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1. 
Background

1.1. 
Merging of LIFE and NoPest Projects

The LIFE-NoPest Phase II Project represents a merger of previously phased-out Locally Intensified Farming Enterprises (LIFE) and New Options for Pest Management (No Pest) projects. LIFE implemented a farmer-driven action research methodology, which enabled small-scale farmers to innovate and test for themselves improved farm technologies. It also facilitated farmers’ groups to seek out information and options for crop related matters from mainstream extension services (e.g. Department of Agricultural Extension and Department of Livestock) and sources of new technologies (e.g. Bangladesh Agricultural Research Institute and Bangladesh Rice Research Institute). On the other hand, NoPest disseminated improved agricultural technologies and practices adopting a Farmer Field School (FFS) extension methodology. Important of these technologies and practices are Integrated Pest Management (IPM), integrating fish culture in paddy fields, Low External Input Sustainable Agriculture (LEISA) practices, dike and field cropping, fish seed rearing etc. The LIFE-NoPest Phase-II combined the most effective strategies and activities from the two previous projects and undertook two pilots based on lessons learned from LIFE and No Pest projects.  

1.2. 
Lessons learned from LIFE and NoPest

Salient lessons learned from LIFE and NoPest projects include the following:

i. Many FFS farmers showed a tendency to remain organised and to continue certain project activities even after phasing-out from LIFE or NoPest projects. Many of them strongly felt a need for a sustainable platform of their own to address technical as well as social (e.g. polygamy and dowry) and institutional (e.g. inadequate and irregular access to mainstream extension services) issues that restrict them from enhancing agricultural productivity; and

ii. Although small-scale farm households produce mainly for their family subsistence, they do not operate in isolation from markets and have become increasingly responsive to price signals and they do sell significant proportions of their produce. However, marketed produce in this context is distinct from the term marketable surpluses (which refer to surpluses left after consumption requirements have been met). Typical small–scale farmers often sell their harvested produce out of distress, in order to meet pressing needs for cash such as repaying loans taken to procure production inputs, medical treatment etc. The conditions under which these households enter the market are not at all favourable. With relatively undeveloped transportation and communication systems, inadequate price information and limited market outlets, enhanced production may lead to sharp fall in prices of agricultural commodities, particularly those that are perishable. Low prices don’t provide incentives for technology adoption for enhancing productivity and don’t bring increased revenue and welfare for cash-starved small-scale producers. 

1.3. 
Design of LIFE-NoPest Phase II Project 

Along with promoting improved farm technologies and practices through a proven Farmer Field School (FFS) extension methodology, the LIFE-NoPest Phase II project undertook two pilots. The first pilot focused on facilitating selected phased-out farmers’ groups to evolve into community-based organisations. The second pilot was on building capacity of these evolving organisations on agricultural marketing so that they can fetch better prices for their produces and save costs in procuring inputs. These pilots were to test and learn new ways and means to build capacity of the participant farmers on organisation development and marketing so that they can expand and sustain benefits in the form of productivity enhancement. The project was designed to reach 60,000 farm households with productivity enhancement technologies and practices through FFS. Out of these, 30,000 farm households directly participated in project activities. The remaining 30,000 households were supposed to benefit from lateral expansion (i.e. secondary adoption) of improved technologies and practices. Under the organisation development and marketing (ODM) pilots, the project simultaneously worked with additional more than 3,000 farm households organised in 120 farmers’ groups, which had been phased out previously.  The major FFS selection criteria for pilots were i) group cohesiveness ii) groups’ willingness and commitment to evolve into community-based organisations and iii) leadership quality. Both Organisation Development and Marketing pilots were facilitated simultaneously with the same FFS groups (phased-out after the end of LIFE and NoPest projects) because of complementarily between the two pilots, for instance, improved marketing practices require organised joint efforts. 

1.4. 
Purpose of LIFE-NoPest Phase II Project

The main purpose of the LIFE-No Pest Phase II project is to improve food security of 60,000 food insecure participant farm households, who primarily depend on agriculture for livelihood, mainly through enhancing farm productivity. A second purpose was to test models for developing farmers’ organisations and marketing initiatives that can help small-scale farmers to fetch better prices for their products. Entirely funded by the European Commission (EC), the project was originally designed for two years (from 1st April 2001 to 31st March 2003), but the endeavour was prolonged until June 2004 after approval of a no-cost extension phase. 

