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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The Food and Nutrition Security Enhancement Project (FANSEP) is a comprehensive initiative
aimed at improving agricultural productivity, enhancing climate resilience, and promoting nutrition
practices among smallholder communities in selected areas of Nepal. The project, with a total
budget of US $28.7 million, received 20 million USD grant from the Global Agriculture and Food
Security Program (GAFSP), with 6 million USD co-financing from the Government of Nepal.

FANSEP is implemented in eight districts, comprising four in the mid-hills region and four in the
Terai region. These districts include Gorkha, Dhading, Sindhupalchok, Dolakha Saptari, Siraha,
Dhanusha, and Mahottari. The project has been operating in 16 rural municipalities within these
districts, focusing on targeted interventions to benefit vulnerable smallholder farmers.

The primary objectives of FANSEP are to enhance the adoption of improved agricultural
technologies, increase crop and animal productivity, improve household income, address food
insecurity, and enhance nutrition status among pregnant and lactating women and children
between 6-24 months.

The project is divided into four components:

A. Climate and Nutrition Smart Agriculture Technology Adaptation and Dissemination: This
component includes technology adaptation, testing, and dissemination activities aimed at
promoting climate-resilient agricultural practices.

B. Income Generation and Diversification: This component focuses on strengthening producer
groups and establishing market linkages to enhance income generation opportunities for
smallholder farmers.

C. Improving Nutrition Security: This component aims to strengthen institutional capacities and
implement nutrition field schools (NFS) and home nutrition gardens to improve dietary
diversity and increase the consumption of nutritious food among targeted communities.

D. Project Management, Communication, and Monitoring & Evaluation: This component
focuses on the overall management, communication, and monitoring and evaluation of
project activities.

Under Component A, Farmer Field Schools (FFS) are implemented to disseminate improved
agricultural and livestock technologies, while Farm Business Schools (FBS) under Component B
enhance farmers' knowledge and skills for income generation and diversification. Additionally,
Nutrition Field Schools (NFS) are implemented to provide knowledge and support for behavior
change regarding dietary diversity and increasing the consumption of nutritious food among
women and children below the age of two.

Given the importance of these field schools in achieving the project's objectives, FANSEP intends
to conduct a study to assess the effectiveness of FFS, FBS, and NFS interventions. The study will
evaluate the effectiveness of these field schools in terms of knowledge transfer, implementation
approaches, and identify areas for improvement.

Nepal Engineering, Management, and Development Consultancy Pvt. Ltd. (NEMDEC), the service
provider conducted field study to assess the effectiveness of the Farmer Field Schools (FFS),
Farm Business Schools (FBS), and Nutrition Field Schools (NFS) implemented as part of the Food
and Nutrition Security Enhancement Project (FANSEP) in Nepal. NEMDEC, using various
instruments, evaluated how well these field schools are working and identified areas where
improvements can be made are discussed in the chapters below.
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1.2 The Food and Nutrition Security Enhancement Project (FANSEP)
1.2.1 Objective of the Project

The overall project development objective (PDO) of FANSEP is to enhance climate resilience,
improve agricultural productivity and nutrition practices of targeted smallholder farming
communities in selected areas of Nepal. The Project is expected to deliver (i) sustainable increase
in productivity and farm incomes (food security), (i) enhanced resilience to impacts of climate
change and variability (adaptation), and (iii) reduced greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions per unit of
product and increased carbon sequestration (mitigation).

1.2.2 Key Outcome Indicators of the Project (PDO level)

The key development objective indicators of the Project are: (i) farmers adopting improved
agricultural technologies including CSA (of which 65% female), (ii) increased crop and animal
productivity by direct beneficiaries (food grain 25%, vegetables 30%, meat 25%, (iii) Increased
household income (farm and off-farm) by 25%, (iv) Improved score on the Food Insecurity
Experience Scale (FIES) by direct beneficiaries, and (v) improved nutrition status and dietary
intake for pregnant and lactating women and children between 6-24 months by 20%.

1.2.3 Project Components

The Project is designed to deliver its intended outcome and impact through 4 well connected
components which are presented below:

= Climate and Nutrition Smart Agriculture Technology Adaptation and Dissemination — the
objective of this component to improve productivity and postharvest management of crops and
livestock. The objective is expected to achieve by (i) technology adoption and testing (sub-
component A.1) and (ii) technology dissemination and farmers’ skill development (sub-
component A.2).

= |ncome Generation and Diversification - diversify and enhance the income generation capacity
of targeted beneficiaries. The objective is expected to achieve by (i) strengthening producers’
groups (sub-component B.1), and (ii) market linkages through productive alliances.

» Improving Nutrition Security — aims to address the underlying causes of malnutrition. Such
objective will be fulfilled by (i) institutional capacity strengthening (sub-component C.1), (ii)
nutrition field school and home nutrition gardens (sub-component C.2).

* Project management communication, and M&E — the component will ensure effective strategy
and operational planning, implementation, and M&E of the project activities.

1.2.4 Project area

The Project activities focuses on 16 vulnerable rural municipalities (Gaunpalikas) from 8 hills and
terai districts (4 in hills and 4 in terai districts). The district wise gaunpalikas (RM) are —

Table 1.1: Project area

Cluster Unit District Palika
Saptari Rajgadh
. P Bishnupur
Saptari .
Siraha Aurahi
Bariyarpatti
Dhanusha Mushlyqpattl Musharniya
Dhanauji
Dhanusha
. Ekdara
Mahottari .
Pipara
Gorkha Gandaki .
Barpak Sulikot
Gorkha P—
Dhading Gajuri
Benighat Rorang
Sindhupalchok Sindhupalchok Lisankhu Pakhar
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Cluster Unit District Palika
Indrawoti
Tamakoshi
Dolakha Kalinchowk

1.2.5 Beneficiaries

The primary beneficiary includes vulnerable households affected by earthquake, acute food
insecurity, disadvantaged, marginalized, and women headed (in total 65,000). Further the targeted
households are smallholder and marginalized farmers, landless and agricultural labors who will
benefit from skill training and nutrition interventions. In addition, households with young children,
adolescent girls, and pregnant and lactating women will be primarily targeted for nutrition
interventions and it is expected that 21000 people will benefit from improved nutrition interventions.

1.3 Understanding the Field School

The study team understood the concept of the field school from the reports and the literature
available at the project office.

Farmer field school (FFS) is a platform that provides farmers an opportunity to learn and achieve
better control over the conditions that they face every day in their lives. lts design and
implementation is influenced by principles of empowerment. It is a school without wall consisting of
a field as a learning venue for farmers through interactive discussion among themselves, which
enable them to sharpen their observations, research and communication skills.

FFS is a systematic training that applies learner-centered discovery-based learning approach.
Every FFS is unique in its curriculum and proceedings. All learning activities in FFS apply
experiential learning. Experiences are the starting points of all learnings in FFS. The topics in the
FFS remain linked to the actual field situation and relevant to the local needs and conditions.
Flexibility in FFS curriculum makes it easy to adapt to local situation and season. The discussion
topic is synchronized with the field scenario and tailored according to the need so that it serves the
interest of farmers.

The combination of two or more minds is often more successful in solving a problem — two heads
are better than one. Around 25- 30 farmers meet regularly at a periodic interval (e.g., weekly field
crops FFS, fortnightly in livestock FFS, stage specific interval in poultry FFS) in the field, conduct
agro-ecosystem analysis, discuss the concurrent issues of the field, make their management
decisions and apply it to their fields. In this way, FFS helps to empower them through collective
actions.

In FFS approach, a farmer is treated as an active actor rather than a passive recipient. Farmers
actively participate at each stage of learning in FFS right from its beginning by planning, curriculum
development and establishment of FFS to its end by celebration of field day for dissemination of
learning and outcomes. FFS Sessions are carried out by participants themselves rather than by
facilitators. FFS facilitators only administer the FFS issues and learning than teaching lessons or
giving lectures. Occasionally, outside experts are invited to deal in special issues. These features
of FFS arouses a sense of ownership among farmers over their learning and ensure their
participation in FFS proceedings. FFS fosters learning with intention that serves the interest of
farmers whereby farmers can increase their control over technologies, markets, and relevant
agricultural policies, their ecosystem and ultimately on the issues affecting their livelihoods. It
enables them to make their voices heard.

Learning approaches in FFS

FFS is an approach focused on people development. It brings farmers together for themselves to
assess their problems and seek ways of addressing them. FFS improves farmers' technical skills,
boost self-confidence and enhance recognition from their communities. The learnings in the FFS is
based on the following principles:
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1. Discovery-based learning by doing is better than hearing or seeing.

Farmers learn best from doing rather than from hearing. In other words, it is better to make
conducive environment for farmers to use new techniques or practices by helping them to apply it
rather than telling and showing those techniques. Therefore, in the FFS, practice and the farmer's
experience are very important. Farmers are encouraged to try out their own suggestions and to
conduct small experiments.

2. Experiences are the beginning of all learning.

Most learnings take place after analysis of experiences and the application of the outcome of this
analysis to new situations. For this reason, the field school provides farmers with a lot of new
experiences, which they then compare with old experiences. Assisted by the facilitator, the farmers
then analyze these experiences together and draw conclusions. A possible outcome of this
analysis might be a suggestion for a solution of an existing problem. This suggestion is then tested
in the farmers' field, resulting in observations about the effectiveness of the suggestion (a new
experience). Again, this is followed by an analysis of the outcome. This process of experience -
analysis - conclusion - application is called the experiential learning cycle and actually describes
the way most people learn.

It is the role of the facilitators to assist the farmers in going through all the steps of the experiential
learning cycle and in gaining a lot of practical experiences.

3. The field is the classroom

The crop field or farm is where the farmers work and that is where the training should take place to
make it relevant to the farmers. Since learning in the FFS takes place in a field similar to their own,
it is easy for the farmers to apply what they have learned in the FFS to their own fields. In the FFS,
farmers learn to observe familiar aspects of their crop in a new way and they collect specimens in
the field that can also be found in their own field.

4. The topics in the farmer field school should be linked to the actual field situation

The curriculum of the field school is flexible. It is adapted to the field situation and the season.
Topics are discussed when they occur in the field, so farmers can learn from the field situation and
apply what they have learned straight away.

Furthermore, it is the responsibility of the facilitator to adapt the curriculum to the conditions as
they are in the area of the FFS and to the needs of the farmers in the field school. There is no point
in discussing a new technology if it is not available to the farmers in that area. If farmers have a
particular crop management problem in that village, it should be discussed in the field school. This
is one of the reasons why each farmer field school (on crop) starts with a baseline survey and
making a cropping calendar.

5. Farmers become experts

The farmers in the field school normally conduct a number of field trials and numerous small
experiments. The subjects of these trials and experiments are often selected by the farmers
themselves and are based on the field situation. During the FFS, the farmers follow the steps of
doing research, leading to an analysis of the outcome of these trials and experiments. This is
followed by a discussion of the applicability of their findings to their own situation.

These ftrials are conducted so that underlying causes of crop management problems can be
identified and possible solutions suitable to their particular physical and socio-economic situation
can be tested.

Through this process of experimentation and comparison, farmers become experts in crop
management. They acquire the means to find solutions for existing and future problems. Farmers
will no longer be dependent on extension workers to provide them with solutions; and they will be
able to evaluate solutions that are being offered to them.
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6. Farmers are decision-makers

The field school deals with the practices of farming in a real context, with farmers mastering and
applying field management skills and with implementing their own decisions in their own fields. In
the FFS, farmers make observations in their own fields/ farms, analyze the crop/ livestock situation
and make decisions based on this analysis. Farmers learn to identify problems, discuss possible
solutions, field-test these solutions, analyze the results of these tests and draw conclusions. Based
on these conclusions, they make crop management/ livestock management related decisions. The
field school aims to improve the decision-making skills of farmers by providing them with tools for
decision making.

Non-negotiable Features of FFS
» Farmers’ needs define and drive FFS

» Farmers’ local knowledge co-produces and co-creates new knowledge, science and public
services [i.e., extension] alongside science-based knowledge.

The learning process and knowledge generation are central to FFS :
o FFS are based on fields through which to learn and experiment;

o structured hands-on, experiential learning is primarily used; adult learning cycles
emphasize observation, critical analysis, sharing and debate, conclusion/decision and
implementation to enhance knowledge and decision-making skills that combine local and
science-based knowledge;

o learning is a continuous process — regular meetings are held at critical crop/ livestock
development stages to correspond to the decision-making of farmers;

o the practical and critical development of skills and competences is the main focus;

o diversity in age, gender and experience enriches FFS when all are involved in production.
Building trust and strengthening groups in order to develop:

o critical analysis skills;

o feedback and evaluation skills;

o planning skills;

0 basics of group work and collaboration (group dynamics exercises).

Facilitation of the learning process: competent master trainers and facilitators (technical,
methodological and organizational skills).

» Situation/location-specific activities, i.e., locally appropriate learning curriculum.

Based on above principles and the procedures of the field school, the project has assisted to
conduct the field schools in the project locations. The detail of the farmers field school have been
presented in Annex 1.

1.4 The Assignment: Effectiveness Study of Crop & Livestock FFS, FBS and NFS of Project

Farmer Field School (FFS) is a key intervention of FANSEP to disseminate improved, climate and
nutrition sensitive agricultural and livestock technologies in the project area. Farmer field schools in
various crop and livestock commodities (dairy, goat and poultry) are implemented under
component A; Farm Business Schools (FBS) are implemented under component B to enhance
knowledge and skills of farmers for income generation and diversification; Nutrition Field Schools
(NFS) are implemented to enhance knowledge and support in behavior change in regards with
dietary diversity, increasing nutritious food intake of women and children below two years. In this
backdrop, FANSEP has designed to carry out a study on effectiveness of FFS, FBS and NFS.
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1.5 Objective of the Assignment

The main objective of this study was to evaluate the impact of field schools as a project
intervention in terms of imparting knowledge and skills to the participants, assessing the
implementation approach and processes, and identifying areas for improvement. Additionally, the
study aimed to assess the relevance of Farmer Field Schools (FFS) in disseminating climate and
nutrition smart agricultural and livestock technologies to the targeted beneficiaries of the project.

1.6 The Scope of the Assignment

The study was intended to cater the information required and analyzed accordingly to assess the
effectiveness of Field Schools considering the specific parameters for each FFS type as follows:

For FFS (Crop and Livestock) and FBS:

o Relevancy and effectiveness of preparatory meetings for field school.

¢ Adequacy and relevancy of FFS content from the beneficiaries' perspective.

e Application of learned technologies and practices in real-life situations.

e FFS in fostering experimentation, problem-solving, and development of new farming
technologies

o FFS on farmers' behavior change in production practices

¢ Enhancing the capacity and empowerment of disadvantaged and marginalized community
members, including women.

o Establishment of networking capacity for knowledge exchange, sustainable technology
expansion, and farmer education.

¢ Inclusivity of participation, particularly by disadvantaged, women, and marginalized groups.

e Dissemination of FFS experiences and learning within the community.

e The results of FFS, such as improved husbandry practices, access to technologies, and
increased animal productivity.

¢ Engagement of women and youth in farm business and profit-making.

o Sustainability and profitability of adopted technologies and practices.

e Feedback on FFS processes for future improvements, including training duration, facilitator
quality, and logistics.

o Competency of facilitators and their facilitation methods.

e Logistics and venue convenience for FBS participants.

For Nutrition Field Schools:

e Change in dietary intake of meat, eggs, milk, vegetables, fruits, and legumes/lentils.

e Knowledge and skills acquired by pregnant and nursing women in nutrition and behavior
change communication (BCC).

o Sufficiency of the NFS curriculum in enhancing awareness, knowledge, and skills related to
food and nutrition security.

¢ Adequacy of NFS session time and duration.

¢ Relevancy of behavior change communication messages and recommended behaviors.

o Feedback for improving the effectiveness of NFS in the future.

¢ Role of NFS in women and community empowerment

The NEMDEC was responsible for implementing data collection activities and delivering quality
data according to the expectations and protocols, within a timeframe defined by FANSEP. The
study team formed by the consulting firm had worked under the direct supervision of PMU. The
team developed a web based tool to collect the quantitative data electronically for performing the
household survey from the study area; and organized focus group discussions / Key Informant
Interviews in FFS/FBS/NFS groups.

The study team initially designed the set of questionnaires and checklists and submitted to PMU
for their feedback and suggestions before finalization and administration.
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Data collection was completed in all sampled area through a household survey, FGD, and Kil. An
intensive household-level survey was carried out in 464 households ensuring their participation in
FFS (crop & livestock), FBS, and NFS from the sampling framework of the study as indicated in
the sampling framework. The survey work included the sections on household composition
ensuring their participation in FFS (crop/livestock), FBS, and NFS and only the relevant
guestionnaires were asked to the specific FFS/NFS/FBS group. The survey team designed a data
quality control protocols to ensure the consistency and quality of collected data.
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CHAPTER II: APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

The chapter details on the approach taken to gather primary information, sources of information,
methodology used for sample size determination, survey tools, data collection techniques and
related information. Collection of required information was done using different secondary and
primary sources. The primary data was collected using beneficiary household survey and focused
group discussions with concerned stakeholders. For the purpose of household survey, a total of
446 households were interviewed across 16 municipalities of Saptari, Siraha, Dhanusha,
Mahottari, Gorkha, Dhadhing, Sindhupalchok and Dolakha. The household survey employed
Computer Assisted Personnel Interviewing (CAPI) technique.

2.1 Study Approach

The study team's efforts was made comprehensively streamlined to meet the main and specific
objectives of the study as outlined in the TOR. The study team adopted the following approaches
for the execution of the study process:

e Worked closely with project team and concerned Service Providers: The study team
worked closely with the PMU official of FANSEP, concerned personnel and respective staff
member of project team during finalization of study tools, administering field study,
analyzing the findings and strategic recommendations.

o Participatory and Qualitative Approach: Qualitative and participatory approach were
applied to design tools, methods during administration of the field study. The focus group
discussion (FGD), key informant interview (KIl), participatory observation were
appropriately used to collect the information.

o Confidentiality: The study team bind to maintain confidentiality and maintain information
available from the study. The study team will not disclose or publish any part or full report
without taking approval of the Client.

2.2 Study Methodology

The study focused first to determine sample size for HH survey and groups for focused group
discussions/KII. Data collection was done through a household survey, FGD, and KIl. An intensive
household-level survey was carried out in 446 households ensuring their participation in FFS (crop
& livestock), FBS, and NFS from the sampling framework of the study as indicated. The survey
includes sections on household composition ensuring their participation in FFS (crop/livestock),
FBS, and NFS and only the relevant questionnaires was asked to the specific FFS/NFS/FBS
group.

The methodology for the assignment involved a combination of household surveys, focus group
discussions (FGDs), and key informant interviews (KIllIs) to collect data and assessed the impact
and effectiveness of field schools implemented by the FANSEP project. The sampling frame
provided was used to select the appropriate field schools, households, and participants for data
collection.

2.21 Household Survey:

Sampling: Approximately 20% of the Farmer Field Schools (FFS), Farm Business Schools (FBS),
and Nutrition Field Schools (NFS) groups were selected as the sampling units for the household
survey. The specific field schools were chosen randomly from the total number of field schools
implemented by the project in each district.

Sample Size: Within each selected field school group, three households were randomly selected
for the survey.

Data Collection: Enumerators were equipped with required orientation to collect data using tablet-
based questionnaires (electronically designed questionnaire using open digital platform for data
collection purposes) and checklists prepared by the study team. The survey covered required
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number of sections on household composition and relevant questionnaires based on the specific
FFS/NFS/FBS group.

Table 2.1:

Sampling framework of HH survey

Sampling framework for HH survey

FFS type | Number of FFS | Sample frame Number of Individual HHS to be
implemented surveyed in FFS (random
selection of 3 HHs from field
school groups)
X X X
o o o
” s o s o S
= @© c @® - ®
2 8 < < < S < < < S < < —
® Q © = @® Qo o = © Q O = ©
= © = o e © = o < © = o °
a n n o a n n O a n n o [
Crop 124 | 124 |90 94 19 18 14 15 57 54 42 44 197
Livestock | 35 35 34 34 10 9 9 10 30 27 27 30 114
FBS 6 6 6 6 4 4 4 4 12 12 12 12 48
NFS 36 36 36 36 9 9 9 9 27 27 27 24 105
Total 201 | 201 | 166 | 170 |42 40 36 38 126 | 120 | 108 | 110 | 464
2.2.2 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs):

Sampling: FGDs were conducted in field schools that were not included in the household
survey to increase the representation of field school groups.

Sample Size: The number of FGDs were conducted in each FFS, FBS, and NFS type be
based on the provided table, ensuring representation from each district.

Data Collection: FGDs were organized to facilitate group discussions among participants
from the selected field schools. The discussions were helped to explore various aspects of
field school implementation, including content relevance, learning application, sustainability,
and feedback for improvement.

Table 2.2: Sampling Framework of FGDs

FFS type No of field schools for FGD Total

Dhanusha Saptari Sindhupalchok Gorkha Total
Crop 2 2 2 2 8
Livestock 1 1 1 1 4
FBS 1 1 1 1 4
NFS 1 1 1 1 4
Total 5 5 5 5 20
2.2.3 Key Informant Interviews (Klls):

Sampling: Klls were also conducted with FFS facilitators and other relevant key personnel
involved in implementing field schools in each project cluster.

Data Collection: Klls were conducted to gather insights and perspectives from key
individuals regarding the implementation of field schools, facilitation methods, challenges
faced, and suggestions for improvement.

Overall, the consulting team was responsible in the implementation of data collection activities,
ensuring quality data collection, and conducting the necessary analyses to address the objectives
of the assignment. The consultant was worked under the direct supervision of the Project
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Management Unit (PMU) and with the development of data quality control protocol the data
consistency and quality throughout the study was ensured. The collected data was analyzed to
evaluate the impact of field schools, assess the implementation approach and processes, and
provide recommendations for future improvements.

2.3 Study/Data Quality Control

The study team developed and implemented a data quality control protocol to ensure consistency
and quality. When using the Open Data Kit (ODK) survey tool for data collection, it's essential to
implement effective data quality control mechanisms to ensure the accuracy, reliability, and
integrity of the collected data. Following are the processes adopted to ensure the data quality
control during the survey task:

Pre-survey Training: A comprehensive training was provided to the data collectors on how to
properly use the ODK tool, understand the survey questions, and collect data accurately.
Emphasize was given the importance of data quality and the specific quality control measures
they need to follow.

Clear Instructions: Clear and concise instructions were provided to the data collectors,
outlining the data collection process, including how to navigate the survey, enter responses,
and handle specific scenarios. This helped to reduce errors and inconsistencies during data
collection.

Data Validation Constraints: The team set constraints and rules for data entry using ODK's
built-in data validation features. For example, the team specified ranges for numeric fields or
defined answer options for multiple-choice questions. This helped enforce data quality
standards during data entry and reduced the likelihood of incorrect or inconsistent data.

Skip Logic and Data Relevance: The team also implemented skip logic in survey design to
ensure that respondents directed to relevant questions based on their previous answers. This
helped to reduce the chances of irrelevant or missing data and enhances the overall data
quality.

Field-Level Data Checks: Regular field-level data checks were conducted to identify potential
errors or inconsistencies. This involved reviewing the data as it was collected or periodically
monitoring the sampling and reviewing completed surveys. Data Manager looked for missing or
illogical values, outliers, or patterns that indicate potential data quality issues.

Data Cleaning and Validation: The team performed data cleaning and validation procedures
to identify and correct errors, inconsistencies, and missing values. This involved checking for
data completeness, removing duplicate entries, resolving inconsistencies, and conducting
logical checks to ensure data integrity.

Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC): A QA/QC process was implemented to verify
the accuracy and quality of the collected data. This involved independent verification of a
subset of completed surveys or double data entry for comparison purposes. The team also
addressed any discrepancies or issues found during this process.

Documentation: Detailed documentation was maintained throughout the data collection
process, including the survey design, data collection protocols, and any changes made during
the process. This documentation helped ensure transparency, replicability, and auditability.
Continuous Monitoring: Monitoring task was a continuous activity for the data collection
process to identify any potential issues or challenges. Regular communication was maintained
with data collectors, addressed their queries, and provided feedback to maintain data quality
standards.

Regular Data Review: Periodic review of the collected data was performed to assess its
quality and identify any potential improvements or modifications needed in the data collection
process. This helped ensure ongoing data quality control throughout the project.

10
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2.4 Study Tools

The desk review and consultation with project team was supposed to be the prime tools in
designing sample size for HH survey and FGD/KII for group and facilitators perception. Since the
data collection was completed through a household survey, FGD, and KIl, there were a set of
questionnaire that was designed using ODK tool developed and agreed to apply for HH survey.
Likewise, checklists for FGD and the Kll were designed and annexed with this document. All the
tools once developed and agreed for the application in this study process have been annexed in

this document.

2.5 Study Matrix Table

Respondent Key Questions Methods/Tools
Beneficiary Personal background; effectiveness of farmers An individual
Household school in capacity building, knowledge sharing, survey using a
behavioral changes, nutrition and dietary habits, structured
sessions duration, relevant content delivery, adoption questionnaire and
of new technologies, etc. observation
Focus Group Evaluate the impact of field schools in terms of Focus group
Discussion (in imparting knowledge and skills among the discussions using
the groups not participants, assessment of field school a checklist
included for implementation approach / processes and identifying
HH survey) areas of improvement, enhancing knowledge of
school participants adopting adult literacy and
innovative learning by doing approach
Facilitators Relevancy and effectiveness of farmer schools in Key informant

enhancing the capacity of participating households

interview using a
semi-structured
questionnaire

2.6 Organization of the report

The first chapter of the report contains the background of the study. The second chapter is more
focused on the approaches and the methodology of the study. The third chapter, which is the main
part of the report from a thematic perspective, presents the effectiveness of the field schools. The
last chapter i.e. chapter 4 briefly presents the conclusion and recommends a way forward.

11
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CHAPTERIIIl: PRESENTATION OF DATA AND EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

Chapter 1l of the report presents the collected data and conducts an analysis to assess the
effectiveness of Farmer Field Schools (FFS), Farm Business Schools (FBS), and Nutrition Field
Schools (NFS). The chapter includes information on the relevance and effectiveness of preparatory
meetings, adequacy of content, application of learned technologies, behavior change, capacity
building, networking, inclusivity, dissemination of experiences, results achieved engagement of
women and vyouth, sustainability of practices, feedback for improvements, competency of
facilitators, and logistics convenience.

3.1 Demographic Charectristics
3.1.1  Surveyed household by cluster and by districts

The survey collected data from 464 households in various rural municipalities involved in the
project. The households were distributed across different districts and PCUs (Project Cluster
Units). In Gorkha, there were 33 households surveyed, and 77 in Dhading. Dhanusha had 57
households surveyed, and 69 in Mahottari district. Saptari and Siraha both had 60 households
surveyed, while Sindhupalchok had 48 households surveyed and 60 in Dolakha district. The
survey sample provides a diverse representation of rural communities, offering valuable insights
for the project's FFS effectiveness analysis.

Figure 3.1.1:  No. of HHs Surveyed (District wise)
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3.1.2 Composition of respondents by gender and by marital status

Out of the respondents, 229 were household heads (49.35%) and 235 were family members
(50.65%). In terms of gender, there were 353 female respondents (76.08%) and 111 male
respondents (23.92%). Similarly, interms of marital status of the respondents, there were 445 were
currently married (95.91%), 10 were unmarried (2.16%), and 9 were widowed (1.94%).

3.1.3 Composition of respondents by academic qualification

Based on the data, the highest level of education among the respondents is distributed as follows:
e Primary education: 29.53% of respondents have completed primary education.

12
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e Lower secondary: 15.30% of respondents have completed lower secondary education.
e Upper Secondary: 28.66% of respondents have completed upper secondary education.
¢ Intermediate: 16.59% of respondents have completed intermediate education.

e Graduate: Only 2.16% of respondents have completed a graduate-level education.

e Other: 7.76% of respondents have education levels categorized as "Other."

The majority of respondents have completed primary and upper secondary education, with a
relatively small percentage having reached the graduate level. A notable portion falls under the
"Other" category, suggesting a diverse range of educational backgrounds among the respondents.
The detail of the education level of the respondents is shown in the graph below.

Figure 3.1.2:  Education Status (% of respondents)

Primary Lower secondaryUpper Secondary Intermediate Graduate Other
education

3.2 Farmer Field Schools — Crop

The survey was conducted with 197 participants from households to assess Farmer Field Schools
(FFS) for crop cultivation. The main focus of the survey was to understand the effectiveness of the
FFS process, the participants' knowledge improvement, and the practices they could adopt in their
agriculture.

3.2.1 Preparatory meeting conducted

A significant majority (50.76%) conducted three preparatory meetings to run the FFS while around
46% of the respondents informed that they hold less than 3 prepratory meetings. Small portions
(3.05%) were uncertain about the number of meetings held.

13



Final Report - Effectiveness Survey of crop and Livestock FFS, FBS and NFS of the FANSEP Project

Figure 3.2.1: No. of meetings for operating FFS (%)

50.76

36.55

3.05

Three Two one Don’t know

3.2.2 Selection of participants and group/subgroup formation

The analysis indicates that at what level the participants are aware on the process of participant
selection and group/subgroup formation in the Crop FFS. 44.67% of the respondents (44.67%)
reported that the second preparatory meeting was devoted in the selection process. A considerable
proportion (34.01%) mentioned the process of participants and group/sub group formation was
completed during the third meeting, indicating a slightly delayed approach to forming groups. On
the other hand, a smaller percentage (17.77%) reported this process taking place in the first
meeting, implying an early grouping strategy. The uncertainty expressed by a few respondents
(3.55%) highlights the importance of clearer communication regarding this aspect of the FFS
program.

3.2.3 Main considerations for selecting a plot for FFS trials

The analysis of plot selection for FFS trials reveals that the significant proportion (38.58%)
considers all factors, indicating a comprehensive approach to plot selection that takes into account
various relevant variables. The majority of respondents (42.13%) prioritize choosing soil with the
same productivity. Additionally, a smaller percentage (14.72%) focuses on selecting plots with
similar soil texture, recognizing the importance of this specific characteristic. Furthermore, a limited
number of respondents (3.05%) emphasize ensuring equal light availability on the land. However,
a small percentage (1.52%) remains uncertain, underscoring the need for clearer guidelines in the
FFS program regarding plot selection criteria.

Figure 3.2.2: Main consideration for selecting a plot for FFS trials (% of respondents)
Don’t know i 1.52

land having equal light availability - 3.05

similar soil texture 14.72

all of them 38.58

soil having the same productivity 42.13
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3.2.4 Criteria for the selection of participant for FFS

The analysis of participant selection criteria for FFS indicates that the primary focus lies on
involving "Real and interested farmers involved in farming," as reported by a significant majority of
respondents (86.80%). Still around 13% of the respondents are found not clear regarding the
criteris for particpants selection for FFS. The findings highlight the preference for engaged and
committed farmers, emphasizing the program's practicality and potential for community leadership
development.

Figure 3.2.3: Criteria for the selection of participant for FFS (% of respondents)

Activist, leader male farmer only 1.02

Activist, leader female farmer only 4.57
Educated, social activist, leader farmer 7.61
Real and interested farmers involved in farming 86.80

3.2.5 Establishment of comparative trial

The analysis of preferences for trial establishment in the FFS reveals that a considerable
proportion (42.13%) suggested starting with the farmer's practice trial, indicating a preference for
evaluating existing methods before introducing changes. While the majority of respondents
(55.33%) favored establishing the improved practice trial first. A small percentage of respondents
(2.54%) expressed uncertainty, highlighting the need for clearer communication and guidance on
the trial establishment process within the FFS program.

3.2.6 Conveniency of FFS locations

Almost all participants (99.49%) found the FFS site convenient, which means they liked using it.
Very small number (0.51%) didn't find it convenient, so most people were happy with the site. This
shows that the site is easy to use and meets the needs of the users. Overall, the majority of
participants had a positive experience with the site.

