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This workshop report is the second deliverable of the project as per ToR. The purpose of the
workshop was to provide a forum for the stakeholders for them to consider and discuss the
proposed planning and prioritisation methodology, and to receiving their suggestions and
recommendations before finalizing the methodology by the DURP Project Team. Another purpose
was to discuss and identify various issues related to rural road development and maintenance which
may also help to finalize the methodology.

The Workshop was attended by elected local political leaders from the pilot district for the study,
Tangail, including one Member of Parliament and Chairpersons of Upazila and Union Parishads,
female members of local union parishads; LGED officials from the headquarters and field-level
offices in Tangail, representatives from various government departments including the Planning
Commission and Bureau of Statistics, and representatives of local trade associations from Tangail.
Representatives of ReCAP also participated in the workshop.

The deliberations at the Workshop provided valuable insights from local stakeholders; otherwise it
would have been difficult to comprehend from outside several pertinent issues related to rural road
development. Face to face discussions with various interest groups were very effective to identify
generally agreeable issues related to planning and prioritisation of rural roads. The workshop was
also effective to draw conclusions on different aspects of the proposed methodology as well as to
identify some major issues in rural road development thatneeded to be addressed by LGED and
other concerned government departments.



Bangladesh has about 321, 462 km rural roadsof different categories. The Local Government
Engineering Department (LGED) and Local Government Institutions (LGI) develop and maintain all
rural roads, which share more than 93% of total roads in Bangladesh. The major part of the rural
road network is yet to be developed as all-weather roads. Due to high growth in traffic demand and
changed circumstances, many roads also need to be further improved.

LGED spends a considerable amount of resources every year for the development and maintenance
of rural roads. However, the selection of roads from a large number of candidate roads is not always
undertaken through a rational selection process. Consequently, many roads of higher importance
may remain neglected while roads of lower importance may get resources allocated for
development and/or upgrading. For the effective utilization of available resources and promotion of
sustainable rural mobility and access, there is a need to develop a planning and prioritisation
methodology for the development and maintenance of rural roads in Bangladesh.

The Department of Urban and Regional Planning (DURP) of Bangladesh University of Engineering and
Technology (BUET) in collaboration with LGED, is implementing a project to develop an appropriate
planning and prioritisation methodology for the rural roads in Bangladesh. The project (Project
reference: BAN2072A) is being sponsored by the Research for Community Access Partnership
(ReCAP) programme, a UK aid funded six-year programme, with an overall aim to promote safe and
sustainable rural access in Asia and Africa.

As part of the required activities of the above-mentioned project, the First Stakeholders Workshop
was organised on 9 August 2016. The workshop, held at the Seminar Room of LGED, was organised
by DURP and hosted by LGED.

The main purpose of the workshop was to provide a forum for the stakeholders for them to consider
and discuss the proposed planning and prioritisation methodology, and to receive their suggestions
and recommendations before finalizing the methodology by the DURP Project Team. Another
purpose was to discuss and identify various issues related to rural road development and
maintenance which may also help to finalise the methodology.

There were three presentations in the workshop consisting of the progress of project work, a brief
introduction of the project and the proposed methodology. The stakeholders gave their comments
and suggestions that needed to be considered before finalising the methodology. They also
discussed various issues related to rural road planning, development and maintenance. The details
of these discussions are provided in Section 3 of this report. The programme of the workshop is
attached as Annex A to this report.

The Workshop was attended by elected local political leaders from the pilot district for the study,
Tangail, including one Member of Parliament and Chairpersons of Upazila and Union Parishads,
female members of local union parishads; LGED officials from the headquarters and field-level
offices in Tangail, representatives from various government departments including the Planning
Commission and Bureau of Statistics, and representatives of local trade associations from Tangail.
Representatives of ReCAP also participated in the workshop.

The list of participants is attached as Annex B to this report.



The inaugural session of the workshop was chaired by, Mr. Md. Abul Kalam Azad, Additional Chief
Engineer, LGED and Chairperson of AsCAP, Bangladesh Steering Committee. Professor Dr. Ishrat
Islam, the Head of the department of Urban and Regional Planning of Bangladesh University of
Engineering and Technology (BUET), Mr. Sanower Hossain, Member of Parliament, Tangail 5
constituency, and Mr. Les Sampson, Infrastructure Research Manager, ReCAP addressed the session.

Professor Islam, in her speech, drew attention to the importance of the prioritisation of roads. She
mentioned that, LGED has long been responsible for constructing and maintaining the rural roads.
Therefore, this project, with its successful accomplishment, would assist LGED for even more
effective and efficient rural road developments. She thanked ReCAP for giving such an opportunity
to the Department of URP, and LGED for their collaboration. She also reiterated the interest and
commitment of the Department of URP in undertaking the work.

Mr. Hossain, honourable MP, welcomed and appreciated such a project in Bangladesh. He
emphasised the importance of prioritisation in the development of rural roads. He also thanked the
BUET team and LGED for selecting Tangail district as the pilot district. He regretted that although
being an adjacent district to the capital city of Dhaka, Tangail had not been given that much priority
compared to the other more distant districts in the past. He emphasised to develop those rural
roads which served most people and also requested to give due importance to the low-lying flood
prone areas in planning and prioritisation. He concluded by saying that, he is hopeful about the
outcome of the project which would not only re-establish access to the rural people, but also foster
economic advancement in different rural sectors.

Mr. Sampson in his speech elaborated the purpose and activities of ReCAP (Research for Community
Access Partnership) by referring to its involvement with past and present DFID funded research
programmes for developing rural infrastructures. While focusing on the ReCAP projects worldwide,
Mr Sampson emphasised the importance of partnership for research programmes in development
activities, especially in the transport sectors. Healso mentioned the importance of such projects in
accessing the economic opportunities and social facilities through improvements of infrastructure
and transport. In addition to this, he discussed about the importance of ReCAP projects in improving
the accessibility of rural poor in Africa and Asia. In conclusion, he mentioned two of the other ReCAP
funded projects in Bangladesh which would complement the current planning and prioritisation
project.

Finally, Mr. Azad highlighted the importance of roads regarding fulfilment of the Millennium
Development Goals as well as the goal of upgrading Bangladesh to a middle-income country. He also
thanked the Department of URP for arranging the stakeholder workshop, as the opinion of the
stakeholders is of paramount importance in this project.

In the first presentation, Dr. Abdul Quium, Team Leader of the project, gave a brief summeryabout
the project. Thereafter, he briefly mentioned the meetings that were held prior to the submission of
the inception report. In the kick-off meeting, as he continued, discussion was held about the
preliminary methodology of the project and how that has changed following the feedback from
LGED and ReCAP personnel. Then he mentioned about the field visit in Tangail, where the BUET
Team familiarised with the development issues of rural roads.This visit was followed by discussions
with the field level officials, public leaders and others on the availability of data and



collaborationwith local officials. He discussed the main points of the methodology that was
submitted in the inception report. He also mentioned the post inception meetings and other
activities, which formed the basis for the revised methodology. Finally, he outlined the
proposedrevised methodology, which was discussed in detail in the last presentation.

Dr. Md. Musleh Uddin Hasan, the Project Coordinator and associate to the Transportation Engineer
in the transportation study team, presented the context of this research project, where he
mentioned why this project was important for Bangladesh. Afterwards, he outlined the project
objectives. He also discussed the present road prioritisation practice in Bangladesh. He illustrated
the current prioritisation method of rural roads for maintenance with an example, where the
present scoring system of different criteria was shown. Finally, he described the study area of
Tangail district along with detailed justification for the selection of this district for the project.

