 km vs. 2.24 km) and college (3.96 km vs. 4.07 km).With respect to 

the frequency of travel to the Union Parishad, the most common answer was monthly in both 

the roadside (52.44% vs. 49.29%) and waterside villages (74.22% vs. 54.29%). Most 

respondents reported visiting the District and Upazila HQ on a monthly basis in both 

roadside (60.4% vs. 60.64%) and waterside villages. Most transport users visited the 

hospital on a monthly basis in both the roadside (58.92% vs. 58.64%) and waterside areas 

(62.3% vs. 81.82%). 

In roadside villages, the one way travel time, in minutes, was greatest for travelling to the 

District HQ (177.17 minutes vs. 176.10 minutes), Upazila Hospitals (65.83 minutes vs. 58.27 

minutes), and Upazila HQ (62.44 minutes vs. 53.82 minutes). On the other hand, the largest 

one way travel times from the waterside villages required for going to the District HQ (413.38 

minutes vs. 455.86 minutes), followed by Upazila HQ (30.74 minutes vs. 25.09 minutes), 

Upazila Hospital (29.99 minutes vs. 25.51 minutes) and the colleges/universities (22.42 

minutes vs. 17.43 minutes). 

Regarding the modes of transportation, for roadside villages, the most frequently used 

modes of transportation are rickshaws (25.88% in project areas vs. 25.29% in control areas) 

and easy bikes (21.48% vs. 19.46%) followed by vans (19.54% vs. 18.29%) and CNGs 

(13.73% vs. 19.46%). Likewise, in the waterside areas the most preferred transports were 

CNGs (35.71% vs. 37.88%), vans (14.66% vs. 12.12%), traditional boats (10.53% vs. 

12.12%) and rickshaws (9.77% vs. 16.67%) for the purpose of going to their nearest 

wholesale markets. 

Key Informant Interview: 

All the respondents of both the treatment and control areas felt that any road construction 

should have increased monitoring from the government and concerned authorities so that 

the roads have higher quality and better longevity before any maintenance or repair work is 

required. 
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They all felt that the current infrastructure of roads and available public transports are less 

than adequate to meet the local demand. They unanimously opined on increasing the 

number, quality, width and maintenance of the existing roads and constructing and paving 

new ones. 

It is evident that though there are regular public transports available in the localities, with a 

few exceptions, the road condition plays a major role in limiting the number and types of 

vehicles available for effective use. 

Improved and developed roads would beget more transports in the locality, creating room for 

more employment in the transportation sector for the local people. This will also create 

opportunities for industrial and business development in the areas concerned. 

Though there are regular water vessels available in the river ghats both for commuter and 

business transportations, lack of navigability of the river is an issue for the community. 

Except for rainy season, many of the ghats do not have regular public transports available 

for travelling through the waterways. The existing ghats are not in usable conditions since all 

of them are kancha (unpaved), for which businessmen face problems in loading and 

unloading cargos. 

Only infrastructure development of ghats will not improve the overall scenario of in both the 

control and the treatment areas. If dredging is not done in the rivers, the lack of navigability 

issue which discourages water vessel owners and sailors to carry cargo and commuters in 

the locality, will not be solved. 

Focus Group Discussion: 

Almost all of the roads are damaged or have large pot holes that pose troubles for all types 

of vehicles operated along them. Usually local public transport do not operate along these 

roads. If they operate, they charge on an average 25% to 50% extra fare. 

Most of the stakeholders also mentioned prolonged and endemic unemployment due to poor 

road conditions, which discourage entrepreneurs to establish any industry or office in their 

neighborhoods. 

Several examples came from the participants where they mentioned that pregnant mothers 

had to endure childbirth on way to hospitals. As a consequence of this type of unattended 

deliveries, the mothers have to bear the brunt of stillbirth. 

The FGD participants in roads recommended to: (i) improve the quality of roads by 

constructing good pitch road so that heavy vehicles can operate on the roads; (ii) build good 
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drainage system so that rain water does not damage the road; (iii) make passenger stand 

beside the road; and (iv) supervise and maintain the build infrastructure regularly. 

In most cases river ghats are kancha and river segments have navigability problem. As they 

are paying extra fare for shipment to the nearest markets it ultimately causes lower profits of 

their produces. 

Almost all of the participants complained that it takes longer time than usual for law and 

order enforcing agencies to reach the village from nearest police or RAB stations. 

The FGD participants on waterways recommended to: (i) improve the quality of the river ghat 

by making it wider and paved port and also improve the quality of connecting roads; (ii) 

establish lamp stand, passengers' shade, toilets, deep tube well, etc.; (iii) dredge the river so 

that water vessels can ply round the year and use the ghat; (iv) arrange for regular 

supervision and maintenance is needed. 

This report will be used to measure changes in the income, employment, livelihood, mobility, 

of the households, increased frequency of passengers and freight traffics, growth of 

individual business and markets over time in the same sample villages and roads and 

waterways to measure the impact. As such the survey was not designed to allow for 

conclusions about attribution or causality. 