3.2.7 Expectations from FFS

In the survey, 85% of respondents expressed that the contents of the FFS fully met their
expectations, indicating a high level of satisfaction and usefulness. However, a smaller proportion,
comprising 15% of participants, reported that the FFS content was only partially useful to them.

Figure 3.2.4: Contents of FFS meet expectation (% of respondents)
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3.2.8 Relevancy of contents covered

The data shows the percentage of households (HHs respondents) who reported being covered in
various topics related to crop cultivation in the FFS (Farmer Field School) program. The
particpants were asked to express the topics that were relevant to them. The highest coverage
were "Fertilizer application — dose, method, and timing of application" and "Planting method," each
reaching 73.10% of respondents. Following closely were "Number and timing of irrigations and
irrigation techniques" (61.93%) and "Seed/planting materials selection" (60.91%).Other topics, like
"Homemade bio/botanical pesticide (Jholmol) preparation and use" and "Method of weeding and
hoeing," also received significant attention from 60.91% and 57.36% of respondents,
respectively.Less frequently covered areas included "Critical growth stages of the crops for various
operations" (27.92%), "Post-harvest practices" (28.93%), and "Time and method of harvesting"
(32.99%).It's important to note that one respondent (0.51%) could not remember the specific topics
covered. The details contents covered by FFS are shown in the table below.

Table 3.2.1: Relevancy of contents covered

Content covered by FFS Crop respc:\ln(:j.eol:t:-ll\:l-ljtiple) Percentage

Fertilizer application — dose, method and timing of 144 73.10
application i
Planting method 144 73.10
Number and timing of irrigations and irrigation 122 61.93
techniques i
Seed/planting materials selection 120 60.91
Homemade bio/botanical pesticide (Jholmol) 120 60.91
preparation and use ’
Method of weeding and hoeing 113 57.36
Soil preparation 103 52.28
Safe and efficient use of safer pesticides 103 52.28
Importance of quality seeds and seed selection 79 40.10
Identification of beneficial insects and pest 74 37 56
management '
Nursery management 69 35.03
Time and method of harvesting 65 32.99
Post-harvest practices 57 28.93
Critical growth stages of the crops for various 55 27 92
operations, )
Can't remember 1 0.51

3.2.9 Availability of inputs to run FFS

A substantial majority of respondents (90.86%) expressed that they received the necessary inputs
to run the FFS program on time and in the required quantity, indicating a well-managed supply
process. A smaller percentage (6.09%) acknowledged receiving the required quantity but with a
delay, suggesting potential logistical challenges or occasional disruptions. However, a minority
(3.05%) reported not receiving the required quantity at all, which could have hindered their
participation or impacted the effectiveness of the FFS program for those individuals. Timely and
adequate provision of inputs is crucial for the success and benefits of initiatives like the FFS.
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Figure 3.2.5: Availability of inputs to run FFS (% of respondents)

Didn’t receive required quantity i 3.05

Received required quantity with delay . 6.09

3.2.10 Knowledge and understanding of participants

In the survey, 80.71% of respondents indicates that the color red with the extremely toxic
label of the pesticide. Still around 19% of the respondents were found not much aware on
the toxixity label of pesticides.

In the survey, respondents were asked about their understanding of "quality seeds." The
majority (73.60%) defined quality seeds as genetically pure, fertile, physically healthy, and
free from pests, indicating a comprehensive understanding of seed quality. A smaller
percentage believed it referred to any seed obtained from a dealer (13.20%) or any grains
used for planting (8.12%). Some respondents (5.08%) were unsure about the definition.

In the panicle initiation stage of wheat, 47.72% of respondents considered irrigation as the
most important task, reflecting the significance of water management during this critical
phase. Nitrogen top dressing was identified by 24.37%, while 10.15% emphasized weed
management. 17.77% of respondents were unsure about the correct task.

According to the survey, 50.25% of respondents believe that reducing the use of chemical
pesticides for crop pest management is the most important measure to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions from rice farming. 22.84% identified reducing the use of chemical fertilizers
as crucial, while 22.34% were unsure. Only 4.57% mentioned cultivating paddy without
plowing the field.

Almost all respondents (98.48%) believed that the FFS approach is suitable for sharing
agricultural technology with other farmers like themselves. Only a very small percentage
(1.52%) thought it was not appropriate.

3.2.11 Level of Satisfaction on contents delivered by facilitators

The survey results showed that a significant majority of respondents (82.23%) expressed full
satisfaction with the content delivered by FFS facilitators, indicating a high level of contentment
with the training provided. A smaller proportion (17.26%) reported being partially satisfied,
suggesting that some participants had certain expectations that were partially met. Merely a tiny
fraction (0.51%) stated uncertainty about their satisfaction level, possibly due to a lack of clarity or
varying experiences. Overall, the majority's positive response reflects the effectiveness of the FFS
facilitators in delivering valuable content.
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Figure 3.2.6: Satisfaction level on the contents delivered by facilitators (% of respondents)

Don’t know 0.51

Partially satisfied - 17.26

3.2.12 Satisfaction level of demonstrations/examples/group exercises of the FFS

The majority of respondents (80.71%) were very happy with the demonstrations, examples, and
group exercises led by the FFS facilitators. They found them effective and helpful in their learning.
A smaller percentage (19.29%) mentioned being partially satisfied, indicating that most participants
were content with the facilitators' teaching methods.

3.2.13 Usefulness of sessions in farming practices

According to the responses from participants, a significant majority (75.63%) found the FFS
sessions to be entirely beneficial for their farming practices. This suggests that the training
provided during these sessions significantly contributed to improving their agricultural methods and
knowledge. Conversely, a smaller percentage (24.37%) indicated that the sessions were only
partially useful, possibly implying that while some aspects were beneficial, they might have had
specific expectations that were not fully met.

3.2.14 Capacity to identify problems related to disease and pests

According to the survey results, a majority of respondents (70.05%) reported that the FFS played a
significant role in fully helping them identify problems related to diseases and pests in their farming
practices. This indicates that the training and knowledge acquired through the FFS were highly
effective in disease and pest identification. Additionally, a smaller percentage (29.95%) mentioned
that the FFS partially assisted them in recognizing such problems, suggesting that while beneficial,
there might have been certain limitations or specific challenges in this area.

3.2.15 Identification of critical growth stages

In the survey, 70.56% of respondents reported that the FFS fully helped them identify the critical
growth stages of the crop within which the FFS was conducted. This indicates that the training was
highly effective in educating participants about these crucial stages. Additionally, 28.93%
mentioned that the FFS partially assisted them in recognizing these critical stages, suggesting that
they gained some understanding but not to the same extent as the majority. Only a small
percentage (0.51%) indicated that the FFS did not help them in this aspect.

3.2.16 Reducing pesticide use

Based on the responses from participants, 69.04% reported that the FFS was fully effective in
reducing pesticide use in their farming practices. This indicates that the training and knowledge
gained from the FFS significantly contributed to minimizing their reliance on pesticides. Moreover,
29.95% mentioned that the FFS partially assisted in reducing pesticide usage, suggesting that
while helpful, there might have been certain limitations or challenges in achieving a complete
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reduction. A small minority (1.02%) stated that the FFS did not help in reducing pesticide use,
possibly due to specific circumstances or experiences.

3.2.17 Fertilizer application

According to the survey results, 75.13% of respondents reported that the FFS was fully beneficial
in improving their fertilizer application, including increasing the number of topdressings. This
indicates that the training provided by the FFS was highly effective in enhancing their knowledge
and skills in fertilizer management. Additionally, 24.87% mentioned that the FFS partially
contributed to achieving better fertilizer application, suggesting that while helpful, some participants
might have experienced certain challenges or limitations in fully implementing the learned
practices. Overall, the majority found the FFS instrumental in optimizing their fertilizer usage.

3.2.18 Team building or group mobilization

According to the survey, the majority of respondents (64.97%) reported that the FFS was fully
useful for team building or group mobilization. This suggests that the FFS program effectively
fostered a sense of teamwork and cooperation among participants. Additionally, 28.43% mentioned
that the FFS was partially useful for these purposes, indicating that some participants experienced
positive outcomes in group dynamics but might have encountered certain challenges. A smaller
percentage (6.60%) found the FFS beneficial for future team building and group mobilization,
implying that they believed the acquired skills and experiences would have lasting impacts on their
ability to work collaboratively in the future.

Figure 3.2.7: Usefulness for team building or group mobilization (% of respondents)

M Fully
m Partially

Useful for future

3.2.19 Dissemination of FFS learnings

According to the survey, a significant majority (86.29%) of participants reported occasionally
sharing their FFS learning with their neighbors who did not participate in the program. This
suggests that they are willing to pass on the knowledge they gained to benefit others in their
community. A smaller percentage (9.14%) mentioned sharing their FFS learning frequently or
regularly, showing a higher level of engagement in knowledge dissemination. Only a few
respondents (4.57%) indicated that they never share their FFS learning, possibly due to personal
reasons or preferences.
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Figure 3.2.8: Learning/sharing with outside the participants of FFS (% of respondents)
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3.2.20 Adoption of new variety/technology

According to the survey, 56.85% of participants reported adopting a new crop variety after
participating in the FFS program, indicating that the training and exposure to different varieties
influenced their farming practices positively. On the contrary, 43.15% mentioned that they did not
adopt any new variety, possibly due to factors such as existing preferences, availability, or
suitability of their current varieties. The results highlight the program's impact on some farmers in
embracing new agricultural practices.

Similarly, the survey revealed that a significant majority (86.67%) of participants adopted new
agricultural technologies after attending the FFS program, indicating its effectiveness in promoting
modern farming practices. On the other hand, a smaller percentage (13.33%) reported not
adopting any new practices or technologies, possibly due to factors like their current practices
suiting their needs or resistance to change. The results highlight the substantial impact of the FFS
in encouraging farmers to embrace and implement innovative agricultural technologies.

Figure 3.2.9: Adoption of new practice/technology after FFS (% of respondents)
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Based on the analysis of responses from 184 participants, various technologies and practices were
reported to be adopted after engaging in the FFS program:

o Botanical pesticides were adopted by 28.66% of respondents, indicating a shift towards
more eco-friendly pest control methods.

e The use of cattle urine as a pesticide alternative was embraced by 24.57% of participants,
showcasing an innovative and locally available pest management approach.

o Alternative pest control methods, like pheromone traps and light traps, were adopted by
14.87% of farmers, indicating a willingness to explore sustainable pest control solutions.

e Mulching was implemented by 13.15% of respondents, showcasing a commitment to
conserving soil moisture and improving crop health.

e A change in top dressing frequency was practiced by 10.34% of participants, indicating an
improved fertilizer management strategy.

e Enhancing farmyard manure was adopted by 8.41% of farmers, reflecting a focus on
organic matter enrichment for better soil health.

o Cattle shed improvement was undertaken by 6.25% of respondents, indicating efforts
towards better livestock management practices.

e A smaller percentage (3.45%) adopted drought and flood-tolerant varieties, showcasing
resilience to adverse weather conditions.

These findings demonstrate the positive impact of the FFS program in encouraging the adoption of
sustainable and innovative agricultural practices, leading to more resilient and environmentally
friendly farming approaches.

3.3 Farmer Field Schools — Livestock-Goat

A survey was conducted with 39 participants from households to assess Farmer Field Schools
(FFS) for livestock goat. The main focus of the survey was to understand the effectiveness of the
FFS process, the participants' knowledge improvement, and the practices they could adopt in their
goat production.

3.3.1 Preparataory meetings for selecting particpants and group formation

The participant selection and group/subgroup formation were predominantly conducted during the
second preparatory meeting, as reported by 58.97% of the respondents. These findings provide
valuable insights into the structure and organization of the Goat FFS program, allowing for
potential improvements in future implementations.
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Figure 3.3.1: Preparatory meeting numbers (% of respondents)

Second Third First Don’t know

3.3.2 Allotted durartion for each FFS session and interval

Based on the surveyed, a significant majority (92.31%) responded favorably to the 2-week interval
of the FFS sessions and its overall duration, considering them appropriate for acquiring new
knowledge and skills. A minority (7.69%), however, held the viewpoint that the interval and duration
were not suitable.

3.3.3 Adherence of Facilitators to Session Plan or Training Schedule

Based on feedback received from participants, an analysis of the data reveals that a substantial
majority (84.62%) acknowledged that the facilitators meticulously followed the session plan or
training schedule outlined in the manual. These participants affirmed the facilitators' commitment to
maintaining the prescribed structure. In contrast, a smaller faction (15.38%) observed instances
where adherence was partial rather than complete. These findings suggest a predominantly
positive assessment of the facilitators' adherence to the established plan, with a minority noting
minor deviations during the sessions or training schedule.

Figure 3.3.2: Adherence of session plans (% of respondents)
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15%
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3.3.4 Allignment of expectations

The analysis indicates that the majority (79.49%) reported that the contents of FFS were fully
useful in meeting their expectations. A smaller percentage (20.51%) mentioned that the contents
were only partially useful.

3.3.5 Highly relevant contents

Upon analyzing the responses, it becomes evident that the participants highlighted the top five
most significant topics covered in the FFS program. The majority of them (approximately 74.36%)
found the information about enhancing goat sheds or pens and effectively managing manure
particularly relevant. A substantial proportion (around 69.23%) emphasized the importance of
learning about producing and using green forage or fodder. Similarly, a noteworthy number
(roughly 64.10%) recognized the value of understanding techniques for conserving forage,
including hay and silage making. Additionally, a considerable percentage (about 56.41%)
acknowledged the significance of sessions about vaccinating goats against PPR disease and
comprehending common infectious diseases like PPR.

Table 3.3.1: Relevancy of contents covered

Contents(multiple choice) Percentage
Goat shed/ pen improvement and manure management 74.36
Green forage/fodder production and utilization (seasonal, perennial, shrubs, 69.23
fodder trees)

Forage conservation (hay and silage making) 64.10
Vaccination against PPR disease in goat 56.41
Major common infectious diseases of goats (PPR) 56.41
Selection and breeding of goats for genetic improvement 53.85
Feeding of pregnant does 51.28
Internal and external parasite control in goats 46.15
Feeding of goat kids 46.15
Feeding of breeding bucks 43.59
Suitable breeds of goats 38.46
Care and management of newly born kids 35.90
UMMB preparation or use 35.90
Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for goats 33.33
Role of different feed nutrients and deficiency symptoms/ signs 33.33
Supplementary feeding of does before breeding (flushing) 30.77
Biosecurity management (including disinfection of goat pen/ shed) 23.08
Supplementary feeding of does at advance stage of pregnancy (steaming up) 20.51

3.3.6 Availability of inputs to run FFS

All reported that the necessary inputs for conducting FFS were provided on time and in the
required amounts, constituting 100%

3.3.7 \Variation in Farmer Member Participation Across Sessions

A substantial majority (82.05%) indicated that farmer members from the same household generally
participated consistently across various FFS sessions. A smaller portion (12.82%) noted
occasional variations in participation. Only a few (5.13%) perceived a likelihood of distinct
participation patterns. These responses suggest that most households maintained consistent
engagement, while a minority observed differing levels of involvement among family members
throughout the FFS sessions.
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3.3.8

3.3.9

Knowledge and understanding of participants

Out of the 39 respondents, the majority (61.54%) believed that the growth and development
calendar was prepared in farmers’ schools primarily to understand the existing techniques
of animal husbandry. A smaller proportion (15.38%) saw its purpose as acquiring
knowledge about modern methods. Fewer participants (12.82%) thought it helped choose
topics for special classes. Additionally, some (10.26%) recognized both options as To
know the existing techniques of animal husbandry and To choose a subject for a
special classes.

The majority (79.49%) identified the utilization of improved breeds of buck as the technique
for achieving higher meat productivity in goats. A smaller fraction (10.26%) recognized the
combined efficacy of options use of improved breeds of buck and artificial
insemination. Only a few (7.69%) mentioned artificial insemination, while a single
participant (2.56%) indicated breeding using the same family buck as a method for
enhancing goat meat productivity.

The majority (64.10%) identified internal parasites (Worms, Juka Namle) as a significant
issue affecting goats. A notable portion (33.33%) recognized the threat of PPR (Peste des
Petits Ruminants). A minor fraction (2.56%) mentioned abortion as another concern for
goats' health.

Dissemination of FFS approach appropriate for technology

Almost all of the surveyed household (94.87%) thought that the FFS approach was a good way to
share farming technology with other farmers like themselves. Only a few (5.13%) didn't think it was
a good fit for this purpose.

3.3.10 Level of Satisfaction on contents delivered by facilitators

The analysis revealed that a significant majority (74.36%) expressed complete satisfaction with the
content presented by FFS facilitators. A smaller group (25.64%) conveyed partial satisfaction,
implying that while content was appreciated, some aspects fell short of meeting expectations.

Figure 3.3.3:  Satisfaction level on contents (% of respondents)

M Fully satisfied  m Partially satisfied
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3.3.11 Usefulness of sessions in goat farming practices/capacity to identify problems
related to disease and pests

As per the analysis, a notable majority (87.18%) found the FFS sessions highly beneficial for
enhancing their goat farming practices. A smaller subset (12.82%) indicated partial usefulness,
suggesting that while valuable, some elements of the sessions had limited relevance to their
practices. All of them (100%) reported that the FFS played a significant role in identifying issues
related to goat diseases and pests.

3.3.12 Team building /group mobilization

According to the analysis, 71.79% reported that the FFS was fully useful for team building or group
mobilization. Additionally, 25.64% mentioned that it was partially useful for these purposes, and a
small percentage (2.56%) indicated that it would be useful for future team building and group
mobilization.

Figure 3.3.4: Usefulness for team building /group mobilization (% of respondents)

Useful for future

3.3.13 Usefulness for empowering the participants

Based on the evaluation of 39 participants responses, a substantial portion (74.36%)
acknowledged the FFS as a highly effective tool for empowerment. A smaller yet notable fraction
(25.64%) found it partially useful in fostering empowerment. This suggests that the FFS played a
significant role in enhancing participants' sense of empowerment.

3.3.14 Sharing the experiences with neighbors

Based on the assessment of respondents, a significant majority (69.23%) recognized the FFS as a
valuable tool for sharing their experiences with neighbors to successfully expand the technology.
Another notable group (30.77%) indicated that while partially helpful, the FFS played a role in
facilitating knowledge dissemination to scale up the technology. These findings suggest that a
substantial portion of participants perceived the FFS as a useful means for promoting technology
adoption within their communities.

3.4 Farmer Field Schools — Livestock-Dairy

A survey was conducted with 54 participants from households to assess Farmer Field Schools
(FFS) for livestock Dairy. The main focus of the survey was to understand the effectiveness of the
FFS process, the participants' knowledge improvement, and the practices they could adopt in their
Dairy production.
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3.4.1 Preparation for FFS operation

In the Dairy Farmer Field School, people attended around 16 sessions, each lasting about 3.5
hours. The data showed that most participants (65.56%) had 2 preparatory meetings, and a good
number (40.74%) had 3 meetings before the actual program. Only a small percentage (3.70%) had
just 1 preparatory meeting. This tells us that having 2 or 3 preparatory meetings is popular,
showing that people like to plan well before starting the Dairy FFS program.

3.4.2 Selection of participants and group/subgroup formation

The analysis, based on 54 participants' responses, reveals the key stages of participant selection
and group formation for the Dairy Farmer Field School (FFS). Interestingly, the majority of
respondents (61.11%) indicated that these crucial steps occur during the second preparatory
meeting, while 33.33% mentioned it takes place in the third meeting. A mere 5.56% stated that
these activities happen in the initial preparatory meeting. This highlights the significance of the
second preparatory meeting, followed by the third, in organizing and forming participant groups,
showcasing their pivotal role in the Dairy FFS program.

3.4.3 Allotted durartion for each FFS session and interval

The analysis shows that all of them (100%) agreed that the time allocated for each FFS session
was sufficient to deal with the planned contents. This indicates that the participants found the
duration of the FFS sessions to be appropriate for covering the intended topics and activities as
per the session plan.

The analysis shows that the majority (98.15%) found the 2-week interval of FFS and the total
duration to be reasonable in terms of learning new knowledge and skills. Only a small percentage
(1.85%) expressed that the interval and duration were not reasonable. This indicates that the
participants generally believed that the provided time frame allowed for effective learning and skill
development in the FFS program.

3.4.4 Adherence of Facilitators to Session Plan or Training Schedule

According to the responses, the analysis shows that the majority (90.74%) reported that the
facilitators fully adhered to the session plan or training schedule as per the manual. A smaller
percentage (9.26%) indicated that the facilitators only partially adhered to the plan or schedule.

Figure 3.4.1: Adherence of session plans (% of respondents)
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3.4.5 Allignment of expectations

The analysis indicates that the majority (79.63%) reported that the contents of FFS were fully
useful in meeting their expectations. A smaller percentage (20.37%) mentioned that the contents
were only partially useful.

3.4.6 Availability of inputs to run FFS

The data indicates that a majority (96.3%) received the required inputs on time and in the required
quantity, with a minimal portions (1.85%) receiving the required quantity with a delay, and another
1.85% not receiving the required quantity at all. This suggests a generally positive outcome, but
there is room for improvement in timely delivery for a small minority.

3.4.7 Variation in Farmer Member Participation Across Sessions

The data indicates that among respondents, the majority i.e. 77.78%) reported that farmer
members from the same household do not participate differently across various FFS sessions.
However, a significant portion (22.22%) acknowledged some variation: 11.11% mentioned that
participation is "Sometime" different, and another 11.11% noted it is "Most likely" different. This
suggests a potential need for further investigation into factors driving divergent participation within
households.

3.4.8 Knowledge and understaning of FFS participants

e The data reveals that respondents identified parasites (47.37%) as a major concern for
cattle health. "Udder infection" (41.05%) was also recognized, possibly referring to mild
infections. Infertility (11.58%) was less frequently mentioned. The knowledge suggests a
focus on external factors affecting cattle health.

e The data indicates that a majority of respondents (88.89%) view the appropriate use of
animal urine, specifically urea, as a viable alternative for topdressing in vegetable crops.

e The data suggests that the majority (79.63%) of respondents understand "Farmyard
Manure improvement" as protecting the manure from sun, wind, and rain, which helps
maintain its quality. A smaller percentage didn't know (18.52%), and a negligible few
mentioned sun-drying the manure (1.85%).

o The data shows that 61.11% of respondents correctly understand the Urea Molasses
Mineral Block (UMMB) block as a mixture of urea, molasses, mineral mixture, and other
ingredients in suitable proportions. A significant portion (29.63%) doesn't know, while a
smaller percentage (9.26%) incorrectly associates it with regular cattle feeding.

e The data indicates that respondents have diverse views on techniques to enhance calf milk
production capacity. Using inbred bulls (38.89%) and local breeds (27.78%) were
prominent, followed by artificial insemination (27.78%). A small percentage didn't know
(5.56%).

3.4.9 Dissemination of FFS approach appropriate for technology

Based on the responses from participants, the analysis shows that the majority (98.15%) believed
that the FFS approach is appropriate for technology dissemination to other farmers like
themselves. Only a small percentage (1.85%) indicated that they had no idea about the
appropriateness of the FFS approach. This suggests that the participants recognized the value of
the FFS approach in sharing and disseminating agricultural technologies to fellow farmers.

3.4.10 Level of Satisfaction on contents delivered by facilitators

According to the analysis of respondents, 77.78% reported being fully satisfied with the content
delivered by the FFS facilitators. 20.37% reported partially satisfied and a smaller percentage i.e.
1.85% indicated being not satisfied.
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Figure 3.4.2: Satisfaction on contents (% of respondents)

Fully satisfied Partially satisfied Not satisfied

3.4.11 Usefulness of FFS sessions in practice

Based on the responses from participants, the analysis shows that the majority (70.37%) reported
that the FFS sessions were fully useful to their dairy farming practices. Additionally, 27.78%
mentioned that the sessions were partially useful. Only a small percentage (1.85%) indicated that
the sessions were not relevant to their dairy farming practices. This indicates that the FFS
sessions had a significant positive impact on the participants' dairy farming practices, providing
them with valuable knowledge and sKkills applicable to their dairy operations.

3.4.12 Capacity to identify problems related to cattle disease and pests

Based on the responses from participants, the analysis shows that the majority (90.74%) reported
that the FFS helped them identify problems related to cattle disease and pests. Only a small
percentage (9.26%) indicated that the FFS did not assist them in identifying such problems. This
suggests that the FFS played a significant role in enhancing participants' awareness and
knowledge regarding cattle diseases and pests, enabling them to effectively identify and address
these issues in their farming practices.

3.4.13 Team building or group mobilization

According to the analysis of respondents, 70.37% reported that the FFS was fully useful for team
building or group mobilization. Additionally, 27.78% mentioned that it was partially useful for these
purposes, and a small percentage (1.85%) indicated that it would be useful for future team building
and group mobilization.

3.4.14 Usefulness in empowering participants

Based on the responses from participants, the analysis indicates that the majority (72.22%)
reported that the FFS was fully useful for empowerment. Additionally, 25.93% mentioned that it
was partially useful for empowerment. Only a small percentage (1.85%) indicated that the FFS was
not useful for empowerment. This suggests that the FFS had a positive impact on participants'
empowerment, providing them with knowledge, skills, and confidence to take control of their dairy
farming practices and make informed decisions.

3.4.15 Learning/sharing of skills

According to the responses from participants, the analysis shows that the majority (98.15%)
reported learning skills by participating in the FFS. Only a small percentage (1.85%) indicated that
they did not learn any skills. This highlights the effectiveness of the FFS in providing participants
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with practical knowledge and hands-on experience, enabling them to acquire new skills relevant to
dairy farming. The high percentage of participants who reported learning skills indicates the value
and impact of the FFS in enhancing their capacity and empowering them in their farming practices.

3.5 Farmer Field Schools — Livestock-Poultry

A survey was conducted with 21 participants from households to assess Farmer Field Schools
(FFS) for livestock Poultry. The main focus of the survey was to understand the effectiveness of
the FFS process, the participants' knowledge improvement, and the practices they could adopt in
their Poultry production.

3.5.1 Preprations for FFS

The distribution of preparatory meetings reveals that 57.14% of respondents held 2 meetings,
suggesting a common and balanced approach. Notably, 28.57% conducted 3 meetings, indicating
a deeper preparation level, while 9.52% conducted 5 meetings, showing a high level of readiness.
In contrast, 4.76% conducted just 1 preparatory meeting, possibly due to constraints or a unique
approach. This data underscores the varied engagement levels and provides valuable insights for
program organizers.

3.5.2 Selection of participants and group/subgroup formation

Based on the data provided, the analysis shows the following distribution of participant selection
and group/subgroup formation in the preparatory meetings:

o 61.90% of the respondents reported that participant selection and group/subgroup
formation are done in the second preparatory meeting.

o 23.81% of the respondents mentioned that this process takes place during the third
preparatory meeting.

e 9.52% of the respondents stated that participant selection and group/subgroup formation
occur in the first preparatory meeting.

e 4.76% of the respondents indicated that they don't know in which preparatory meeting this
process happens.

This suggests that the majority of participants reported participant selection and group/subgroup
formation happening in the second preparatory meeting, followed by the third meeting. A small
percentage mentioned the first preparatory meeting for this process, and one participant was
unsure. These preparatory meetings play a crucial role in organizing and forming the participant
groups for the FFS program.

3.5.3 Allotted duration for sessions and interval

Based on the data provided, the analysis shows that the majority (95.24%) agreed that the time
allocated for each FFS session was sufficient to deal with the planned contents. Only a small
percentage (4.76%) expressed that the allocated time was not sufficient.This indicates that the
participants generally found the duration of the FFS sessions appropriate for covering the intended
topics and activities as per the session plan. The high percentage of respondents who considered
the time sufficient suggests that the FFS sessions were effectively designed to accommodate the
planned contents within the allocated timeframe.

The 2-week interval for FFS was deemed reasonable, indicating 100% agreement. Further
analysis suggests strong consensus, but a larger sample and more diverse perspectives could
provide a more comprehensive assessment.
3.5.4 Usefulness of contents of the FFS
The analysis shows that the majority (85.71%) reported that the contents of the FFS were fully
useful in meeting their expectations. A smaller percentage (14.29%) mentioned that the contents
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were only partially useful. This indicates that the participants found the content delivered during the
FFS sessions valuable and relevant to their expectations. The high percentage of respondents
who reported the contents as fully useful suggests that the FFS program effectively addressed
their learning needs and provided them with the desired knowledge and skills.

3.5.5 Highly relevant contents

The top three topics deemed relevant were "Green forage/fodder production and utilization"
(95.24%), "Feeding of different age groups of animals/birds" (90.48%), and "Forage conservation"
(71.43%). Other notable areas included "Animal shed/pen improvement and manure
management,” "Supplementary feeding for milk, meat, and egg production," and "Vaccination of
animals and poultry," all of which received substantial attention. It's evident that practical aspects
of animal husbandry, nutrition, and health management garnered significant interest. The
responses suggest a focus on improving livestock and poultry production, ensuring proper
nutrition, and enhancing overall animal welfare. Additional analysis with a larger sample and
diverse perspectives could provide deeper insights into specific preferences within the group.

Table 3.5.1: Relevancy of contents covered

Content Covered Percentage
Green forage/fodder production and utilization 95.24
Feeding of different age groups of animals/ birds; calves, kids, hogget, heifers, 90.48

pregnant does, pregnant cows, breeding bucks, bulls, chicks, growers and laying
birds.

Forage conservation 71.43
Animal shed/ pen improvement and manure management 61.90
Supplementary feeding for milk, meat and egg production 57.14
Vaccination of animals and poultry 57.14
Teat dipping for Mastitis control 57.14
Selection of hatching eggs 47.62
Internal and external parasite control in dairy animals, goats and poultry 38.10
Suitable breeds of cattle and buffaloes/goat/backyard poultry 38.10
Diseases and parasites of animals and poultry birds (cattle, buffaloes, goat, 33.33
oultr
gelec'?iz)n and breeding of animals (genetic improvement) 33.33
Biosecurity management 33.33
UMMB preparation or use 19.05
Housing requirements of animals and birds 19.05
Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for 19.05

poultry/goat/dairy animals

3.5.6 Dissemination of FFS approach for technology

The analysis shows that all of them (100%) believed that the FFS approach is appropriate for
technology dissemination to other farmers like themselves.This indicates that the participants
recognized the value and effectiveness of the FFS approach in sharing and disseminating
agricultural technologies to fellow farmers. They found the FFS approach to be suitable for
transferring knowledge, skills, and practices, highlighting its potential for wider adoption and impact
in the farming community.

3.5.7 Availability of inputs to run FFS

95.24% reported receiving the necessary inputs on time, while a minor 4.76% experienced a delay
in obtaining the required quantity. The majority received resources as needed.
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3.5.8 Level of understanding and knowledge of FFS participants

e 57.14% identified "Ranikhet" as a major poultry disease, while 33.33% indicated "all
(ranikhet, gambaro and chickenpox)," possibly referring to multiple significant poultry
diseases. Only a small percentage mentioned other diseases like "Gambaro" and
"Chickenpox".

e The understanding level of farmers about the purpose of the growth and development
calendar in FFS is moderately aligned with practical aspects: 52.38% seek to learn existing
techniques, 33.33% aim to grasp modern methods, and a small minority (14.29%) consider
it for selecting specialized topics. This suggests a predominant interest in improving animal
husbandry practices.

3.5.9 Level of satisfaction on contents delicered by facilitators

The analysis shows that the majority (71.43%) reported being fully satisfied with the content
delivered by the FFS facilitators. Additionally, 23.81% of the respondents reported being partially
satisfied, and a small percentage (4.76%) indicated that they were not satisfied.This indicates that
the majority of participants found the content delivered by the FFS facilitators to be satisfactory,
meeting their expectations. The FFS facilitators were successful in providing relevant and valuable
information to the participants, resulting in a high level of satisfaction. However, it's important to
address the feedback and concerns of the participants who reported being partially satisfied or not
satisfied to further improve the content delivery in future FFS programs.

