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Introduction, purpose and aim of the guide 
	

The main objective of this farmer feedback and community of practice workshop guide is to provide 
community facilitators and enumerators with a check-list of questions that they can use to elicit 
farmers’ feedback on the performance of the various Planned Comparisons (PCs) in terms of what 
worked and what didn’t work (how’s and why’s); as well as to discuss the potential impacts of the land 
restoration options on their livelihoods and suggestions on how to improve the performance of the 
options. This guide will also shed light on the criteria that farmers use to assess the performance of 
land restoration options, the organizations/ projects implementing the technologies, and also their 
own self-evaluation. It is expected that discussions originating from this exercise will not only provide 
insights on how to best improve on the performance of the land restoration options but also enhance 
the sense of ownership of the technologies by the farmers. 

Points to note: 

ü Thank the farmer for their time, their participation in the PC and for information and 
knowledge gained from interacting with them. 

ü Explain to the farmer or group of farmers the main objective of the exercise, stressing on the 
fact that our aim is to learn from them  

ü This exercise can be done with a group of farmers or individual farmers. Some questions may 
appear repetitive, but are meant to triangulate responses from different angles. 

ü If on individual farmer interview, the exercise should be undertaken in the field where the 
actual PCs are. This will enable the enumerator to observe and follow up on aspects that they 
observe, which the farmer might overlook. 

ü The exercises can be combined with other participatory exercises as deemed appropriate such 
as the Bao game of scoring, ranking exercises, using colored cards etc 

 

This guide is produced within the IFAD-EU funded ‘Restoration of degraded land for food security 
and poverty reduction in East Africa and the Sahel: taking successes in land restoration to scale’ project 
(http://www.worldagroforestry.org/project/restoration-degraded-land-food-security-and-poverty-
reduction-east-africa-and-sahel-taking). 

This guide may be adapted to other projects wishing to elicit farmer feedback on the performance of 
options. 
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Section A: Farmers’ understanding and interpretation of aims of the PCs 
	

1. Which PC is the farmer involved in?  
2. Why did you agree to be part of the PC (What did you expect to achieve)? 
3. Have your expectations been met? 
4. Give reasons for your answer above. 

 

Section B: Farmers’ evaluation of the performance of the various land restoration options  
This section will provide us with the criteria that farmers use to assess the success and performance of technologies 

5. How would you rate the overall performance of the land restoration option you were involved 
in? 
Key: (VS- Very Successful, S- Successful, N- Neutral, U-Unsuccessful, VU-Very Unsuccessful) 

6. Give reasons for your answer? 
7. How would you rate the performance of the project? 

Key: (VG- Very Good, S- Good, N- Neutral, P-Poor, VP-Very Poor) 
8. Farmer’s self assessment- How do you feel you performed in the implementation of the PC?  

Key: (VG- Very Good, G- Good, N- Neutral, P-Poor, VP-Very Poor) 
9. Reasons why you chose the answer above? 
10. Give reasons for your answer. 
11. What practices/options were easy to adhere to? Why? 
12. What practices/options did you struggle with?  Why? 
13. How do you feel the various options you experimented with, within the PCs, performed 

compared with your farmer practice/control? 
Triangulation questions-  

14. From your view, what are the advantages of the various options you tried, if any? 
15. From your view, what are the disadvantages of the various options you tried, if any? 
16. Were there any challenges you encountered that limited your ability to implement the PC 

successfully? 
17. If Yes, which challenge/s, and how did you address those challenges? 
18. Did you engage in any modification of any the PCs?  
19. If Yes, which modifications or additional practices; and what were the reasons for these 

practices? 
 

Section C: Outcome mapping: Impacts of the land restoration options on farmer’s 
livelihoods 

The responses for the questions below will depend on the nature of option and will be influenced by how long it takes for 
impacts from the option to be realized. 
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20. Have you observed any changes in your livelihood that have been brought about by the 
adoption of the land restoration option? 

21. What do you do you consider has changed in your livelihood with the adoption of the option? 
22. Which of those changes do you consider to be positive, and why?  
23. Which of those changes do you consider to be negative, and why? 
24. Are there changes that have occurred with the adoption of the option that you did not expect 

or foresee? 
25. Were the changes positive or negative for you; and why? 

 

Section D: Lessons Learnt and Recommendations for Improving the implementation of 
the various PCs 

26. What lessons have you learnt from the PC, if any? 
27. What lessons do you feel the implementing project should learn from the PC, if any? 
28. If any challenges were encountered, what should the project do to address those challenges? 
29. Did you share your lessons/experiences with other farmers? Which lessons? 
30. Did you learn any lesson from other farmers implementing the same PC? 
31. If Yes, on what aspects? 
32. Is there anything that you will do differently going forward? 
33. Is there anything that the project should do differently going forward? 
34. Going forward, are you planning to continue with the PC and/or other land restoration 

options? Why? 
 

Section E: Needs Assessment 
	

35. What skills have you acquired from your participation in this PC, if any? 
36. Do you require additional skills to improve the performance of your activities? 
37. Do you need any other form of support? Give reasons? 
38. Going forward, are there any strategies you are planning to apply to improve the performance 

of the options compared in the PC? 
39. If Yes, why have you not already implemented these strategies?  
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