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2015: Urban Yangon nutrition stakeholder mapping

as preparation for developing a concept note for a joint proposal



REACH pursues 4 outcomes leading to developmental impact

Source: REACH Secretariat

If we address 

these issues …

Little consensus on the 

causal problems of 

undernutrition

Limited political commitment

Weak coordination of gov'ts

with UN agencies and other 

stakeholders

Nutrition is not seen as a 

multi-sectoral issue

Poor capacity development

Accountability and 

responsibility is undervalued

with these 

strategies … 

REACH outcomes

1. Increased awareness 

and consensus of 

stakeholders

2. Strengthened national 

policies and 

programmes

3. Increased human and 

institutional capacity

4. Increased 

effectiveness and 

accountability

then we can 

achieve … 

Governance impact

Better management and 

governance of a multi-

sectoral approach to 

nutrition

Political support to fund 

programs 

this impact

Improved nutrition 

for women and 

children

Theory of Change

Nutritional impact and 

coverage
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Support to analysis and strengthening nutrition governance

Service provider

Facilitation

Connect countries with

specialised service 

providers
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National Nutrition Policy
National Multi-Sectoral Nutrition Plan, 

incl. M&E/results framework

Integration of Nutrition into 

Sectoral and/or Sub-National Plans

National Advocacy Strategy
Costing of National 

Nutrition Plan
Financial Tracking

Investment Case / 

Cost-Benefit Analysis

Nutrition Governance Capacity Assessment & 

Development Plan

Knowledge Sharing Events & Exchanges Knowledge Sharing Websites etc.

UN Nutrition Strategy
UN Joint Programming, UN Joint Program, 

UN network, UNDAF process etc.

Nutrition Analysis,

incl. Situation Analysis Dashboard

Scale Up Conversation

Scaling Up Nutrition Planning & Monitoring,

incl. Coverage Dashboard
Policy Overview

Delivery Mechanism 

Analysis

Identification of 

Core Nutrition Actions

Source: REACH Secretariat
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Strengthening of Multi-Stakeholder, Multi-Sectoral

Coordination Mechanism



WFP/REACH urban nutrition mapping exercise: process

• Recruited consultant (Michael Slingsby)

• Introduced the mapping methodology (REACH/BCG/SUN PMT)

• Selected core nutrition actions (based on UN REACH Compendium and draft 
Myanmar government CNAs being developed by SUN MSP)

• Developed the multi-stakeholder contact database

• Conducted interviews with stakeholders (project activities and implementation 
townships, interventions, coverage, target groups, timeline, budgets) 

• Inputted data onto SUN PMT templates

• Collated data and compiled tables

• Worked with MIMU to transfer data to make maps

• Submitted database and maps to WFP

• Made recommendations to WFP for joint programme concept note









Distinct Count of Organization Column Labels

Row Labels Agriculture Coordination DisasterRiskReduction Education Food Governance Health Infrastructure Livelihoods NonFoodItems Nutrition Other PeaceBuildingConflictPrevention PrivateSectorDevelopment Protection Shelter SocialProtection WASH Grand Total