1.5.
Projects sites and targeting 

The project operates through five district-based Field Offices (FO) of CARE. These are located in Mymensingh, Sherpur, Kishoregonj, Rajshahi and Chapai Nawabganj. Apart from these districts, the project also operated in small parts of Jamalpur and Natore districts respectively from Sherpur and Rajshahi FOs. In targeting project participants the project used two selection criteria(food insecurity and primary dependence on agriculture for livelihood. In order to be included in the project a household had to fulfil the two criteria simultaneously. In many cases, the principle of one member from one was adopted. It meant that only one member, either the male or the female spouse from a household qualified for inclusion as project participants. However, in some cases both the male and female spouses were taken as project participants. Generally, separate FFSs were set up for male and female farmers considering the social conservatism that dictates segregation of men and women. However, in few socially progressive places the project set up a few mixed FFSs.   

1.6.
Delivery channels

The project delivered services to the intended beneficiaries through two channels. These are direct delivery by CARE staff and delivery through partner organisations. Direct delivery included service provision by CARE staff and intensively assisting, guiding and supervising 48 farmer leaders to deliver services. On the other hand, delivery by partners included service delivery through partner organisations and building their technical and financial capacity by CARE staff Partner organisations included nine local NGOs and eight local CBOs. The CARE staff directly set up and implemented 684 FFSs and assisted farmer leaders to set up and implement another 48 FFSs, The partner organisations implemented 696 FFSs (600 FFSs by partner NGOs and 96 FFS by partner CBOs). The purposes of forging partnerships with local NGOs and CBOs are manifolds. Firstly, it helps enhancing outreach. Secondly, it gives CARE an opportunity to make a significant contribution in building local capacity (i.e. capacity of partner organizations) to implement not only project activities but also on financial management and human resources development. Thirdly, CARE makes a significant contribution in sustaining flow of resources and services to the poor and marginalized groups by strengthening locally–rooted partner organisations through enhancing their capacity to access resources from other institutional donors. A list of partner organisations and a distribution of FFS according to FOs and partner organisations (NGOs and CBOs) are attached in Annex A and Annex B respectively. 

1.7.
Project Strategies

1.7.1 Strategy for enhancing farm productivity and income

As stated in the approved logframe, the project formulated three strategies. These are on enhancing farm productivity and income, organisation development and marketing. The project’s strategy for increasing farm production and income takes into account highly mixed small-scale farming systems observed in Bangladesh. A typical small-scale family cultivates paddy as a field crop, grows vegetables, and plants trees in and around homestead land. S/he also grows fish depending on access to pond (either perennial or seasonal).  In order to improve food security of the participant households, the project assumed a two-pronged approach: (1) to enhance availability of food at the household level by enhancing productivity of food crops; and (2) raising farm income of the participant households through increasing production of food and non-food crops as well as fish, fruits and timber.  In assisting participant farmers directly to try out improved technologies and practices, the project adopted a Farmer Field School (FFS) approach, which promotes experiential learning and helps farmer to become more analytical in understanding location specific agro-ecological conditions and suitability of new technologies. Generally speaking, FFS sessions were facilitated on a fortnightly basis and FFS discussion topics were selected based on the felt need of the participants, which tend to vary among participants between FFS districts and also within a district. The project also made participant farm households aware of sources of new technologies and innovations such as Bangladesh Agricultural Research Institute (BARI) and Bangladesh Rice Research Institute (BRRI) and encourage them to seek out new technologies and information.

1.7.2. 
Strategy for promoting secondary adoption

In order to promote secondary adoption the project undertook a number of measures. These are obligating each of the direct participants (i.e. FFS group members) to share learning that take place at FFS with at least one neighbouring farmer (commonly referred to as “buddies”), organising farmers’ field days, farmers’ science congress, cross visits, video shows etc.   

1.7.3.
Strategy for Organisation Development Pilot

The key elements of organisation development strategy were the following:

· Taking into consideration the wide variances that exist in the groups in terms of interests and group dynamics, allow natural growth of farmers’ groups in facilitating them evolve into more formal organisations. This was required to give them a strong sense of ownership. The project was cautious in imposing rules and regulations from the top.  Rather, it facilitated basic principles and best practices of organisations (e.g. holding regular meetings, inclusive decision making etc.); 

· Avoid monopolisation of leadership in the hands of 1-2 key members and encourage members to develop and follow democratic norms, especially inclusive decision making; 

· Facilitate to develop and instil systems of accountability and transparency, especially in mobilising and utilising financial resources;

· Facilitate linkages with service providers including DAE and DOL so that farmers can access these external resources and services beyond the life of the project; and 

· Develop capacity on alternative leadership, fund management, conflict resolution, planning and implementing activities etc. 