3.5.10 Usefulness in identifying problems related to poultry disease and pests

The analysis shows that the majority (90.48%) reported that the FFS helped them identify
problems related to poultry disease and pests. Only a small percentage (9.52%) indicated that the
FFS did not assist them in identifying such problems.This suggests that the FFS played a
significant role in enhancing participants' awareness and knowledge regarding poultry diseases
and pests. The program provided participants with the necessary skills and information to identify
and address issues related to disease and pest management in their poultry farming practices. The
high percentage of participants who reported the FFS's effectiveness in identifying poultry-related
problems indicates its value in promoting improved poultry health and management practices.

3.5.11 Team building/group mobilization

The analysis shows that a majority (52.38%) mentioned that the FFS was partially useful for team
building or group mobilization. A significant percentage (38.10%) reported that the FFS was fully
useful for this purpose. Additionally, a small percentage (9.52%) indicated that the FFS would be
useful for future team building and group mobilization.This suggests that the FFS program had a
positive impact on promoting collaboration, teamwork, and group mobilization among participants.
It provided a platform for farmers to come together, share experiences, and collectively work
towards common goals in their poultry farming practices. The FFS approach facilitated interaction,
knowledge exchange, and mutual support, fostering a sense of community and collective action.
The findings highlight the potential of FFS in not only imparting technical knowledge but also in
building social capital and promoting cooperative relationships among participants.
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Figure 3.5.1: Usefulness in team building or group mobilization (% of respondents)

Useful for future
10%

3.5.12 Useful for empowering participants

The analysis shows that a majority (57.14%) reported that the FFS was partially useful for
empowerment. Additionally, a significant percentage (42.86%) mentioned that the FFS was fully
useful for empowerment.This indicates that the FFS program had a positive impact on empowering
the participants in various aspects. It provided them with knowledge, skills, and confidence to take
control of their poultry farming practices and make informed decisions. The FFS approach
facilitated capacity building, enabling participants to enhance their understanding of poultry farming
techniques, management strategies, and problem-solving abilities. It also promoted self-reliance,
self-esteem, and a sense of agency among the participants. The findings highlight the
effectiveness of the FFS in empowering farmers and fostering their active participation and
engagement in their poultry farming enterprises.

3.6 Farmer Business Schools (FBS)

A survey was conducted with 48 participants from households to assess Farmer Business Schools
(FBS). The main focus of the survey was to understand the effectiveness of the FBS process, the
participants' knowledge improvement, and the practices they could adopt in their Agribuisness
Business.

3.6.1 Selection of participants for FBS
o 95.83% answered "Yes," indicating that they had participated in a Farmer Field School
(FFS) before participating in the current survey where as only 4.17%) answered "No,"
indicating that they had not participated in a Farmer Field School before participating in the
current survey.
¢ The analysis shows that the vast majority of respondents (approximately 95.83%) had prior
experience with Farmer Field Schools before participating in the current survey. Only a
small percentage (approximately 4.17%) had not participated in FFS before. It is important
to note that the sample size is relatively small, and the data might not be fully
representative of the entire population being surveyed.
3.6.2 Participants experience with previous FFS

According to the respondents who had taken part in a Farmer Field School (FFS) before
participating in the survey as follows:
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= About 89.58% of them had experience with Crop FFS, which focuses on crops and farming
practices related to plants.

= A smaller group, around 8.33% of respondents, had participated in Livestock FFS with a
focus on Goats.

= An even smaller percentage, approximately 2.08%, had experience in Livestock FFS
specifically focused on Dairy.

This data shows that Crop FFS was the most common type of FFS among those who had prior
FFS experience. It indicates that more people had participated in FFS related to crops compared
to Livestock FFS, especially those focusing on Goats or Dairy farming.

3.6.3 Preparation for FBS

According to the data provided by respondents, the average duration spent per day during the FBS
session was 4.03 hours and additionally, on average, there were 24.94 sessions in the Farmer
Business School (FBS) program.

Based on the data provided, it shows that the majority of respondents (approximately 68.75%)
conducted 3 preparatory meetings for running Farmer Business School (FBS).

This analysis indicates that the majority of participants in the FBS program preferred and felt the
need to conduct 3 preparatory meetings, suggesting that they believed more meetings were
necessary for thorough planning and preparation before the start of the FBS sessions.

3.6.4 Selection of participants and group/subgroup formation

The analysis shows the following distribution of participant selection and group/subgroup formation
in the preparatory meetings:

¢ 50.0% of the respondents reported that participant selection and group/subgroup formation
are done in the second preparatory meeting.

o 41.7% of the respondents mentioned that this process takes place during the third
preparatory meeting.

e 6.3% of the respondents stated that participant selection and group/subgroup formation
occur in the first preparatory meeting.

e 2.1% of the respondents indicated that they don't know in which preparatory meeting this
process happens.

This suggests that the majority of participants reported participant selection and group/subgroup
formation happening in the second preparatory meeting, followed by the third meeting. A small
percentage mentioned the first preparatory meeting for this process, and one participant was
unsure. These preparatory meetings play a crucial role in organizing and forming the participant
groups for the FBS program. The data indicates that the second and third preparatory meetings
are the most common choices for conducting participant selection and group formation activities,
which may allow for sufficient time to carefully, consider the composition of the groups and
subgroups before the FBS sessions begin.

3.6.5 Allotted time for each FBS session

The analysis shows that the majority (93.75%) agreed that the time allocated for each FBS session
was sufficient to deal with the planned contents. Only a small percentage (6.25%) expressed that
the allocated time was not sufficient.

This indicates that the participants generally found the duration of the FBS sessions appropriate for
covering the intended topics and activities as per the session plan. The high percentage of
respondents who considered the time sufficient suggests that the FBS sessions were effectively
designed to accommodate the planned contents within the allocated timeframe. However, it's
essential to take into account the feedback of the participants who reported that the time was not
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sufficient and consider adjustments if needed in future FBS programs to ensure that all planned
contents can be adequately covered within the available time.

The analysis shows that 95.83% found the 2-week interval and overall duration of the FBS
program reasonable for learning. This suggests the program worked well, giving enough time for
learning, practice, and better understanding. The positive feedback indicates the program was
structured effectively; meeting participants' learning needs and helping them develop new skKills.

3.6.6 Adherence of facilitators to the session plan or training schedule

The analysis shows that the majority (87.5%) reported that the facilitators fully followed to the
session plan or training schedule as per the manual. A smaller percentage (12.5%) mentioned that
the facilitators adhered partially.

The high percentage of respondents who reported that the facilitators fully followed the session
plan or training schedule indicates that the FBS program was well-organized and executed
according to the designed plan. This suggests that the facilitators effectively managed the sessions
and covered the intended topics as per the manual, providing a structured and comprehensive
learning experience to the participants.

The positive feedback regarding the adherence to the session plan reflects the professionalism
and commitment of the facilitators in delivering the FBS program. It also highlights the importance
of having a well-prepared manual and training schedule, which helps ensure consistency and
quality in the program implementation. The small percentage of respondents who mentioned
partial adherence may indicate that there were some deviations or adjustments made during the
sessions, but overall, the facilitators managed to deliver the key content and activities according to
the program's plan.

3.6.7 Usefulness of contents in practice

The analysis shows that the majority (87.5%) reported that the contents of the FBS were fully
useful in meeting their expectations. A smaller percentage (12.5%) mentioned that the contents
were only partially useful.The high percentage of respondents who reported the contents as fully
useful suggests that the FBS program effectively addressed their learning needs and provided
them with the desired knowledge and skills. Participants found the content delivered during the
FBS sessions valuable and relevant to their expectations, indicating a positive impact of the
program on their learning outcomes.

The positive feedback regarding the usefulness of the contents reflects the quality and
appropriateness of the training materials and topics covered in the FBS program. It indicates that
the FBS program was well-designed and aligned with the participants' needs and interests, leading
to a satisfying learning experience for the majority of respondents.

The smaller percentage of respondents who mentioned partial usefulness may indicate that there
were some aspects of the contents that could be further improved or expanded upon. It is essential
to consider this feedback to continuously enhance the program's effectiveness and relevance for
future participants. Overall, the data suggests that the FBS successfully met the expectations of
the majority of respondents in terms of content delivery and learning outcomes.

3.6.8 Most relevant contents

Based on the provided data, the top five most relevant content areas covered in Farm Business
School (FBS) based on respondent percentages are as follows:

o Farm business cycle and Ram Lal’'s Story (58.33%)

o Market survey (58.33%)

e Preparation of farm business plan (52.08%)

¢ Analysis of farm enterprise profitability, break-even point, and depreciation (45.83%)
¢ Important aspects of farm business (41.67%)
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These topics seem to be the most impactful and important to the respondents, suggesting that they
likely find these areas essential for their understanding and success in the field of farm
business.The details of the situation is mentioned in below graph.

Figure 3.6.1: Relevancy of contents covered
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These results indicate that participants highly valued topics related to farm management and
business planning, including understanding the farm business cycle and learning from practical
experiences like Ram Lal's Story. Market survey and preparation of a farm business plan were also
considered important by the respondents, as they play crucial roles in decision-making and future
planning for their farming enterprises.

Other contents that received notable recognition include the analysis of farm enterprise profitability,
market information, selection of enterprises, and farm business record-keeping. These contents
contribute to enhancing participants' knowledge and skills in managing their agricultural enterprises
efficiently and profitably.

The data suggests that the FBS program effectively covered a wide range of relevant topics,
aligning with the participants' interests and needs. The diverse selection of relevant contents
indicates that the FBS successfully addressed various aspects of farm business management and
marketing, empowering the participants with valuable knowledge to improve their farming practices
and business operations.

3.6.9 Availability of Inputs

89.58% of FBS participants reported receiving the required inputs on time and in the right quantity.
However, 6.25% faced delays in receiving the inputs, and 4.17% did not receive the required
quantity. Timely and adequate input delivery is essential for the success of FBS programs,
emphasizing the need for efficient planning and coordination to ensure optimal learning outcomes
for farmers.

3.6.10 Level of understanding and knowledge of FFS participants
e The data reveals that options a including background, production plan, market plan,
expenditure/finance plan, risk management plan, and action plan, was selected by 50%.
Options a and b were chosen by 60.42% and 66.67%, respectively, indicating a preference
for comprehensive business plans encompassing production, market, financial, and risk
management aspects. Only 6.25% chose "None of the above."
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e Understanding level of basics that should be taken into account while making an
agricultural business plan, 60.42% emphasized high-demand products, 50% considered
resource availability, 29.17% chose "All of the above," and 14.58% valued input from
agricultural extension workers.

e Understanding level of Break Even point (BEP), The data suggests that 60.42%
emphasized the importance of high-demand products, 50.00% considered the availability of
production resources, 29.17% believed in considering "All of the above" factors, and
14.58% valued advice from agricultural extension workers.

3.6.11 Allignment of sessions with the participants satisfaction

According to the analysis, 75% reported being fully satisfied with the content delivered by FBS
facilitators, while 25% were partially satisfied. This data indicates a significant majority expressed
high satisfaction with the FBS's content. The positive feedback highlights the effectiveness of the
facilitators in delivering valuable and relevant information to meet participants' expectations.
However, it is crucial to address the concerns of the partially satisfied respondents to further
enhance the program's overall impact and participant satisfaction.

3.6.12 Satisfaction with the FBS demonstrations/examples/group exercises

According to the respondents, 77.08% indicated they were fully satisfied with the FBS
demonstrations/examples/group exercises (option a). 20.83% reported being partially satisfied
(option b). Only 2.08% expressed uncertainty (option d). This high level of satisfaction suggests
that the FBS facilitators effectively delivered the demonstrations and exercises, leaving a positive
impression on the majority of participants.

3.6.13 Allignment of expectations

According to the surveyed HHs, 70.83% reported that the FBS sessions were fully useful in
meeting their expectations to increase their farm income. 20.83% stated that the sessions were
partially useful, while 8.33% found them useful for future purposes. These results indicate that a
significant majority of participants felt that the FBS program positively impacted their farm income
goals. The feedback reflects the program's effectiveness in providing valuable knowledge and
skills to enhance agricultural practices and improve income opportunities for farmers.

3.6.14 Team building or group mobilization

According to the analysis, 70.83% reported that the FBS was fully useful for team building or group
mobilization. 20.83% stated that it was partially useful in this aspect, while 8.33% found it useful for
future purposes. These results indicate that a significant majority of participants felt that the FBS
program had a positive impact on team building and group mobilization. The program likely
facilitated collaboration and cooperation among participants, creating a favorable environment for
learning and knowledge-sharing within the group setting.

3.6.15 Usefulness in empowering participants

According to the data, 72.92% reported that the FBS was fully useful for empowerment. 22.92%
stated that it was partially useful, while 2.08% found it not useful, and another 2.08% considered it
useful for future purposes. These results suggest that a significant majority of participants
perceived the FBS program as empowering, indicating that it had a positive impact on enhancing
their knowledge, skills, and confidence to make informed decisions and take actions to improve
their farm businesses. The small percentage of respondents who did not find it useful may indicate
individual differences in perception or specific areas for improvement in the program's design or
delivery.
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3.6.16 Changes in existing marketing strategy

The analysis shows 91.67% reported that they changed their marketing strategy after participating
in the FBS training. This suggests that the FBS program had significant effects on their approach
to marketing, likely equipping them with new knowledge and skills to make informed decisions and
improvements in their marketing practices. The relatively small percentage (8.33%) that did not
change their marketing strategy.

3.6.17 Getting more profits

According to the analysis, 83.33% reported getting more profits from their crop/livestock
commodities after participating in FBS. This indicates that the FBS program had a positive impact
on their farming practices and financial outcomes. 16.67% did not see an increase in profits,
possibly due to various factors affecting their businesses.

3.6.18 Reducing the cost of production

According to the anlaysis, 54.17% reported that the FBS learnings were fully useful in reducing the
cost of production. Additionally, 39.58% found the learnings useful to some extent. Only a small
percentage (4.17%) had no idea about the impact, and 2.08% did not find the learnings useful.
These results suggest that a significant proportion of participants found the FBS program beneficial
in managing production costs, contributing to improved farming practices and profitability.

Figure 3.6.2: Usefulness in reducing production cost (% or respondents)

3.6.19 Reducing post-harvest losses

The analsysis shows that 87.5% reported that the FBS was helpful in reducing post-harvest losses
of their farm produce. Conversely, 12.5% stated that it was not helpful in this regard. These results
indicate that a significant majority of participants found the FBS program beneficial in addressing
post-harvest losses, potentially leading to better storage and handling practices, ultimately
contributing to increased income and food security.

3.6.20 Value addition activites

The analysis shows that 72.92% reported that they have started value addition activities for
agricultural commodities like cleaning, grading, sorting, packaging, etc., after participating in the
FBS. However, 27.08% stated that they have not engaged in such activities. These findings
suggest that a significant portion of participants found the FBS to be influential in adopting value
addition practices, which can lead to improved product quality, marketability, and potentially higher
profits.
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3.6.21 Establishment of Market Linkage

Regarding the establishment of market linkage, the analysis shows 70.83% indicated that they
were able to establish market linkages with traders through group purchases of inputs and
marketing their produce after participating in the FBS. On the other hand, 29.17% of the
respondents stated that they had not yet achieved such linkages. These findings suggest that the
FBS program has been effective in facilitating market connections for a significant portion of
participants, enabling them to enhance their market access and potentially improve their income
opportunities.

3.6.22 Access to financial services

According to the respondents, 33.33% reported that they had received financial services from
banks, cooperatives, or finance companies, while 66.67% stated that they had not received any
such services. This data indicates that a significant portion of the respondents did not access
financial services from formal institutions. Expanding access to financial services may be beneficial
for these farmers, as it can support their agricultural activities and improve their overall financial
stability and resilience.

3.6.23 Contract farming initiation

Out of the 48 respondents, 29.17% stated that their group had started contract farming with buyers
or traders, while 70.83% reported that they had not engaged in contract farming. This data
indicates that a relatively smaller proportion of the respondents' groups have initiated contract
farming arrangements. Contract farming can offer various benefits, such as assured markets and
better prices for produce. Encouraging more groups to explore contract farming opportunities may
enhance income stability and market linkages for farmers.

3.7 Nutrition Field School (NFS)

A study was done involving 105 people from households to check how helpful Nutrition Field
Schools (NFS) are. The main goal was to see if NFS helps people learn more about nutrition and if
they start eating better because of it.

3.7.1 Prepration and planning

A significant majority (45.71%) held two preparatory meetings, while 40% had three, and 8.57%
only one. Uncertainty surrounded this for 5.71%. This data highlights the preference for thorough
planning, where multiple meetings (two or three) allowed participants to effectively cover NFS
aspects, but a small subset having just one meeting could hinder effective planning. Moreover,
43.81% conducted participant selection and group formation in the second preparatory meeting,
34.29% during the third, 14.29% in the first, and 7.62% were uncertain. This shows that most
participants preferred group formation during the second or third preparatory meetings, enabling
careful consideration before NFS sessions commenced.

3.7.2 Allotted time and interval

The majority (97.14%) of respondents found the allocated time for each NFS session adequate to
cover planned content, with a small minority (2.86%) indicating it was insufficient, suggesting
effective time management in the program.

The current interval for NFS sessions is 15 days. A suggested change to a 7-day interval may
increase participant engagement and retention by providing more frequent interactions, reinforcing
learning, and maintaining momentum in the program.

Based on the data from respondents, 77.14% considered the duration of 4.5 hours per NFS
session appropriate, while 22.86% found it not suitable. The majority of participants found the
session length adequate, suggesting that the duration effectively allowed for comprehensive
learning and engagement. However, the concerns of those who felt it was inappropriate should be
considered for future NFS program planning and adjustments.
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3.7.3 Allignment of contents with participants expectations

A significant majority (91.43%) of respondents reported that the contents of NFS fully met their
expectations, highlighting its usefulness. A smaller portion (8.57%) found the content partially
useful, indicating overall positive satisfaction with the program's educational material.

Figure 3.7.1: Usefulness in meeting expectations (% of respondents)

3.7.4 Appropriateness of learning materials

Based on the data, 97.14% of the respondents found the learning materials used by the facilitators
for NFS to be adequate. Only 2.86% expressed dissatisfaction. The majority's positive feedback
indicates the effectiveness of the materials in supporting the learning process.

3.7.5 Availaibility of inputs for NFS

Based on the data, 93.33% of respondents received the required inputs for NFS on time and with
the necessary quantity. Only 5.71% experienced delays, and 0.95% did not receive the required
quantity. Overall, the majority had timely access to the necessary inputs for effective participation
in NFS.

3.7.6 NFS locations

Based on the data, 94.29% of respondents found the NFS site convenient, while 5.71% disagreed.
The majority expressed satisfaction with the NFS site's suitability, suggesting that it was accessible
and appropriate for most participants. However, a small percentage of participants had concerns
about the site's convenience, which could be valuable feedback for future program planning.

3.7.7 Level of understanding and knowledge of NFS participants

e 77.14% correctly understood "harek bar khana char" as "Feed four times in a day." A
smaller percentage i.e. 14.29% interpreted it as "Eat four items as per food categories in
each feed." Only a few 5.71%, were unsure about its meaning, and a very small proportion
2.86%, associated it with "Make a separate menu for each day." This indicates that the
majority had a proper understanding of the phrase's meaning.

e 43.81% mentioned legumes, 36.19% said food grains, 13.33% included fruits and green
vegetables, and 6.67% considered animal protein. This suggests a general understanding
of the diverse food items needed for a nutrition corner.

e 46.67% correctly defined exclusive breastfeeding as "Feeding breast milk only for the first
six months after birth." 26.67% mistakenly included "liquid and milk" in their definition, while
25.71% thought it meant "feeding only milk of all types." A very small proportion (0.95%)
did not provide any of the above definitions. This indicates a varied level of understanding,
with a significant majority understanding the correct concept.

39



Final Report - Effectiveness Survey of crop and Livestock FFS, FBS and NFS of the FANSEP Project

e Among respondents, 61.90% correctly identified growth monitoring in nutrition as involving
"All of above," which includes measuring height, arm circumference, and weight. However,
there were some misconceptions; with 21.90% thinking it's just measuring height, and
smaller proportions considering only arm circumference (8.57%) or weight (7.62%). This
indicates that while a significant majority had a comprehensive understanding, a portion
had a narrower perspective on growth monitoring, possibly missing some key aspects.

e Among respondents, 85.71% correctly identified the use of MUAC (Mid-Upper Arm
Circumference) tape to "Measure the arm circumference of a child." A small proportion
(2.86%) mistakenly thought it measures the height, and even fewer (1.90%) believed it
measures weight. A small percentage (9.52%) didn't know. This suggests a strong
understanding of MUAC's primary purpose among the majority, while some confusion
exists, primarily regarding its measurement target.

3.7.8 Level of satisfaction on the contents delivered

Based on respondents, the analysis shows that the majority (approximately 84.76%) were fully
satisfied with the content delivered by the NFS facilitators. A smaller percentage (approximately
13.33%) expressed partial satisfaction. Only a very small percentage (0.95%) reported not being
satisfied, and another 0.95% was unsure. Overall, the data indicates a high level of satisfaction
with the NFS's content, reflecting the effectiveness of the facilitators in meeting participants'
expectations.

3.7.9 Usefulness of NFS sessions in practice

Based on the data respondents, 81.90% reported that the NFS sessions were fully useful in
improving the nutrition status of women, children, and adolescents. Additionally, 18.10% mentioned
that the sessions were partially useful in this aspect.

Figure 3.7.2: Usefulness in improving nutrition status (% of respondents)

3.7.10 Usefulness in raising awareness, knowledge, and skills

According to respondent data, 80% found the Nutrition Field School (NFS) content highly beneficial
in enhancing awareness, knowledge, and skills concerning nutrition and Behavior Change
Communication (BCC). This indicates the program effectively fulfills its role in disseminating this
crucial information. Meanwhile, 20% reported partial usefulness, suggesting room for further
improvement in meeting these objectives for some participants.
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3.7.11 Impact in the family dietary habits

All the participants (100%) said their families changed their usual diet after taking part in the
Nutrition Field School (NFS), showing that the NFS program helped families improve their eating
habits.

3.7.12 Team building or group mobilization

The data shows that most people (about 75.24%) found the Nutrition Field School (NFS) very
helpful for building teamwork and group cooperation. Some (around 22.86%) thought it was
somewhat useful, and a small percentage (1.90%) saw its value for future purposes. This indicates
NFS positively influenced collaboration among participants.

Figure 3.7.3: Usefulness in team building (% of respondenets)

Useful for
future
2%

3.7.13 Contribution to the empowerment of women

The data shows that approximately 76.19% believed that NFS sessions fully contributed to the
empowerment of women. About 23.81% reported partial contribution. The results indicate that NFS
played a significant role in empowering women, enhancing their knowledge, skills, and involvement
in decision-making processes.
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CHAPTER IV: KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
4.1 Key Findings
4.1.1 Farmer Field Schools - Crop

The analysis of the Farmer Field School (FFS) program for crop cultivation highlights several key
findings related to the process applied, participants’ understanding, and the adoption of new
knowledge and practices in agriculture.

Process Applied:

A majority of participants (50.76%) conducted three preparatory meetings for running the
FFS, indicating a proactive approach to program implementation.

Most respondents (44.67%) reported that the second preparatory meeting was devoted to
the selection of participants and group/subgroup formation, with a delayed approach for
some (34.01%) during the third meeting.

A significant proportion of participants (38.58%) considered all factors for plot selection,
demonstrating a comprehensive approach, while others prioritized soil productivity
(42.13%) and soil texture (14.72%).

The primary focus was on involving real and interested farmers (86.80%), emphasizing
practicality and community leadership development.

Preferences were split between starting with the farmer's practice trial (42.13%) and the
improved practice trial (55.33%), with a small percentage expressing uncertainty (2.54%).
Almost all participants found the FFS site convenient (99.49%), indicating a positive
experience and meeting users' needs.

Understanding of Knowledge:

A significant portion of respondents (80.71%) associated the color red with the extremely
toxic label of pesticides, indicating awareness of pesticide safety.

The maijority (73.60%) had a comprehensive understanding of quality seeds as genetically
pure, fertile, healthy, and pest-free.

A majority (70.56%) fully identified critical growth stages, demonstrating effective education
on this aspect.

Many respondents (50.25%) believed reducing chemical pesticide use is crucial, indicating
awareness of environmental concerns.

Nearly all respondents (98.48%) believed the FFS approach is suitable for sharing
agricultural technology with other farmers.

Practices Adopted:

More than half of participants (56.85%) reported adopting a new crop variety, showcasing
the program's impact on promoting diversity in farming practices.

A significant majority (86.67%) adopted new agricultural technologies, demonstrating a
positive response to innovative practices.

A notable portion of respondents adopted botanical pesticides (28.66%) and other eco-
friendly pest control methods, showcasing a shift towards sustainable practices.

Practices such as mulching (13.15%) and enhancing farmyard manure (8.41%) were
adopted, highlighting a focus on soil health improvement.

In summary, the FFS program for crop was effective in implementing a structured process,
improving participants' understanding of various agricultural aspects, and leading to the adoption
of diverse and sustainable farming practices. The findings emphasize the positive impact of FFS in
enhancing knowledge, skills, and overall agricultural practices within the community.
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4.1.2 Farmer Field Schools - Goat

The analysis of the Farmer Field School (FFS) program for livestock goat reveals important
findings related to the process applied, participants' understanding, and the adoption of new
knowledge and practices in goat production.

Process Applied:

o The majority (58.97%) reported that participant selection and group/subgroup formation
took place during the second preparatory meeting, indicating an efficient organizational
approach.

e A significant majority (92.31%) found the 2-week interval and overall duration of FFS
sessions appropriate for acquiring new knowledge and skills.

e A majority (84.62%) acknowledged that facilitators exactly followed the session plan or
training schedule, indicating a positive assessment of the facilitators' commitment to
maintaining the prescribed structure.

Understanding of Knowledge:

o A significant majority (79.49%) reported that the contents of the FFS fully met their
expectations, demonstrating a high level of satisfaction.

e Topics like enhancing goat sheds/pen management and manure (74.36%), green
forage/fodder production (69.23%), and understanding techniques for conserving forage
(64.10%) were considered highly relevant by participants.

o 61.54% recognized the growth and development calendar's purpose to understand existing
techniques of animal husbandry.

e 79.49% identified the utilization of improved breeds of bucks for higher meat productivity.

o 64.10% considered internal parasites (worms) a significant health concern for goats.

Practices Adopted:

o All participants reported that the necessary inputs for conducting FFS were provided on
time and in the required amounts, indicating effective logistical management.

e A majority (82.05%) indicated that farmer members from the same household consistently
participated across various FFS sessions, demonstrating consistent engagement within
households.

Usefulness and Impact:

o Almost all participants (94.87%) found the FFS approach suitable for sharing farming
technology with other farmers, highlighting its potential for knowledge dissemination.

e A majority (74.36%) expressed complete satisfaction with the content presented by FFS
facilitators.

e A notable majority (87.18%) found the FFS sessions highly beneficial for enhancing their
goat farming practices.

o 71.79% found the FFS fully useful for team building or group mobilization, indicating
positive outcomes in fostering cooperation.

e A significant portion (74.36%) perceived the FFS as a highly effective tool for
empowerment, demonstrating its positive impact on participants' sense of empowerment.

Knowledge Dissemination:

e A significant majority (69.23%) recognized the FFS as a valuable tool for sharing their
experiences with neighbors, indicating its potential for scaling up technology adoption
within communities.

In summary, the FFS program for goat livestock demonstrated an efficient process, a high level of
participant satisfaction, and the adoption of relevant knowledge and practices. The findings
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suggest that the FFS approach is well-received and effective in promoting knowledge
dissemination, skill development, and empowerment among participants in goat production.

4.1.3 Farmer Field Schools - Dairy

The findings of the Farmer Field Schools (FFS) program for livestock dairy, based on the
responses from participants, provide valuable insights into the applied processes, participants'
understanding, and the adoption of new knowledge and practices in dairy production.

Process Applied:

e Most participants (55.56%) attended 2 preparatory meetings, with a significant number
(40.74%) participating in 3 meetings before the actual program. This indicates that
participants value thorough planning and preparation, demonstrating a proactive approach
to the Dairy FFS program.

e The majority (61.11%) mentioned that participant selection and group/subgroup formation
primarily occurred during the second preparatory meeting, highlighting the significance of
this stage in organizing and forming participant groups for the Dairy FFS program.

Understanding of Knowledge:

e The majority (79.63%) reported that the contents of the FFS fully met their expectations,
indicating a high level of satisfaction and relevance in the program.

o Respondents identified parasites (47.37%) and udder infection (41.05%) as major cattle
health concerns, reflecting a focus on both external factors and udder-related issues.

Practices Adopted:

e A significant majority (96.3%) received the required inputs on time and in the required
quantity, highlighting effective logistical management.

e A majority (77.78%) reported that farmer members from the same household did not
significantly vary their participation across FFS sessions, indicating consistent engagement
within households.

Knowledge and Practices Adoption

e 88.89% recognized the appropriate use of animal urine (urea) as a viable alternative for
topdressing in vegetable crops.

o 79.63% understood "Farmyard Manure improvement" as protecting manure from sun, wind,
and rain, maintaining its quality.

o 61.11% correctly identified the Urea Molasses Mineral Block (UMMB) as a mixture of
specific ingredients.

o Participants recognized diverse techniques (inbred bulls, local breeds, artificial
insemination) for enhancing calf milk production capacity.

Usefulness and Impact:

o Almost all participants (98.15%) believed that the FFS approach is appropriate for
technology dissemination to other farmers, emphasizing its value in sharing agricultural
knowledge.

o A significant majority (77.78%) expressed complete satisfaction with the content delivered
by FFS facilitators.

e A majority (70.37%) found the FFS sessions fully useful for their dairy farming practices,
indicating a positive impact on their knowledge and skills.

Empowerment and Learning:

o A majority (72.22%) reported that the FFS was fully useful for empowerment, suggesting
that the program played a significant role in enhancing participants' confidence and
decision-making abilities.
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e An overwhelming majority (98.15%) reported learning skills by participating in the FFS,
indicating the practical value of the program in equipping participants with relevant and
applicable skills.

In summary, the FFS program for livestock dairy demonstrated effective preparation, high
participant satisfaction, and the adoption of relevant knowledge and practices in dairy production.
The findings suggest that the Dairy FFS approach is well-received and valuable in promoting
knowledge dissemination, skill development, empowerment, and improved dairy farming practices
among participants.

4.1.4 Farmer Field Schools - Poultry

The findings of the Farmer Field Schools (FFS) program for poultry can be summarized in terms of
the process applied, knowledge gained, and practices adopted by the participants. Based on the
provided information, the FFS program demonstrated several positive outcomes:

Process Applied:

e A balanced approach to preparation was evident with 57.14% conducting 2 meetings,
indicating a reasonable level of readiness. A notable 28.57% held 3 meetings, indicating a
deeper level of preparation. However, there were constraints evident, as 4.76% managed
only 1 preparatory meeting.

o The majority of participants (61.90%) reported that the crucial process of participant
selection and group formation took place during the second preparatory meeting.

Knowledge Gained:

e A majority (85.71%) of participants found the content of the FFS fully useful, meeting their
expectations. This suggests that the program effectively addressed their learning needs
and provided valuable knowledge and skills.

e Participants identified key topics such as green forage production, feeding, forage
conservation, and animal health management as highly relevant, indicating a focus on
practical aspects of poultry raising, nutrition, and health.