Lastly, Ms. Farzana Khatun, associate to the Transportation Engineer in the transportation study
team, presented the proposed revised methodology of the project. She described how the
methodology was developed and modified after the inception phase. The proposed revised
methodology will have three separate elements for prioritisation: improvement, further
improvement/upgrading and maintenance. These three types were considered keeping in mind
different types of development activities for rural roads by LGED and the current budget allocation
practice. She also presented potential lists of criteria that may be followed to prioritise the
development of rural roads. It was also mentioned that the methodology considered economic,
social and environmental factors which reflected in the selection of prioritisation criteria.

The participants at the workshop raised a number of important issues related to rural road
development by LGED. The following issues were considered important and discussed at the
workshop:

e lack of participation of local leaders and other stakeholders in planning and
development of rural roads

e Deficiencies in planning and design standards of rural roads
e Absence of adequate cross drainage structures
e Lack of road maintenance

e Overlooking the development of road shoulders in improving/developing roads in recent
years

® Possibility of creating a fund for emergency road maintenance after major floods
e Suggestions of some additional criteria for planning and prioritisation
e Unregulated flow of heavy traffic from national roads onto rural roads

e Consideration of Cement Concrete (CC) paved roads in place of Bituminous Concrete
(BC) paved roads

® Importance of network consideration in road planning and prioritisation

The absence of participation of local leaders and other stakeholders in the planning and
prioritisation process was considered a major issue in rural road development by LGED. Several
participants including Mr. Sanower Hossain, Honorable M.P. and Mr. Anayet Hossain Montu, Upazila
Chairman of Mirzapur were critical about this issue in the workshop. They reiterated that local
leaders were the best informed persons who would be able to suggest the most suitable type of
road improvements including where drainage structures and other improvements were needed.



They strongly suggested the involvement of local leaders in any future road planning and
development work by LGED. The Chairman of Mirzapur Upazila also stressed the importance of
incorporation of Upazila Master Plan in this proposed methodology on planning and prioritisation of
rural roads.

Several speakers mentioned the deficiencies in planning and design standards of rural roads. The
design standards of many roads were not adequate to handle the current volume and type of traffic.
Bridges and other drainage structures were narrow and their pavement width was insufficient.
Pavement strength was also insufficient to handle heavy traffic. In addition to all these, participants
gave due importance to the topographic variation of different regions during the road design.

Some of the participants also complained about the low-quality of pavement materials and
construction standards. There was one suggestion if LGED could consider the construction of CC
paved roads instead of BC paved roads.

Lack of maintenance was cited as a major issue. Some participants pointed out that lack of attention
on shoulder development and maintenance in recent years was causing early damage to roads. Lack
of surface drainage was another common problem. They also stated that routine maintenance was
essentially needed to be in place.

One participant suggested if LGED could consider developing a new IT-based technology to monitor
the needs of road maintenance similar to the one developed in China.

Often roads were badly damaged after some major floods. However, LGED did not have any special
fund to repair such roads on an emergency basis which was also pointed out in the workshop by
some other participants. In this respect, the Upazila Chairman of Mirzapur suggested if LGED could
consider creating an emergency road maintenance fund similar to the one of RHD.

One participant questioned what was new in the proposed methodology by the BUET team. The
methodology seemed to be similar to LGED’s current practices. Another participant wonderedif the
new methodology would be theoretical and would remain unused.

Some participants suggested the inclusion of a few additional criteria such as underdevelopment and
number of connections with other roads that a road provided for prioritisation of road development.
There was one suggestion for giving higher priority to development of roads that were connected to
cyclone shelters and similar other special centres. Along with this, some participants also pointed
out the importance of the connectivity of roads to the rural markets. In this regard, they particularly
focused on the easy movement of the agricultural products within the rural markets which should be
facilitated by this connectivity of rural roads.

The uncontrolled flow of heavy traffic from national roads onto LGED managed rural roads was
considered a major problem in up keeping of rural roads. In this respect, several participants
suggested some form of regulatory measures so that the invasion of heavy traffic from national
roads could be controlled and/or managed.

The proposed methodology incorporated traffic volume data as one of the prime factors in its
framework. In this respect, one of the participants questioned how the methodology would predict
the general traffic growth resulting from the improvement of the rural roads.

A number of participants thanked LGED and BUET for organising the Workshop and inviting them to
participate.



On behalf of LGED Mr. Abul Kalam Azad and Mr. Iftekhar Ahmed, SE, (Planning), and the BUET Team
leader responded to the issues raised by the participants. Their responses are summarised as
follows.

The BUET Team and LGED recognise the importance of local stakeholders’ participation in road
development activities. The proposed planning and prioritisation methodology has the provision of
participation for local leaders and other stakeholders. First, the Upazila Engineer may convene a
consultation meeting of the local leaders and other stakeholders. Following the guidelines described
in the methodology, the stakeholders may identify a core road network comprising of all RHD roads
in the upazila (the given roads of the network), and some Upazila and Union roads which would
serve upazila-wise mobility needs, and ensure connectivity with the neighbouring greater
region/rest of the country. Second, they may also identify some roads from among these Upazila
and Union roads which may need upgrading (further improvement/upgrading in terms of widening
and/or pavement strengthening) on a priority basis. Third, the stakeholders can also discuss what
type of “improvement” will be needed for such prioritised roads. This is, however, not relevant for
the present project. The Upazila Engineer can consider these suggestions while undertaking detail
design for such prioritised roads when funding becomes available.

The same network approach to planning can be followed to identify Union and Village roads which
may meet union-wise mobility/accessibility needs. However, it may not be feasible to consider
consultation meetings at the Union level from the beginning. Given his/her other responsibilities, it
may be too difficult for an Upazila Engineer to organise separate consultation meetings at every
union. In this connection, mention may be made of the list of Important Village Roads (IVR)
prepared by Upazila level LGED officials. This list may serve the purpose of identifying Union and
Village roads which may meet unionwise mobility/accessibility needs. In addition, important unions
and village roads may also be identified at the Upazila level consultation meeting,

LGED is aware of the deficiencies of the current planning and design standards that were developed
some decades back when rural road development was in its early stage and the traffic movement
needs were very different. Currently LGED is reviewing all such standards. It was informed that
under a different project, a team of experts from BUET was developing new planning and design
standards for rural roads. These new design standards will also consider variations across the
country, for example, soil and environmental conditions as well as traffic conditions. By the end of
2016, several separate design standards are expected to be available for different parts of the
country. Thereafter, these new design standards will be sent for review by the Government and
subsequent approval. Once the new standards are in place, the current deficiencies in planning and
design can be overcome.

Separately, LGED is also considering rebuilding of very old road structures such as narrow bridges.
Two other ReCAP funded projects, namely the development of concrete to withstand the harsh
marine environment in coastal areas of Bangladesh, and road building on soft clay soils in Khulna
region (and other parts of the country) will also help to overcome the current deficiencies in
construction materials and standards.

There are several new things in the methodology proposed by the BUET team. First, it follows a
network approach to road development and includes the provision of stakeholders’ participation in
planning and prioritisation, which has already been discussed above. Second, there are three types
of road development activities: improvement, further improvement (upgrading), and maintenance.
As understood by the BUET team, at present LGED follows a methodology for prioritisation of road
maintenance only. No methodologies are available for the two other types of development activities



—road improvement and further improvement. In the case of donor funded projects, methodologies
had been considered for road improvement. However, such methodologies were not considered for
general application for the entire country. The proposed methodology by the BUET Team has
separate components for road improvement and further improvement/upgrading. Multi-criteria
Analyses (MCA) together with Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA), where traffic volume justify the
consideration of CBA, has been proposed. The criteria for the MCAs are to be selected by
stakeholders including the LGED officials and not by the BUET Team.

