Questions for Nutrition International

Below is the list of questions we’d find it helpful to discuss next week. We might not have enough time to get through all of them - if so, we can schedule another call, if that works with you.
A note on our questions about percentages: we know it’s very difficult to estimate those, but they are key inputs in our model, so it would be really helpful to have your guesses, even if very uncertain.
	Questions for Nutrition International
	NI’s Answers

	Activities
	

	The activities listed in the proposal you shared include national-level support. We’d like to better understand the impact of those, to make sure we’re capturing it in our estimate of the program’s benefits. Would the national-level activities covered by this grant affect other states, aside from West Bengal and Meghalaya? Do these activities comprise all NI national-level work on SSNP rice fortification in India, or a part of it?
	National-level activities will influence beyond the program states. We expect that the bulk of work at the national-level will occur within the first 3-4 years of the grant. 

Generally, this work will focus on the following three areas of core work:

· Policy Framework (national and/or state level): 
· Support for the establishment of the policy framework necessary to establish the LSFF program (fortified rice) based on the government program design and fortification standards 
· Support for refinements required to the policy framework over the course of implementation, including identification of gaps and recommendation of changes
· Evidence generation such as benefit cost analysis and effectiveness studies are used as for continued investment of government resources and program prioritization 

· Regulatory Framework (national and/or state level): 
· Support for the establishment or revision of the regulatory framework necessary to establish the LSFF program based on the government program design and fortification standards – including notification of the appropriate standards and testing requirements
· Support for refinements required to the regulatory framework over the course of implementation, including identification of gaps and recommendation of changes.
· Revised regulations and policy based on the evidence generated from the implementation research study.

· Review (national, state, and district levels): 
· Strengthening implementation review mechanisms and ensuring LSFF (fortified rice) is prioritized within reviews
· Supporting period reviews of the optimal mix analysis to ensure the fortification program continues to be appropriate 
· Translating review findings into evidence-based program refinements

Other, additional national-level work would include: 
· NI’s regular engagement at national level on technical matters for developing standards of FRK and SOP for QA/QC.
· Raising program and technical challenges to the notice of government for corrective action.
· Participation in review mechanisms.

	Would technical assistance for industry partners occur at the national or state level?
	Technical assistance to industry partners would go beyond the program state as some of these millers would be producing fortified rice and FRKs for multiple states.

Our work will revolve around the following areas of TA: 

· Upfront capacity establishment: Identify and address capacity gaps across the value chain (including premix and fortified rice production) including through:
· Provide technical  support to interested entity to set up production facilities for FRK and FR
· Identify technological gaps in existing production process to provide innovative and cost-effective solutions
· Develop SOPs for production of adequately and uniformly fortified rice and capacitate the industry through supportive supervision to adopt it.
· Systems and process establishment including developing digital solutions and facilitate its adoption for quality assurance and quality control 

· Operational support: ongoing support for rice millers and FRK producers necessary to ensure continued supply at scale with the necessary quality, including through:
· Monitoring and supportive supervision: field visits to monitor quality and provide on-the-job training
· Quality assurance support such as a testing quality of inputs being used in production, and support for improvements to internal QA/QC systems and processes

· Market barriers to sustainable quality at scale: Identify and address market-specific barriers as they arise, including potential barriers that relate to:
· Market structure: for example, a limited number of suppliers causing monopolistic conditions / risks to continuous supply 
· Technology: for example, gaps in existing technology that cause issues with either quality or appearance of the fortified rice. 

	Impact
	

	In the proposal, you mention you do not expect your work to increase the number of people receiving fortified rice, but you expect it to increase the quality of fortified food consumed. As a result, we are planning to model NI’s impact as an increase in the percentage of SSNP fortified rice falling within the government recommended bracket of 28 and 42.5 mg/kg. Does this seem right?
	The rice fortification through SSNPs is being scaled up quickly. Some of the quality challenges that we expect are: 
· varying levels of micronutrients; 
· easily distinguishable kernels; 
· changes to fortified rice after being cooked; 
· loss of micronutrients during storage and transport;  
· segregation of the FRK during transport and 
· myths and misconception among beneficiaries. 