Practices Adopted:

e The FFS helped participants (90.48%) in identifying problems related to poultry disease
and pests, demonstrating its effectiveness in promoting improved poultry health and
management practices.

e High satisfaction (85.71%) with FFS content, meeting expectations and providing valuable
knowledge and skills.

e A significant percentage (42.86%) mentioned that the FFS was fully useful for
empowerment. The program enabled participants to take control of their poultry farming
practices, make informed decisions, and enhance their problem-solving abilities.

e The FFS facilitated collaboration, teamwork, and group mobilization among participants. A
significant portion (38.10%) reported that the FFS was fully useful for team building,
highlighting the positive impact on fostering cooperative relationships within the farming
community.

Overall, the findings suggest that the FFS program for poultry was effective in terms of knowledge
dissemination, empowerment, problem-solving, and fostering a sense of community among
participants. The varied levels of engagement and the positive perception of content usefulness
indicate that the FFS approach has the potential for wider adoption and positive impacts on the
farming community.
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4.1.5 Farmer Business Schools (FBS)

Based on the analysis of the Farmer Business Schools (FBS) program, the findings can be
summarized in terms of the process applied, technology gained, and practices adopted by the
participants. These findings reflect the effectiveness of the FBS program in improving participants'
knowledge and skills in agribusiness, enhancing their farming practices, and empowering them for
better decision-making. Here are the key findings in each aspect:

Process Applied:

Most participants (95.83%) had prior experience with Farmer Field Schools (FFS),
suggesting a foundation for learning. A majority (89.58%) had experience with Crop FFS,
indicating familiarity with crop-related practices.

A significant number of participants (68.75%) preferred 3 preparatory meetings, highlighting
the importance of thorough planning before FBS sessions.

A majority (50.0%) reported group formation during the second preparatory meeting (41.7%
in the third meeting), indicating careful planning and collaboration.

The vast majority (93.75%) found the FBS session duration sufficient, ensuring effective
content coverage within the allocated time.

A high proportion (87.5%) noted facilitators fully followed the session plan, showcasing a
well-organized FBS program.

The maijority (87.5%) found FBS content fully useful, indicating the program effectively
addressed participants' learning needs.

Key relevant topics included the farm business cycle, market survey, farm business plan,
profitability analysis, and important aspects of farm business.

Most participants (89.58%) received required inputs on time, essential for successful FBS
implementation.

Knowledge Gained:

Participants showed interest in comprehensive business plans, emphasizing production,
market, financial, and risk management aspects.

Key factors considered were high-demand products (60.42%), resource availability (50%),
and input from agricultural extension workers (14.58%).

Understanding the importance of high-demand products (60.42%), resource availability
(50%), and input from extension workers (14.58%) regarding BEP.

A significant percentage (72.92%) began value addition activities after FBS, which can
improve product quality and marketability.

Many participants (91.67%) changed their marketing strategy post-FBS, suggesting
effective knowledge transfer in this area.

A substantial majority (83.33%) reported increased profits from crop/livestock commodities
after FBS, showcasing its impact.

Over half (54.17%) found FBS learnings useful in reducing production costs, important for
profitability.

Most participants (87.5%) found FBS helpful in reducing post-harvest losses, a significant
gain for food security and income.

A notable percentage (70.83%) established market linkages through group purchases and
marketing after FBS, enhancing market access.

A majority (72.92%) found FBS fully useful for empowerment, reflecting improved
knowledge, skills, and confidence for decision-making.

Practices Adopted:

Many participants (72.92%) began value addition activities, such as cleaning, grading,
sorting, and packaging, for enhanced product quality.
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e A high proportion (91.67%) changed their marketing strategy after FBS, demonstrating a
practical application of gained knowledge.

e A substantial percentage (83.33%) reported increased profits, indicating successful
implementation of new practices.

¢ A significant portion (54.17%) found FBS useful in reducing production costs, leading to
better cost management.

e A majority (87.5%) found FBS helpful in reducing post-harvest losses, indicating improved
handling and storage practices.

o Many participants (70.83%) established market linkages through group activities,
expanding market access and improving income.

e A majority (72.92%) felt empowered, indicating increased autonomy, decision-making
ability, and confidence in farm business management.

e A smaller proportion (29.17%) initiated contract farming, potentially leading to assured
markets and better prices for produce.

¢ Participants engaging in value addition activities (72.92%) likely contributed to enhancing
their position within the value chain, improving product quality and market opportunities.

¢ A notable minority (33.33%) received financial services, potentially contributing to improved
financial stability and investment in agricultural activities.

In summary, the FBS program demonstrated its effectiveness in enhancing participants'
knowledge, skills, and practices in agribusiness. The process of combining Farmer Field Schools,
thorough preparatory meetings, well-structured sessions, and relevant content contributed to
positive outcomes for participants. The adoption of practices such as value addition, market
linkage, improved marketing strategies, and reduced post-harvest losses reflects the practical
impact of the program. The findings highlight the importance of continuous improvement,
considering participant feedback to further enhance the program's effectiveness and relevance.

4.1.6 Nutrition Field Schools (NFS)

The findings from the analysis of the Nutrition Field School (NFS) program can be summarized in
terms of the process applied, knowledge gained, and practices adopted:

Process Applied:

o A balanced approach with multiple preparatory meetings (45.71% holding two, 40% three)
allowed thorough planning. Group formation in the second (43.81%) or third (34.29%)
meetings indicated careful consideration before NFS sessions began.

e A vast majority (97.14%) found the allocated time for each NFS session adequate,
suggesting effective time management. A suggestion for a 7-day interval might enhance
engagement and retention.

¢ A significant majority (91.43%) reported NFS content fully met expectations, indicating high
usefulness.

e Learning materials were deemed adequate by 97.14% of respondents, reflecting their
effectiveness in supporting the learning process.

e Most respondents (93.33%) received the required inputs for NFS on time, ensuring
effective participation.

e The majority (94.29%) found NFS sites convenient, indicating accessibility and suitability
for most participants.

Knowledge Gained:

e Participants showed varied understanding but generally recognized "Feed four times in a
day" (77.14%), diverse food items needed for a nutrition corner, exclusive breastfeeding
(46.67%), and aspects of growth monitoring.

e A strong majority (85.71%) correctly identified MUAC tape's purpose as measuring arm
circumference; while some confusion existed (9.52% didn't know).
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Most participants (81.90%) found NFS fully useful in improving the nutrition status of
women, children, and adolescents.

Practices Adopted:

All participants reported that their families changed their diet after NFS participation,
indicating a significant positive impact on eating habits.

NFS was helpful for team building and group cooperation (about 75.24%), fostering
collaboration among participants.

NFS sessions significantly contributed to women's empowerment (76.19%), enhancing their
knowledge, skills, and involvement in decision-making processes.

General Observation

The daughter-in-law who attended the school stated that she was able to improve her
family's dietary behaviors by explaining the issue even within her own family.

It has been demonstrated that this effort has made a big contribution to taking care of one's
own health, as well as the health of the child, and that one may easily continue to do some
everyday things.

It has been observed that there has been a significant shift in the perception of junk foods.
It was said that the school sessions were really beneficial in establishing the concept that
pregnant women and children should eat nutritious foods rather than junk food.

The technical session starts with the analysis of nutrition ecosystem analysis (NESA) by
participating women is found effective tool for decision making to make sound and health
growth and development.

Anthropometry studies have been observed to be beneficial in enhancing participants’
interest and awareness in improving their behavior by emphasizing the significance of
nutritional proper dietary habits.

Ballot box test tools used in NFS for participant evaluation by facilitators were found to be
useful in identifying knowledge gaps.

It was observed that there is uniformity on the procedures and methods for running a
school. In most of the schools 24 sessions are found important to enhance the knowledge
and behavioral skill.

Participants were able to learn new technologies and practices including behavior change
and results were encouraging for technology adoption as the facilitators were from the
same community.

Women who could not ordinarily go out and speak were able to express themselves and
speak after participating in the school. The women who took part in the school, gained
confidence in speaking in numerous events given by the local gathering/meetings.

The findings highlight the effectiveness of NFS in delivering relevant content, engaging
participants, and driving positive changes in nutrition knowledge and practices, underscoring
the program's valuable role in improving nutritional awareness and dietary habits.

4.2
4.2.1

Recommendations

Farmer Field Schools - Crop

Based on the above findings, here are some major recommendations for improving the
effectiveness of Farmer Field Schools (FFS) for Crop Cultivation:

The project needs to give focus on conducting more preparatory meetings before the FFS
sessions to give participants ample time to understand the program's objectives, group
formation process, and expectations. Clear communication about the selection criteria and
group/subgroup formation during these meetings is essential.

While certain topics like "Fertilizer application — dose, method, and timing of application”
and "Planting method" received significant attention, efforts should be made to cover a
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broader range of topics related to crop cultivation. Include more focus on post-harvest
practices, critical growth stages, and other advanced farming techniques to provide a
comprehensive learning experience.

Encourage participants to share FFS learnings with their neighbors and communities more
frequently. Implement knowledge dissemination strategies, such as farmer-to-farmer
exchanges, field demonstrations, and community workshops, to maximize the program's
impact and reach.

Continue promoting eco-friendly and sustainable farming practices, such as botanical
pesticides, integrated pest management, and organic fertilizer usage. Highlight the benefits
of these practices for long-term soil health, environmental conservation, and human health.
Ensure timely and adequate provision of necessary inputs required for running the FFS
program. Address any logistical challenges to avoid hindering participation and the
effectiveness of the training.

Regularly assess and update the FFS session content based on participant feedback and
emerging agricultural practices. Collaborate with experts and local agricultural institutions to
provide up-to-date and relevant information to participants.

Create more opportunities for female farmers to participate actively in the FFS program.
Encourage the formation of female-focused groups and provide targeted support to
empower women in agriculture, promoting gender equality and inclusive participation.
Conduct follow-up assessments to measure the long-term impact of the FFS program on
participants' adoption of new agricultural practices. Collect feedback from farmers about the
challenges they face in implementing the practices and provide support and guidance as
needed.

Extend the FFS program to reach a larger number of farmers, especially those in remote or
underserved areas. Collaborate with local agricultural extension services and NGOs to
scale up the program and maximize its impact on rural communities.

Regularly assess the performance of FFS facilitators to ensure they are delivering content
effectively and engaging participants. Provide continuous training and support to facilitators
to enhance their teaching methods and knowledge base.

Schedule FFS sessions based on crop seasons for practical learning and easier technology
adoption, ensuring participants gain hands-on knowledge.

Give participants input support, tools, and technology based on successful trial outcomes,
promoting wider adoption.

Farmer Field Schools - Goat

Based on the findings from the Farmer Field Schools (FFS) for goat, several recommendations can
be made to enhance the effectiveness and impact of future FFS programs in goat farming:

While the structured approach of FFS sessions is effective, consider incorporating diverse
learning formats, such as hands-on practical exercises, interactive demonstrations, and
group discussions, to cater to different learning styles and maximize participant
engagement.

Given that a majority of participant selection and group formation occurred during the
second preparatory meeting, consider starting the participant selection process even
earlier, possibly during the first preparatory meeting. This would allow for better group
formation and planning.

Develop strategies to ensure the continuity and sustainability of FFS outcomes. Consider
establishing follow-up sessions or mentoring programs to reinforce knowledge and
practices after the FFS program concludes.
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While the majority of participants found the content useful, identify the specific topics that
received lower satisfaction ratings (if any) and work on improving the relevance and
applicability of those topics to the participants' needs.

Given the importance of disease prevention and management, consider expanding the
focus on common infectious diseases like PPR and internal parasites. Provide participants
with more in-depth knowledge and practical strategies for disease control.

Encourage participants to share their local knowledge and innovations within the FFS
sessions. Foster an environment where traditional practices and local expertise can be
integrated with new techniques, leading to more holistic and effective goat farming
practices.

Ensure that facilitators are well-trained and updated on the latest advancements in goat
farming. Regular refresher training can help facilitators provide accurate and up-to-date
information to participants.

Emphasize the importance of knowledge sharing among participants beyond the FFS.
Facilitate community-based networks or forums where participants can continue to
exchange experiences, best practices, and challenges even after the program concludes.
Integrate climate-resilient practices into the FFS curriculum, helping participants adapt to
changing environmental conditions, mitigate risks, and ensure sustainable goat production.
Conduct systematic post-program evaluations to measure the long-term impact of FFS on
participants' goat farming practices, income, and overall well-being. Use this feedback to
continuously improve future FFS implementations.

Add sessions on marketing and sales strategies, helping farmers connect their products to
potential markets.

Give participants input support, tools, and technology based on successful trial outcomes,
promoting wider adoption.

Farmer Field Schools - Dairy

Based on the findings from the survey on Farmer Field Schools (FFS) for livestock dairy, the
following major recommendations can be made to further enhance the effectiveness and impact of
the FFS program:

Since participants demonstrated a preference for having 2 or 3 preparatory meetings
before the start of the FFS program, it's recommended to maintain this practice. Adequate
preparation allows participants to plan and engage more effectively in the FFS sessions.
Given that the majority of respondents (90.74%) reported that facilitators adhered to the
session plan, it's essential to maintain this high standard. Consistency in following the
curriculum ensures a structured and organized learning experience.

To build upon the positive perception of the FFS approach (98.15% believed it's
appropriate for technology dissemination), consider incorporating more interactive and
hands-on learning activities, such as group discussions, practical demonstrations, and field
visits. This approach can enhance engagement and skill acquisition.

Since a significant portion (22.22%) acknowledged variations in participation among farmer
members from the same household, further investigation is needed to understand the
factors driving this divergence. Tailor strategies to ensure all members of a household
benefit equally from the FFS sessions.

While participants showed good knowledge about external factors affecting cattle health,
it's important to expand the curriculum to cover more advanced health issues. This will
enable participants to handle a broader range of health challenges effectively.
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Leverage the positive perception of using animal urine in crop growth (88.89%) to introduce
and promote other sustainable agricultural practices. Highlight the benefits of eco-friendly
approaches that contribute to both dairy production and crop cultivation.

Given the positive impact on team building (70.37%) and empowerment (72.22%), the FFS
program should continue to foster collaboration among participants. Create opportunities
for farmers to share experiences, resources, and best practices, building a supportive
network within the farming community.

Establish regular assessment and feedback mechanisms within the FFS program.
Encourage participants to provide ongoing feedback on the relevance and effectiveness of
the content, facilitation quality, and the overall impact on their dairy farming practices. Use
this feedback to continuously improve the program.

Given the overwhelming support (98.15%) for the FFS approach as a means to
disseminate technology, encourage participants to become ambassadors of knowledge
within their communities. Promote peer-to-peer training, where participants can share what
they've learned with other farmers, thereby expanding the program's reach.

Add sessions on marketing and sales strategies, helping farmers connect their products to
potential markets.

Give participants input support, tools, and technology based on successful trial outcomes,
promoting wider adoption.

Farmer Field Schools - Poultry

Based on the findings of the Farmer Field Schools (FFS) program for poultry, several
recommendations can be made to further enhance the effectiveness and impact of the program:

While the majority of participants found the content useful, it's essential to periodically
review and update the curriculum. Incorporate emerging best practices, innovative
technologies, and sustainable farming methods to ensure that participants stay informed
about the latest developments in poultry farming.

Recognize the diverse needs and knowledge levels of participants. Tailor the FFS program
to address specific challenges faced by individual farmers, allowing them to focus on areas
where they need the most improvement.

Establish a mechanism for continuous learning and knowledge sharing beyond the FFS
sessions. Encourage participants to form networks or support groups where they can
exchange experiences, troubleshoot problems, and stay connected with each other and
with agricultural experts.

Implement a robust system for monitoring and evaluating the impact of the FFS program.
Track the progress of participants, gather feedback, and assess the long-term outcomes of
the knowledge and practices adopted. Use this data to make informed adjustments to the
program.

Ensure that necessary resources, such as inputs (feed, vaccines, etc.), are readily
available to participants. Timely provision of resources is crucial for the successful
implementation of the practices learned during the FFS program.

Provide ongoing mentorship and support to participants even after the formal FFS sessions
have ended. Arrange periodic follow-up visits or virtual interactions to address challenges,
provide additional guidance, and encourage the adoption of best practices.

Explore opportunities to scale up the FFS program to reach more farmers in the
community. Collaborate with local agricultural agencies, NGOs, and other stakeholders to
expand the program's reach and impact.
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Pay attention to the feedback provided by participants who reported being partially satisfied
or not satisfied with certain aspects of the program. Use this feedback to refine the content,
facilitation methods, and overall structure of future FFS sessions.

Integrate sessions or modules that focus on economic aspects, such as marketing, and
income generation. Empower participants to not only improve their farming practices but
also enhance their overall economic well-being.

4.2.5 Farmer Business Schools (FBS)

Based on the findings from the analysis of the Farmer Business Schools (FBS) program, several
recommendations can be made to further improve the program's effectiveness and ensure that it
continues to have a positive impact on participants' agribusiness knowledge, practices, and
outcomes:

Since a vast majority of respondents had prior experience with FFS, it's essential to ensure
that FFS is widely accessible to potential FBS participants. This foundation helps prepare
participants for the more comprehensive FBS program.

Given the preference for conducting three preparatory meetings, organizers should
continue to emphasize the importance of thorough planning and preparation. These
meetings serve as crucial platforms for participants to align their goals, expectations, and
strategies before the start of the FBS sessions.

Maintain the high standard of facilitators fully following the session plan or training
schedule. This consistency contributes to a well-organized and structured FBS program,
ensuring that all intended topics and activities are covered.

While the majority found the FBS contents useful, it's essential to periodically update and
diversify the content to cater to emerging needs, technological advancements, and market
trends in the agribusiness sector.

Given that a significant portion of participants did not access financial services, consider
incorporating financial literacy components into the program. Empowering participants with
knowledge about accessing and utilizing financial services can enhance their financial
stability.

Offer a certificate to acknowledge participants' basic enterprise creation and development
skills. This certificate can help them access finance for starting their agribusiness more
easily.

Encourage more groups to explore contract farming arrangements. Provide guidance and
support on contract farming practices, including negotiating favorable terms, to help
participants access assured markets and improve income stability.

Given the positive response to value addition activities, continue to promote and expand
value addition practices among participants. Emphasize the benefits of quality
enhancement, better marketability, and increased profits.

Pay close attention to the concerns of the participants who reported partial satisfaction.
Gather specific feedback on areas that need improvement and use this feedback to refine
the program's design, content, and delivery.

Although a majority reported reduced post-harvest losses, continue to monitor and provide
support to ensure that participants maintain these improvements over time. Implement best
practices in storage and handling to sustain this positive outcome.

Encourage participants to share their success stories, lessons learned, and innovative
practices with their peers. This peer-to-peer learning can further enhance the program's
impact and create a supportive network among participants.
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e Conduct regular evaluations of the program's impact, collect feedback from participants,
and be open to making necessary adjustments based on the evolving needs and
challenges faced by farmers in the agribusiness sector.

e Review the exiting FBS manuals and Simplify with plain language, visuals, practical demos,
and local examples. Short, focused sessions, interactive learning, and continuous
improvement ensure effective education for all participants.

e Give participants printed forms and formats for their business needs. This helps them
effectively manage their activities, promoting practical application of skills gained in the
program.

4.2.6 Nutrition Field Schools (NFS)

Based on the findings from the analysis of the Nutrition Field School (NFS) program, several
recommendations can be made to further enhance the program's effectiveness and impact:

Consider implementing a shorter interval between NFS sessions, such as the suggested 7-day
interval, to increase participant engagement, reinforce learning, and maintain momentum in the
program. This change could help participants better retain and apply the knowledge gained.

In some specific cases, instead of operating at a frequency of 4 hours each session for 15
days, it has been shown that operating at a rate of 2 hours per session every week allows the
things learnt to be put into practice and memorized. When it is observed that a mother with a
newborn infant is not comfortable sitting in a 4-hour session with a child constantly, this is
recommended.

As a consequence, it is believed that by checking health measurements in one week and
discussing the subject in the next week, it would be possible to efficiently review the previous
week.

While the majority found the content of NFS to be fully useful, consider periodically assessing
participants' needs and preferences to ensure the content remains relevant and engaging.
Incorporate real-life scenarios and practical examples to enhance the application of nutrition
knowledge.

Incorporate a variety of learning formats, such as group discussions, hands-on activities, and
interactive demonstrations, to cater to different learning styles and keep participants engaged
throughout the sessions.

Address the misconceptions identified in the understanding of growth monitoring. Emphasize
the importance of measuring height, arm circumference, and weight as part of comprehensive
growth monitoring to ensure participants have a holistic understanding of this critical aspect of
nutrition assessment.

While the majority received inputs on time and in the necessary quantity, continue to ensure
consistent and timely distribution of required materials to all participants. Address any delays
promptly to avoid hindering participants' ability to fully engage in the program.

Consider reaching out to a broader audience, including additional households, communities, or
demographic groups that could benefit from NFS. Identify ways to make the program
accessible to more participants, especially those with limited access to nutrition education.
Regularly collect feedback from participants to assess their satisfaction with the program's
content, structure, and overall experience. Use this feedback to make continuous
improvements and adjustments to meet participant expectations effectively.

Provide facilitators with ongoing training and support to ensure they can deliver the content
effectively, address participants' questions, and create a positive learning environment.
Empowered facilitators can have a significant impact on the success of the NFS program.
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e Building on the positive contribution of NFS to the empowerment of women, consider
developing specific modules or sessions that focus on women's empowerment, decision-
making, and leadership skills. Strengthening the empowerment component can have long-
lasting benefits for both individuals and communities.

e All possible audio visual tools like pictorial diagram, audio/video documentary, sharing of cases
have to be incorporated into the practical sessions

¢ It is quite important that providing information on the availability and usage of items such as a
height measuring board, weighing machine, arm measuring tape, and other materials made
available for schools should maintain their continued use.

e Separate rooms for children and appropriate toys, if established, might be beneficial for
successful learning for mothers who come to school with children during NFS sessions.

e Because this is an activity to improve family behaviors, including eating, it indicates that other
key members of the family should be included in some specific sessions to share knowledge
on critical nutritional practices.

e |t seems that it would be appropriate if the key session to understand the pregnant woman's
state could be further revised and conducted in a setting where the responsible members of the
family also could participate.

¢ If the refresher session can be conducted on a frequent basis in schools that have completed
NFS Day, it believes that it will improve in the sustainability of learning.

e |t seems that it would be appropriate to conduct sessions and exercises that provide skills that
can be stored in a systematic manner for a long period in order to preserve the products
available during the season.

e |If it is possible to visit a neighboring school and participate in mutual study of the activities
taking place in other groups, it can contribute to empowerment on the one hand, and it serves
to promote the sharing of learning on the other.

o The nutrition corner, together with the experiences and research-based activities provided by
the participants and other relevant knowledge obtained from the school, was beneficial in
promoting the NFS approach at the NFS Day ceremony. If representatives of the local
government visit the school on a regular basis, it is way to understand about its importance and
support to its sustainable application.
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ANNEX 1: Description of FFS
1. Farmers Field School in Crop Production

Farmer Field School (FFS)

FFS is a platform that provides farmers an opportunity to systematic learn and achieve better
control over the conditions that farmers face every day in their lives. It applies learner-centred
discovery-based learning approach with unique curriculum and proceedings. All learning activates
in FFS apply experiential learning. Its design and implementation is influenced by principles of
empowerment. FFS is learning venue for farmers through interactive discussion among
themselves, which enable farmers to enhance their observations, research and communication
skills. Learning sessions of FFS remain linked to the actual field situation and relevant to the local
field conditions. As a result of that FFS curriculum tailored according to the need so that it serves
the interest of farmers makes it easy to adapt to local field condition and seasons. About 25-30
farmers meet regularly at a specific location in a define periodic interval (e.g., weekly field crops
FFS) in the field, conduct agro-ecosystem analysis in FFS. Similarly, participants discuss the
concurrent issues of the local field conditions, make their management decisions and apply it to
their situations. In this way, FFS helps to empower school participants through collective actions.

In a FFS approach, farmers are treated as an active actor rather than a passive recipient. Farmers
actively participate at each stage of learning in the school right from its beginning by planning,
curriculum development and establishment of FFS to its end by celebration of field day for
dissemination of learning and outcomes. FFS sessions are carried out by farmers themselves
rather than by facilitators. Field school facilitators only administer the field issues and learning than
teaching lessons or giving lectures. In a need basis, outside subject matter specialists are invited
to deal in special issues. These features of FFS in field school proceedings. FFS fosters learning
with intention that serves the interest of farmers whereby participants can increase their control
over technologies and ultimately on the issues affecting their livelihoods.

Principles of Field School
FFS approach are focused on people development. It brings farmers together for themselves to
assess their problems and seek ways of addressing them. FFS improves farmers’ technical skills,
boost self-confidence and enhance recognition from their communities. The learnings in the FFSs
are based on the following principles:
e Discovery-based learning by doing is better than hearing or seeing;
Experiences are the beginning of all learning;
The field is the classroom;
The topics in the farmer field school should be linked to the actual field situation;
Farmers become experts;
e Farmers are the decision-makers.
Main features of crop production FFS
o Farmers’ needs define and drive FFS.
e Farmers’ local knowledge co-produces and co-creates new knowledge, science and public
services [i.e., extension] alongside science-based knowledge.
e The learning process and knowledge generation are central to FFS:

o FFS are based on fields through which to learn and experiment;

o structured hands-on, experiential learning is primarily used;

o adult learning cycles emphasize observation, critical analysis, sharing and debate,
conclusion/decision and implementation to enhance knowledge and decision-making
skills that combine local and science-based knowledge;

o learning is a continuous process—regular meetings are held at critical crop growth and
development stages to correspond to the decision-making of farmers;

o the practical and critical development of skills and competences is the main focus;

o diversity in age, gender and experience enriches FFS when all are involved in
production.

¢ Building trust and strengthening groups in order to develop:
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o critical analysis skills;
o feedback and evaluation skills;
o planning skills;
o basics of group work and collaboration (group dynamics exercises).
¢ Facilitation of the learning process: competent master trainers and facilitators (technical,
methodological and organizational skills).
o Situation/location-specific activities, i.e., locally appropriate learning curriculum.

Stages of FFS
a. Preparatory and Planning of FFS
During the preparatory stage, three meetings have to organize by the facilitators with potential
participants and stakeholders in the area are conducted. These meetings are conducted in the
selected siteffield in order to inform, introduce and collect information for successful
implementation and completion of FFS. In FANSEP only two preparatory meeting were done
as the purposive group were already identified and formed by the project. During these
preparatory meetings, the program objectives are introduced, farmer participants are selected
and a site (field) is chosen. The meeting will be useful to get commitments of the different
agencies and the participants as well as in defining their respective roles and responsibilities.
b. Technical sessions
Number of sessions depend on type of crop and its duration. Generally, 16 technical sessions

were conducted by two trained farmer facilitators, normally 4-5 hours per day session at an
interval of one week. Curriculum and lesson plans are prepared for each day sessions in
advance by facilitators. There are 4 special topics/ classes are allocated for each FFS.

With a set guidelines participants, crop and its variety is selected for FFS with the help of
farmer facilitators. Cropping calendar of existing practices is prepared with the consensus of
participants during third preparatory meeting which is the guiding activities to be carried out in
Existing Practice Plot of mandatory comparative study, whereas Improve Practice include
the recommended practice in the FFS. Prescribed schedules and norms are followed to
conduct FFS. Participating farmers perform Agro-ecosystem analysis (AESA) which is a
farmer’s tool for decision making to make sound crop management decisions based on the
analysis of the many factors relevant to crop by collective investigation with the purpose of
initiating discovery based learning in comparative study plots. Supportive trials are established
based on community prioritized problems which forms a base to create a learning process in
FFS through which farmers test, monitor and evaluate new ideas, technologies or innovations
for improving productivity of farming systems.

Ballot box test tools used in FFS for participant evaluation by facilitator which help to find out
gaps in knowledge at the start of the FFS.
c. Field day
FFS Field Day is a ceremony organized at the end of FFS to share the learnings gained by
participants through experiential and discovery based activities and other relevant information
obtained from research. This is a platform for advocacy of FFS approach.

Major course contents
a) Seed/planting materials selection

b) nursery management

c) soil preparation

d) planting method

e) weeding and hoeing

f)  number and timing of irrigation/ irrigation techniques
g) harvesting

h) post-harvest technology

i) critical growth stages of the crops,

j) fertilizer dose, and timing of application
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k) safe and efficient use of pesticides

1)

local pesticide preparation (jholmol)

m) pest management
n) crop variety comparison or selection

Lessons learned

Farmers were able to learn new technologies and practices and results were encouraging
for adoption of improved practices including climate smart technology adoption as the
facilitators were from the same community.

Local level farmer facilitators with technical back up from technicians and cluster technical
specialists played important role to enhance quality of FFSs and also to implement
smoothly during pandemic of COVID-19.

It was possible to continue and complete FFS even during COVID-19 crisis adopting
alternative approach.

Contingency budget plan should be there in FFS norms as it was required to procure mask,
soap and sanitizer to run FFS during COVID period.

Use of Technicians to conduct Field school was balancing social mobilization related tasks

and working as FFS facilitators by the field level technicians (in a situation where there are
no ready to use FFS facilitators).

Challenges faced
It was difficult to continue and complete FFS during COVID-19 crisis.
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2. Farmer Field School on Dairy Production

Introduction:

FFS is a platform that provides farmers an opportunity to systematically learn and achieve better
control over the conditions that farmers face every day in their lives. It applies learner-centred
discovery-based learning approach with unique curriculum and proceedings. All learning activates
in FFS apply experiential learning. Its design and implementation is influenced by principles of
empowerment. FFS is learning venue for farmers through interactive discussion among
themselves, which enable farmers to enhance their observations, research and communication
skills. Learning sessions of FFS remain linked to the actual crop field and cow and buffalo animal
shed or grazing area field situation and relevant to the local community conditions. As a result of
that FFS curriculum tailored according to the need so that it serves the interest of farmers makes it
easy to adapt to local field condition and seasons. About 25-30 farmers meet regularly at a specific
location in a define periodic interval (e.g., fortnightly in dairy production FFS) in the field, conduct
dairy agro-ecosystem (DESA) analysis in FFS. Similarly, participants discuss the concurrent issues
of the local field conditions, make their management decisions and apply it to their situations. In
this way, FFS helps to empower school participants through collective actions.

In a FFS approach, farmers are treated as an active actor rather than a passive recipient. Farmers
actively participate at each stage of learning in the school right from its beginning to different
growth and development stages of cow and buffalo production (beginning with the calves up to the
production stage) by planning, curriculum development and establishment of FFS to its end by
celebration of field day for dissemination of learning and outcomes. FFS sessions are carried out
by farmers themselves rather than by facilitators. Field school facilitators only administer the field
issues and learning than teaching lessons or giving lectures. In a need basis, outside subject
matter specialists are invited to deal in special issues. FFS fosters learning with intention that
serves the interest of farmers whereby participants can increase their control over technologies
and ultimately on the issues affecting their livelihoods.

Principles of Field School
FFS approach are focused on people development. It brings farmers together for themselves to
assess their problems and seek ways of addressing them. FFS improves farmers’ technical skills,
boost self-confidence and enhance recognition from their communities. The learnings in the FFSs
are based on the following principles:
Discovery-based learning by doing is better than hearing or seeing;
Experiences are the beginning of all learning;
The animal herd and or cow shed, is the classroom;
The topics in the farmer field school should be linked to the actual field situation;
Farmers become experts;
e Farmers are the decision-makers.
Main features of dairy production FFS
e Farmers’ needs define and drive FFS.
e Farmers’ local knowledge co-produces and co-creates new knowledge, science and public
services [i.e., extension] alongside science-based knowledge.
e The learning process and knowledge generation are central to FFS.

o FFS are based on fields through which to learn and experiment.

o structured hands-on, experiential learning is primarily used.

o adult learning cycles emphasize observation, critical analysis, sharing and debate,
conclusion/decision and implementation to enhance knowledge and decision-making
skills that combine local and science-based knowledge.

o learning is a continuous process—regular meetings are held at critical growth and
development stages of milch animals to correspond to the decision-making of farmers.

o the practical and critical development of skills and competences is the main focus.

o diversity in age, gender and experience enriches FFS when all are involved in
production.
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o Building trust and strengthening groups in order to develop:
o critical analysis skills,
o feedback and evaluation skills,
o planning skills, and
o basics of group work and collaboration (group dynamics exercises).
¢ Facilitation of the learning process: competent master trainers and facilitators (technical,
methodological and organizational skills).
o Situation/location-specific activities, i.e., locally appropriate learning curriculum.