Third, the BUET team has proposed rationalization of the relative weights of the criteria currently
used for prioritisation of road maintenance including inclusion of some new criteria. The AHP
methodology has been suggested which will be implemented considering the views of LGED experts
and other experts on rural roads.

The BUET team welcomes suggestions for the inclusion of additional criteria for MCAs. The inclusion
of these additional criteria will be considered after consultation with concerned LGED officials. In
developing the proposed methodology, the BUET Team has always considered its ease and
practicability. The Team had many rounds of consultation with LGED officials to ensure that the
methodology (including its data requirements) and the software can be easily used by LGED officials
at the field level and at the headquarters. The Team is aware that some new data fields will have to
be created in the current road database to meet the needs of the proposed methodology. However,
only those additional data will be suggested for the MCAs which can be easily collected and do not
make the whole methodology impracticable. Further, to run the proposed software on the
methodology, it should require only a few additional direct inputs from the user such as
connectivity, local priority and road safety.

LGED officials informed that some small funds are generally available at the local level which may be
used for routine road maintenance. However, the utilization of this small fund is locally decided and
depends on the local situation.

The management of heavy traffic (axle load) on national highways is also an issue. Similar to RHD,
LGED is an infrastructure provider. At the national level, however, there is a regulatory authority —
Bangladesh Road Transport Authority (BRTA). There is no such regulatory authority for rural roads.
LGED is aware of the road damage caused by heavy traffic coming from national roads. Given its
nature, an inter-ministerial meeting is planned in the near future to discuss this issue and consider
what measures may be required to control heavy traffic on rural roads.

Theanalysis of time series data for traffic volume, both for CVD and other modes will help to
determine the growth rate of traffic and to estimate the future traffic volume. In future traffic
estimation, both the normal traffic growth and generated traffic will be estimated.

After the discussion session of the workshop, participants were givenquestionnaires to fill out. They
included lists of potential criteria for conducting the MCA. Participants were requested to put
relative weights on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 for lowest and 5 for highest) for each criterion so that finally
the weighted rank of these criteria can be determined. The questionnaire forms and the results of an
analysis are shown in Annex C.

The Workshop reiterated the view that involvement of the local leaders and other concerned
stakeholders in planning and development of rural roads can make a qualitative difference in



development and maintenance of rural roads. The local leaders are among the best informed
persons in a locality. Their involvement can help in identifying the important roads that can be
prioritised for development as well as determining the nature of their development. The
stakeholders requested the Local Government and Engineering Department to consider the
involvement of local leaders in its future rural road planning and development activities.

The proposed methodology by the BUET Team should follow a network planning approach to
identify important roads that may be prioritised for development. In this respect, it was
recommended that the proposed methodology should incorporate the network approach which was
a part of an earlier version of the methodology. The BUET Team was urged to revise the presented
methodology accordingly. The Team was also requested to consider a few additional criteria for
MCA analysis.

The new methodology on planning and prioritisation should not become theoretical and remain
unused. It was suggested that the new planning tool to be developed must be simple and practical
that LGED officials can easily use. The outputs ought to be clearly visualised, and be able to show
stakeholders what difference the results can make to rural road planning and development in the
future.

The current planning and design standards on rural roads need to be urgently reviewed and
upgraded. Many rural roads and road structures are not suitable to meet the needs of the present
day traffic conditions. Due considerations should also be given to provide sufficient number of cross-
drainage structures (bridges, culverts, etc.) to avoid drainage and local flooding problems which
many rural areas suffer from.

LGED needs to provide greater attention to road maintenance and surface drainage. Lack of
attention on road shoulder development and their maintenance are causing early damage to roads.
Deficiencies in road surface drainage, especially in market areas, is another common problem that
need to be addressed.

The presence of heavy commercial vehicles (vehicles with heavy axle load) on rural roads is a major
problem and causing early damage to roads. It was proposed that LGED may approach the
Government to consider regulatory measures to control the flow of heavy traffic from national roads
onto rural roads.

At the end of the workshop, the BUET project team summarized the discussions and outcomes of
the workshop. Dr. Chandra Shrestha, ReCAP Regional Technical Manager — Asia, appreciated the
successful completion of the workshop and hoped that, the important issues that had been raised
would be addressed by LGED and the BUET Team. He also thanked the participants for their active
participation in the discussion of the workshop. This was followed by a vote of thanks by A.K.M.
Azad, Additional Chief Engineer of LGED.

The project team revised the planning and prioritisation methodology in line with suggestions and
recommendations at the workshop, and the discussion with LGED and ReCAP officials after the
Workshop on the same day. The report was further modified in line with the suggestions made at
the ReCAP Steering Committee Meeting held on the 30™ October and consultation with LGED
officials after the meeting. The revised methodology is attached as Annex D to this workshop report.
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(1.15-1.30)
6. Lunch: 1.30
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Proposed List of Criteria for Improvement of Roads (Low Traffic Volume)
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Proposed List of Criteria for Further improvement/upgrading of Roads/Upgrading
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A total of 38 questionnaire forms were filled up by the participants in the workshop. The scores
collected from the opinion survey are then evaluated through weighted average method. In this
process, firstly, the number of responses for each score (scale 1-5) was counted. For example, for
population served criteria, score 5 has fifteen (15) responses, score 4 has nine responses (9)
responses, score 3 has eight (8) responses and score 2 has four (4) responses. After that, the
weighted average of these scores were taken to determine the final weighted rank of the criteria. An
example of the final results of this analysis is given in the following Table C1:

No. Criteria 112 3| 4| 5 No Total Weighted Final
Response Average Rank
1 | Population Served o4 8] 9115 2 38 3.76
Facilities Served 310 513|117 0 38 4.08
Growth Centres (GC)
3 | Served/Rural Markets 115 3| 9|17 3 38 3.71
(RM) served
Connectivity to Higher
4 | Roads and other 3(4] 6| 8|14 3 38 3.45
centres
5 Presence of gap in the slsl sl 7] o 0 38 313
road
g | Duration of glo| 6| 5| 7 3 38 2.61
submergence
7 | Other Criteria
7.1 | Flood Risk 1
72 Priority From Local 1
Leaders
7.3 | Poverty 21 1
7.4 | Traffic Volume 1
75 Requirement of earth 1
work
7.6 | Length of Road 1 1




Prior to developing the methodology, the project team reviewed the literature on rural road
development in Bangladesh and its neighbouring countries as well as in some other Asian and
African countries. It may be mentioned here that, adetail literature review was presented in the
Inception Report. The team also had several rounds of consultation meetings with LGED officials in
Dhaka, and met field-level government officials, elected representatives, local leaders and other
knowledgeable persons in two upazilas of Tangail, the selected pilot district. The main purpose of
such consultation meetings were:

e To have a clear understanding of the current prioritisation practices at LGED and issues in
rural road development;

e Requirements of LGED;

e Opinion of local leaders, people and other stakeholders on benefits and impacts of rural
roads and their prioritisation; and

® Availability of information from secondary and other local sources.