(blank) 2 3 1 3 5 1 3 1 1 2 2 2 6 1 20 

Ahlone 2 1 1 6 2 1 2 11 

Bahan 2 3 1 3 1 1 2 10 

Botahtaung 1 1 2 4 2 2 10 

Cocokyun 1 1 

Dagon 3 1 5 2 1 1 9 

Dagon Myothit (East) 1 1 1 1 4 3 3 10 

Dagon Myothit (North) 4 1 10 4 1 5 20 

Dagon Myothit (Seikkan) 2 3 1 5 2 1 4 1 1 1 10 

Dagon Myothit (South) 2 1 6 2 1 3 11 

Dala 3 1 1 6 1 8 2 4 2 6 1 23 

Dawbon 2 1 4 2 1 3 9 

Hlaing 2 1 7 2 1 3 12 

Hlaingtharya 1 6 1 3 16 3 1 1 9 1 2 35 

Insein 6 1 10 7 1 8 25 

Kamaryut 3 1 5 2 1 2 12 

Kawhmu 1 2 2 5 3 3 1 16 

Kayan 1 1 1 3 5 

Kungyangon 1 1 4 2 6 2 1 2 1 13 

Kyauktada 2 3 1 5 1 1 1 12 

Kyeemyindaing 3 2 7 1 1 1 4 1 1 11 

Lanmadaw 2 1 4 2 1 8 

Latha 1 1 5 1 1 7 

Mayangone 1 3 1 7 2 2 6 1 19 

Mingaladon 5 2 1 11 1 5 1 2 5 1 1 23 

Mingalartaungnyunt 2 1 6 3 2 3 12 

North Okkalapa 5 1 13 5 1 5 25 

Pabedan 1 1 5 2 1 8 

Pazundaung 1 1 4 1 1 1 6 

Sanchaung 1 1 5 1 1 3 9 

Seikgyikanaungto 1 1 4 1 1 7 

Seikkan 1 1 2 

Shwepyithar 1 7 2 2 13 5 1 1 7 3 32 

South Okkalapa 2 1 6 2 1 2 10 

Taikkyi 1 2 1 4 2 1 2 2 12 

Tamwe 2 1 1 6 1 2 3 1 13 

Thaketa 4 1 8 3 2 5 18 

Thingangyun 3 2 3 10 3 1 4 1 20 

Thongwa 1 1 1 3 6 

Yangon City 2 4 6 2 3 15 

Yankin 1 1 4 5 1 1 2 10 

Grand Total 7 6 8 26 5 12 36 5 19 2 6 2 4 4 29 5 2 7 99 

Most listed type of activities:

Health 56

Protection 29

Education 26

Livelihoods 19

Nutrition 6

Townships with most activities listed:

Hlaingtharya 35

Shwepyithar 32

Insein 25

North Okkalapa 25

Mingaladon 23

Dala 23



Distinct Count of Township Column Labels

Row Labels Agriculture Coordination DisasterRiskReduction Education Food Governance Health Infrastructure Livelihoods NonFoodItems Nutrition Other PeaceBuildingConflictPrevention PrivateSectorDevelopment Protection Shelter SocialProtection WASH Grand Total

ACTED 3 3 

Action Aid Myanmar 1 1 

Africa Asia Development Relief Foundation 1 1 

American Red Cross 2 2 

Ar Yone Oo Social Development Association 1 1 2 4 

Asian Development Bank 1 1 

Association for Aid and Relief, Japan 6 13 1 17 

Association François-Xavier Bagnoud 34 35 32 35 

Better and Undisruptive Delivery Support 1 1 

BRAC 10 10 

British Council 3 3 

Burnet Institute Myanmar 24 24 

CARE International in Myanmar 6 6 

Center for Vocational Training 1 1 

CESVI Foundation 2 3 3 

Charity Oriented Myanmar 1 7 1 7 

ChildFund Myanmar 3 3 

Danish Church Aid 1 1 

Danish International Development Agency 1 1 

Diakonia 1 5 6 

Eden Centre for Disabled children 10 1 10 

Entrepreneurs du Monde 2 2 

Family Health International 11 11 

Food & Agriculture Organization 1 1 

Forever Humanitarian & Develoment Projects 1 1 2 

Good Neighbours International 2 1 3 3 2 3 1 2 3 3 

Good Sleep 1 1 















Analysis and gaps

• No examples of baseline data or targets being established. 

• The scale and scope of actions were based on funds available

• No information available on indicator definition or size of target groups

• Very few programmes extend beyond the end of 2016, either because of a change in 

donor policy or short term cycle of funding

• Apart from DFAT supporting the Burnett Institute, there is little donor or multilateral 

support for urban programmes apart from funding to INGO general fund

• Budgets disaggregated by townships have not been available, including those given to 

the government’s national programmes