In an attempt to build capacity of the evolving organisations the project arranged and/or conducted a series of training and orientations. These are on simple book keeping, organising and conducting meetings and recording meeting minutes, conflict resolution, savings & credit, feasibility of small income earning projects etc. The project also organised workshops for evolving organisations at Upazila headquarters, where the officials of various service providers talked about the types of resources and services available and how to take advantage of these.    

1.7.4.
Strategy for Marketing Pilot

While implementing the marketing pilot, the project adopted a non-interventionist approach in the sense that it did not attempt to overtake some of the marketing functions usually fulfilled by middlemen. Rather, the project made an attempt to develop marketing skills of the participant small holders by helping them better understand simple marketing concepts and principles, and by promoting improved marketing practices. These concepts include demand and supply, seasonal fluctuations of prices, market outlets, price differentials between primary and secondary markets, processing and storage, and the importance of taking prices into consideration in planning what to produce in what quantity and when and where to sell. Improved marketing practices that were promoted by the project focused on value addition through cleaning, grading, and packaging. Wherever found appropriate, the project also promoted the idea of collective selling and buying in order to take advantage of economies of scales. The project also encouraged the members of evolving organisations to diversify production for minimising risks of price fluctuations and to grow early varieties of winter vegetables, which tend to fetch higher prices. These in turn helped the participating small-scale farmers better understand how markets tend to function, identify existing and new opportunities for getting better prices of their produces and saving costs in procuring inputs and how best to capitalise on these opportunities. In order to promote women’s visibility in markets (both as sellers and buyers), the project engaged in discussion/lobbying with various relevant key players including the rural market management committees, opinion leaders such as elected Chairman and women members of the concerned Union Parishads. The purpose was to make markets more attractive to women by facilitating establishment of a separate market corner with a toilet facility in selected primary and secondary rural markets with toilet facility, where women can sit and sell their products both to men and women. Needless to say, men overwhelmingly dominate crowded rural markets as buyers as well as sellers overwhelmingly. Social conservatism often bars women to enter into the rural markets as buyers and sellers. 

1.8.
Pilot Districts and Upazilas

Out of the five operating districts, four were brought under the ODM pilots. These are Mymensingh, Sherpur, Kishoreganj and Rajshahi. Neither LIFE nor NoPest had operated in Chapai Nowabganj, which became a project site only in Phase II.  As a result, there was no phased-out group in Chapai Nowababganj and ODM pilots could not be implemented there. ODM pilots spread over 13 Upazilas. A distribution of ODM groups (who underwent an evolution to community-based organisations) according to four pilot districts is shown in Annex C. 

2.
Objectives of the Study:

This study has three objectives:

(a) To compare the effectiveness of the two delivery mechanisms simultaneously applied by LIFE-NoPest: direct service delivery through CARE´s staff, and delivery through implementing partners.

(b) To assess the magnitude and intensity of secondary adoption that has taken place in and around communities participating in the project.  To provide insight on the effects of secondary adoption in terms of increased production and income of the secondary adopters.

(c) To assess the effectiveness and sustainability of (1) linkages and networks established by farmer groups’; (2) pilot interventions in marketing, and (3) pilot interventions in organisational development.

3.
Methodology

The study is based on secondary materials. Relevant project documents such as, quarterly monitoring reports, annual progress reports and the report of a team of external consultants were reviewed. Apart from these, whenever found appropriate the project staff members were consulted for incorporating their views and perspectives.
4. 
Findings of the external consultant

In April – May 2003, an external assessment team used an array of Participatory Rural Appraisal tools in ten villages that had been covered by LIFE-NoPest since April 2001 – March 2003.

Although the sample was too small to detect statistical evidence, the independent team’s observations serve as a double-check on project monitoring data routinely collected by field staff from CARE Bangladesh and implementing partners.