The project team has also considered the following important government policies, conditions and
assumptions in developing the methodology:

e Government policy on rural roads as outlined in the Seventh Five Year Plan (SFYP) (see pp.
392-93) and other official documents;

e |t is envisaged that generally no new rural roads will be constructed. The existing roads, as
needed and prioritised, may be improved, further improved(or upgraded) and maintained;

e The current prioritisation practices of LGED, methodologies applied in previous studies such
as the Regional Road Network Study for prioritisation under RRMIMP-II (LGED, 2002), and
Guidelines of the Project Appraisal Framework (PAF) prepared by the Planning Commission
(Planning Commission, 2005);

e The selection of rural roads for development should be based on a set of prioritisation
criteria which should reflect road investment costs, usual direct benefits to road users
(where such estimation is possible), improved accessibility to markets and social
infrastructure facilities, connectivity, pass ability of the road in all seasons, and other local
priority of special nature (for example, access to cyclone shelters, access to “ghats” and
public transport stops, stations etc.);

e  Minimum new data collection, which should be available from secondary sources such as
LGED and other government departments and other local government sources. Unless
otherwise essential, primary data collection should be avoided.

Following discussion with LGED officials it was decided that methodologies on prioritisation are to be
developed for three types of road development works namely, improvement, further
improvement/upgrading and maintenance of rural roads.The definitions of these three terms as
follows:



Planning and Prioritisation of Rural Roads in Bangladesh

Improvement
e Converting a kutcha (earthen) road to a pucca (paved) road i.e., from earthen to
BC/HBB/RCC in an existing alignment

e Construction of new alignment — such will be very rare in the current context of Bangladesh
where the Government has a policy for no new road construction.

e Converting a partly paved road to fully paved road

Further Improvement/Upgrading

® Improvement of road geometric standards and raising of embankment and widening or both
and raising embankment /road height.

Maintenance

e Maintenance of an already paved road. Maximum utilisation of the LGED’s current GIS
database.

D.2 Methodology

An upazila may have different categories of roads — national and regional highways and zila roads
that are managed by the Roads and Highways Department (RHD); and upazila, union and village
roads managed by LGED. For the purpose of the present study, roads managed by RHD will be
considered as given roads and only the roads managed by LGED will be considered for
development.An example of an upazila road network with different types of roads and their status is
shown in Map D1

Shakhipur

Tangail Sadar J

Basail Legend

@ Upazia headquarter

@®  Union headquarter

@®  Growth center

A Hat-bazar
= National Highway
= Zilla Road
— Upazila Road (Pucca)
=——— Upazila Road (Kutcha)
——— Union Road (Pucca)
= Union Road (Katcha)
—-— Village Road

[} 06 12 18 24 km

Map D1:Upazila road network with different types of roads in Mirzapur, Tangail District
Source: LGED GIS Database, 2010
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The revised methodology on planning and prioritisation of rural roads has two major components.
The first component follows a network approach to road planning; and the second component
involves prioritisation of road development based on a set of physical, economic, social and
environmental criteria (Figure D1). Both components include the provision of local stakeholders’
participation in both network planning and prioritisation.
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The local stakeholders will be involved in identifying core upazila road networks which would serve
upazila-wise access needs, and ensure connectivity with the neighbouring greater region/rest of the
country. They will also identify core union road networks which would serve union-wise and inter-
village access needs and ensure connectivity with other areas of the same and neighbouring
upazila(s).

The prioritisation component of the methodology will consider physical (including connectivity),
economic, social and environmental aspects with their due significance. A set of prioritisation criteria
for the assessment of costs, benefits, and social and environmental effects will be selected. The
selected criteria will include road investment costs, direct benefits to road users (where such
estimation is possible), improved accessibility to markets and social infrastructure facilities,
connectivity, pass ability of the road in all seasons, and other local priority of special nature.



Stakeholders may also be involved in selecting the prioritisation criteria as well as determining their
relative weights.

Further details on these two components of the methodology are presented below.

The Upazila Engineer may organise a consultation meeting with the local leaders and other
stakeholders. The stakeholders will identify a core road network comprising of all RHD roads in the
upazila (the given roads of the network), and some upazila and union roads, which would serve
upazila-wise mobility and accessibility needs, and ensure connectivity with the neighbouring greater
region/rest of the country. In selecting the upazila and union roads which will form the core road
network, the following connectivity criteria are suggested:

e All upazila roads that directly connect to national and regional highways of RHD, zila and
upazila headquarters and other higher order national centres, and railway and steamer
stations

e All upazila roads that directly connect to designated growth centres in an upazila or a
neighbouring upazila, zila roads of RHD, and that crosses the geographical boundary of an
upazila to connect an important centre or a national highway or zila road in a neighbouring
upazila

e All union roads that directly connects to upazila and union headquarters, important market
centres in the same or neighbouring upazila, and zila roads.

In any prioritisation scheme, all roads of the upazila core network will get additional importance as
together they will form a network vital to maintain inter- and intra-upazila transport connectivity. It
is important to mention here that in determining the priority for road development other factors will
also be considered that are discussed below under the prioritisation component.

The activity centres (Upazila and Union headquarter and growth centres) will form the nodes, and
upazila and union roads connecting them will be the links of the core network. The Upazila Engineer
will identify all roads of the core network in the Road database of LGED as agreed in the consultation
meeting.

At the consultation meeting, the local stakeholders may also identify some roads from among these
upazila and union roads which may need improvement or further improvement/upgrading in terms
of geometric standards such as road width and/or pavement strengthening on a priority basis. The
stakeholders can also discuss what type of “improvement” may be needed for such prioritised roads.
However, this will be not relevant for the present project. The Upazila Engineer can consider these
suggestions while undertaking detail design for such prioritised roads when funding becomes
available.

The same network approach to planning can be followed to identify important union and village
roads which may meet union-wise accessibility needs and may be prioritised for development.
However, it may not be feasible to consider consultation meetings at the union level from the
beginning. Given his/her other responsibilities, it may be too difficult for an Upazila Engineer to
organise separate consultation meetings at every union. At the beginning, identification of union and
village roads may also be undertaken at the above-mentioned consultation meeting at the Upazila



level. In selecting important union and village roads forming the core road network at the union
level the following connectivity criteria are suggested:

e All union roads that are not included in the upazila core network as defined above

¢ Village roads that directly connect to union headquarters, important markets, upazila and
zila roads and another village

e Already identified important village roads (IVR).

In any prioritisation scheme all roads of the union core network will get additional priority as
together they will form a network vital to maintain inter- and intra-unionrural accessibility. In
determining the priority for their development, similar to upazila core network, other factors will
also be considered that are discussed below under the prioritisation component. Some roads of the
union core network which may need improvement on a priority basis can also be selected in the
core network identification process. The Upazila Engineer will identify all roads of the union core
network from the Road database of LGED as well as roads with local priorities, as agreed in the
consultation meeting.

The prioritisation methodology will consider economic, social and environmental aspects with due
attention. A set of prioritisation criteria for the assessment of costs, benefits, and social and
environmental effects will be selected. The selected criteria will include road investment costs,
direct benefits to road users (where such estimation is possible), improved accessibility to markets
and social infrastructure facilities, connectivity, pass ability of the road in all seasons, and other local
priority of special nature.