Stages of FFS
a. Preparatory and Planning of FFS

During the preparatory stage, three meetings have to be organized by the facilitators with
potential participants and stakeholders in the area. These meetings are conducted in the
selected site/field in order to inform, introduce and collect information for successful
implementation and completion of FFS. In FANSEP, only two preparatory meetings were done
as the purposive group were already identified and formed by the project. During these
preparatory meetings, the program objectives are introduced, farmer participants are selected
and a site and animals are chosen. The meeting will be useful to get commitments of the
different agencies and the participants as well as in defining their respective roles and
responsibilities.

b. Technical sessions

A total of 16 technical sessions are conducted by two trained farmer facilitators, normally 4-5
hours per day session at fortnightly interval. Curriculum and lesson plans are prepared for
each day sessions in advance by facilitators. There are 4 special topics/ classes are allocated
for each FFS. Different growth and development stages of cow and buffalo production
beginning with the calves up to the milk production stage. However, comparative study in dairy
farmer field school is conducted only on the major problems that are faced by the farmers
during cow or buffalo production.

With a set guidelines, the participants, breed of the same growth stage lactating/pregnant
animals are selected for FFS with the help of farmer facilitators. Practices of activities
performed / existing practices at different growth and development stages is prepared with the
consensus of participants during third preparatory meeting. It was the guiding activities to be
carried out in Existing Practice animals of mandatory comparative study, whereas Improved
Practice include the recommended practices of milk production in the FFS. Prescribed
schedules and norms are followed to conduct FFS. Participating farmers perform dairy
ecosystem analysis (DESA) which is a farmer’s tool for decision making to make healthy
animals, proper housing and feed management decisions based on the analysis of the many
factors relevant to dairy husbandry practices by collective investigation with the purpose of
initiating discovery based learning in comparative studies. Supportive trials in dairy farmer field
school is conducted only on the major problems that are faced by the farmers during cow or
buffalo production (such as supplementary feeding of UMMB block /deworming versus none)
are established based on community prioritize problems which forms a base to create a
learning process in FFS through which farmers test, monitor and evaluate new ideas,
technologies or innovations for improving productivity of farming systems.

Ballot box test tools used in FFS for participant evaluation by facilitator which help to find out
gaps in knowledge at the start of the FFS.

c. Field day

FFS Field Day is a ceremony organized at the end of FFS to share the learnings gained by
participants through experiential and discovery based activities and other relevant information
obtained from research. This is a platform for advocacy of FFS approach. On the farmers’ field
day, participants communicate the learning results of the FFS to other farmers of the
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community. Farmers Field Day is organized by the famers themselves, which not only
exposes them to prepare a program schedule but they also get chance for the successful
execution of the program event.

Major course contents

a)
b)
c)
d)

Green forage/fodder production and utilization (seasonal, perennial, shrubs, fodder trees)
Forage conservation (hay and silage making)

Cattle shed improvement, urine and manure management

Biosecurity management (including disinfection of animal shed)

Role of different feed nutrients

Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for dairy animals
Feeding of calves (colostrum feeding)

Feeding heifers, lactating cows and buffaloes

Feeding of pregnant cows and buffaloes

Supplementary feeding of dairy animals (flushing, steamig up practices)

UMMB preparation and use

Suitable breeds of cattle and buffaloes

m) Selection and breeding in dairy animals (genetic improvement)

n)
0)
P)
q)
r
s)
t)

u)

Artificial insemination, proper heat detection

Care and management of newly born calves

Major common diseases dairy animals

Vaccination of dairy animals (FMD, HSBQ)

Internal and external parasite control in dairy animals (live fluke, round worm, tape worms)
Teat dipping for mastitis control in milking animals

Housing requirements of dairy animals (calves, heifer, milking cow,pregnant, bull)
Hygienic milk production

Lessons learned

Farmers were able to learn new technologies and practices and results were encouraging
for adoption of improved practices including adoption of climate smart technologies as
facilitators were from the same community.

Local level farmer facilitators with technical back up from technicians and cluster technical
specialists played important role to enhance quality of FFSs and also to implement
smoothly during pandemic of COVID-19.

Control versus treatment animals for the study should be selected from different
households/animal shed.

It was possible to continue and complete dairy FFS even during COVID-19 crisis adopting
alternative approach.

Contingency budget plan should be there in FFS norms as it was required to procure
mask, soap and sanitizer to run FFS during COVID period.

Challenges faced

In some places, it was difficult to find animals of the same age and physiological conditions
for the comparative trials especially lactating dairy animals if the livestock FFS are started
in dry season.

It was difficult to continue and complete FFS during COVID-19 crisis.
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3. Farmer Field School on Goat Production

Introduction:

FFS is a platform that provides farmers an opportunity to systematic learn and achieve better
control over the conditions that farmers face every day in their lives. It applies learner-centred
discovery-based learning approach with unique curriculum and proceedings. All learning activates
in FFS apply experiential learning. Its design and implementation is influenced by principles of
empowerment. FFS is learning venue for farmers through interactive discussion among
themselves, which enable farmers to enhance their observations, research and communication
skills. Learning sessions of FFS remain linked to the actual goat husbandry field situation and
relevant to the local community conditions. As a result of that FFS curriculum are tailored
according to the needs so that it serves the interest of farmers, makes it easy to adapt to local field
condition and seasons. About 25-30 farmers meet regularly at a specific location in a define
periodic interval (e.g., fortnightly in goat husbandry FFS) in the field, conduct goat ecosystem
analysis (GESA) in FFS. Similarly, participants discuss the concurrent issues of the local goat
farming conditions, make their management decisions and apply it to their situations. In this way,
FFS helps to empower school participants through collective actions.

In a FFS approach, farmers are treated as an active actor rather than a passive recipient. Farmers
actively participate at each stage of learning in the school right from its beginning by planning,
curriculum development and establishment of FFS to its end by celebration of field day for
dissemination of learning and outcomes. FFS sessions are carried out by farmers themselves
rather than by facilitators. Field school facilitators only administer the goat husbandry issues and
learning than teaching lessons or giving lectures. In a need basis, outside subject matter
specialists are invited to deal in special issues. FFS fosters learning with intention that serves the
interest of farmers whereby participants can increase their control over technologies and ultimately
on the issues affecting their livelihoods.

Principles of Field School
FFS approach are focused on people development. It brings farmers together for themselves to
assess their problems and seek ways of addressing them. FFS improves farmers’ technical skills,
boost self-confidence and enhance recognition from their communities. The learnings in the FFSs
are based on the following principles:
e Discovery-based learning by doing is better than hearing or seeing;
Experiences are the beginning of all learning;
The field goat herd and/shed is the classroom;
The topics in the farmer field school should be linked to the actual field situation;
Farmers become experts;
e Farmers are the decision-makers.
Main features of crop production FFS
o Farmers’ needs define and drive FFS.
e Farmers’ local knowledge co-produces and co-creates new knowledge, science and public
services [i.e., extension] alongside science-based knowledge.
e The learning process and knowledge generation are central to FFS:

o FFS are based on fields through which to learn and experiment;

o structured hands-on, experiential learning is primarily used;

o adult learning cycles emphasize observation, critical analysis, sharing and debate,
conclusion/decision and implementation to enhance knowledge and decision-making
skills that combine local and science-based knowledge;

o learning is a continuous process—regular meetings are held at critical growth and
development stages of goats to correspond to the decision-making of farmers;

o the practical and critical development of skills and competences is the main focus;

o diversity in age, gender and experience enriches FFS when all are involved in
production.

¢ Building trust and strengthening groups in order to develop:
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o critical analysis skills;
o feedback and evaluation skills;
o planning skills;
o basics of group work and collaboration (group dynamics exercises).

e Facilitation of the learning process: competent master trainers and facilitators (technical,
methodological and organizational skills).

e Situation/location-specific activities, i.e., locally appropriate learning curriculum.

Stages of FFS
a. Preparatory and Planning of FFS
During the preparatory stage, three meetings have to organize by the facilitators with potential
participants and stakeholders in the area are conducted. These meetings are conducted in the
selected site/field in order to inform, introduce and collect information for successful
implementation and completion of FFS. In FANSEP only two preparatory meeting were done
as the purposive group were already identified and formed by the project. During these
preparatory meetings, the program objectives are introduced, farmer participants are selected
and a site and goats are chosen. The meeting will be useful to get commitments of the different
agencies and the participants as well as in defining their respective roles and responsibilities.
b. Technical sessions
A total of 16 technical sessions were conducted by two trained farmer facilitators, normally 4-5
hours per day session fortnightly interval. Curriculum and lesson plans are prepared for each
day sessions in advance by facilitators. There are 4 special topics/ classes are allocated for
each FFS.

With a set guidelines participants, breed of the same growth stage goat is selected for FFS
with the help of farmer facilitators. Practices of activities performed / existing practices at
different growth stages is prepared with the consensus of participants during third preparatory
meeting. It was the guiding activities to be carried out in Existing Practice goats of mandatory
comparative study, whereas Improved Practice include the recommended practices of goat
husbandry in the FFS. Prescribed schedules and norms are followed to conduct FFS.
Participating farmers perform goat ecosystem analysis (GESA) which is a farmer’s tool for
decision making to make healthy, proper housing and feeds management decisions based on
the analysis of the many factors relevant to goat husbandry practice by collective investigation
with the purpose of initiating discovery based learning in comparative study plots. Supportive
trials (drenching/deworming versus none) are established based on community prioritize
problems which forms a base to create a learning process in FFS through which farmers test,
monitor and evaluate new ideas, technologies or innovations for improving productivity of
farming systems.

Ballot box test tools used in FFS for participant evaluation by facilitator which help to find out
gaps in knowledge at the start of the FFS.
c. Field day
FFS Field Day is a ceremony organized at the end of FFS to share the learnings gained by
participants through experiential and discovery based activities of goat husbandry and other
relevant information obtained from research. This is a platform for advocacy of FFS approach.
Major course contents
a. Green forage/fodder production and utilization (seasonal, perennial, shrubs, fodder
trees)
Forage conservation (hay and silage making)
Goat shed/ pen improvement and manure management
Biosecurity management (including disinfection of goat pen/ shed)
Role of different feed nutrients and deficiency symptoms/ signs
Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for goats
Feeding of goat kids
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Feeding of pregnant does
Feeding of breeding bucks
Supplementary feeding of does before breeding (flushing)
Supplementary feeding of does at advance stage of pregnancy (steaming up)
UMMB preparation and use

. Suitable breeds of goats
Selection and breeding of goats for genetic improvement
Care and management of newly born kids
Major common infectious diseases of goats (PPR)
Vaccination against PPR disease in goat
Internal and external parasite control in goats

"evoOoS3ITATTD

Lessons learned

Farmers were able to learn new technologies and practices and results were encouraging
for adoption of improved practices including climate smart technology adoption as the
facilitators were from the same community.

Local level farmer facilitators with technical back up from technicians and cluster technical
specialists played important role to enhance quality of FFSs and also to implement
smoothly during pandemic of COVID-19.

Control versus treatments animal for the study selected from different households to avoid
the same mangement.

It was possible to continue and complete FFS even during COVID-19 crisis adopting
alternative approach.

Contingency budget plan should be there in FFS norms as it was required to procure
mask, soap and sanitizer to run FFS during COVID period.

Challenges faced

In some places, it was difficult to find similar goats of the same age and physiological
conditions for the comparative trials.

It was difficult to continue and complete FFS during COVID-19 crisis.
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4. Farmer Field School on Poultry Production

Introduction:

FFS is a platform that provides farmers an opportunity to systematic learn and achieve better
control over the conditions that farmers face every day in their lives. It applies learner-centred
discovery-based learning approach with unique curriculum and proceedings. All learning activates
in FFS apply experiential learning. Its design and implementation is influenced by principles of
empowerment. FFS is learning venue for farmers through interactive discussion among
themselves, which enable farmers to enhance their observations, research and communication
skills. Learning sessions of FFS remain linked to the actual poultry shed or grazing area field
situation and relevant to the local community conditions. As a result of that FFS curriculum tailored
according to the need so that it serves the interest of farmers makes it easy to adapt to local field
condition and seasons. About 25-30 farmers meet regularly at a specific location in a define
periodic interval (e.g., fortnightly in back yard poultry farming FFS) in the field, conduct poultry -
ecosystem analysis (PESA) in FFS. Similarly, participants discuss the concurrent issues of the
local poultry shed conditions, make their management decisions and apply it to their situations. In
this way, FFS helps to empower school participants through collective actions.

In a FFS approach, farmers are treated as an active actor rather than a passive recipient. Farmers
actively participate at each stage of learning in the school right from its beginning by planning,
curriculum development and establishment of FFS to its end by celebration of field day for
dissemination of learning and outcomes. FFS sessions are carried out by farmers themselves
rather than by facilitators. Field school facilitators only administer the field issues and learning than
teaching lessons or giving lectures. In a need basis, outside subject matter specialists are invited
to deal in special issues. These features of FFS in field school proceedings. FFS fosters learning
with intention that serves the interest of farmers whereby participants can increase their control
over technologies and ultimately on the issues affecting their livelihoods.

Principles of Field School
FFS approach are focused on people development. It brings farmers together for themselves to
assess their problems and seek ways of addressing them. FFS improves farmers’ technical skills,
boost self-confidence and enhance recognition from their communities. The learnings in the FFSs
are based on the following principles:
e Discovery-based learning by doing is better than hearing or seeing;
Experiences are the beginning of all learning;
The poultry farm/poultry shed is the classroom;
The topics in the farmer field school should be linked to the actual field situation;
Farmers become experts;
Farmers are the decision-makers.

Main features of crop production FFS
e Farmers’ needs define and drive FFS.
e Farmers’ local knowledge co-produces and co-creates new knowledge, science and public
services [i.e., extension] alongside science-based knowledge.
e The learning process and knowledge generation are central to FFS:

o FFS are based on fields through which to learn and experiment;

o structured hands-on, experiential learning is primarily used;

o adult learning cycles emphasize observation, critical analysis, sharing and debate,
conclusion/decision and implementation to enhance knowledge and decision-making
skills that combine local and science-based knowledge;

o learning is a continuous process—regular meetings are held at critical crop growth and
development stages of poultry birds to correspond to the decision-making of farmers;

o the practical and critical development of skills and competences is the main focus;

o diversity in age, gender and experience enriches FFS when all are involved in
production.
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o Building trust and strengthening groups in order to develop:
o critical analysis skKills;
o feedback and evaluation skills;
o planning skills;
o basics of group work and collaboration (group dynamics exercises).
e Facilitation of the learning process: competent master trainers and facilitators (technical,
methodological and organizational skills).
e Situation/location-specific activities, i.e., locally appropriate learning curriculum.

Stages of FFS
a. Preparatory and Planning of FFS

During the preparatory stage, three meetings have to organize by the facilitators with potential
participants and stakeholders in the area are conducted. These meetings are conducted in the
selected siteffield in order to inform, introduce and collect information for successful
implementation and completion of FFS. In FANSEP only two preparatory meeting were done
as the purposive group were already identified and formed by the project. During these
preparatory meetings, the program objectives are introduced, farmer participants are selected
and a site and animals are chosen. The meeting will be useful to get commitments of the
different agencies and the participants as well as in defining their respective roles and
responsibilities.

b. Technical sessions

A total of 18 technical sessions were conducted by two trained farmer facilitators, normally 4-5
hours per day session fortnightly interval. Curriculum and lesson plans are prepared for each
day sessions in advance by facilitators. There are 4 special topics/ classes are allocated for
each FFS.

With a set guidelines, the participants, new Hampshire or Black Australorp or Giriraja breed of
the same growth stage poultry birds are selected for chicks to chicks cycle FFS with the help
of farmer facilitators (it can be eggs to eggs cycle FFS as well). Practices of activities
performed/ existing practices at different growth stages is prepared with the consensus of
participants during third preparatory meeting. It was the guiding activities to be carried out in
Existing Practice poultry farming of mandatory comparative study, whereas Improved
Practice include the recommended practices of poultry farming in the FFS. Prescribed
schedules and norms are followed to conduct FFS. Participating farmers perform poultry
ecosystem analysis (PESA) which is a farmer’s tool for decision making to make healthy,
proper housing and feed management decisions based on the analysis of the many factors
relevant to backyard poultry husbandry practices by collective investigation with the purpose of
initiating discovery based learning in comparative study plots. Supportive trials (deworming,
selection of hatching eggs versus none) are established based on community prioritize
problems which forms a base to create a learning process in FFS through which farmers test,
monitor and evaluate new ideas, technologies or innovations for improving productivity of
farming systems.
Ballot box test tools used in FFS for participant evaluation by facilitator which help to find out
gaps in knowledge at the start of the FFS.
c. Field day
FFS Field Day is a ceremony organized at the end of FFS to share the learnings gained by
participants through experiential and discovery based activities and other relevant information
obtained from research. This is a platform for advocacy of FFS approach.

Major course contents
a) Poultry coop/ pen construction (floor space, ventilation, litter management, prevention from

extreme weather and predation) for chicks, grower and layers

b) Brooding management of chicks (0-8 weeks)
c) Management of grower birds (9-16 weeks)
d) Management of layers (17-72 weeks)
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n)
0)

Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for chicks, grower and
layers

Feeding of different age groups of animals/ birds; calves, kids, hogget, heifers, pregnant
does, pregnant cows, breeding bucks, bulls, chicks, growers and laying birds.
Supplementary feeding of layers (mineral and vitamin supplementation)

Feeding succulent green to poultry birds

Monitoring growth of chicks and growers, selection and culling of laying birds.

Suitable breeds of backyard poultry (New Hampshire, Black Austrlorp and Giriraja)
Selection of hatching eggs, incubation of hatching eggs,

Common major infectious diseases and parasites in poultry birds (Ranikhet, bird flu, fowl
pox, gumboro, external and internal parasites)

Role of different feed nutrients and deficiency symptoms in poultry birds

Vaccination and deworming schedule of poultry

Biosecurity management (disposal of dead poultry birds, disinfection of poultry pen etc.)

Lessons learned

Farmers were able to learn new technologies and practices and results were encouraging
for adoption of improved practices including climate smart technology adoption as the
facilitators were from the same community.

Local level farmer facilitators with technical back up from technicians and cluster technical
specialists played important role to enhance quality of FFSs and also to implement
smoothly during pandemic of COVID-19.

Control versus treatment poultry birds for the study should be selected from different
households.

There are certain community in terai where poultry rearing is culturally not accepted.

It was possible to continue and complete FFS even during COVID-19 crisis adopting
alternative approach.

Contingency budget plan should be there in FFS norms as it was required to procure
mask, soap and sanitizer to run FFS during COVID period.

Challenges faced

There are certain community in terai where poultry rearing is restricted as a result of that
poultry FFS was difficult to establish
It was difficult to continue and complete FFS during COVID-19 crisis.
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5. Farm Business School

Introduction:

Farm Business School (FBS) is a venue of learning designed to help smallholder farmers produce
for the market and to make their farms work profitably. FBS brings farmers together to carry out
collective and collaborative action to address farm business and marketing problems and
opportunities. FBS provides a forum for sharing knowledge between farmers through discussion,
practical exercises and self-study. FBS helps farmers learn how to make their farming enterprises
and overall farm operations profitable. It enables farmers to learn and improve their knowledge,
change their attitudes and enhance their skills needed for farm business-while working on their
own farms. FBS is not intended to teach farmers how to produce crops or manage livestock. It is
assumed that they will already have this knowledge. It is not a set of lectures. Exchanges of
information and knowledge are facilitated through the meetings/sessions, with observations,
dialogues, practical exercises and discussions.

Concept:

Farm Business School (FBS) operates at field level. The aim is to build farmer capacity in
entrepreneurial and management skills. It does this through a ‘learning-by doing’ approach. It
enables farmers to learn and improve their knowledge, change their attitudes and enhance their
skills toward improved farm business-while working on their own farms. Trained technicians and
lead farmers are trained as facilitators. They organize seasonal farm business schools, where
farmers work in small groups at their own agreed time and duration. The materials for the FBS are
specially designed to work with limited resources. Participants need to be FFS (crop or livestock)
graduates and basically literate and numerate., but they do not have had any significant formal
education. The manual provides step-by-step guidelines that take the facilitator and the farmers
through the basics of farm business management-following the production patterns (based on
Farm Business Cycle) of their own particular farms.

To increase income by taking advantage of market opportunities requires farmers to become better
decision-makers and better at competing. Farm business management skills and knowledge is
recognized as important for farmers to effectively respond to present day farming challenges. Farm
management advice helps farmers to make the right choice between crop and/or livestock
enterprises according to individual levels of financial, labour and land endowments and at their
level of risk adversity. A unique characteristics of the farm business school is that learning takes
place at farm level through schools set up in the individual communities. Learning about business
occurs in the farmers’ own environment where they work in small groups at their own pace. The
FBS programme takes the school to the farmers.

Process:

FBS applies learner-centred discovery-based learning approach with unique curriculum and
proceedings. All learning activates in FBS apply experiential learning. Its design and
implementation is influenced by principles of empowerment. FBS is learning venue for farmers
through interactive discussion among themselves, which enable farmers to enhance their
observations, research and communication skills. Learning sessions of FBS remain linked to the
actual field situation and relevant to the local field conditions. As a result of that FBS curriculum
tailored according to the need so that it serves the interest of farmers makes it easy to adapt to
local field conditions. Three preparatory meetings are organized to ensure cooperation from
different agencies and stakeholders. Some exercises on resource mapping, gender & social
analysis, preparation of calendar on the relationship of season with FBS and selection of
participants for FBS are carried out. 27 meeting sessions and one field day with closing ceremony
are conducted during the FBS. Selected 25 farmer participants meet regularly at a specific location
in a define periodic interval e.g., either daily for a first 13 days of technical sessions. Remaining
sessions for weekly or define interval according to selected agricultural enterprises in the field and
or market, develop and learn business plan & maintain farm records, manage post-harvest
activities and to establish market linkage with traders. Participants discuss the concurrent issues
of the local field/market conditions, make their management decisions and apply it to their
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situations. In this way, FBS helps to empower participants through collective and collaborative
actions.

In FBS approach, farmers are treated as an active actor rather than a passive recipient. Farmers
actively participate at each stage of learning in the school right from its beginning by planning,
curriculum development and establishment of FBS to its end by celebration of field day for
dissemination of learning and outcomes. FBS sessions are carried out by farmers themselves
rather than by facilitators. FBS facilitators only administer the field issues and learning than
teaching lessons or giving lectures. In a need basis, outside subject matter specialists are invited
to deal in special issues. FBS fosters learning with intention that serves the interest of farmers
whereby participants can increase their control over resources and ultimately on the issues
affecting their livelihoods.

Principles of Farm Business School

FBS approach are focused on people development to maintain profitable farm business with
proper farm business planning, executing planned activities by optimizing resources, monitoring
farms, bench marking with other entrepreneurs and improving own farm activities, keeping farm
records of enterprises. It brings farmers together for themselves to assess their problems and seek
ways of addressing them. FBS improves farmers’ farm management and marketing skills, boost
self-confidence and enhance recognition from their communities. The learnings in the FBS
approach are based on the following principles:

o Reflection and sharing- The participants in the FBS reflect on the topic, share experience,
knowledge and understanding on the subject. It begins with what the participants know.
(Experiences are the beginning of all learning);

e Generating new knowledge- Here new knowledge is created based on existing capacity and
exchanges plus new concepts derived from the FBS. (Discovery-based learning by doing is
better than hearing or seeing);

o Motivating innovation and creativity- The new knowledge and insights help the participants to
interact, to develop new ideas from old ones and to create completely new ideas.
(Farmers/entrepreneurs become experts);

o Farm site, agricultural field and markets are the learning place for FBS (learning takes place in
local environment);

e The topics in the FBS should be linked to the actual farm production and the market situation
(learning takes place in the local situation) ;

e Farmers/ entrepreneurs are the decision-makers (learners are the key decision makers).

Approach to Learning in FBS:

The FBS learning process closely adheres to the participatory mutual training and learning
approach. This approach is a group process that facilitates training and learning among adults. The
participants learn by doing and through sharing their knowledge and experiences. The process
involves the participation of people with common interest and purpose. There are no instructors of
teachers, but only facilitators. The participants mainly learn from each other. The learning moves
from the known to unknown, from the easy to the difficult and from the simple to the complex. It is
guided by a curriculum that facilitates learning. The training and learning is organized and
structured. The FBS requires a facilitator and structured modules to guide and support the group
training and learning process. Through the process, the participants generate new practical
knowledge and ideas, they learn what to do, how to do it, the cost involved, the potential problems
to be confronted and the benefits it will bring. The participatory mutual training and learning
approach enables the participants to learn from each other.

The farm business school differs from conventional farm management approaches, which are tool-
based methods and dependent on the availability of data. The FBS approach is ‘entrepreneurial’,
and relies on simpler decision support tools, checklists and strategic questions. It is based on the
experiences of the participants on their own farms. Discussion, practical exercises and self-study
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enable farmer participants to share ideas, offer advice, experiment and formulate opinions on
whether a practice will work on their farm.

It is all about building capacity among the farmers: The learning generated is consolidated and
reinforced through action-that is, through implementing what they have learned on their own farms.
The essence and the dynamics of this approach to learning are captured in the experimental
learning model set out in the manual.

Main features of FBS
o Farmers’/ entrepreneurs needs define and drive FBS.
e Farmers’ local knowledge co-produces and co-creates new knowledge, science and public
services [i.e., extension] alongside farm management-based knowledge.
e The learning process and knowledge generation are central to FBS:

o FBS are based on their priority commodity/enterprise with market focus which to learn
and experiment;

o structured hands-on, experiential learning is primarily used;

o adult learning cycles emphasize observation, critical analysis, sharing and debate,
conclusion/decision and implementation to enhance knowledge and decision-making
skills that combine local and farm management-based knowledge;

o learning is a continuous process—regular meetings are held at farm business cycle to
correspond to the decision-making of farmers;

o the practical and critical development of skills and competences is the main focus;

o diversity in age, gender and experience enriches FBS when all are involved in
production and business.

o Building trust and strengthening groups in order to develop:

o Preparing farm business plan, enterprise profitability analysis and farm record keeping
skills;

o feedback and evaluation skills;

o monitoring and bench marking skills of the farm;

o basics of group work and collaboration (group dynamics exercises).

e Facilitation of the learning process: competent master trainers and facilitators (technical,
methodological and organizational skills).

e Situation/location-specific activities, i.e., locally appropriate learning curriculum.

Stages of FBS
a. Preparatory and Planning of FFS

During the preparatory stage, three meetings have to organize by the facilitators with potential
participants and stakeholders in the area are conducted. These meetings are conducted in the
selected site/field in order to inform, introduce and collect information for successful
implementation and completion of FBS. During these preparatory meetings, the program
objectives are introduced, farmer participants are selected and a commodity enterprises are
chosen. The meeting will be useful to get commitments of the different agencies and the
participants as well as in defining their respective roles and responsibilities.

b. Technical sessions

A total of 27 technical sessions were conducted by two trained farmer facilitators, normally 4-5
hours per day session13 sessions pre-season in class room and 10 sessions during season
and 4 after season in field depending upon commodity. The first 13 technical sessions were
regularly (without an interval) and 14 sessions according to types of commodity interval was for
a week. Curriculum and lesson plans are prepared for each day sessions in advance by
facilitators. There are 6 special topics/ classes are allocated for each FBS.

With a set guidelines participants and agricultural commodity is selected for FBS with the help
of farmer facilitators. Lesson plans are prepared with the consensus of participants during third
preparatory meeting which is the guiding activities to be carried out in FBS. Prescribed
schedules and norms are followed to conduct FBS. Participating farmers perform with farm
business cycle based on Ramlal's story which is a farmer’s tool for decision making to make
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sound farm management decisions based on the analysis of the many factors relevant to
commodity and market linkage status by collective investigation with the purpose of initiating
discovery based learning in identified agricultural enterprises activities. Farm business plans
are prepared, farm records are kept and post-harvest management activities are performed on
selected enterprises. Similarly, group purchasing of inputs and marketing of produces are
planned based on community prioritized problems which forms a base to create a learning
process in FBS through which farmers test, monitor and evaluate new ideas, farm
management skills or innovations for improving profitability of farming business.

Pre-test and post-test are conducted in FBS for evaluation of participants by facilitator which
help to find out gaps in knowledge at the start and performance level at the end of the FBS.

c. Field day

FBS Field Day is a ceremony organized at the end of FBS to share the learnings gained by
participants through experiential and discovery based activities and other relevant information
obtained from research from enterprises. During the field day, farmers, entrepreneurs, traders
and relevant stakeholders are invited. This is a platform for advocacy of FBS approach.

Major course contents of FBS

O]

. Introduction to Farm Business School, its objectives and importance

b. Farm business cycle and Ram Lal’s Story

c. Important aspects of farm business

d. Variable and fixed costs

e. Agri. market, market information and prices of agri. produces

f. Market survey

g. Assessment of farm enterprise profitability, break-even point and depreciation

h. Selection of enterprises and identification of service providers

i. Understanding of farm business, goals and strategies

j. Components and preparation of farm business plan

k. Cash flow in farm business

I. Risk in farm business and risk management

m. Environment and Social Safe guard measures

n. preparation of farm business plan for matching grant

o. Farm business records and record keeping

p. Group saving mobilization

g. Productive alliance for market linkage, markets and marketing of agri. produces
r. Contract farming

s. Bench marking for farm business and characteristics of successful entrepreneur
t. Post-harvest management of agri. produces

u. Post-harvest management of agri. produces (harvesting, cleaning, sorting, grading,
packaging and safe transportation)

v. Agricultural value chains, value addition and multi-stakeholders’ dialogue platform

Lessons learned

Farmers were able to learn identify new agricultural enterprises and practices and results
were encouraging to establish market linkage, profitable farm business by adopting of
improved farm management and marketing practices including climate smart technology
adoption.

Local level farmer facilitators with technical back up from technicians and cluster technical
officers played important role to enhance quality of FBS.
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e Use of technicians to conduct FBS was balancing social mobilization related tasks and
working as FBS facilitators by the field level technicians (in a situation where there are no
ready to use FBS facilitators).

Challenges faced

o It was difficult to manage recommended (literate and numerate) types FBS participants
from a single producer group and needed to accommodate participants from 2-3 producer
groups.
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6. Nutrition Field School

Introduction:

Nutrition field school (NFS) is a platform that provides community member an opportunity to learn
and achieve better control over the health, nutrition and behaviour change that participants face
every day in their lives. Its design and implementation is influenced by principles of nutrition
security of Golden 1000-days mothers. The NFS is learning venue for participants through
interactive discussion among themselves, which enable them to enhance their observations,
research and communication skills. Learning sessions of NFS remain linked to the actual local
health and nutrition situation and relevant to the local needs and conditions. As a result of that NFS
curriculum tailored according to the need so that it serves the interest of participating community
member makes it easy to adapt to local situations. About 25- 30 community golden 1000-days
mothers meet regularly at a specific location for two years in an interval of one month) in a
community center, conduct nutrition ecosystem analysis (NESA) in NFS. Similarly, participants
discuss the concurrent issues of the local health, nutrition and behaviour change messages, make
their management decisions and apply it to their situations. In this way, NFS helps to empower
participants through collective actions.