The main impacts that will result from this program are:
· Improved uniformity and adequacy of fortificants of fortified rice produced and distributed to the SSNP beneficiaries.
· Strengthened capacity of government to monitor the quality of fortification. 
· Improved compliance to standards (28 – 42.5 mg / kg of Iron), leading to intended health outcomes among beneficiaries.

	What’s your best guess of the percentage of rice that would be fortified within the government recommended brackets without NI support?
	40% of the rice that is fortified would adhere to quality parameters without NI’s support.

	What’s your best guess of the percentage of rice that would be fortified within the government recommended brackets with NI support?
	80% of the rice that is fortified would adhere to quality parameters with NI’s support.


	In the absence of NI support, would fortified rice falling outside the government recommended brackets be (i) more likely to be below the recommended dose, (ii) more likely to be above it, or (iii) equally likely to be above or below?
	It would be more likely to be below the recommended dose.

	You mentioned that, after 3/5 years, you’d like to provide ongoing support to help ensure adequate resources are allocated to the program and high quality monitoring is provided. It would be helpful to have some more details about this, so we can include it in our estimate of the program’s long term impact. In particular:
· We would expect the quality of fortification might somewhat drop once NI discontinues its 3/5 year support. Would you agree? 
· Roughly, what would be NI yearly budget for ongoing support?
	NI’s fortification framework charts a path for progressing governments on their fortification journeys.

West Bengal, Meghalaya, Himachal Pradesh, Mizoram and Tripura are beginning the “Implement” stage of our LSFF framework. Within the next 5 years, NI will support both the government and the private sector in implementing LSFF at scale with adequate quality and as part of an optimal mix (support both start-up and problem-solving through implementation). This phase will end when the program has reached scale with quality and we can begin gradually tapering down support to both government and industry.

Madhya Pradesh, Gujarat and Telangana are transitioning from the “Implement” to “Institutionalize” stage of our LSFF framework. Over the next 5 years in these states (and beyond 5 years for new states), NI’s support will ensure that the government has the necessary capabilities, tools, and political will to continue to implement LSFF with sufficient quality, and as part of an optimal mix, without the need for external support.

As this transition takes place between stages and NI tapers down its support to both government and industry, we expect that the quality of fortification will dip initially considering the change in the team and support; however, with their capacitated project management unit, SOPs and systems, state governments would able to take corrective steps to improve quality.

In the budget submission of 24 February 2023, our 5-year budget presents a perspective of our plans for transition and sustainability in the medium-term: we expect program costs to reduce as the government’s rice fortifications programs are implemented and institutionalized during and beyond this timeframe. With some assumptions on the pace of implementation and uptake by government and industry, we would expect that program costs by year 5 will reduce to 50-60% of those in year 1 and 2.

	Evaluation
	

	What’s the timeline for learning whether objective 1 for the evaluation is attainable?
	For this study, we are planning for a 5-year trial in two rounds: round 1 (baseline) in years 1-2, and a final round (endline) in years 4-5. Each round would involve collection of dietary and biomarkers data. Accordingly, preliminary results from the first-round trial would be ready by end of year 2; although complete and final analysis can only be completed after the second round (in Years 4 and 5).

We are assessing the design of the effectiveness study based on the current and then anticipated context and scale up of the rice fortification program in the country/ target states.

Ideally, we would like to select the same state to select the three different arms from as we believe it would provide a more robust design having all districts included in the study in the same state, as they are more likely to have the same characteristics: 
· Arm 1: who receive only fortified rice
· Arm 2: who receive both fortified rice and DFS
· Arm 3: control group who receive neither

Nonetheless, if that is not possible at the time, we would be open to considering selection of these samples/ arms from different states that meet the target conditions of receipt of fortified foods under their respective social safety net programs.  We believe that although not ideal, it could be possible to find districts in each of the three states that have similar characteristics and thus have one arm per state.

We plan to continue these discussions at our end and should be able to learn more concretely about the timeline for this decision by May/ June 2023. This is given that the state governments have been asked by the national government to scale up rice fortification program by April 2023.

	Other funders
	

	If we don’t fund this project, what is your best guess of the percentage likelihood that other funders would step in to support NI?
	We expect a 10-20% likelihood that other funders would step in to support NI.


	If NI does not receive funding, what is your best guess of the percentage likelihood that other partners would receive funding to carry on these activities?
	We expect a 10-20% likelihood that other partners would receive funding to carry on these activities.