The prioritisation methodologies on improvement, further improvement/upgrading and
maintenance of rural roads will cover all the three types of rural roads namely, Upazila Roads (UZR),
Union Roads (UNR) and Village Roads (VR). Figure D2 shows the basic steps involved in determining
the priorities for the three types of road development works. These basic steps for each type of
development are explained below.
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All unpaved or earthen roads are considered for development under the category “improvement”.
Besides, the partly paved roads that needed to be fully paved are included in this category. Also
included are the HBB roads that needed to beupgraded into BC or RCC. The local situation would
determine the appropriate type of improvement. For example, in “haor” and some coastal areas,
where roads may remain submerged for a considerable time, RCC may be right type of pavement. A
Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA), or a Multi-Criteria Analysis in conjunction with a Cost Benefit Analysis
(CBA) will be used for the prioritisation of unpaved roads. CBA will not be undertaken for a very low-
volume unpaved roads as such analysis may not produce any meaningful results. An Annual Average
Daily Traffic (AADT) value is proposed to be used as a screening criterion to undertake CBA.

It may be noted here that the RED software developed by the World Bank also suggests such an
approach. Further details on MCA and CBA are provided in sections D3 and D4, respectively.

An AADT value will be considered as a cut-off value. The cut-off value of AADT will be determined
after CBA of rural roads with different traffic volume and other factors. Unpaved roads having AADT
value less than this value will be prioritised using an MCA. Social and environmental criteria and the
relative cost of improvement of a road will be considered in the MCA. Potential evaluation criteria to
be used in the MCA are listed out in section D.3.1 (TablesD1, D2 and D3).

CBA will be undertaken for the unpaved roads having AADT values greater than the cut-off value.
The details on the CBA are provided in Section D4. Economic Internal Rate of Return (EIRR) will be
calculated for all such unpaved roads. Two separate lists of prioritisation will be produced — one for
the roads for which EIRR values are greater than the minimum acceptable rate, and the second list
for those roads for which EIRR values are less than the minimum acceptable rate. The roads in the
first priority list (i.e., the roads which have EIRR values greater than the minimum acceptable rate)
should get the highest priority over the roads in the other lists.

e Forroads with EIRR values less than the current minimum acceptable rate (as determined by
the Government), prioritisation will be undertaken using an MCA. The MCA will be based on
the same set of criteria to be applied for low-volume roads as discussed above (Table D1)

® Forroads with EIRR values greater than the current minimum acceptable rate, prioritisation
will be undertaken using an MCA based on a separate set of criteria provided in Table D2

It is important to reiterate here that actual prioritisation of roads will be based on the outcome of
MCA. CBA results will be used mainly to determine which roads should get highest priority for
improvement considering their economic efficiency. The ultimate decision rests with the decision
makers, however.

Roads which are already paved but requires upgrading in terms of geometric standards (widening,
for example) or pavement strengthening due to changes in traffic volume and/or their composition
(considerable increase in number of heavy vehicle, for example) will be considered under this
category of development.

Prioritisation for the development of such roads will be undertaken by using an MCA. The MCA for
further improvement/upgrading will be based on social and environmental criteria (similar to earlier
described MCAs for road improvement) along with the other factors which include traffic volume
(AADT), road geometry, surface type (BC or RCC) and road type (UZR, UNR or VR). The proposed



criteria to be used for prioritisation of further improvement/upgrading of roads are provided in
Table D4.

In order to determine if a road needs maintenance, its current International Roughness Index (IRI)
value will be checked. The IRI value, if available, will be used as a screening criterion of all paved
roads (HBB, RCC and BC roads) and partly paved roads (where maintenance of only the paved
segments are necessary). If IRl is not available, the case in HBB roads, roughness condition will be
manually observed. Based on the manual observation, the HBB roads may be categorized as ‘Good’,
‘Fair’ or ‘Bad’. Roads with IRI values greater than 6 and roughness condition other than ‘good’ will be
considered for prioritisation ofthe roads for maintenance. This is also in line with the current
practice of LGED.

An MCA will be undertaken for roads with IRl values greater than 6 and roughness condition other
than ‘good’. The MCA will be based on criteria which include volume of commercial traffic (CVD), last
maintenance year, road surface type, as well as social and environmental factors. The choice of
these criteria follows the current practices of LGED and the Guidelines for Rural Roads and Culverts
Maintenance prepared by the Ministry of Local Government, Rural Development and Cooperatives
(LGRDC, 2013). Based on the MCA, three separate priority lists would be produced for Upazila, Union
and Village roads. The list of potential criteria for determining the prioritisation list of maintenance is
given in Table D5.

The multi-criteria analysis (MCA) will form an important part of the proposed prioritisation
methodology. An MCA or an MCA in conjunction with a cost benefit analysis will be used for
prioritisation of roads. A set of factors or criteria, reflecting policy or social objectives of rural road
development, is selected for ranking of projects. Such criteria may or may not include cost variables
but may include variables such as improvement of access to markets and services, traffic volume,
social and economic welfare etc.

After selection of factors, their relative weights are established. The use of Analytical Hierarchy
Process (AHP) is common for the establishment of relative weights of the factors. A sample survey
instrument to determine the relative weights of the criteria to be used in an MCA is provided in
Annex E. Finally, the priority score or index value of each candidate road project is calculated by
summing the product of the value of each factor (often the actual value is normalized) by its relative
weight. This section outlines the potential evaluation criteria that will be considered for undertaking
the MCAs.

Village roads are mostly used by NMTs and pedestrians. The volume of vehicular traffic on village
roads is expected to be very low. Benefits in terms of savings in vehicular operating costs and time
savings (passenger and vehicular) are expected to be insignificant. Therefore, a conventional cost
benefit analysis for the appraisal of very low traffic volume village roads may not make much sense.
The benefits of village roads, however, would come mainly in the form of access benefits to the
village people. An MCA methodology has been considered to assess the access benefits of village
roads to the local people.



An initial list of potential criteria for an MCA involving economic, social and environmental factors
has been identified considering LGED’s current practice, views of experts and literature review. Table
D1 shows a list of such potential social and environmental criteria to undertake the MCA.

A relatively large number of vehicles use Upazila, Union and some village roads. For this reason, the
benefits of improving such Upazila, Union and village roads may be estimated in terms of savings in
vehicle operating costs. A conventional cost benefit analysis methodology has been proposed to
estimate such benefits and costs. However, these roads also provide access benefits to the people
living along such roads many of whom may not be using any vehicular traffic. In order to make a
more complete assessment, the access benefits to such people also need to be assessed by using an
MCA. Table D2 provides a list of potential criteria for improvement of unpaved roads with relatively
higher traffic volume.

It is important to mention here that a cost benefit analysis will also be undertaken for all such roads.
An MCA based on the criteria listed in Table D2 will be used for those roads for which EIRR values
will be greater than12%. For other roads with EIRR values less than the minimum acceptable rate, an
MCA will be applied using the same set of criteria listed in Table D1.

The final selection of evaluation criteria and their relative weights for the above-mentioned MCAs
will be determined by applying the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) technique based on the
outcome of an opinion survey among policy makers, experts, and other stakeholders. It should be
mentioned here that LGED currently uses a priority ranking system by rating several socio-economic
and traffic related criteria (Table D6). An example of the calculation using the current rating system
of LGED is also given in Table D7. The application of the AHP technique will rationalize the current
rating system.

Some partially paved roads (having an unpaved segment) and the HBB roads will also be considered
for improvement.In addition to the criteria for the MCA of improvement of unpaved roads,
someadditional criteria, such as surface type, road type, road safety and road width will be
considered in this case. For traffic volume, commercial traffic (CVD) will be considered instead of
AADT. Table D3 shows list of criteria used for prioritisation of improvement of such partially paved
and HBB roads.