The original Terms of Reference identified three separate objectives.  In contrast with these ToRs, the assessment team and project management agreed that the team would depart from households´ reports on the application and effects of project-promoted technologies, and verify these through direct observation.  The rationale for this decision can be explained from the graphic below: each of the sampled villages covered by LIFE NoPest, each focus group and each man or woman interviewed belongs to exactly one of four categories: they are either a primary or secondary adopter under direct delivery, or a primary or secondary adopter serviced through an implementing partner.  The assessment team was thus able to use identical questionnaires for one-on-one interviews, or identical  checklists of discussion topics for focus groups.

Graphic 1:  Schematic of sampled data collection for studies on the contrasts between (1) direct delivery and partners’ implementation; (2) primary and secondary adopters; and (3) linkages with service providers.
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4.1. Findings of the external assessment team on objective # 1: service delivery modes

4.1.1. Knowledge of project-promoted technologies

· In each of the 10 villages included in the sample, farmers showed agricultural practices that are distinct from what they used to apply before LIFE-NoPest started.   Without prompting on the side of interviewers, all male and female primary adopters stated knowledge of at least four distinct technologies.

· The array of distinct technologies mentioned by farmers seems to be slightly wider in the case of primary adopters served by CARE field staff (median = 6 practices) in comparison with those served by implementing partners (median = 4 practices).  Although the most frequently mentioned technologies vary from village to village, these themes tend to cover a fairly wide range of crops and farm plots.  A typical combination includes seed preservation, homestead tree husbandry, integrated pest management, and seedling nursery management.  In another village where cropland primary adopters have more general access to cropland beyond the homestead, the technologies adopted included SRI (systems for rice intensification), winter vegetable as a field crop, dike cropping with yard-long beans, rice-fish cultivation, and seed preparation.  After each plenary session, the assessment team members walked to farmers´ fields to “ground-truth” evidence of the actual application of reported technologies.  Without exception, field applications were visible or – in the case of annual crops already harvested – various neighbours confirmed the evidence. 

· It is noteworthy that LIFE NoPest does not explicitly strive to disseminate a large number of technological options to a particular group.  Rather, the philosophy of Farmer Field Schools is based on conscientious selection of one or two crop problems that are subsequently investigated in depth.  

· Related to the previous observation, the assessment team then asked whether farmers would have preferred to limit their learning to a smaller number of topics, in other words, whether they would have preferred greater depth rather than breadth of topics.  The general response to this question was that farmers wanted to maximize both breadth and depth.  

· After the field stage, the team combined the partial reports from ten villages into one frequency table shown below (table-1), which is illustrative for the overall menu of technologies offered by LIFE NoPest.  The partial scores of FFSs served by CARE staff accrued 26 technologies, versus 18 technologies for FFSs attended by implementing partners.  The individual practices marking this difference are partially related to incidental institutional access to certain technologies for which certain farmer groups showed interest.  For instance, CARE has maintained links with the International Potato Centre by facilitating on-farm trials that compare new potato varieties, whereas two of the partner NGOs have a successful history of cage aquaculture, a technology adopted by 17% of farmers in the partnership subsample.

· For most of these technologies, between 60 and 100% of men and women were able to put to practice in their own homestead or cropland the knowledge they had acquired in FFS sessions.  The consistent exception is found in the three topics related to fish cultivation (rice-fish, pond fish culture, and fish seed production): only 10-30% of those who learned these techniques in FFS sessions showed that they put their knowledge to practice.  In this context, one may question the relevance of providing further training and demonstration in these fish-related themes.  When prompted whether they found they had lost their precious time in learning specialized techniques that they cannot apply, the unanimous answer was that they aspire in future years to gain access to a pond or flooded area apt for fish cultivation, and that therefore these acquired skills were highly appreciated.

Table-1

Choices from the technology menu: percentage of primary adopters who report to have gained knowledge on specified technologies, and who proved to adopt practices

	
	Name of Technology
	Direct Delivery
	Implementing partners

	
	