In NFS, participants are treated as an active actor rather than a passive recipient. Participants
actively participate at each activities of learning in NFS right from its beginning by planning,
curriculum development and establishment of field school to its end by celebration of field day for
dissemination of learning and findings. Field school sessions are carried out by participants
themselves rather than by NFS facilitators. Facilitators only administer the field school issues and
learning than teaching lessons or giving lectures. As and when required basis, outside experts are
invited to deal in special issues. These features of field school in field school proceedings. NFS
fosters learning with intention that serves the interest of participants whereby participants can
enhance their knowledge and skills over health and nutrition related improved practices/
technologies, behaviour change messages and fietary diversification, their local system and
ultimately on the issues affecting their livelihoods.

Principles of Nutrition Field School
NFS approach are focused on women, children and adolescent girls development and
empowerment. It brings community people together for themselves to assess their problems and
seek ways of addressing them. NFS improves community people’s technical knowledge and skills,
awareness, boost self-confidence and enhance recognition from their communities. The learnings
in NFS are based on the following principles:
Discovery-based learning by doing is better than hearing or seeing;
Experiences are the beginning of all learning;
The class rooms for NFS;
Golden 1000-days women, children attend the NFS class;
Community people, thousand golden days’ women, children and adolescent’s girls, should
be linked to the health, nutrition and BCC in real life situation;
o NFS participants become experts;
e NFS participants are the decision-makers.
Main features of NFS
e Women children and adolescent girls needs define and drive NFS;
e Participants’ local knowledge co-produces and co-creates new knowledge alongside
science-based knowledge.
e The learning process and knowledge generation are central to NFS:
o NFS are based on community members’ health sanitation, nutrition, and behaviour
change aspects through which to learn and experiment;
o structured hands-on, experiential learning is primarily used;
o adult learning cycles emphasize observation, critical analysis, sharing and debate,
conclusion/decision and implementation to enhance knowledge and decision-making
skills that combine local and science-based knowledge;
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o learning is a continuous process—regular monthly meetings are held at decision-making
process of the community;
o the practical skills of anthropometry, food diversity including health, hygiene are the
main focus;
o diversity in age and experience enriches NFS when all are involved in health hygiene,
food diversity and behaviour change.
o Building trust and strengthening groups in order to develop:
o critical analysis skills;
o feedback and evaluation skills;
o planning skills;
o basics of group work and collaboration (group dynamics exercises).
e Facilitation of the learning process: competent NFS facilitators (technical, methodological
and organizational skills).
o Situation/community location-specific activities, i.e., locally appropriate learning curriculum.
Stages of NFS
a. Preparatory and Planning of NFS

During the preparatory stage, three meetings have to organize by the facilitators with potential
participants and stakeholders in the community are conducted. These meetings are conducted
in the selected community in order to inform, introduce and collect information for successful
implementation and completion of NFS. During these preparatory meetings, the program
objectives are introduced, community golden 1000-days women, pregnant and lactating
women participants are selected and a meeting venue is chosen. The meeting will be useful to
get commitments of the different agencies and the participants as well as in defining their
respective roles and responsibilities.

b. Technical sessions

A total of 24 technical sessions were conducted by two trained NFS facilitators, normally 4-5
hours per day session at an interval of one month. Curriculum and lesson plans are prepared
for each day sessions in advance by facilitators. There are 8 special topics/ classes are
allocated for each NFS.

With a set guidelines NFS participants are selected with the help of NFS facilitators.
Participating women perform Nutrition ecosystem analysis (NESA) which is a tool for decision
making to make sound and health growth and development. NESA decisions are based on the
analysis of the many factors growth, weight, upper arm measurement of children relevant to
collective investigation with the purpose of initiating discovery based learning in comparative
study groups. Anthropometry study of 20 children which included 10 from the school and 10
from outside the school are performed in NESA as mandatory study. Supportive trials are
established based on community prioritized problems which forms a base to create a learning
process in NFS through which participants test, monitor and evaluate new ideas, technologies
or innovations for improving health, nutrition and behaviour changes of the community.

Ballot box test tools used in NFS for participant evaluation by facilitator which help to find out
gaps in knowledge at the start of the NFS.
c. Field day

NFS Field Day is a ceremony organized at the end of NFS to share the learnings gained by
participants through experiential and discovery based activities and nutrition corner including
other relevant information obtained from research. This is a platform for advocacy of NFS
approach.

Major course content
a) Basic concept of health and nutritional research;

b) Nutritional status;
c) Food availability, processing and storage;
d) Food habit and its management;
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e)
f)
¢)]
h)
i)
)

Healthy recommended foods;

Local nutritious foods and its promotion;

Health care and management including health post visits and administration of vaccines;
Importance of home nutrition garden;

Nutrition requirements for women, children and adolescents;

Social taboo and behavior change.

Lesson learned

Participants were able to learn new technologies and practices including behaviour change
and results were encouraging for technology adoption as the facilitators were from the
same community.

Trained local level mothers group as NFS facilitators with technical back up from project
facilitators and Nutrition cum BCC specialists played important role to enhance quality of
NFSs and also to implement smoothly during pandemic of COVID-19.

Extra meeting rooms and lunch pack are needed for children while conducting the NFS
sessions.

The duration of NFS could be reduced to one year from 2 years by decreasing school day
monthly interval to fortnightly.

It was possible to continue and complete NFS even during COVID-19 crisis adopting
alternative approach.

Contingency budget plan should be there in NFS norms as it was required to procure mask,
soap and sanitizer to run NFS during COVID period.

Challenges faced

It was difficult to continue and complete NFS during COVID-19 crisis.

Initially, it was a difficult task to bring out the pregnant, adolescent girls attend NFS in terai
without consent of the seniors of households.
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Annexes 2

FFS effectiveness survey for Questionnaire FFS participants
ITRETATATS UG¥ GATSTEI: T | HU AW ... BT | SIS 7 el A7 9190y et AR ARATSHIGRT HaTiord Tresmeeh! SHIeshiiar
LI TGN T HTTH! € | 7 TUTSTATS TISRTAT TT Fraifeerd hie Tee Ared Tehl | A ST=RaTaien! et et ¥y, fie sif v
AT | TS fG WUEHT STHeRR 6% JOIEIHT T TRETSH | TS e Ui SRR Jieard o SITHerRie @ qe qieor §eaT gar
ARSI 21 aTeeh TeaTs oTeT g & | qurser foguat Saeeht & ifear ar frdhl wod iy 3 | oft werewent s féar ot o
qUISE! NGRS o &1 g B | A1 STRIFHT FeTAT g a7 Tg quTgeh! TreaTehl U a1 | TUTsel =Ted Wl o o af e o
AT TGRS TS | I8 HAIUreh! STRAT Af TUEATS o 99 SHhIes ATAT TS o &5 T1E JISe (Wroeh Fet
ReUCOROU(E) TATS TV TTH T T |

G.1. Do you consent to participate in this survey?

a. Yes
b. No

G. 1. % qUIE T STRITHT TR & AT & ?

SECTION A: HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION
gus ¢ EXEdl gigare

Al. Location

Al. ®=IH

Al.1 District:

A1.1 fSrear

A1.2 Rural municipalities:

A1.2 TISUTfTsRTeRT AT

Al.3 Ward number:

Al1.3 T+

Al.4 Tole/Settlement

Al.4 JrA/afehr AT

A2. Name of the enumerator

A2. =T HHAHh! AT

SECTION B: RESPONDENT IDENTIFICATION
WUE B ITETATRT Uteat

B.1: Name of the respondent

B.1 STRETATER! I

B.2: Is the respondent the household head?
B.2: % ITRTT (qUTS) SRHeA & 2

B.3: Age of the respondent (in Years)?

B.3: TUTS Shicl o g g 7ol 2 00 WUeh! S oA iR |
B.4: Gender of the respondent?

1=Male

2=Female

3=Third Gender

B.4: StReTdTeh! o

1=T

2 =Hfgan

3 =i fergft

B.5: What is the Marital Status of respondent?
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1 = Unmarried

2= Currently married

3 = Widowed

4 = Divorced/ separated

B.5; ITRETATeh e datfeas Ruf & 2

1 = stferanfea

2 =TI foanfea

3 = fagufareran

4 = IR/ TgTH

B.6: What is the highest level of education of the respondent completed?

Nursery/KG.......0; Class 1.............. 1

Class 2.............. 2; Class 3...........3

Class 4.............. 4, Class 5........... 5

Class 6.............. 6; Class 7............ 7

Class 8............... 8; Class 9 9

Class 10 (test pass)........ 10; SLC/SEE.........covviiiininnnn 11

Ten plus 2 or equivalent...12 Bachelor’s Degree............ 13

Master’s Degree............... 14 PhD...oo 15

No Level/Level not clear.....91

Don’tknow........cocovviiiinnnn. 98

B.6: OTERT v sy mfore Sife a 36 A

TG/ ..0; FHEATL...... cFHETR ......2;
L 4, 5

e RET&...... 6; &l . ..... 7 RETC....... 8;

FEATR....... « FHET %0 (EIM)......10
%0 SIE R ATTTTE ... 12 « ETIH AT HTE ... 13 TATARITR a1 A 8E ........ 14

cHTEZ 15 « T& THTH TG ...... 9 - ATET B...98

B.7: Landline of mobile phone number of the respondent

B.7: STRGTTeR! Treh

B.8: How many members does this household have?

B.8: TuTSeh! UTERHT FHid ST 8150 ?

B9. Did you participate in any field school conducted by FANSEP?
1=Yes
2= No

End of the survey

B.9: TS @Ter T ITSOT YRET IR HATAISHT (FANSEP) o HelTei TEh! TSI SeH T g+ Forit

1=ford
2=forda
H-RATAl TSI |
B10. If yes, what type of farmer field school was that?
1= Crop FFS Go to section C and end the survey
2= Goat FFS, Go to section D end the survey
3= Dairy FFS Go to section E end the survey
4= Poultry FFS Go to section F end the survey
5= Nutrition Field School (NFS) Go to section G end the survey
6= Farm Business School (FBS) Go to section H end the survey

B10. A< HeWTl gIE-2AT W | FohTeh! TSRITITHT HEHT ST foret
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1= Sk TSNS AT TRFN) | @IS C HT SR T He ¥~ ey
P ECIRIGERIEXISI QGug D HT AT T 86 9V T{erE.
3=g78] IeqTe TS Gue E AT FHe L 86 G THeE,
4= AT TSI Gug F {7 ST T Hel 8F TR
5= 9ToT qTSRMaT Gue G W1 AT T 86 9V T{erE
6= SN ST qTSRTAT Gug H AT e { 86 GV THeE,

Section C: Crop FFS
@UE C qTeT Te et

Process

yfsrar
C.1. Name of FFS:

C.1 ATt UTSIMATRT T
C.2. Name of the crop:

C.2 JTefient 98

C.3. How many sessions were there in the FFS?

(number of sessions)......
C.3 TTSIITATHT SHHTSTHAT SHiareT 8 EaTer UehT T 2 (SETer WU Boeteh! §ET 3oeid TTHerg)
C.4. Onaverage, how many hours a day did you spend during the FFS Session?

...... in hours

C.4 TSI FeWTT ZaTehl I@d (8 Tciehl S 3k Bt il HIUeT ITSSTTRITHT Sefg-2at 2

C.5.  How many preparatory meetings did you conduct in one FFS?
1=one
2=Two
3=Three
4= None
98= Don’t know

C.5 U3 TSI HATeH Teh! TATRT TART SISk hiueeh e+l ?
1= Tshyceh
2= W
3= dlsi9eesh
4= T So SfATA
98= UTET Bl
C.6. Participant selection and group/subgroup formation are done in which preparatory

meeting?

1= First
2=Second
3= Third
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4= Don’t know
C.6 T TAR SISHHT TSATATHT HEHT T TTSTAT T/ STHHEEER! <3 T H1l G~ Wl 2
1=afear
2=
3=
98— oITRT &
C.7. When selecting a plot for FFS trials, what considerations should we keep in mind?

1= similar soil texture
2= soil having the same productivity
3= land having equal light availability
4= all of them
98 = Don’t know
C.7 TSR SR TR TRETITeh AT SHTT/ACERT BHIE a1 el FHUHT S fo] 76w 2

1= THTEEh! 5-SH1E

2= I Mfchehl THT &L

3= FHT TIHT JhTITeh! SUTTSEIAT

4 = ATefiehT gt

5= ITeT &

C.8.  Which among the following is the most important criteria for the selection of participant
for FFS ?

1= Educated, social activist, leader farmer
2= Activist, leader male farmer only
3= Activist, leader female farmer only
4= Real and interested farmers involved in farming
98=Don’t know

C.8 T TTSTTCTRT TSN BIeehT STLREEHT TeTohl HEd ol Hecaqul T+ 2
1= TGCTEEh! 13T 13T T AHTSIHE SHET e
2= &Y TSI STET e w1
3= Wfe THTSHAET STET e I
4= ST T oo Aok
5=omET 8
C.9.  Which of the comparative trial need to be established first?

1= Farmer’s practice
2= Improved Practice
98= don’t know
C.9 FTTl qerTeash TIaeT afeet Tt Tds 2
1= el TTHTEeh! HA¥ATE
2= GUTRTHI/I~Td S ITE
98= oITRT &
C.10. Was the FFS site convenient for all participants?

1= Yes
2=No
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C.10 UTSIITAT HLATA ST TATT HIATS UTIeh I T9RIT 2
1= form
2= foreq
C.11. Were the contents of FFS useful to meet your expectations?
1= Fully
2= Partially
3= Not useful

C.11  TSSTTCATHT SHTSST TRUSHT fersRrareqet quTset STHEeTs g 7 Swnft & 2
1= 0 &1 37T @
2= SHTITeR TYHT SUAT &
3= ITAFT T
C.12. Among the contents covered in FFS, which do you think is the most relevant for you?
(Multiple selection)

1= Seed/planting materials selection

2= Nursery management

3= Soil preparation

4= Planting method

5= Method of weeding and hoeing

6= Number and timing of irrigations and irrigation techniques

7= Time and method of harvesting

8= Post-harvest practices

9= Critical growth stages of the crops for various operations,

10= Fertilizer application — dose, method and timing of application
11=Safe and efficient use of safer pesticides

12= Homemade bio/botanical pesticide (Jholmol) preparation and use
13= Identification of beneficial insects and pest management

14= Importance of quality seeds and seed selection

99= Can’t Remember

C.12 TSITAHT FHTEIT TR forsRIsReq el quTgeh foremT 3 & foee quTSeiTs Sa=aT g Heh A
1= 13 qur Tt grmf s

2= T SHIEATI

3=HTeIh! GaRT

4= ot farfer

5="TTieud eaTg fafer

6= T&=ms 7 Tw, ueek, qur fafer

7= oAl TR u T farfer

8= SCATEI=hT IR

9 = AT T THRHT TR Tecavl Hree
10="HeTETE TRET qH TRATOT qT TR

1= foreeiesen! guiera T owrareRrl Suam

12= =t SAforeh/areafersh fTel (Feier) i T o ST
13= firrsfiageent afe=m o shie ST

14= TR <3 Heed TBAIC

99 = 3T 9T
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C.13. Among the contents covered in FFS, which do you think is the most irrelevant for you?
(Multiple selection)
1= Seed/planting materials selection

2= Nursery management

3= Soil preparation

4= Planting method

5= Method of weeding and hoeing

6= Number and timing of irrigations and irrigation techniques

7= Time and method of harvesting

8= Post-harvest practices

9= Critical growth stages of the crops for various operations,

10= Fertilizer application — dose, method and timing of application
11=Safe and efficient use of safer pesticides

12= Homemade bio/botanical pesticide (Jholmol) preparation and use
13= Identification of beneficial insects and pest management

14= Importance of quality seeds and seed selection

99= Can’t Remember

C.13 ITSRITCATHT FHTCIRT T FITeeReHed qUTSeh T 3t & foIel quTSalTs HorveaT STET=a ek ara
1= 13 qer Tuor grmf s

2= TE eI

3=HTeIsh! qaTt

4= ot fafey

5="TieHd graTg fafer

6= s T Tm, vew, qer fafer

7= Tt FHITh! TH e farfer

8= SCATEII=hT ILATRT

9 = ST GoRT HHEHT TRAT FewaqY Frige

10= TeTETE TReT 0 TRETOT Gt TRt

11= forTdtewsht geferd T aTerehi ST

12= =t SAforeh/areafersh frTel (Fieier) i qamd o ST
13= fiesiageent afeem quT i sTaem

14= TR 3! HEed LIS

99 = 9Tg YT

C.14. In the future, which content/topic do you think to add to the FFS curriculum for making it

fruitful? (Open ended)

C.14 TSI FrameaT STATITH feaT TTeeTer Seer et Hieet qHTasT forrs sTesh 3 1 forwar o raf arasmet

HF ITERT & AR B 2

C.15. Did the required inputs to run FFS available in time?
1= Received on time with required quantity
2= Received required quantity with delay
3= Didn’t receive required quantity
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98= Don’t know

C.15 UTSTITET HeTeT-ehR! ATRT ST THIHEE ST  UTH e o 2
1= SfEUeh! ATt =T 3 ITe =
2= STTEUeRT ATHIUT T STTAT T THIHT ST
3= AU AT AT
98 = ITaT &
C.16. Have you ever noticed the participation of different members of the same household in different
sessions of FFS ?

1= Most likely

2= Sometime

2=No

C.16 TSITAT HETATHRT SITHT BT THT UshoehT Hlehhish Tt TevTTT Ushl 3Taer for 2
1= 91 gl

2= Fhigerehiar

3= o

Knowledge

LG

C.17. Which color is indicated in the extremely toxic label of the pesticide?

1= Green

2= Blue

3= Yellow

4= Red

C.17 3Tca/3Fetereh Gau (fomh) farrdient seerr 3 1 §75?

1=gfer

2= Tt

3=adalr

4=Trdr

C.18. Which color is indicated in the slightly toxic label of the pesticide?

1= Green
2= Blue
3= Yellow
4= Red
C. 18 TP R & FPTEHT T (5 TALATeR) ForTeient Ttare 3 T g7
1=gfar
2="Ta
3=vRar
4=Trar
C.19. What is meant by quality seeds?
a. Any seed obtained from a dealer
b. Any grains used for planting
c. Genetically pure, fertile, physically healthy, and pest-free seeds
d. Don't know

C.19 TUrE =S W= o s
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) feemane ure g |« &3
) et TR T 1S
) SR (ST SHIRIh WIh! T foRtrfed 413
) TRl &
C.20. What is the most important task to be done in the panicle initiation stage of wheat?
a. Weed management
b. Nitrogen top dressing
c. lIrrigation
d. Don’t know

C.20 TTEHT IS T AT TRATH Heeaqut s o &
) TTEHd
@) IS 2 R
) feeg
) TRl B
C.21. Which of the following is most important to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from rice
farming?
a. Reducing the use of chemical fertilizers
b. Reducing the use of chemical pesticides for crop pest management
c. Cultivating paddy without plowing the field
d. Don't know

C.21 o Gt T IS & SRS WIS ol T deTehHed 3 Heca Ul il AT
%) TERI HA@TEehT T T
) e forTdiessht 0 g
) W TSR &1 Tt
) TRl &
C.22. When do we celebrate farmer’s day in FFS?
a. Before planting/seeding
b. In-between sessions
c. After harvesting a crop
d. Atthe end of FFS

C.22 F TTSTAT HETH a1 Fifed e (G w1570
) 0T =T afeett
) UTSIITAT HelTeATeh o=t
R EISINEERILNIES
) ek UTSIMTCAThT ST=THT
C.23.

C.23 WWW%%WWW?TWI (STETATATS option T, Multiple selection)
) qTcHe STETIETE FAfrush Fee
W) TETIh TNEIUTehT TeTTes
) qeATeHe STfet TTaAehl SReelt
) ST ATTART ferseroT
%) fUsTeT T SgTeht STegAaTea! (et
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=) w
c.24.
C.24 3 TTaT ek fIaaehT SATT T WU AT 2
%) Hiepich Hrsh TR WEAT TR
) N TSR fEehahT STk HEE STETEATS SRR TRITL
T) ST TRT
) 3 Tl Hodeh! Tellae T
C.25.

C.25 i oTeror fswureht AT deaieh Hehet T 3l et eI T THT A1 2

C.26.

%) fesar R a=rufs

) faem

) SATEATS ST HTH! GHIHT
=) SAE ST I T "o |

C.26 TATERYT ST T T STEATH o TE I wea i 53|

C.27.
a.
b.
C.

%) QeI GSTTeTeh! T STHhRT

@) Tivrees fomeh! Trry

M) FA e

RERSCECE I

Is the FFS approach appropriate for technology dissemination to other farmers like you?
Yes

No

No idea

C.27 1 fopaTewaTst Sfofeen! foreaTienT SATf e TTSSTTeT HeTereh! GEhITT Shixiehl ST Bl

C.28.

o 0 T W

) IR &

@) BT

) TR/

Who were the FFS facilitators?

Both were Technicians

One Technician and one Farmer facilitator
Both were Farmer facilitators

Don’t know

C.28 T TTSTITAT HTCIToRT Tasiehd] ahl 19T

C.29.

) 4 wifafs fog

) TS TR T s Fueh Tasiehdl
) ST e Hestohdl

o) TET T

If the answer to no. 2 is “b”, then,

Whose facilitation skill was relatively better?

a.

b.

C.

Technician
Farmer facilitators
Both (technician and farmer)
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d. Don’t know

C.29 IS T 7 31\ I ST G WU FHh! TSI JoITcH fedreret THT oy
%) Wfarfershent
@) FYF SRR
) SNk FESTehell L AfeIfereh gasmeht
EIRIHET]
C.30. How satisfied were you with the FFS’s content delivered by the FFS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied
b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied

d. Don’t know

C.30 HESThdlc HESITHTUT TEh! Ff TTSTCATHT [TTASIHTE qUTS. Hicieh! HT g
) 0T T
) ATTITeR B9HT
) W g At
RIRICEZ]
C.31. How satisfied you were with the demonstrations/examples/group exercises of the FFS
done by the FFS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied
b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know

C.31 WESTohdic! HESTehTUhT S Teh! T&TI SETELUT T THE SVITHSIE qUTS shicieh! Te gl
o) qUf &qAT
) Hif3Tes T9mT
) U g Al
o) oTET
c.32.

C.32 |THT= &YW ¥ TTSRTATHT AT AT [eTel FHehTeaT o U HTSRT T |
%) SIS SYHLT fohrient @
@) STt T
) {553, Aorae T fordien =

C.33.

C.33 T TTSTATh! SF-THHT FTefTshl AT AT Fer=hwor Tiet o FXTehT ST 0
o) ICATEIA SReqen! forshi Tt frerfon
) IeUTTed SReeh! AT Hed 2TeT WIS
) ATHT T UTeT 913
) TTireRT Tt
Practice
3T

C.34. To what extent were the FFS sessions useful to your farming practices?

84



Final Report - Effectiveness Survey of crop and Livestock FFS, FBS and NFS of the FANSEP Project

a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future

C.34 TS 7T WA AT THT ¥k TTSRTTCATRT [orSRIsRIeeet ohieTehl Hagd T
EDRURRL
) T3 TUHT
) SIS ST AT
C.35. Did the FFS help to identify any problems related to disease and pests?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don’t know

C.35 3 e TSRITCATERT 0T AT AT AT IR RISRAT HHEIT Tie 7T Jea i bl ©
D
o) B
) oTeT 9
C.36. Did the FFS help to identify critical growth stages of the crop (in which FFS was
conducted)?
d. Yes
e. No
f. Don’t know

C.36 o ok TTSRITATERT FHRUT AT 1T FTGehT HEcaqUl SHEET Ui T HedlT Tehl &
F) D
) B
WEIEEZ]
C.37. Did the FFS help reduce pesticide use in your farming?
a. Yes
b. No

C.37 o e TTSRTATRT FHIROT ATAATCAT SRRT T TorsTeient w1 Bers Hedi Jiehl ©
F) B
) B
C.38. Did the FFS help to have better fertilizer application (e.g. increasing the number of
topdressing) ?
a.Yes
b. No

C.38 % ¥k TTSITATeRT IOl ST T HT HeRaTeehl Sird ST T+ TedHT Jiishl
h) D
)’
T) oTRT &
C.39. Was the FFS useful for team building or group mobilization?
a. Fully
b. Partially
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C. Useful for future
d. Not useful

C.39 T TTSTATSHT T AT 7 qeT TR=Ter T hich! Tl Jishl ©

C.40.

EDRURRL

) T3 TUHT

) oIS ST AT

) ST AT

Was the dissemination of FFS learnings through field day helpful?

a. Yes

b. Somehow

c. No idea

C.40 F TTSTTATHT FHeRTSATS HSIATS FEToI 7T e fSard hieoh! Teant il

C.41.
a.
b.
C.

) 0T T

) 3AIfITeR T9mT

RIGES]

Do you share FFS learning with your neighbors (outside the participants of FFS)?
Regularly

Sometimes

Never

C.41 Y TSATATATE THeheh! T 31 feswrahieatrs uf frhrsg-o

C.42.

a.
b.
C.

%) frafaa samm
) FHigerhrear
M) 3 feheiea

How often do you discuss the technologies and practices among the FFS participants after
FFS?

Always
Sometimes
Never

C.42 F IBATATSTE Fhehl TTafer T AYATHEEa HHE HaRIeeald FHixieh! Sahd g Tehl B

C.43.

%) frafira s
) FHigershrer
M) g

Did you adopt any new variety as a result of FFS?

a. Yes
b. No

C.43 o qUTSS! e UTSTATHT fHeheh! ST 3t T FehTehl STt SR Tt

C.44.

F) W
) T

If yes, mention the name of the crop and variety
a. Name of the crop:
b. Name of the variety:
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C.44 FTe TANT T T AT TS I e
%) TR T ...........
@) ...

C.45. Did you adopt any new practice/Technology as a result of FFS?

a. Yes
b. No

C.45 o TUTSCT e UTSITCATHT [ehehl SRR et AT ST¥ATH ST Sferfer ST vt
F) W
) M
C.46. If yes, mention the name of that technology/practices (Multiple selection)
a) Mulching
b) Use of botanical pesticides
c) Alternative pest control like the use of pheromone traps, light, traps, etc.
d) Change in top dressing frequency
e) Use of drought/flood tolerant varieties
f) Cattle shed improvement
g) Farm yard manure improvement
h) Use of cattle urine

C.47 TS T TR W ST T 37+ S e |
) HicwiT
@) o foramdient s
™) fortr Frrreurent steRfoues faferee sred Sme 2o, arde 2o offe
) 79 TRt afient T aue
T) G @Sl qT A1 e STaeh! ST
=) M3 G
) AR FUR
) FELASH T AT
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Section D: LIVESTOCK-GOAT FFS
Qug ¥ qEUTedT YTSAnTedr

Process

afskaT
C.47. Name of FFS:
Y| ITSITATRT I

C.48. How many sessions were there in the FFS?
(number of sessions) ......
Y| ITSIMETHT STEHTSTHT ShidaeT 9oTee HeTe HUaHT fIg
AT WU TAE%h! T e e
C.49. On average, how many hours a day did you spend during the FFS?