Criteria related to road attributes such as surface type, road type, road safety and road width along
with the criteria for the improvement of unpaved roads will be considered for further
improvement/upgrading of the roads. For traffic volume commercial traffic (CVD) will be considered
instead of AADT. Table D4 shows list of criteria used for prioritisation of further improvement of
roads.

For the maintenance of the roads, criteria such as, traffic volume, last maintenance year, surface
type, road type, facilities served, Growth Centres (GC)/Rural Markets (RM) served, connectivity to
higher roads and other centres will be considered. For traffic volume, commercial traffic (CVD) will
be considered instead of AADT.Table D5 shows list of criteria used for prioritisation of roads for
maintenance.



Criteria

Description

Unit of measurement

1. Traffic Volume ¢ Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) AADT (MT)
will be considered e 0-50
e 51-100
e 101-200
e 201-300
e Above 300
2. Facilities served e Education Institutes, Health facilities, | Number of Facilities
Industries, Other public centres will be | per km
considered as the important facilities
3. Growth centres ® Hats and Bazars served by the roads Lease value per
(GC)/Rural Markets growth centre
(RM) served
4. Connectivity to Higher ¢ Upatzila level connectivity Upazila level
Roads and other centres | ® Union level connectivity connectivity (67%)
Union level
connectivity (33%)
5. Local priority e Priority given by local representatives | Yes/No
Criteria Description of Analysis Unit of measurement
1. Facilities served e Education Institutes, Health facilities, | Number of facilities
Industries, Other public centres will be | per km
considered as the important facilities
2. Growth centres e Union wise lease value will be | Lease value per
(GC)/Rural Markets (RM) considered to determine the rate. growth centre
served
3. Connectivity to Higher e Upazila level connectivity Upazila level
Roads and other centres e Union level connectivity connectivity (67%)
Union level
connectivity (33%)
4. Local priority e Priority given by local representatives | Yes/No

Note: These roads will be considered for CBA. Traffic volume and number of population will be

included in CBA




Criteria Description Unit of
measurement
1. Traffic volume e Annual Average of Daily Commercial Traffic will | CVD
be considered
2. Surface type e BC+HBB+Other fully paved
e Fully HBB/Other paved
e BC+HBB+Other+Earthen
3. Roadtype ¢ UZR will be given the highest priority, followed VR<UNR<UZR
by UNR and then village roads (VR)
4. Road Safety e Whether should be considered for road safety Yes/No

5. Facilities served

e Education Institutes, Health facilities, Industries,
Other public centres will be considered as the
important facilities

Number of Facilities
per km

6. Growth centres

® Hats and Bazars are termed as GC and RM Lease value per
(GC)/Rural Markets |e Union wise lease value will be considered to | growth centre
(RM) served determine the rate.
7. Connectivity to e Upazila level connectivity Upazila level

Higher Roads and
other centres

e Union level connectivity

connectivity (67%)
Union level
connectivity (33%)

8. Local priority

e Priority given by local representatives

Yes/No

9. *Road width

e Carriageway Width of the roads will be
considered

Carriageway Width

*Road width is added as per discussions with the LGED personnel in the meeting held on 6th

October, 2016




Criteria Description Unit of
measurement
1. Traffic volume ® Annual Average of Daily Commercial Traffic will | CVD
be considered
2. Roadtype ® UZR will be given the highest priority, followed | VR<UNR<UZR
by UNR and then village roads (VR)
3. Road Safety ® Whether should be considered for road safety Yes/No

4. Facilities served

® Education Institutes, Health
Industries, Other public centres
considered as the important facilities

facilities,
will  be

Number of Facilities
per km

5. Growth centres

® Hats and Bazars are termed as GC and RM Lease value per
(GC)/Rural Markets | e Union wise lease value will be considered to | growth centre
(RM) served determine the rate.
6. Connectivity to e Upazila level connectivity Upazila level
Higher Roadsand | e Union level connectivity connectivity (67%)
other centres Union level

connectivity (33%)

7. Local priority

® Priority given by local representatives

Yes/No

8. *Road width

e Carriageway Width of the roads will be
considered

Carriageway Width

*Road width is added as per discussions with the LGED personnel in the meeting held on 6th

October, 2016




Criteria

Description

Unit of measurement

Traffic volume

® Annual Average of Daily Commercial
Traffic will be considered

CvD

Last maintenance
year

® Roads with long gaps of maintenance
will be prioritised

Number of years between
present and the last
maintenance year

Surface type ® Current pavement type will determine
nature of improvement (HBB to BC or
increasing width)
Road type e UZR will be given the highest priority, VR<UNR<UZR

followed by UNR and then village roads
(VR).

Facilities served

e Education Institutes, Health facilities,
Industries, Other public centres will be
considered as the important facilities

Number of Facilities per km

Growth centres e Hats and Bazars are termed as GC and | Lease value per growth
(GC)/Rural RM centre

Markets (RM) e Union wise lease value will be

served considered to determine the rate.

Connectivity to e Upazila level connectivity Upazila level connectivity
Higher Roads and | ¢  Union level connectivity (67%)

other centres Union level connectivity

(33%)




Criteria Definition Score
Gap (Physical discontinuity — | No gap 12
absence of bridge etc.) Up to 50 m 6
Major gap 3
CVD (Commercial vehicles 0-50 0
per day) — shows 51-100 30
importance in terms of
traffic flow 101-200 40
201-300 50
301+ 100
Funding source Donor 12
Markets per (No.) Growth Centre 12
Rural Market 6
Hospital per/unit Upazila/Union Health Centre 3
Clinic, Non-govt hospital 3
Office UP Office 9
Other govt. office 3
School College 9
High School 6
Primary School 3
Industry Large 9
Medium 6
Small 3
Road Type Upazila Road 9
Union Road 6
Village Road 3
Road Surface Type Fully BC 12
BC+HBB+Other fully paved 10
Fully HBB/Other paved 6
BC+HBB+Other+Earthen 3




Group Description Number Rating* Score
Classification Upazila Road 12 12
Surface Type Fully BC 0 0
Gaps Major Gaps 3 3
Traffic Volume AADT 1000+ 1 100 100

Growth Centre 1 12 12
Market

Rural Market 3 6 18
Hospitals Upazila Health Complex 1 9 9

Union Parishad Office 1 12 12
Social Centres

Other Public Centre 1 6 6

College 2 9 18
Educational Secondary School 3 6 18

Primary School/Madrasa 10 3 30
Total Point Scored 238

*Currently used by LGED

Composite scores using the selected criteria will be calculated for all candidate roads. It is evident
from the tables that the values of the selected criteria are in different units and scale. The nominal
values will be converted into dimensionless standard values before they can be used to calculate the
composite score. The following equation will be used to calculate the composite score:

1= (w,xx,)

I= Composite index, w;= Relative weight of criteria i, x;= Value of criteria i

The priority order for the development of candidate roads will be determined on the basis of their
composite scores.



Projection of traffic volume is an important factor in undertaking CBA. The current AADT and CVD
values by type of vehicle will be obtained from the LGED’s road database. The expansion factor
method will be used to project future traffic volume of roads. The basis for the growth factor will be
a trend analysis of traffic growth on similar LGED roads in recent years. The project team will
examine traffic growth rates in different situations and decide growth rates for current and
generated traffic volumes. It is likely that the growth rates will vary by district/locality depending on
type of economic development in the surrounding areas.