	Knowledge
	Practice
	Knowledge
	Practice

	1
	Integrated pest management in crops 
	100
	94
	100
	80

	2
	Vegetable cultivation in homestead
	85
	77
	44
	44

	3
	Rice-fish
	68
	8
	56
	17

	4
	Dike crop
	68
	36
	56
	24

	5
	Seed preservation
	68
	58
	100
	80

	6
	Pond-fish
	68
	19
	44
	10

	7
	Inter-cropping 
	62
	36
	56
	56

	8
	Tree plantation
	60
	54
	100
	100

	9
	Vegetable cultivation in field
	59
	44
	56
	56

	10
	Tree management
	55
	53
	100
	100

	11
	Compost preparation
	41
	35
	-
	-

	12
	Seed production
	37
	37
	56
	56

	13
	Systems for rice intensification (SRI)
	36
	21
	76
	61

	14
	Vegetable cultivation in seedbeds
	35
	24
	44
	29

	15
	Fish seed production
	23
	9
	56
	12

	16
	Improved Method Seed Sowing
	18
	18
	-
	-

	17
	TPS – Potato Cultivation
	17
	4
	-
	-

	18
	Recommended Fertilizer Application Method
	17
	13
	-
	-

	19
	Quality seed identification
	14
	14
	-
	-

	20
	Improved pit for vegetable cultivation
	14
	14
	44
	44

	21
	Nursery husbandry
	13
	5
	-
	-

	22
	Line transplanting and spacing for rice
	-
	-
	44
	37

	23
	Cage aquaculture
	14
	4
	17
	17

	24
	Hand Pollination
	4
	4
	42
	35

	25
	Potato Cultivation from tubers-late
	13
	8
	-
	-

	26
	Using Granular Urea
	10
	2
	-
	-

	27
	Potato Cultivation in double-rows 
	8
	6
	-
	-

	28
	Fish Disease Identification
	6
	2
	-
	-


Source: Abu Naser et al.  Draft report “Study of comparative benefits”, LIFE-NoPest project, May 2003.

4.1.2. 
Evidence of experimentation and best practice:

The field verification and farmers´ comments showed the assessment team that the majority of primary adopters engage in experimenting in their own homestead or small plots of farmland.  According to the Farmer Field School methodology applied by field staff of CARE and implementing partners, comparative trials and experimentation are induced by field staffs in the FFS demonstration plot.  Field staff then encourages FFS members to continuously experiment and compare in their own plots, however, LIFE- NoPest´s monitoring system does not capture these spin-off trials.  

The assessment team witnessed small trials in 3-12 primary adopters´ plots in each of the ten villages.  Even more striking was the enthusiasm and motivation they encountered.  The topics of these spin-off trials vary from village to village.  Numerous examples were found of farmers modifying line and pit spacing in rice, which are variations on the method of systems of rice intensification - SRI.  SRI is based on greater-than-usual spacing between lines and pits.  The immediate advantage is a lower investment in rice seedlings, and at harvest, farmers find more and larger rice grains per sheave.  The downside is that this method requires more intensive weeding than the traditional system, since the open spaces between young rice plants give weeds a chance to grow.  Most primary adopters find this sacrifice of additional weeding worthwhile since they have idle time during the rice-growing season.  Once the concept of modifying rice spacing is introduced, curiosity always provides additional options to seek the optimal spacing between lines and pits.  Therefore it is logical that farmers decide to go beyond the 4-6 planting densities they tried first at the FFS experimental plot.  This is an example how introducing one new concept serves as an eye-opener that unfolds in a myriad of further experiments.  

Another example, particularly popular among women, is the replication and furthering of intercropped vegetable growing in seedbeds. Three or four layers of canopies supported by bamboo stalks in order to take maximum advantage of each square foot of their homestead garden.  There is virtually no limit to the variety of vegetable species (and subspecies) that can be applied along this principle: gourds (bottle, snake, bitter, white), beans (yard-long, mung, gram) egg plant, tomatoes and others.  Here again, women who found their first inspiration in the common FFS plot, continued to try out greater variations in their own homestead plots.

Obviously, these findings do not come as a surprise to partners´ and CARE staff, who well know whom of the FFS members are the most enthusiastic ones.  These field staffs regularly visit the on-form spin-off experiments for follow-up as well as on farmers’ request for further advice.  The intensity of spontaneously replicated experiments is a valuable indicator for successful facilitation, empowerment, and sustainability of the project’s vision being disseminated beyond its duration.  Actually, one can distinguish between FFSs with great potential for future viability and others with lower potential, by simply asking how many farmers´ experiments are going on in a certain village.