...... in hours
¥|3 TSI FEwTT ZaTeh! foTHT HTaT hid =T ag-oT ?
...... YUl
C.50. How many preparatory meetings did you conduct in one FFS?
a. 1
b. 2
c. 3
d. None
¥ T32T TTSIATAT HATA TTHehT TR TART 3 Shicieeh g al
ok
QR
T3
gy
C.51. Participant selection and group/subgroup formation are done in which preparatory
meeting?
a. First
b. Second
c. Third

d. Don’t know
¥4 T T SISHHT TS TaH HE STHHEEEh! = T il AFo=] 9l
% gl
T
T
o 7RI &
C.52. Was the time allocated for each FFS session sufficient to deal with the planned contents of
the session?
a. Yes
b. No
%% o UTSITCATeh! E=1ehT AT T forsRrereq STam a2 TREEh! T qaty fora
) ferar
@) fore
C.53. Was the 2-week interval of FFS and total duration reasonable in terms of learning new
knowledge and skills?
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c. Yes
d. No
¥\ o AT T T E BTG T §5 g3 BT A=IHT AT § TISTAT T TR Fed ST S e I0h
forlt
& (ferar
@ (for

C.54. If not, what would be the best time interval in your opinion?
In days....
Afe T v qUTSeh! T St ST HeTe gaT U 570

C.55. Did the facilitators adhere to the session plan or training schedule as per the manual?
a. Yes, fully
b. Partially
c. Notatall
o HESTATel QT HeTe e RTeRT STTET = 8 AISHT T ATToreh! dTfersh! e forg
&1 Ut T fircrent T
3if3TeR TuAT fircrent forem
forcten fore
C.56. Were the contents of FFS useful to meet your expectations?
a. Fully
. Partially
c. Not useful
3 UTSSITCTTHT HHTSST T froRrereqel Ut faerTsert STaafrarTs o T+ 37t '
EURSLIR
if3Teh BT @
EERIIRGEEY
C.57. Among the contents covered in FFS, which do you think is the most relevant for you?
(Multiple selections)
a. Green forage/fodder production and utilization (seasonal, perennial, shrubs, fodder
trees)
Forage conservation (hay and silage making)
Goat shed/ pen improvement and manure management
Biosecurity management (including disinfection of goat pen/ shed)
Role of different feed nutrients and deficiency symptoms/ signs
Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for goats
Feeding of goat kids
Feeding of pregnant does
Feeding of breeding bucks
Supplementary feeding of does before breeding (flushing)
Supplementary feeding of does at advance stage of pregnancy (steaming up)
UMMB preparation or use
. Suitable breeds of goats
Selection and breeding of goats for genetic improvement

S®m o o0 T

— = = —

2 3
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Care and management of newly born kids

Major common infectious diseases of goats (PPR)
Vaccination against PPR disease in goat

Internal and external parasite control in goats

Wmmwmmmmmmmmm
SCTETE T YZH T IcTe oIl ST
ST TTETOT qAT START
ST @GR AT HA STEATo
Sifefeh e SarETa
TUTCIcarsh H[{HRT T ATSUTdcaeh! et g TIauree
T ATHIfiehT SRINTSITE SITRGTeRT AT T AT ST a7
UTSTITSISRT SATRT STTER T
TS ThT TTRGThT SRR TETIH
fSaenTeRT TR SawTIT
SIS 9T STEN SHTEATIT
AT TSFHAEIRT HTER SHTEATIT
e AreTTe e stk daarl TR
SRTeRT I STeh! Tie=T
T2 GEIRHT AR 3T SATETeh! STl BHIE
TSI [RIYHT RTAATE T AT
STGTHT @I @ ke U (i)

TRITHT @I TR faregert @™
SETHT AR STk T SRl R Te Teeehl =T
C.58. Among the contents covered in FFS, which do you think is the most irrelevant for you?
(Multiple selection)

N

a. Green forage/fodder production and utilization (seasonal, perennial, shrubs, fodder

trees)
Forage conservation (hay and silage making)
Goat shed/ pen improvement and manure management
Biosecurity management (including disinfection of goat pen/ shed)
Role of different feed nutrients and deficiency symptoms/ signs
Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for goats
Feeding of goat kids
Feeding of pregnant does
Feeding of breeding bucks
Supplementary feeding of does before breeding (flushing)
Supplementary feeding of does at advance stage of pregnancy (steaming up)
UMMB preparation or use
. Suitable breeds of goats
Selection and breeding of goats for genetic improvement
Care and management of newly born kids
Major common infectious diseases of goats (PPR)
Vaccination against PPR disease in goat
Internal and external parasite control in goats

S®m o o0 T

— = = —

T8 T o035 3
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TSRITCATHT HHTSIT TTNUEHT fTeaaregied qurge ot 5 5 Ty quisets Sav=aT araiies
FTSaTeT HET I ST
ST W YR T A SFTEATIT
Sifereh Gl et
IYUTcareh! HERT T ATSUTdeaeh! FHHlcl g TI&TIes
T THIIehT SRINTSTE SITRGTeRT ST hH AT ST a7
UTSTITSIRT TATHT SRR HEATIH
ST U SATGTehT SR AT
foreliehTeR! TR ST
SATITIEh! AT HTER SHTEATIH
T ST HTER AT
AT HIATHE e scteh qamdt TS
STETeRT I ST qiea
T2F G AT ITITH SRR STAehT SIS
TSIl FRISTEhT BT T SHaReeTo
ST ST S Eshtaeh U ([UTem)
STGTHT 3T fUfUeTR foregsht @
SRGTHT AR STT=ATeh T SRl iSTeiesehl fmor
C.59. In the future, which content/topic do you think to add to the FFS curriculum for making it
fruitful? (Open-ended)

C.60. Did the required inputs to run FFS available in time?
a. Received on time with the required quantity
b. Received required quantity with delay
Didn’t receive the required quantity
%WWW&WWW%W et 3w
TTREUshT |THIT ST 3 9T 4
SR AT q ST O FHIET AT
sfsf i
C.61. Have you ever noticed that the farmer member participates differently from the same household in
different sessions of FFS?
a. Most likely

b. Sometime
c. No

& UTSINAT HTATERT SHRITHT UshoiehT Hlehthish Ta&d TevT T TUshl 3Taer fory
e
ENGEIE]
fore

Knowledge
AT

C.62. Why is the growth and development calendar prepared in farmers’ schools?
a. To know the existing techniques of animal husbandry
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b. To choose a subject for a special class
c. To know the modern methods of animal husbandry

d)aandb
TSR HeTohT ATRT e, T Tkl qrt fofd TR TTies

URTATCIERT Torer T TRATERT T ATeT T

forery T ermetent AT farsrent &1 T

URTUTCART ST TR oITeT T3

C.63. Which technique can be used for higher meat productivity in goats?

a. Use of improved breeds of buck
b. Artificial insemination
c. Breeding using the same family buck

d. aandb
HIGh! IcATaehcd SBT3 FA TfcIerhl ST 3eh g AR
EERASIREANEREIEICARDIN)
e e
BTSATATERT F5FhT T
R e
C.6e4. What are the major common disease/problems that may affaect goat? (select
multiple)
a. PPR (ATI3M)

b. Internal Parasite (Worms, Juka Namle)
c. Abortion
ST ST T T T HHEITEE o6 o Y,
fufoeTR
AT WSTaes
LR LLES

C.65. Which type of goat pen is quite suitable for increasing meat productivity?
a. having minimum space and poor ventilation
b. having well space with good ventilation
c. Don’t know
TG ICATEehd TSI Hl [h AR WL ST T
e T AR 0 WTh
T 313 T AfeeeIe qusht
oTeT &
C.66. When do we celebrate farmer’s day in FFS?
e. Before planting/seeding
f. In-between sessions
g. After harvesting a crop
h. At the end of FFS
TTSRITAT HTeHH TT&T FeATed Feh oo AATE-o
) UT3RITAT 3T AT afeet
) UTSIITAT HeTeieh! <t
T) e TTSTITCATERT ST
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C.67.
WWW%%WWﬁ@I (Zﬁ'(?'lﬂ'l?l’l’st option ECC Multiple selection)
) qTcH STeTIaTe FaferusT Fiee
W) TETI UNIUTHT Afdsigs
) TATCH i, forehTe ITTeh! St
) AT TR fersersor
%) fuster T greht SremamaTes! fas
=) &
C.68.
o TTaT e foaHeR! ISTF T ! A1 2
) Tk e Hih TR THTEAT T
@) e TTSRTATHT T8ehehT TTATHe % STEGEATS ST TR
T) ST T
) 3 TR Hoeeh! BSTTEE T

C.69.
N AT T auTent AR Teaieh Heher T % Il STacieh T THT 71 2
%) fesdr e s ufs
) faem
) SATEATS ST HTH! FHIHT
o) S[Gh AT I T Ffhes
C.70. Isthe FFS approach appropriate for technology dissemination to other farmers like you?
d. Yes
e. No
f. Noidea
TUTSSTE 3TE FhTEATS TTeI e FIEdT 7T ek UTSSITETTeh! HTEA Shixfeh! ST Bl
) IR &
@) BT
) oTeT &/
C.71. Who were the FFS facilitators?
e. Both were Technicians
f. One Technician and one Farmer facilitator
g. Both were Farmer facilitators
h. Don’t know
UTSITEAT HaTeehT HeEstehdl ol T
EDKEREEIRICIREARIY
) TehsHT WTTTeIeR T ThsHT e dasiohd! 1
M) ST ek HESTohl 1T
) ATET A
C.72. If the answer to no. 2 is “b”, then,
Whose facilitation skill was relatively better?
e. Technician

f. Farmer facilitators
g. Both (technician and farmer)
h. Don’t know
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FTQ TR STaT & T, HEieh! FE iUl etTceh fedraret Ta for
%) Tfrferanent
) FF FESTohd h!
) SNk FESTehell L AfeIfereh gasmeht
) oTRT B
C.73. How satisfied were you with the FFS’s content delivered by the FFS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied
b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know
EDRURRL
) ATTITeR B9HT
) U T Al
REIGES]

C.74. How satisfied you were with the demonstrations/examples/group exercises of the FFS
done by the FFS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied
b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know
HESTHATC HESToRLUTHT G THehT TR ISTEX0T T TE HAVATHEIE TUTs HqP ST
) 70T T
) ATTITeR B9HT
™) W g A
o) TeT T
C.75.
S UTBRITCATERT SAT-HAT ATCHIohT AT TN T 50T TTe o FHUIeh! ST 75
o) CATET L SReqen! Torshi ot frreriom
) AT TR ATeT TS
) SedTie SRl AT Hed ATET q13
o) TRt |
Practice
HAEH

C.76. To what extent were the FFS sessions useful to your goat farming practices?
a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
d. Not relevant
TUTERA T ST ShTHHT e TSR fraedeset shivieh! Hagd Tl
qUt &9HT
IR Tt
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TTSTHT ShTH AT
SUh AR
C.77. Did the FFS help to identify any problems related to goat disease and pests?
g. Yes
h. No
i. Don’t know
TSRTATSRT ST STGTHT T TeATEehT FHET feei T shixiehl HediT Teh
EDKES
)’
) oTeT 9
C.78. Was the FFS useful for team building or group mobilization?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful
| IO T QT TTETe T ITSRITeATeRT forserare] shiieh! SediT Tehl ©
) 0T T
) ATTITeR B9HT
) s ST AT
¥1) T AT
C.79. Was the FFS useful for empowerment?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful
GTTheRTOTehT AT TTSTTTTTeRT ohixishl TeaiTi Tl
&) 0T T
) Hif3Te T9mT
) WiersauT S AT
o) ST AN

C.80. Was the FFS helpful to share the experiences with neighbors to scale-up the technology?

a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
d. Notrelevant
I FesHhTeeeT SfRren! SRITd TTIaehT 311 STYHAEEH! GG T U shivieh! Teanit it
=) qUf &qAT
W) Hif3Tes TmT
) ST ST AT
o) ST AN
C.81. Was the dissemination of FFS learnings through field day helpful?
a.Yes
b. Somehow
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c. No idea
qTSRTTEATSRT ot TeieTs e 7T shveh o o frent wreaimt T
EDRURRL
) T3 TUHT
) oTeT 9
C.82. Do you share FFS learning with your neighbors (outside the participants of FFS)?
Regularly
Sometimes
. Never
TTSITATSTE Tieheh! Sfer qerm AvaTaessi THg Hereged ™ Seihd g Thl ©
%) i som
) Sigeihlal
) g
C.83. How often do you discuss the technologies and practices among the FFS participants after
FFS?
d. Frequently
e. Sometimes

-0 o

f. Never
YTSITATSTE Ffehent Sfer oo STreesa HHg Heeresae Seihe g THehl ©
%) farfira omr
) Sigeihler
M) g
C.84. Did you learn any skills by participating in FFS?
a. Yes
b. No

%) ok

) fafewt
C.85. Name any three skills that you are applying after participation in FFS.
TBTATHT FEWHIT AU A TR feareT Hiues et THee
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Section E: LIVESTOCK-Dairy FFS
GUg ¥ T IcUTGT ATSIMAT

Process

afeharT
C.86. Name of FFS:

TSIATRT ITH

C.87. How many sessions were there in the FFS?

(number of sessions) ......

UTSITTCATHT STFHTSTFAT Shicael g% HaTei HUehT (9T
HETC HUhT FoTeeh! U Sooid TTHerg

C.88. On average, how many hours a day did you spend during the FFS?
...... in hours

T3T YIBTAT AT TTHeh! AT FAR 3 hfciTesh ST 2
1= Ushucesh

2=ggIewH
3= did9ch
4= T SO qfATA
98= UTET S
C.90. Participant selection and group/subgroup formation are done in which preparatory
meeting?
e. First
f. Second

g. Third
h. Don’t know

Fl T SASHAT TTSATATR HEHTN T TTSATAT HHE/STHHEEEh! = T H Fra= 1 2
1=afear
2=arl
3=
98= <ITaT &
C.91. Was the time allocated for each FFS session sufficient to deal with the planned contents of
the session?
a. Yes
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b. No

o TSRITCATeh! TR ATHT [T forsRIsR STHR q THUehT T Tty fora
%) forn
@) forea
C.92. Was the 2-week interval of FFS and total duration reasonable in terms of learning new
knowledge and skills?
c. Yes
d. No

o T F1 T HY TR T 5 G5 GHTRT ST Hellei g TSI T A THRUeh! el TTSITell Safer 3ugeh foret
= (fort
@ (forew

C.93. If not, what would be the best time interval in your opinion?
In days....

afe ToreT v quTSeh! TSI shecll ST HeTet gal SUTh 570

C.94. Did the facilitators adhere to the session plan or training schedule as per the manual?
d. Yes, fully
e. Partially
f. Notatall

o HESTeATel QTCTH HeTe e RTeRT STTET = 8 AISHT T ATToreh! dTiersh! e forg
31 ot e et o
3if3Ten TmT fircrent fer
foreten fore

C.95. Were the contents of FFS useful to meet your expectations?

d. Fully

e. Partially

f.  Not useful

3 UTSITCTHT HHTSRT T fSoReregel Ut faerTseht STUaTTeTs o T+ STt 1§
EURSLIR
if3Teh BT @
EERIIRGEEY
C.96. Among the contents covered in FFS, which do you think is the most relevant for you?
(Multiple selections)
Green forage/fodder production and utilization (seasonal, perennial, shrubs, fodder trees)
Forage conservation (hay and silage making)
Cattle shed improvement, urine and manure management
Biosecurity management (including disinfection of animal shed)
Role of different feed nutrients
Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for dairy animals
Feeding of calves (colostrum feeding)
Feeding heifers

S0 thD Q0T W
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i.  Feeding of lactating cows and buffaloes

Feeding of pregnant cows and buffaloes

Supplementary feeding of dairy animals (flushing, steamig up practices)

UMMB preparation and use

Suitable breeds of cattle and buffaloes

Selection and breeding in dairy animals (genetic improvement)

Artificial insemination, proper heat detection

Care and management of newly born calves

Major common diseases dairy animals

Vaccination of dairy animals (FMD, HSBQ)

Internal and external parasite control in dairy animals (live fluke, round worm, tape worms)
Teat dipping for mastitis control in milking animals

Housing requirements of dairy animals (calves, heifer, milking cow, pregnant, bull)
Hygienic milk production (cleanliness of utensil, milker, premises, animal itself)

— = -

ST Y5 0o7T OS5 3

TSRTTATHT FHTEIRT TTNUEHT fTRIeReqes quTSeh foreiiaT 3 & TSRl qUTSaITs HorveaT AT eie Tt
ST STETOT T SR To
TS YR qAT HAT ST
Sifereh et SHareTaT
TIOTcarhi S[{HeRT T AT deaiehl et g TTafuree
TT1T AT SRINTATE SIRTSRT AT TRIT S AT &THT AR T
TSTATSIhT AT STTER STEATTT
ST TS STTER AT
SIS 9T TSN SFTEATIT
Heoh{l STTEATH ST T
e AreTTeE e stk aarl TR
I I T THY dieears
TSI RTTeh STEITE T SareTa
TS IHT T STeTETehT URIRTS 713 ST
TS g I

C.97. Among the contents covered in FFS, which do you think is the most irrelevant for you?
(Multiple selection)

a. Green forage/fodder production and utilization (seasonal, perennial, shrubs, fodder trees)

Forage conservation (hay and silage making)

Cattle shed improvement, urine and manure management

Biosecurity management (including disinfection of animal shed)

Role of different feed nutrients

Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for dairy animals

Feeding of calves (colostrum feeding)

Feeding heifers

Feeding of lactating cows and buffaloes

S®m o o0 T
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Feeding of pregnant cows and buffaloes

Supplementary feeding of dairy animals (flushing, steamig up practices)

UMMB preparation and use

Suitable breeds of cattle and buffaloes

Selection and breeding in dairy animals (genetic improvement)

Artificial insemination, proper heat detection

Care and management of newly born calves

Major common diseases dairy animals

Vaccination of dairy animals (FMD, HSBQ)

Internal and external parasite control in dairy animals (live fluke, round worm, tape worms)
Teat dipping for mastitis control in milking animals

Housing requirements of dairy animals (calves, heifer, milking cow, pregnant, bull)
Hygienic milk production (cleanliness of utensil, milker, premises, animal itself)

TSRTTATHT FHTCIRT TTNTEHT TTRIeRqed quTseh! formiiaT 3 5 [y qUISATS HaswaT 3TaT-afieh ot
HTEaTC! TETUT T SHaETI
TS YR qAT HAT ST
Sifereh et SareTaT
TIOTCarhi S[{HeRT T TT0T deaiehl et g TTafuree
T ATHIiehT SRINTSITE STRGTeRT AATHAT G S ATTAHT G G 7T
ITSTITSIRT ATRT SRR ST
ST TSI SRR SATEITIT
SASTYER! IT SRR SHFCATIT
Yookl SR HTER TEATIT
e AreTTeE e sereh aarl TR
M T RIS THY ufeears
TSI FRISTEhT BTETE T SR
TS IHT T TeTETehT URIETS 713 ST
T g9 I
C.98. In the future, which content/topic do you think to add to the FFS curriculum for making it
fruitful? (Open-ended)

— = -

ST Y LT OS5 3

C.99. Did the required inputs to run FFS available in time?
d. Received on time with the required quantity
e. Received required quantity with delay
f. Didn’t receive the required quantity

YTSTAT HETATehT ATHT STTTIeh ATHIHTEE THIAT 3 ITH Tt forg
ITfeeh! GrAz) SHIHT X I 9=
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ITTEeh! G T ST O GHIAT 7T
Infeustfa gl s

C.100. Have you ever noticed that the farmer member participates differently from the same household in

different sessions of FFS?

d. Most likely
e. Sometime

f. No

TTSIITAT ETeATehT SRITHT Usheehl Hlehthich He HeTT SUsh! STaree oy
BRI
o

fore

Knowledge
AT

C.101. what are the major diseases that may infect cattle?

a.

b.
C.
d.

Udder infection
Parasite
Infertility

All of above

TSRS STER T T TEE o 6 T
RERIRSEZ]

EIESE]]
s

ATFrehT Ha

C.102. Which of the following statements about animal urine use is appropriate?

a.

b.
C.
d.

Urea can be a good alternative to topdressing if animal urine can be properly used
in vegetable crops.

The use of cattle urine in the field is not practically possible

There is no relationship between animal urine and crop nutrition

don't know

IRTeRT T ARG ST 7T &1 9 e aTeieRT AT i 2 Sfeert A gfaenr 3uges forspea &1
TRTT T WAARAT ST 7T |ichad
UTER! A T ATATeR] qTSehdcaaliel  Gvaiee] o

oTeT &9

C.103. What do you mean by Farmyard Manure improvement?

a. Sun-drying Manure
b. To protect Manure from sun, wind and rain
c. Do not use animal urine
d. Don't know
WohT U 9T o 376

HARTS, ST Gh13-
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HIAATS BITH BTaT ITHT STGEE SRS
ENLECIRRINEUE]

oTaT &

C.104. What do you mean by Urea Molasses Mineral Block (UMMB) block?

a.
b. Mixing urea, molasses, mineral mixture and other ingredients in a suitable

Regular feeding Food for cattle

proportion
c. Don’t know
FREAT ATATHH TR 5Tk T o 380
ENCANERIECEC RN

FIAT HIATHH T T 31 qeaiehl Uk ST Alecahl fHaroT

oTaT &

C.105. Which technique can be used to give birth to calves with higher milk production capacity?

a.

Use of local breeds of bulls or bulls

b. Artificial insemination
C.
d

Breeding using inbred bulls or bulls
Don't know

3[Rk g8 IcATEH STHATEhT TTRT shecl! dLshiet AT S a1 I1ST UTel TSI &0
TTRT STk @l qT Uil ST
EZECRICIRIC]
I TIh] Wle qUT TTTThT I

oTaT &

C.106. When do we celebrate farmer’s day in FFS?
i. Before planting/seeding
j. In-between sessions
k. After harvesting a crop
l.  Atthe end of FFS

TSRITAT HATeH T&T FATe Fh oo AATE-S
) TTSRITAT I AT afeet
) UTSIITAT HeTeiTeh! =T
) SR TSITTATERT ST=aHT

C.107.

WWW%%WWﬁ@I (W'ITI'IFH% option T, Multiple selection)
) qelHTcHe, SIS FHTerTshT Fee
W) TETI UNIUTHT AfdsTgs
) qTCH Jfg; forehTe ate! St
) AT ATTah! fersersor
%) fusteT T g ST s

=) w

C.108.

o Tl e feaEeRt 33T U U WD 2
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%) HiEhcrh Hrsh TR WEAT TR
) N TSR fEehahT STk JHEE STETEATS SRR T
T) SITST TRY
) 3 Tl Hodeh! Tellae T
C.109.

N TATSROT FerwoTeht TR qeieh Hehe T T ST SR T T A 2

EDREESIREEEIES
©) form
) TGS STF HUH FHIHT
) S ST I T "ok
C.110. Is the FFS approach appropriate for technology dissemination to other farmers like you?
g. Yes
h. No
i. Noidea
AUTSSREA 3% Feyehgeetls Tieer forede 7T /e UTSSITetTeh! HTEAH shitiehl ST Brelt
) ST o
@) BIET
IRIGEC]

C.111. Who were the FFS facilitators?
i. Both were Technicians
j.  One Technician and one Farmer facilitator
k. Both were Farmer facilitators
. Don’t know

UTSITEAT HaTeehT HeEstehdl ol T
EDLEREEIRIEIREARIY
) TS TTTaITereh T UhsHT ek Tesishd! T
M) ST e Hestshdl 1Y
o) AR/
C.112. If the answer to no. 2 is “b”, then,
Whose facilitation skill was relatively better?
i. Technician

j. Farmer facilitators
k. Both (technician and farmer)

[. Don’t know
FTQ TR STET & T, HEieh! FE iUl eTceh fedraret TaT fer
%) UTfarfershent
@) FF GEsIohd !
M) e HesTohdl T STfeereh garsiTeh!
RRIGEE]

C.113. How satisfied were you with the FFS’s content delivered by the FFS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied

b. Partially satisfied
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c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know

) o1 &9

) Aif3TeR T
M) W T R
o) TeT BT

C.114. How satisfied you were with the demonstrations/examples/group exercises of the FFS

done by the FFS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied
b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know

HESTHAIC HESTIoRLUTRT G Teh! YR ISTEX0T T THE HAVATHEIE qUTs P ST
) qUf &qAT
) ATTITeR B9HT
) U T Al
REIGES]
C.115.

FF FTBNTATR T [-THAT ST TATH AT Fr2w0T T 6 FlIehl ST
o) JcqTaf L SReqen! forsh et frerfeon

) ATHT T YTET 913

) I ST AT Hed ATeT a1s

) TTTreRT |

Practice

T

C.116. To what extent were the FFS sessions useful to your Dairy farming practices?
a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
d. Not relevant

TS T TTSHEITE HFaIfee] ShieeHT TTSTATeR! forearaedeect shidenl #gd Tl
qUT &
IR T
T 1T AT
SUh AR
C.117. Did the FFS help to identify any problems related to Cattle disease and pests?
j. Yes
k. No
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. Don’t know

TGRSR ST TS HEHT AT TTEATE SR ST TfeT T shiieh! ednT T ©
EEE)
o) B
) oTeT 9
C.118. Was the FFS useful for team building or group mobilization?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful

g T 7 o e T aTSTeTeRT fSaesee hitehl SednT Tiehl B
) 0T T
) 3AIfITeR F9mT
) s ST AT
) ST AT
C.119. Was the FFS useful for empowerment?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful

GTTheRTuTehT AT UTSTTTTTeRT ohixishl ST Tl
o) qUf &qAT
) Hif3Tes T9mT
) eI ST AT
o) ST AN
C.120. Was the FFS helpful to share the experiences with neighbors to scale-up the technology?
a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
d. Notrelevant

= TeHhIEeET HTafereh! SR ITRIGeRT 1T STTWAEEh! HTIEH T UTSRITT hieieh! Teat Talt
o) qUf &qAT
) T3 TUHT
) ST ST AT
) S AT
C.121. Was the dissemination of FFS learnings through field day helpful?
a. Yes
b. Somehow
c. No idea

TTSRTETERT FAeRTSTS TeIeiTs Geferd 7T ek e shfvreht st Tait
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) o1 F9mT
) ATTITeR ®9HT
T) oTRT
C.122. Do you share FFS learning with your neighbors (outside the participants of FFS)?
g. Regularly
h. Sometimes
i. Never

TISIATATSTE Tieheh! Sfer qerm AvATHEwe TSATATH HeWHT STeeh [SHAET SAH &1 T ©
%) i somr
) Sigeihle!
) g
C.123. How often do you discuss the technologies and practices among the FFS participants after
FFS?

g. Always
h. Frequently
i. Sometimes
j. Never
UTSITATSITE féiehehl STeTer o ST ATHeEs THE Heedete= Sehel g Tehl ©
%) farfira omr
) eIl
M) g
C.124. Did you learn any skills by participating in FFS?
a. Yes
b. No

%) ok
@) fafewd

C.125. Name any three skills that you are applying after participation in FFS.

TTSRITATHT T AU AT TR fareT Hiues e THed
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Section F: LIVESTOCK-POULTRY FFS
YUS ¥ FGUTA UTSITAT

Process

afskar

C.126. Name of FFS:

UTSITEATRT AT

C.127. How many sessions were there in the FFS?

(number of sessions) ......
C.128. On average, how many hours a day did you spend during the FFS?

...... in hours
AT WU TAE%h! T e e

C.129. How many preparatory meetings did you conduct in one FFS?
i. 1
j. 2
k. 3
I. None

T3T YIBTAT AT TTHeh! AT TR 3 hfciaesh St 2
1= Ushucesh

2= W
3= dlsiqes
4= T do afava
98= UTET BT
C.130. Participant selection and group/subgroup formation are done in which preparatory
meeting?
i. First
j. Second
k. Third
I. Don’t know
el TR SISHHT TTSTATRT T T TS SHE/STEHEE%eh! = 1T e FFI= T ?
1= ufear
2=l
3=
98= oITRT &
C.131. Was the time allocated for each FFS session sufficient to deal with the planned contents of
the session?
a. Yes
b. No
o6 TSR TofehT AT et forsarsreq e o Tesh! @t wate forit
) ferar
@) forea
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C.132. Was the 2-week interval of FFS and total duration reasonable in terms of learning new
knowledge and skills?
c. Yes
d. No
o T 1 T € TRt 7T 38 g8 EHTeRT ST=Ier HTe g TSI T e TR el Safer Sugeh ferdt
< (foram
@ (fore
C.133. If not, what would be the best time interval in your opinion?
In days....

TS TIT o1 TUTSeh! et Sl SA=RICHT ST gaT U &0

& .
C.134. Did the facilitators adhere to the session plan or training schedule as per the manual?
g. VYes, fully
h. Partially
i. Notatall
o HESThdlel qTicTH Heer HEfRTeRT STTER = € FISHT T dTierHeh! dTfersh fHerTsht forg
1 ot e frc for
ifaTen TmT firerent fer
forerent fore
C.135. Were the contents of FFS useful to meet your expectations?
g. Fully
h. Partially
i. Not useful

3 UTSRITCTTHT HHTCRT T forsRrardel qursent faerTsert STieframTs o 7 STt 8
ot & @
31if3TeR T @
IR T
C.136. Among the contents covered in FFS, which do you think is the most relevant for you?
(Multiple selections)
i. Poultry coop/ pen construction (floor space, ventilation, prevention from
extreme weather and predation)
ii. Brooding management of chicks (0-8 weeks)
iii. Management of grower birds (9-16 weeks)
iv. Management of layers (16-72 weeks)
v. Housing requirements of chicks, grower and layers (floor space, ventilation,
light)
vi. Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for different
age groups of poultry (chicks, grower and layers)
vii. Feeding of different age groups of animals/ birds; calves, kids, hogget, heifers,

pregnant does, pregnant cows, breeding bucks, bulls, chicks, growers and laying
birds.
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viii. Supplementary feeding of layers (mineral and vitamin supplementation)
ix. Feeding succulent green to poultry birds
X. Selection and culling of laying birds
xi. Monitoring growth of chicks and growers
xii. Suitable breeds of backyard poultry (New Hampshire, Black Austrlorp and
Giriraja)
xiii. Selection of hatching eggs
xiv. Incubation of hatching eggs, candling of eggs
xv. Common major infectious diseases of poultry birds (Ranikhet, birdflu, fowl pox,
gumboro)
xvi. Role of different feed nutrients and deficiency symptoms in poultry birds
xvii. Vaccination schedule of poultry
xviii. Deworming in poultry
xix. Control of external parasites in poultry
xX. Biosecurity management (disposal of dead poultry birds, disinfection of poultry
pen etc.)
xxi. Litter management

TSRTTATHT FHTEIRT TTNTEHT foTRIsRqea TuTSeh forerHT 3 5 TS qUTISAITS HorswaT ATa ek ATy

FEUH @R o

BRI EIRS TS

goha ! FUEEh] WERYER

TR I

FGUH] TR T

TTIRT HTHETeRT SEANTSTE FREXTehT AT A ATTHT ST TR 7T
I T T SATER SHFEATI

AT ShIeahT AT STUSThT BHIS

QISUTeaehT THehT T ATSUTcash] hHIaTE B AIUEe

RQCNENERIE GRS CIEKE]
W@H@ﬁﬂwwﬁfﬁmﬁaﬁm
wwﬁq‘rseﬂaﬁﬁz
WWI@%WW%W
FGUHT STEe

C.137. Among the contents covered in FFS, which do you think is the most irrelevant for you?

"o o0 T

(Multiple selection)
Poultry coop/ pen construction (floor space, ventilation, prevention from extreme weather
and predation)
Brooding management of chicks (0-8 weeks)
Management of grower birds (9-16 weeks)
Management of layers (16-72 weeks)
Housing requirements of chicks, grower and layers (floor space, ventilation, light)
Preparation of low-cost feed from locally available feed ingredients for different age groups
of poultry (chicks, grower and layers)
Feeding of different age groups of animals/ birds; calves, kids, hogget, heifers, pregnant
does, pregnant cows, breeding bucks, bulls, chicks, growers and laying birds.
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h. Supplementary feeding of layers (mineral and vitamin supplementation)
i.  Feeding succulent green to poultry birds
j. Selection and culling of laying birds
k. Monitoring growth of chicks and growers
|.  Suitable breeds of backyard poultry (New Hampshire, Black Austrlorp and Giriraja)
m. Selection of hatching eggs
n. Incubation of hatching eggs, candling of eggs
o. Common major infectious diseases of poultry birds (Ranikhet, birdflu, fowl pox, gumboro)
p. Role of different feed nutrients and deficiency symptoms in poultry birds
g. Vaccination schedule of poultry
r. Deworming in poultry
s. Control of external parasites in poultry
t.  Biosecurity management (disposal of dead poultry birds, disinfection of poultry pen etc.)
u. Litter management
TTSSTTCATHT TSI TR forereRq et quTseh! forama &5 3t forser quTsens aavar staraiien et
FEUR! W i
TCATEER! CRRGEAR
Tohe ! FEUEEH! WERYHR
TIERT STEITIT
! WITeh! AT
TTTT A SRINTSTE FEehT AT s AATTAHT ST TR T
T T AT SATER SHTEATIH

oAl chi{ed<hl a'lﬁé‘IUSI*I DI

IUTdeareh! JHeHT T AISUIceh! FHIATE g AEITeE
FUh! Tl e

FEUH! & T qT RSTefteant o

et I arefient Bt

G =TT T gena THhT HGUehl g AT
FEUH! STAEE

C.138. In the future, which content/topic do you think to add to the FFS curriculum for making it

fruitful? (Open-ended)

C.139. Did the required inputs to run FFS available in time?
g. Received on time with the required quantity
h. Received required quantity with delay
i. Didn’t receive the required quantity
% TSTITAT HETCTehT ATRT STTeveh ATHIfEE THIET  JTH TehT fIrg
<rfeuent el wwEET 3 9Te W=
SRR AT q SR O FHIET AT
EURSIREI PRI

110



Final Report - Effectiveness Survey of crop and Livestock FFS, FBS and NFS of the FANSEP Project

C.140. Have you ever noticed that the farmer member participates differently from the same household in
different sessions of FFS?

g. Most likely
h. Sometime
i. No

F UTSTITAT HETATRT SRITHT UeheRehT Slehthich Tet TR Usht SFaree for

T

eI

T
C.141. Who identifies and decides topics for special classes in poultry FFS?
Participants
b. Facilitator
c. field staff
d

Q

. Person who come for special class
TSR HETIERT ST TR T HeTereh AT forreeent S-1e T oy st T s,
LRSI
RESEI]
foheg =it
oo w1 Tt T e
Knowledge
AT
C.142. What are the major diseases that may infect poultry?
Ranikhet
b. Gambaro
c. Chickenpox
d. All of above
FUATS SO T T e % o &1
e
T
FEUH! Tt
Hrierent et
C.143. Why is growth and development calendar prepared in farmer’s livestock field school?
a. To know the existing techniques of animal husbandry
b. To choose a subject for a special class
c. To know the modern methods of animal husbandry
d. aandb
URTITH SHeh QTSI STeAahT AT afeg, T forehre qral o TR Tt
UTITART T TRATERT ATeT T
forery T HermeteRt AT farsrent &1 T
TTATART ST TR 2ITeT T3
C.144. Who were the FFS facilitators?
a. Both were Technicians
b. One Technician and one Farmer facilitator
c. Both were Farmer facilitators

Q
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UTSIITAT AT HEsTehdl ohl 9T
EDKEREIRICIRERI
) ThsHT WTITR T ThsHT e Fasiohd! 1
M) ST e Hestehdl Y
) oTRT B

C.145. If the answer is “b”, then who had better facilitation skills in your opinion?
a. Technician
b. Farmer facilitator

TS AT ST @ T FHHeh! TS T JeA-TeHe [eTeret AT PRI
%) Tfrferehent
) FF FESTohd h!
) e HesTehdl T Tfeereh garsireh!
RIRICEZ]

C.146. When do we celebrate farmer’s day in FFS?
m. Before planting/seeding
n. In-between sessions
o. After harvesting a crop
p. Atthe end of FFS

N TTSRTAT ST &l FAIGH e (o AATE-S
EDRIENISIKCIRERIE K Rl ]
) UTSIITAT HelTeiTeh! =T
T) e TTSTITCATERT ST

C.147.