The projected future traffic volume can give an indication of the priority of roads for development.
However, a conventional cost benefit analysis (CBA) methodology will be used for making a better
assessment on economic considerations. EIRR (and other indicators of economic assessment such as
NPV, B/C ratio etc.) will be estimated for Upazila, Union and village roads with considerable traffic
volume. The cost components in the analysis will include updated standard construction and
maintenance costs for different categories of roads" and road structures as used by LGED. The
benefits will be estimated in terms of reduced vehicle operating costs (VOC) for different types of
vehicles. In estimating benefits, benefits to generated traffic at half the benefits to current traffic will
be considered. The values of VOC will be taken from the recent studies on these parameters (for
example, GTZ, 2009) and other evaluation studies. These parameter values can be updated when
more recent values are available.

The project team will develop a computer program on CBA as part of the software for the overall
prioritisation model. The estimation models in the CBA program will be similar to RED models. The
program will be used to estimate EIRR and other economic assessment criteria.

GTZ (2009). Road User Cost Study For LGED Roads, Final Report, Rural Infrastructure Improvement
Project (RIIP) RDP-25, Institutional Support and Training Component, Ministry of Local
Government, Rural Development and Cooperatives, Government of Bangladesh.

LGED (2016).“Road Database”, Local Government Engineering Department, Local Government
Division, Ministry of Local Government, Rural Development and Cooperatives. Website:
http://www.lged.gov.bd/

LGRDC (2013).Guidelines for Rural Roads and Culverts Maintenance, Local Government Division,
Ministry of Local Government, Rural Development and Cooperatives, Government of
Bangladesh.

LGED (2002).Regional Road Network Study for Prioritisation under RRMIMP-II,Final Report, prepared
for LGED by DHV Consultants, The Netherlands, DEVCONsultants Limited, SARM Associates
Ltd. and Design Consultants Ltd.

Planning Commission (2005). Project Appraisal Framework: Road Sector Manual, Planning
Commission, Government of Bangladesh.

1LGED has established design and construction standards based on defined traffic volumes.



Planning and prioritisation of rural roads in Bangladesh

Multi-Criteria Analysis Survey Instrument (Sample instrument)
Form 1: Prioritisation for improvement of rural roads (low volume unpaved road)

Date Location

Surveyor

Information on the respondent:

Name (Optional)

Occupation: a. Official of the Ministry
b. LGED Official
c. Local Official

d. Expert

e. Local leader
f. Other

Additional information and comments by the respondent (if any):

Pairwise comparison:

For each pair of criteria in the table below (there are 15), please think carefully and consider
which criterion is more important, A or B. On a 10-point scale, rate the relative importance of
the more important criterion compared with the other one. For example, for the first pair,
between the two criteria traffic volume and facilities served by the road, which one you
consider more important? Should you consider traffic volume is more important than facilities
served, provide a rating for this importance. If you consider traffic volume is considerably
moreimportant than facilities served, you may rate this importance as 5. Put 5 in the third
cell.

Explanatory notes for each criterion are provided below the table.



Criterion A Criterion B

On a 10-point scale, rate if criterion A is more On a 10-point scale, rate if criterion B is more
important than B ( 1 means slightly more important than A ( 1 means slightly more
important; 3 means more important; 5 means important; 3 means more important; 5 means
considerably more important; 7 means highly considerably more important; 7 means highly
more important; 9 means extremely more more important; 9 means extremely more
important; other points are in-between these important; other points are in-between these
importance levels) importance levels)

A is more imiortantB is more important

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 01 2 3 45 6 7 8 9

@o 0000 0000000000000

Traffic volume Facilities served

Traffic volume Growth centre/Market served
Traffic volume Connectivity

Traffic volume Local priority

Facilities served Growth centre/Market served
Facilities served Connectivity

Facilities served Local priority

Growth centre/Market served Connectivity

Growth centre/Market served Local priority

Connectivity Local Priority

Explanatory notes:

Traffic volume: AADT (Average Annual Daily Traffic) of the road.

Connectivity: Linkage with national and regional highways or a zila road; linkage with upazila centre
or a Growth centre; linkage with union centre or a rural market centre; linkage with an upazila or
union road; linkage with bus, rail station and ‘ghats’, linkage with special facilities such as an
important industry, supply chain point, cyclone shelter etc.

Facilities served: Number of facilities which include, educational institutions (by type), health
facilities, government offices and other public facilities, industries

Growth Centre/Market served: Hats and Bazars (GCs are already designated)

Local priority: Priority given by local representatives



In the main body of the Report, we have carefully considered and addressed the valuable comments
made by participants, including LGED and ReCAP officials, at the First Stakeholders Workshop. This
appendix addresses the comments and observations made by ReCAP officials on the 1* version of
the Stakeholders Workshop Report. The consolidated comments of the ReCAP officials and
responses of the BUET team are provided below. As necessary, we have also made changes in the
relevant parts of the Report (main body and annexes as the case may be) to address those
comments.

Overall Comments

Comment 1: Are any more delays envisaged?

Our response: We envisage delays on account of conducting local level workshops in 12 upazilas of
the pilot district and late engagement of a programmer. Therefore, the project timeline needed to
be revised. The revised present timeline has already been agreed and shown in Addendum 2.

Comment 2: We would like to discuss where the innovation is in the approach

Our response: There are several innovations in the approach. The main ones are briefly discussed
here.

The conventional approach to network planning focuses on traffic flow. The main purpose is to
minimise travel time and/or travel distance or maximise traffic flow capacity. Methodologies such as
the Minimal Spanning Tree may also be considered to minimise network length. However, the
network planning approach adopted in the present case focuses on connectivity to ensure
accessibility (the primary objective of rural road development) at all levels — village, union and
upazila. The activity centres (upazila and union headquarters, and growth and market centres) will
form the nodes, and upazila and some union roads connecting them will be the links of a core road
network. Villages are to be connected either directly to such centres or to a link of the core network
providing access to the facilities at those centres and/or on the links. The approach also considers
connectivity with the neighbouring upazilas as well as with the wider region. Thus it ensures rural
access to facilities both within and outside an upazila.

The methodology combines both the top-down and bottom-up approaches to planning. While the
adopted methodology relies mainly on a rational approach to planning and prioritisation considering
an objective evaluation of planning factors, it also considers valuable inputs from local consultation
meetings to improve the overall process and the quality of output. The local consultation meetings
complement the technical process. Such meetings may also help to show transparency in the
planning and prioritisation process and ensure local ownership of the output.

LGED undertakes three types of rural road development activities: improvement, further
improvement and maintenance. All of these activities have been considered within a single planning
framework based on a consistent approach.

Comment 3: Are LGED happy with the approach?

Our response: The methodology has been revised and finalised after several rounds of consultation
with LGED officials including detail discussion at a working group meeting. The proposed
methodology satisfies the needs of LGED in planning and prioritisation of rural roads.

Comment 4: We need to be careful about keeping within the LVR envelope.
Our response: The BUET team is careful about it. It has already been discussed with Mr. Jesper Cook
on the eve of last Steering Committee Meeting held on the 30 October 2016.



Comment 5: There is a balance that the needs to be defined between essential local community and
political support and political interference which we need to careful about.

Our response: We agree. The local consultation meetings are to be designed and organized keeping
this in mind.

Comment 6: Has a change in approach any resource implications?

Our response: We proposed for a new position of Programmer required to develop a program. Also,
we are conducting local level consultation workshops in 12 upazilas of Tangail district. Therefore,
additional resources would be required.