Interestingly, the assessment team found that secondary adopters were seldom involved with experiments on their own.  Even those secondary adopters who are successfully applying the concept of SRI (see description above) tend to be straightforward in assuming the recommended specifications for spacing – without asking further questions.  
4.1.3.
Evidence of increased production and income:

· Again without prompting responses, members of the assessment team conducted one-on-one interviews with primary adopters – men and women according to the characteristics of each farmer group included in the sample – and facilitated detailed calculations of changes in their production and cash income.  The sub sample of participants in these one-on-one sessions was 128.  In all cases, the reporting period was the 12 month period May 2002 – April 2003.  Table-2 summarises the results of these interviews.

Table -2

Reported Change of Production and Income among Primary Participants, disaggregated by Direct and NGO delivery

	Type of Participants
	Direct Delivery
	PNGO

	
	Production %
	Income %
	Production %
	Income %

	Primary Participants
	28
	25
	25
	19

	
	Sd= 10.69


	Sd= 11.83


	Sd= 5.79


	Sd= 6.41




Source: Abu Naser et al.  Draft report « Study of comparative benefits, LIFE NoPest project, May 2003.

· The salient conclusion is that primary adopters report a production increase of 20 – 30% in comparison with reported production and cash revenues from before 2001.  The averages for primary adopters serviced by CARE´s direct delivery and those served by implementing partners do not differ statistically.

· Similar to the previous observation, these results suggest that the percentage increase in cash income is similar to the increment in production.  In other words, there is apparently neither significant loss nor gain in the conversion from production to cash income.  This finding is somewhat surprising considering that primary adopters used to be households living off subsistence agriculture before joining their Farmer Field School.  Therefore, any increment in annual production would likely be utilized either to cover nutritional deficits of household members, or for sale.  On the other hand, primary adopters – categorized as varying from extremely poor to poor according to local poverty rankings – consistently are at a disadvantage and face low sales prices due to distress sales immediately after harvest when local oversupply is frequent, as well as their limited bargaining power vis-à-vis middlemen.  

· The assessment team thus asked various interviewees why they thought that grossly 25% extra production translated into the same percentage of extra cash income.  The responses indicate that these families have been interacting with local markets for many years.   Whatever produce they sell is not a harvest surplus remaining after household consumption needs have been matched, but rather they tend to sell “tomorrow’s meal” whenever an emergency situation awards so.  When food scarcity hits these households later in the year, they try to cope through consuming less food, or engage as farm labourers or migrant workers.  This confirms that these families´ interaction with markets usually occurs under disadvantageous conditions.
4.1.4.
Remarks on service delivery modes

The project provided services to the intended beneficiaries through the following channels:

1) direct service delivery by CARE staff and farmer-leaders (covering 14,025 participant households, 12,825 by CARE staffs and 1,200 households by 48 farmer leaders);

2) service delivery by partner NGOs (covering 15,292 participant households);

3) service delivery by CBOs (covering 2,437 participant households); and

All the three delivery modes worked well and were found effective. Although it appears that the project made use of three delivery channels they are not independent of each other and CARE staffs provided all the necessary services and support required making other delivery channels worked well. The project staffs, who were fully devoted to project activities, received time to time support, advice and guidance from staffs at program and sector levels (e.g. concerned Program Co-ordinator, Sector Co-ordinator and Technical Co-ordinators at sector level) and selected mission level staff (e.g. concerned ACD, Partnership adviser and Gender adviser). Many of the benefits of inputs that went to the project from program, sector and mission levels were not limited to FFSs served by CARE staff only, these trickled down to CBOs and NGOs and their beneficiary levels.  The project gave intensive training, regular supervision and guidance to farmer leader and CBOs to implement FFSs. Mid and senior level project staffs including PC, APCs, PMs, PDOs and TOs spent considerable amount of time to build capacity of partnering NGOs and supervising project activities implemented by them. For example, NGOs and CBOs received intensive orientations on the purpose and strategies of LIFE-NoPest Phase II project, developing project proposals, assistance in recruiting qualified staffs, and staff development (e.g. season long training for all project staff recruited by partners) and fund financial management. The investment made by CARE in developing capacity of partner organisations benefited the partners not only in implementing LIFE-NoPest project but also other ongoing programs implemented by them. Moreover, the enhanced capacity of partner organisations that can be attributed to CARE will yield benefits not only over the project life but also continue for a few years to come. CARE staffs not only built the capacity of Partner organisations but also facilitated linkages between partners and other institutional donors. As a result, a few partners and/or their beneficiaries received either financial and/or technical support from International Potato Research Institute and Seed Health Improvement Project funded by IRRI via BRRI.         