WWW%%WWﬁ@I (WIH‘IE‘I’% option T, Multiple selection)
o) qHTcHe STETIETE Fafrusht Fee
) TETI UReTurehT Afdsies
) AT, dfg, T Rt St
) AT ATTR! forseror
%) fisTeT T et STeaeeH! faahts
I) g

C.148.

o &1 e faaeh! 333 T HUaH! AT 2
%) WG FHTIsHE TRI WTEAT T
) T ATSIATATHT Teehehl STTCIRe % STEEEATS SITHehI TRIT
T) SITST TRE
) 3 T Hodeh! HSlTaE T
C.149.
Y AT T oTent AR Aeafeh Heher T ol Al STl T THT A1 ?
) fesdr 2R s ufes
w) faem
M) SATFATE SFIFTT TR FFT
o) Sk AT I T Ffehes

C.150. Is the FFS approach appropriate for technology dissemination to other farmers like you?
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j. Yes
k. No
l. Noidea
TUTSSTE 7% FFeeetTs NToire TR 1T e USRIl HIEA bl ST 2
F) SUIH B
@) B
) oTRT &
C.151. How satisfied were you with the FFS’s content delivered by the FFS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied
b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know
) qUf &qAT
) 3IfITeR T9mT
) U & A
) oATET A
C.152. How satisfied you were with the demonstrations/examples/group exercises of the FFS
done by the FFS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied
b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know

HESTohdic TESTIHIUTehRT G Tsh! YT IaTeT0l qoT T SAATAE qUTS hich! HIE gIWal
o) qUf &qAT
) ATTITeR B9HT
) U & Al
BRI
C.153.
T FTBNTATR T [-THHT ST TATH AT FI2W0T T 6 1ol ST
o) JCTET . SReqen! Torshi et frrertom
) TTHT T YTET 913
) ScTiee STEghl ATTA Hed ATET UT3
) TTIeRT |
Practice
AT
C.154. To what extent were the FFS sessions useful to your Poultry farming practices?
a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
d. Not relevant

AUTS T FEITT T (-2 SHIHHT Hoeh TSI fTTaaedeted hivshl Hgd Tl
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qUT &
I3 T
fereTmT T AT
ST AR
C.155. Did the FFS help to identify any problems related to Poultry disease and pests?
m. Yes
n. No
o. Don’t know
F UTSRITATRT SHIL0T FGTHT AR TMATETSTEAT FHET Fieel T hiieh! Tl Tehl
F) D
o) B
T) oTRT
C.156. Was the FFS useful for team building or group mobilization?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful
Hegg AT T T TR T qTSSITeATeRT forsReeTe shixienl HednT Tl ©
) qUf &qAT
) 3IfITeR T9mT
) oIS ST AT
) S AT
C.157. Was the FFS useful for empowerment?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful
GITRReRTUTshT AT TTSITTCATShT hivieh! STt Tt
o) qUf &qAT
) ATTITeR B9HT
) ST ST AT
) S AT
C.158. Was the dissemination of FFS learnings through field day helpful?
a.Yes
b. Somehow
c. No idea
qISTEATeh! fehTSee HeleTTs Ggi=d 7 Feh oo shiven Teart e
) 1 &
) T3 TUHT
T) TR /T
C.159. Do you share FFS learning with your neighbors (outside the participants of FFS)?
j- Regularly
k. Sometimes
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l.  Never
o UTSRITATSTE fshent Tafr T STRITHEEa §HE HaTIeea e SUBHAET SR g Tl ©
%) Tt o
) Sigeihlal
) g
C.160. How often do you discuss the technologies and practices among the FFS participants after
FFS?
k. Frequently
I. Sometimes
m. Never
TTBTATSITE kel SfaIf T STvareeelil §HE Hetaesa ™ hiteh! Dbl g TR ©
%) Tt o
e EEar]
M) g
C.161. Did you learn any skills by participating in FFS?
a. Yes
b. No

o TTSRITCTHT HE T HUE qUTSel et 2T S et

%)t

) fafert
C.162. Name any three skills that you are applying after participation in FFS.
TTBTATHT FEWHIT AU A TRET feifareT Hiues et THee
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Section G: FARM BUSINESS SCHOOL (FBS)
TUE 4 HY HTHTE YTSITEAT

Process
afskar
C.163. Name of FBS:
UTSITEATRT AT
C.164. Did you participate in farmer field school before participating in FBS?
a. Yes
b. No
o TUTS Y SHAET TTSATATHT HEHT §TIS 1 AT TISRITATHT U T Ee-2a
ford
forget
C.165. If yes, in which sector
a. Crop FFS

b. Livestock FFS (Goat)
c. Livestock FFS (Dairy)
d. Livestock FFS (Poultry)

afe gIE-2A! W 5 TSITATHT HEHTH gTg-oat
Y ST TTSTAT (AT T THRT)
ELCIRIKERICIC]
T T TS
FEUIT IS

C.166. How many sessions were there in the FBS?

(number of sessions) ......
Y ST TSATATHT STHTSIFHT Shicarel 51 HeaTer WIahT g

T U He%h! T Ieaid THerg
C.167. On average, how many hours a day did you spend during the FBS?

...... in hours
...... e

C.168. How many preparatory meetings did you conduct in one FBS?
Y ST UTSIATAT T TaT el TR sigeh st forg
1= Tah4Uceh

2=§CIEH’T

3= dlaqes

A= O So SrETA
98= TET Sel

C.169. Participant selection and group/subgroup formation are done in which preparatory

meeting?
m. First
n. Second

116



Final Report - Effectiveness Survey of crop and Livestock FFS, FBS and NFS of the FANSEP Project

o. Third
p. Don’t know
T AR SISHHT TTSTTATHT T T TSI SHE/STEHEEweh! = 1T hrd FFa T ?
1=afgar
2=3u
3=l
98= oITRT &
C.170. Was the time allocated for each FBS session sufficient to deal with the planned contents of
the session?
a. Yes
b. No
o Y SHAER TTSATATRT T AT [T Forerereq SR 72 TR 99 92t [
%) forr
@) forea
C.171. Was the 2-week interval of FBS and total duration reasonable in terms of learning new
knowledge and skills?

c. Yes
d. No
o T 1 T i BT T g8 g5 THThT ST HelTer g TISTel T THUeh! Fiet STafer Sueh forit
& (feram
@ (fre
C.172. If not, what would be the best time interval in your opinion?
In days....
Afe TG v qUTSehT T St ST EeTe gaT ST 570
& .
C.173. Did the facilitators adhere to the session plan or training schedule as per the manual?
j. Yes, fully
k. Partially
l. Notatall
o HESTeRATel ATCTH HeTe e RTeRT STTET = 8 AISHT T ATToTeh! ATiereh! TR forg
31 ot o fircre ot
Sif3TeR o fircrent fomm
foretent e
C.174. Did the facilitator put FBS signboard during the meeting session ?
a. Yes
b. Sometimes
c. Notatall
o TESTehdlc] Shity ST TTSATAT HelTer Tl TTSTATeRT ATSHSE T Wuehl forat
AT oy
HfeIhIRT TEUeh! o
EQRRKIERC EE]
C.175. Were the contents of FBS useful to meet your expectations?
j.  Fully
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k. Partially
l.  Not useful
QTSSTTCHTHT HHTSST THUHT Ferrereqel quTsehT faehTsent STUaeTs T 7+ 3ot &
EURSLIRS
3Tif¥TeR ot W@
EEEIIRGEEY
C.176. Among the contents covered in FBS, which do you think is the most relevant for you?
(Multiple selections)
a. Farm business cycle and Ram Lal’s Story
b. Important aspects of farm business
c. Variable and fixed costs
d. Agri. market, market information and prices of agri. produces
e. Market survey
f. Analysis of farm enterprise profitability, break-even point and depreciation
g. Selection of enterprises
h. Preparation of farm business plan
i. Cash flow in farm business
j. Risk in farm business and risk management
k. Environment and Social Safe guard
|. preparation of farm business plan for matching grant
m.Farm business records and record keeping
n. Contract farming
0. Group saving mobilization
p. Productive alliance for market linkage
g. Markets and marketing of agri. produces
r. Benchmarking for farm business
s. post-harvest management of agri. produces
t. Characteristics of successful entrepreneur
u. Post-harvest management of agri. produces (harvesting, cleaning, sorting, grading,
packaging, and safe transportation)
Value addition
w. Agri. value chains
Y ATHTIR! =I5h T THATHRT FHAT
N SFARIHT HEAT0! T&T
1] AT T &I AT
Y AR FHIY AT TFHY IUSTR! SR AT
ESLSEELI
I SHTETRT AT AR TS T greehg!
Y TTETIH] SIE
STETIHT TTEHETEHR! STTEAT feTsor
TETIHT SHRGH qAT G h T
STATEROTT T ATHTISh RaTTh el
e TSR] AR HY HTHTIRT TS
Y T TG T TEATH
IR Tt

<
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C.177. Among the contents covered in FBS, which do you think is the most irrelevant for you?

g S YT

ISR o forehTeenT ATRT TS ey TarR—d
SIS T 1Y ITSTohT ST

Y THTIH! TR

UTY THE SaETH

S IJTHIeRT faRIaTee

e Hfafs

(Multiple selections)

Q

V.

cr*yvr‘__cz'cpsg.—_:v‘.—-.—'s-qn.—hgnp_pc'

. Farm business cycle and Ram Lal’s Story
. Important aspects of farm business
Variable and fixed costs
Agri. market, market information and prices of agri. produces
Market survey
Analysis of farm enterprise profitability, break-even point and depreciation
Selection of enterprises
. Preparation of farm business plan
Cash flow in farm business
Risk in farm business and risk management
Environment and Social Safe guard
preparation of farm business plan for matching grant
.Farm business records and record keeping
. Contract farming
Group saving mobilization
. Productive alliance for market linkage
Markets and marketing of agri. produces
Bench marking for farm business
post-harvest management of agri. produces
Characteristics of successful entrepreneur
. Post-harvest management of agri. produces (harvesting, cleaning, sorting, grading,
packaging and safe transportation)
Value addition

w. Agri. value chains

TSRTTATHT FHTEIRT TNTEHT TTRIeRqed quTseh! formiRAT 3 1 Ty qUTSATS HawaT STaT=fiieh o

Y ATHTIHR! =I5h T THATART FHAT

N SAFARIHT HEAT0! qeT

=] ART T T AT

S e e e e e e
IS HAET

N SHHTRT AT TR Tl T gTerehet
Y TR SIE

SHATHTIHT TTEYTER! ST forswor
SIS SRGH T | h HTEATIH
TGN AT AHTIS GUaTTeh! 9&1

e TSR] AR HY HTHTIRT ST
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Y ST NG T ST
EZURCE]
HE S I
ISR GrsTee fershrerent AT Tieforey Tetra
SIS T TN ITSThT SSTIRTOT
Y SHTETIh! TR
TS BTHEY eI
el JerHTehT foeTyaTes
e wAffs
C.178. In the future, which content/topic do you think to add to the FBS curriculum for making it
fruitful? (Open-ended)

C.179. Did the required inputs to run FBS available in time?
j- Received on time with the required quantity
k. Received required quantity with delay
I. Didn’t receive the required quantity
% UTSTITET HATCThT AT ST ATHIfE® THrET 3 UTH SRt forg
STTEUhT T =T 3 TH T
ITfeuent Gl ST 9T SHIET I
EURSIREI PRI
C.180. Have you ever noticed that the farmer member participates differently from the same household in
different sessions of FBS?
j. Most likely

k. Sometime
I. No

% YTSIITAT HETATEhT SRIFTHT UeheRehT Bhehthich e T Usht STaree for
s
eI
foreT
C.181. Who identifies and decides topics for special classes in FBS?
e. Participants
f. Facilitator
g. field staff
h. Person who comes for special class
TBRITCAT HEATTRT AT ForRTY H EeTerTeht AT forarareeht B-ite T R et 7T Tee
EEEIIH
LEREEI]
fohee FeRier
o o Tty T e
C.182. Who were the FBS facilitators?
a. Both were Technicians
b. One Technician and another Farmer facilitator
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c. Both were Farmer facilitators
TTSITAT GelTetTehT esiehal shi g
EDKEREEIRICIREARIY
) TehsHT WTTTeh T ThsHT e Tasiohd! 1T
) ST e Hestehdl Y
) oTRT B
C.183. If the answer is “b”, then whose facilitation skill was relatively better?
a. Technician
b. Farmer facilitators
c. Both
T HITSrhT ST & WQ FHHh! Fe{ehoT JerTereh fearaet T Tt
) Tferfershent
) FF GESTohd h!
) e HesTohdl T TTeereh garsireh!
RIRICEZ]
Knowledge
C.184. What are the main components of an agricultural business plan?
a. Background, production plan and risk management plan.
b. Production plan, market plan, expenditure and finance plan.

¢. Background, production plan, market plan, expenditure and finance plan, risk
management Plan and Action Plan
d. None of the above.
F Y TR AISHIHT HE@q0! HHTTEE & % &1
TEVH 3T AISHT T SHRIH Se€To AT
JCATET AT ISR AT @ T foreir AT
BV ST ATSHT AT AISHT G AT Fore 12 AT SHRGH SaETo AISHT T ST
TR B B

C.185. What are the basics that should be taken into account while making an agricultural
business plan?

a. Agricultural and livestock products that are in high demand in the market and sell a lot.
b. Availability of production materials, labor and capital.

c. Advice and suggestions of agricultural extension workers.

d. All of the above.

Y AT AT ASHT TET SAISTI STV T&T8% o % &1
N IeuTe |t sAftre TSl
AR FHALIEEh! TLETATS
arfereRT g
C.186. How do you understand the “Break-even-point” in the Business plan?
a. Neither profit nor loss situation

b. Loss only
c. Best profit
d. Noidea
SATHATRI ST TR T o JTED

121



Final Report - Effectiveness Survey of crop and Livestock FFS, FBS and NFS of the FANSEP Project

EE I R ARSI T
e B R
T ATRTeRT Reafa
oTET &
C.187. When do we celebrate farmer’s day in FBS?
g. Before planting/seeding
r. In-between sessions
s. After harvesting a crop
t. Atthe end of FBS
ATBRITAT HATEH &1 FATe ek oo 7ATg-s
EDRIENISIKCIRERIE K G Rl ]
) UTSIITAT HelTeiTeh! =T
) TN TS TSR SF=HT
C.188. How do you think that FBS Field Day helped to achieve its objectives?
35 77 Sl T 39 T T W 2
) Tihcsh sk T TS T
@) Y e arSeeET fehert Mt Fes STeeeeTs SR T
T) ST T
) 3 et Hodeh! HlTae T

Is the FBS approach appropriate for dissemination profitable farm business to other farmers like
you?
m. Yes
n. No
o. Noidea
TUTESTE 7% FHRETATS ATHHCI Y TR FIEdR T i ST TSTATRT HTETH Hixien! ST Bt
) ST &
@) B
) AT BT
C.189. How satisfied were you with the FBS’s content delivered by the FBS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied

b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know
o) qUf &qAT
) Hif3Tes TomT
) W g AR
) ATET A
C.190. How satisfied you were with the demonstrations/examples/group exercises of the FBS
done by the FBS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied
b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know
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o TS FESTehdic] WeslIoh{UTehT ST Tsh! JETi IETEX0T YT HHE STATHETE Hq¥ gIwal
EDRURRL
) ATTITeR ®9HT
) W T HFT
) oTRT B
C.191.
N AT TTSATATER] ST AT AT TYA=STRT AT AT T 0T Tt o FlIehl ST g
o) Sedrafd aeqent forshl gear feior
) ATHT T UTeT 913
) IATIIA SEeh! AT Heol ATeT I
) TFFeRT |

Practice
AT

C.192. To what extent were the FBS sessions useful to meet your expectations to increase your
farm income?
a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
d. Not relevant
Y SHTHTIH ST TGS FHRIHT HTY ATET TTSATATHT [TIAEIe hierehl HGd Tl
QU FqHT
3I3Te T
fTSTHT ShTH AT
U AR
C.193. Was the FBS useful for team building or group mobilization?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful
3TH G HTOT T T TR T ISR farserare] shivieh! JeanT Tl
&) 0T T
) Hif3Tes T9mT
) WiersaHT S AT
o) ST AT
C.194. Was the FBS useful for empowerment?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful
GITRFTOTRT ATAT ITSIITATRT ok ferehT Tt Ty
) U1 &qHT
) Hif3Tes TomT
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) ST ST AT
) ST AT
C.195. Was the FBS helpful to share the experiences with neighbors to increase income?
a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
d. Notrelevant
1 FesobeeeT Y SHEETeh! SR SETSH TR 311 STHAEEh! AN T UTSSTICT shiveh! Tt it
EDRURRL
) ATTITeR ®9HT
) SIS ST AT
1) T AT
C.196. Was the dissemination of FBS learnings through field day helpful?
a. Yes
b. Somehow
c. No idea
qTSuTTCTToRT forehTéa® faaramT Sufterd TS e 7 ek fas hfwen! Teamt T
) 0T T
) ATTITeR B9HT
) 9ITeT B9
C.197. Do you share FBS learning with your neighbors (outside the participants of FBS)?
m. Regularly
n. Sometimes
0. Never
o TSRITATSTE Feheh! STaITer oIt STvaTeesel §iE AeeIetaledh 3172 SUSHHHT SAh g T B
%) foarfira somr
W) Sigeihler
M g
C.198. How often do you discuss the learnings among the FBS participants after FBS?
n. Always

°

Frequently
p. Sometimes
q. Never
o TSTTATSE Heheh! fHehTSeeat TiE Hawete s Shd g Th ©
%) Frafia o
) Sigeishlal
) g
C.199. Did you change the way of your marketing strategy after FBS training?
a. Yes
b. No
o TSI FEMTT HUHTeS quTSet aSIehUoT TOTTCHT el ot S eyt
%) fih
w) fafet

C.200. Did you get more profits from your crop/livestock commodities after participating in FBS?
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a. Yes
b. No
TSATATHT HEHRTT HUTTeS SN T T[S SUSTeR! Torshialte oIa HATHT 16 7 A% Bl
&) wg
@) &
C.201. Have the FBS sessions helped you solve the problems of farm business and marketing?
a. Yes
b. To some extent
c. No
TSTATHT HEHRTT HUHTeS Y AT T ASTIHLOTHT FHEIT HHTHT T A6 S9!
&) 9
) el g
WEE
C.202. Were the FBS learnings helpful in reducing the cost of production?
a. Yes
b. To some extent
c. No idea
ScITE AT HI2T3T UTSTCATeh! fHehTS shixieh! Heait el ©
%) S AT T
) el TeEH Tl
) 9ITeT B9
C.203. Have you been able to increase your income from crop or livestock enterprises adopting
the farm business school learning?
a.Yes
b. No
c. No idea
o qUTSCl ITSRTTCITEh! THeRTSETS STIATCL STl AT HRIITe SEHERHTE HATHT AT SeIeT HaTH Bie-s?
)

D

L)
oqTRT B9
C.204. Was the FBS helpful to improve knowledge and skills on Farm Business and preparing
business plans and record keeping of the Farm?
a.Yes
b. No
TTSRITATC SHASETRI ASHIEE TR T+ T HTHH! ohe T JH L HTeE Ui T Hed T B7?
S

Exl

C.205. To what extent the FBS was helpful to reduce the post-harvest losses of farm produces?
a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
o TTSRITEAT Y SCATEhT SCATEIRT=Tah! AT FH T+ Tl Teht forar?
IR T
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fersreRl ATAT ST
C.206. Was the dissemination of FBS learning experience through field day helpful?
a. Yes, fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
9 oo ATk TTSRITCATeRT fehTg STHeeh! SET STt foreft
CINER)
fersreht ATAT ST
Have your group members started monthly saving and credit mobilization?

a. Yes,
b. No

o qUTSh! TS HEEIeE AT sred TSR0 TICTer 9% T S92
S
Xl
C.207. Have you mobilized the group funds to invest in your farm business?
a.Yes
b. No
o qUTSCl SATHT Y ASETIHT T T TS I THETA T 5?2
S
Xl
C.208. Have you started value addition activities of agricultural commodities like cleaning,
grading, sorting, packaging, etc.?
a. Yes
b. No
o TSl Y TEJeeh! Hoo SATIGH AT TS, ATSS, A, @Iehie, 1fe ST Tiafafies g% T 57
S
EXl
C.209. Are the FBS participants able to establish the market linkage with traders (group purchase
of input and marketing produces)?
a. Yes
b. Just initiated

c. Not yet
o TSI HE 8% SATIRIEEET ST Falee] TATIUA 7T HeiH S (WHE HIhd SciTe Tl @itg qorm Scanfed
SRETEER! SSTRIHIT)?
S
G U8 T &l
T
C.210. Have you received any financial services from bank/cooperatives/finance companies?
a. Yes
b. No
o qUTSSt sih/aehil/foiia shrriewee 5 foreia Hares (3R0T sl 311Q) STH T WUehi B2
S
L)
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C.211. Have your group started contract farming with the buyers/traders?
a. Yes
b. No
o TSI TS shall/SATATEET SR Tl 7T ATerehl 7
S
EX|
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Section G: NUTRITION FIELD SCHOOL (NFS)
UL & YIYUT qIaITAT

Process
C.212. Name of NFS:

TSITATERT ATH

C.213. How many sessions were there in the NFS?

(number of sessions) ......
TIUT JTSTATHT STFATSHHHT ShiciareT T EeTet HUEhT 1T 2 (HTei STUsh Eoeteh ST 3eeid TTHe i)
C.214. On average, how many hours a day did you spend during the NFS sessions?

...... in hours

10T YTSATATHT HEHTT EaTeh! T (8T Tetohl s ek et il HUeT UTSTeTHT JE7g-2a1 ?

C.215. How many preparatory meetings did you conduct in one NFS?
1=one
2=Two
3=Three
4= None
98= Don’t know

T3T YI0T TSRITCAT ST THehl AT TR s/aeh ahiaesh aeqwiall ?
1= Th9eeh

2=ggucsh
3= did9ch
4= T So qfATA
98= UTET A

C.216. Participant selection and group/subgroup formation are done in which preparatory
meeting?

1= First
2= Second
3= Third
4= Don’t know
Fl AT SISHHT TTSTATHT HEHTT T, TTSTAT FHE/STAHEEweh! <Ia T sh1d TFa= Wil ?
1=afear
2=3rn
3=
98= oITaT &
C.217. Was the time allocated for each NFS session sufficient to deal with the planned contents of
the session?
e. Yes
f. No
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o TSRITATeh! E=1ehT ATHT T forsRIsReq ST aR a3 T o vty fora
%) form
@) fre
C.218. What was the interval for NFS sessions?
1=1 month
2 =15 days

h{dl ST TTSTATHRT Fe% HelTe F TTee

 HiRHTHT Toh Tk

8 T T vesh

C.219. If 2, was the 2-week interval of NFS and total duration enough for learning?
g. Yes
h. No

At § 4 TeFHT Tehueeh eTei g TREhl AU oh TAT S 2T EiT EHeT 7 g3 g3 SHIeh! AIHT HeTe & JISTel T
T TN A AT TG TR
& (feram
@ (fre
C.220. If not, what would be the best time interval in your opinion?
In days....

afe Tore v quTSeh! TSI shecll ST HeTet gaT SUTh 570

C.221. Did the facilitators adhere to the session plan or training schedule as per the manual?
m. Yes, fully
n. Partially
o. Not at all

o HESTATel ATCTH HeTe e RTeRT STTET = 8 AISHT T ATTeTeh! ATiereh! TR forg
1 ot wom firern ol

if31eR wumT frerent Ry
fercrent forea

C.222. Were the contents of NFS useful to meet your expectations?
1= Fully
2= Partially
3= Not useful

TTSSTTCATHT TS ST ForereReq el quTSeRT STUETTATS O 7T a6 fefehl ST 2 2
1= ot T SRRt @
2= STk T9HT SUAT &
3= ST .
C.223. Was the duration of 4.5 hours per session appropriate?
a. Yes
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b. No
c. Noidea

o T HET .Y F0LTh! THY ST SUTh PRl
fort

fore

1T HEA
C.224. If not, how many hours is required per session?
Number:

FTe Tre o1 quTgent forammeT i S i v Eerer gaT SUdh 570

C.225. Are the learning materials used by facilitator for NFS adequate?
a. Yes

b. No
c. No idea

o TSITAT HTATohT ATHT SATTeh ATHITEE TITH T
forn

fore

et HEA
C.226. Did the required inputs to run NFS available in time?
1= Received on time with required quantity
2= Received required quantity with delay
3= Didn’t receive required quantity
98= Don’t know

TSI YTSITTEAT TeITet-IehT AT STTeI9aeh ATHIfig® ST = ITH STUeht forY 2
1= <fEueh! ST THIAT I 9TH 3
2= =TTEuen! ATHIHT T ST O GHIET 30T
3= =Tfeustia gt AT

98 = oTeT &
C.227. Have you ever noticed that the farmer member participates differently from the same household in

different sessions of NFS?

1= Most likely
2=Sometime
3=No
TSINTAT HTATERT SRITHT TRt TTHT UhEehT Flohthish Ha& TgHTT Ueh! e for 2
1= ST gl
2= Shigeiehlel
3=fores

C.228. Who identifies and decides topics for special classes in NFS?
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i. Participants
j. Facilitator
k. field staff

|.  Person who comes for aspecial class

TSI HETITehT ST TR T HelTerTeh AT forsareeent w-te T oy sheret T s,
vt
EsThdiel
fohee F=RIar
forr o e T St
C.229. Who were the NFS facilitators?
Both were Project Facilitators
One Project Facilitators and another NFS facilitator
Both were NFS facilitators

TTSITAT HreTeATehT HesTehd! ohi T
o) GEISHT STRITSHT FEsTehal 7
) UehoTT STTATSHT HasTehd! T TehstT JT9T TEstehd! (9T
) ST U101 Hesfhl U

C.230. If the answer is “b”, then whose facilitation skill was relatively better?

1= Project Facilitators
2= NFS facilitators
3= Both
4= Don’t know
T HTTerehT ST & VT FHHeh! FETIehl qerTcrsh feaeiel THT Rt
%) SIS TETehdieh!
) U1 TEsTehdich!
) ARSI FEsTehd| TAIS0T Hesfeh goIsTTeh]
o) oTET
C.231. Was the NFS site convenient for all participants?

1=Yes
2= No
TIOT YTSITAT EATeA HUShT T HIATS UTh T TORIT 2
1= o
2= o
C.232. How many children for anthropometry measurement were there in the NFS outside the
group ?
In number....

TIOT YIS HEATAT WUEHT GHE STeshehl ShicrSIT STeTalTioTeheh! TIYUT STeeTsh Siiel Tuh forfy 2
1= o
2= foreT
C.233. Are the learning materials used by facilitator for NFS adequate?
a. Yes
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b. No
c. No idea

% UTSITEAT TeITeA-TehT THHT JRINT MU fEehTsent e iy forg
forg
foreer
T U
Knowledge
C.234. What is the meaning of “harek bar khana char”
a. Feed four times in a day
b. Eat four items as prescribed by the food category in each feed
c. Make a separate menu for each day
d. Don’t know

T TR GHT IR T o TGS
T Trues @ @
T WHT G S RLOTeT FIWTIE T TR =R SehTeh @M @
e TRt ATRT sheATaTet @
oTeT &
C.235. What type of food items needed to set up nutrition corner?
a. Food Grain
b. Legumes
c. Fruits and green vegetable
d. Animal protein
e. All of above

TTOT AT TR TG ST O @l |t o o &1
WTE~
EGRISHE]
HARS qUT ATt
ENECIERICIC]
oITET &
C.236. What is exclusive breastfeeding?
a. Feeding breast milk only for first six months after birth
b. Feeding only milk all type for first six months after birth
c. Feeding liquid and milk for first six months after birth
d. None of above

TSI qUT T T o6 S350
STHeh! Tfeel & HIGTER STTHThT AT TS
ST Ufee! & HieTEe HeITehTieh! QT TS
ST Ufee! & e geeht ATl 1 Fiferell garef Tars
e ST A

C.237. Can you tell me where your child receives vaccinations?
a. Gaunghar Clinic
b. Nearest Health Institution
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c. Private hospital
d. District hospital
e. All of above

o TUTE W TG ohl TUTSEhT SreTel @Y Shal TOL STUahT &1
HIEESERIEED
fSTheh! TaTELIETT
EEIRCESRI]
iea srerara
HTTerehT el
C.238. What is growth monitoring in nutrition
e. Measuring height only
f.  Measuring weight only

g. Measuring arm circumference only
h. All of above

TR fg ST HH o TFIES
EEEICAREIERIRERICT
FaTeh! et HTo T4
g A
HTierehT el

C.239. MUAC tape is used to
a. Measure the height of the child
b. Measuring the weight of the child

c. Measure the arm circumference of a child

MUAC tape o 3T ATHT J2INT T
FaTeRT 4TS A T
F=Teh! diet HT9 T+
SRR ATGIEh! AIG T
C.240. What do “Zero 0” in record-keeping format represent while measuring arm using MUAC
tape
a. Acute malnourished
b. Normal health status
c. Obesity
d. Don’t know
MUAC tape Wﬂ?‘f%’%Zero o@résgwaﬁm
e f3rsr gy
YTHTT T8 LT
I
oTeT &9
C.241. Is the NFS approach appropriate for improving the nutrition security of households to
other mother’s group like you?
1=Yes
2= No
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3= No idea

3T SATTEEeR! TR 0T GUETT GErRahT AT GIS0T TSI Heller HTEaH hixen! ST & ?
) IR &
Q) BIET
RN
C.242. Is the NFS approach appropriate for disseminating the BCC knowledge to another person
like you?
1=Yes
2=No
3=No idea

TUTESTE 3T% STTHTEEhT ST TR -ehT TR GO YTSSITCTTeRT HTET shiviehl SN Srer
) IRH &
@) BT
) oTeT A
C.243. How satisfied were you with the NFS’s content delivered by the NFS facilitators?
a. Fully satisfied
b. Partially satisfied
c. Not satisfied
d. Don’t know

EDRURRL

) Hif3Tes T9mT

) U g Al

o) oTET
Practice

C.244. To what extent of the NFS sessions were useful on the improvement of nutrition status of
women, children and adolescents?
a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
d. Not useful

TTSTATRT forsRereqe®et HIeeTT ATetalTicrsh T foheTiferaTIiig%shl TTUT STERETHT G SATSeh! ST hitiehl Hed
I

qUT &
ST &9
TTSTHT ShTH AT
SUh AR
C.245. Were the contents of NFS useful to raise the level of awareness, knowledge and skills on
nutrition cum Behaviour Change Communication?
a. Fully
b. Partially
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c. Not useful

TTBRITATERT [IaEe® IR 1 AT §T Jfeg T qT ST Sae shixeh! T Wy
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C.246. Have your family made any changes in your regular diet of the family after NFS
participation?
a. Yes
b. No

o TSRTAT HeTATT2IT TUTEhT B TR [-fi ST feteht T qIRATehTHT 5 e ST ©
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C.247. Was the NFS useful for team building or group mobilization?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful
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C.248. To what extent the NFS useful for sessions contributed to the role of women in
empowerment?
a. Fully
b. Partially
C. Useful for future
d. Not useful
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C.249. Do you share NFS learning with your neighbors (outside the participants of NFS)?
p. Regularly
g. Sometimes
r. Never

3 UTSIIETTae fshent farfey qerm STrITewa HHE HaeIeweTad SUSHRET SAR g THh
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C.250. Was the NFS helpful to share the experiences with neighbors to increase dietary diversity?
a. Fully
b. Partially
c. Useful for future
d. Not relevant
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C.251. Was the dissemination of NFS learnings through field day helpful?
a. Yes, fully
b. Partially
c. relevant for future

TTSRTTEHT FHehTSee HoIelTs GH{d 7T e G el aeart il
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