Comment 7: We need to discuss how the programme can meet deadline”

Our response: The project time line requires an additional three months — from April,

2017 to June 2017. The new time line has already been agreed and shown in Addendum 2.

Comments inside the Report

Comment 1: Regarding the position of Mr. Les Sampson (Page 9)

Our response: His position has been corrected in the text of the report as well as in the list of
participants.

Comment 2: Is this suggesting that political prioritisation is more important than technical
considerations? (Page 11)

Our response: We did not imply so. We believe, this would rather complement the otherwise
technical considerations. The involvement of stakeholders (political/local leaders, representation
from other government departments, knowledgeable persons, etc.) in the planning and
prioritisation process is important. Inputs received from local consultation meetings forms only one
of the many criteria that have been considered in the methodology. All other criteria are “technical”
in nature and their values can be objectively measured/evaluated. The overall weight of the criterion
of local prioritisation is not high compared with the combined weight of the other criteria.

Further, it may be mentioned here that the local leaders present at the first workshop made a strong
demand for their direct involvement in road development activities including in the planning
process. LGED agreed in principle. Subsequently, following discussions at the Working Group
meeting and meetings with LGED officials, the involvement of the local leaders through a local
consultation meeting has been accommodated in the methodology.

The local consultation meeting also helps in many ways to overcome the limitations of the data
available from LGED’s databases. Since the GIS and road databases are not integrated, without local
verification it is not possible to identify a core network by a program alone. A preliminary network
can be identified though. Also, there are not sufficient information in the road database to fully
evaluate the local conditions - physical or functional by a program. It is expected that when local
leaders consider the priority of roads, they would consider factors (for example, access to a local
cyclone shelter, a landing point of goods by other modes, etc.) not explicitly covered by other
“technical” criterion.

Comment 3: If trucks are overloaded this cannot be accommodated in design; it has to be
controlled, regulated and policed. (Page 11)

Comment 4: Quality of construction and quality control is a major problem common to most
developing countries and especially for rural infrastructure with budgetary constraints. (Page 11)

Comment 5: Absolutely critical. Maintenance tends to be the first thing that is cut when funds are
scarce. (Page 11)



Our response to comments 3, 4 and 5: We agree. These matters were raised and discussed at the
workshop as some general issues on rural road development in Bangladesh, addressed to LGED and
not necessarily in the context of the present ReCAP project.

LGED is very much aware of all these problems and have considered actions to address them. The
LGED officials present at the workshop discussed these matters and their responses are included in
the main text of the workshop report (please see pages 12 and 13 of this report).

Comment 6: Suggestion of the word ‘underdeveloped’ instead of ‘backwardness’ (See Page 11).
Our response: We welcome the suggestion. The word has been altered accordingly.

Comment 7: Such as? Can you provide examples of the new data fields? (Page 13)

Response: Examples of the new data fields are connectivity, local priority and road safety.

These are also mentioned in the main body of the report on page 13. The revised text reads as

follows:
“The Team had many rounds of consultation with LGED officials to ensure that the
methodology (including its data requirements) and the software can be easily used by LGED
officials at the field level and at the headquarters. The Team is aware that some new data
fields will have to be created in the current road database to meet the needs of the
proposed methodology. However, only those additional data will be suggested for the MCAs
which can be easily collected and do not make the whole methodology impracticable.
Further, to run the proposed software based on the methodology, it should require only a
few additional direct inputs from the user such as connectivity, local priority and road
safety.”

Comment 8: ‘If trucks are overloaded this cannot be accommodated in design it has to controlled,
regulated and policed.” Also relates to comment 3 above.

Our response: The comment has been made against the following text in the main body of the
Report (p. 13): “The management of heavy traffic (axle load) on national highways is also an issue.
Similar to RHD, LGED is an infrastructure provider. At the national level, however, there is a
regulatory authority — Bangladesh Road Transport Authority (BRTA). There is no such regulatory
authority for rural roads. LGED is aware of the road damage caused by heavy traffic coming from
national roads. Given its nature, an inter-ministerial meeting is planned in the near future to discuss
this issue and consider what measures may be required to control heavy traffic on rural roads.”

We discussed and agreed on this matter in the workshop. As we learned from LGED, the matter
would be discussed in an inter-ministerial meeting in the future.

Comment 9: Involvement of local leaders needs to be included but it cannot override technical
considerations and good engineering practice. Needs to be qualified. (Page 14)

Our response: We agree. In our methodology, the local leaders involvement in the process does not
override the technical considerations. Rather their involvement complements the technical
considerations. This matter is discussed in our response to comment 2 above.

Comment 10: Specification of additional criteria requested by LGED (Page 14)

Our response: The comment was made against the following text in the report: “The proposed
methodology by the BUET Team should follow a network planning approach to identify important
roads that may be prioritised for development. In this respect, it was recommended that the
proposed methodology should incorporate the network approach which was a part of an earlier
version of the methodology. The BUET Team was urged to revise the presented methodology
accordingly. The Team was also requested to consider a few additional criteria for MCA analysis.”



We fully agree. The revised methodology, as suggested, is included in Annex D of this report.
Concerning the second point, we would like to mention that that preliminarily sets of criteria were
selected based on our survey of opinions of the participants present at the first workshop and LGED
officials. The merits and practicality of inclusion of these criteria were discussed with LGED officials,
and thoroughly scrutinised at the working group meeting where senior LGED officials were present.
Following this, as suggested in the working group meeting, we also had several small group meetings
with relevant LGED officials. Finally, it was agreed that additional inputs from the local stakeholders
and officials would be required the following criteria: connectivity, local priority and road safety.

Comment 11: ReCAP agreed (Page 14)

Our response: The comment has been made against the following text: “The new methodology on
planning and prioritisation should not become theoretical and remain unused. It was suggested that
the new planning tool to be developed must be simple and practical that LGED officials can easily
use. The outputs ought to be clearly visualised, and be able to show to stakeholders what difference
the results can make to rural road planning and development in the future.”

This is an observation from ReCAP. We fully agree with ReCAP.

Comment 12: It seems to me that we need to be very clear what type of roads we are talking about.
While these roads are rural roads | suspect these are not Low volume roads (i.e. roads carrying < 300
vpd or < 1million E80s) (Page 14)

Our response: The nature and volume of traffic in the rural roads in Bangladesh have changed in
recent decades due mainly to increased economic activities and migration to urban areas. Many
roads are no longer low volume roads. In many cases, the existing design and planning standards did
not meet the current traffic conditions. LGED is aware of the problem and is in the process of
reviewing the existing design and planning standards. A new set of planning and design standards
are expected to replace the current ones in the near future.

Comment 13: ReCAP agreed with the statement regarding the necessity of rules and regulations to
control the heavy commercial vehicles (Page 14)
Our response: We thank ReCAP for their agreement.

Comment 14: Comment 1 (page 18)
Our response: Mr. Les Sampson’s position has been corrected in the list of the participants.

Comment 15: A column with weighted average or total score will add further clarity. (P. 24)
Our response: As suggested, a column is added in Table C1.

Comment 16: What to do with other than RCC and BC Road? Not to maintain them? (P. 30)

Our response: Yes, we agree that all roads need to be maintained. The methodology has been
revised accordingly (in consultation with LGED). LGED also agreed that brick-paved roads will also be
maintained. The revised methodology incorporates this need.
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Scalable logos for use for ReCAP, AfCAP and AcCAP reports

ReCAP

Research for Community Access Partnership

Africa Community Access Partnership

AsCAP

Asia Community Access Partnership
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