4.1.5. 
One member from one household Verses family approach

At household level family approach is likely to produce better results, as both the spouses are included in FFSs. However, family approach is costly in comparison to one member from one household, where one member is selected from a household. The project did not commission an independent study to confirm whether the extra economic benefits of taking two members from the same household outweigh the extra costs when compared with taking one member from one household. However, field experiences suggest that the difference between households taken adopting family approach or one-member from one household in terms of enhanced productivity and income that take place at household level. However, women participants under family approach enjoy greater cooperation from the male spouse in applying learning that take place at FFS and this approach contributes in enhancing mobility of women.

4.2. Findings related to objective #2: Contrast between primary and secondary adopters

4.2.1. Secondary Adopters’ knowledge and application of technologies promoted by LIFE- NoPest 

In approaching secondary adopters for their contributions to focus group discussions and direct observations in their fields, the assessment team found greater absence than in the case of primary adopters.   In. villages serviced by CARE staff and in the setting of unannounced visits by the assessment team, they found 85% of enlisted buddies either physically present or confirmed by their neighbours who know them as secondary adopters.  In villages served by implementing partners, only 68% of enlisted buddies could be tracked down.  The assessment team therefore suggests that implementing partners may have relaxed on enforcing the commitment to permanently involve secondary adopters.  It must be said, however, that sample size limitations do not allow for strong conclusions in this regard. 

Table-3 below shows for secondary adopters the percentage of those who confirm that they have learned each of the technologies promoted by LIFE-NoPest 
/, as well as the percentage who show application of each techniques in their homesteads and crop plots.  This table is analogous to Table-1 shown above.  Salient findings are commented upon.

· In individual interviews and focus groups, secondary adopters mention a narrower array of technologies than primary adopters: the median of unprompted responses was 3 technologies, in comparison with 4 and 6 technologies mentioned by primary adopters under partner implementation and direct delivery, respectively.

· Aggregating data from 10 villages, only five technologies were mentioned by 50% or more of secondary adopters, whereas primary adopters had 13 distinct technologies mentioned by 50% or more of respondents.  

· There is no indication that secondary adopters would have choices that are distinct from primary adopters: the 5 technologies most frequently mentioned by secondary adopters are all included in the top 13 of primary adopters.  Averaging across direct and partners’ delivery, secondary adopters’ most mentioned and most-applied four technologies – i.e., tree plantation, integrated pest management, dike cropping and systems for rice intensification– are all similarly known and applied by primary adopters.  

Table-3

Choices from the technology menu: percentage of secondary adopters who report to have gained knowledge on specified technologies, and who proved to adopt practices

	
	Name of Technology


	Direct Delivery
	Implementing partners

	
	
	Knowledge
	Practice
	Knowledge
	Practice

	1
	Tree Plantation
	83
	73
	42
	42

	2
	Integrated pest management 
	63
	63
	100
	58

	3
	Dike Crop
	60
	42
	58
	35

	4
	Systems for rice intensification - SRI
	40
	27
	58
	58

	5
	Tree Management
	38
	31
	42
	42

	6
	Vegetable Cultivation in homestead
	35
	35
	100
	100

	7
	Rice-fish
	29
	21
	58
	15

	8
	Vegetable Cultivation in field
	29
	27
	58
	38

	9
	Seed Preservation
	27
	19
	58
	31

	10
	Pond-fish
	27
	8
	58
	58

	11
	Recommended Fertilizer Application Method
	27
	15
	58
	-

	12
	Inter-cropping
	19
	4
	-
	35

	13
	Compost Preparation
	17
	17
	42
	38

	14
	Vegetable Cultivation in field
	17
	17
	42
	-

	15
	Potato Cultivation & True potato seed (TPS)
	17
	10
	-
	31

	16
	Improved Pit for vegetable cultivation
	17
	17
	42
	81

	17
	Line transplanting of rice
	17
	17
	100
	-

	18
	Line sowing in vegetable cultivation
	17
	17
	-
	-

	19
	Quality Seed Identification
	10
	10
	-
	-

	20
	Line transplanting and spacing for rice
	10
	10
	-
	-

	21
	Cage aquaculture
	10
	4
	-
	-

	22
	Tree Improvement - Mango grafting
	4
	4
	-
	-

	23
	Nursery Development
	2
	2
	-
	-


Source: Abu Naser et al.  Draft report “Study of comparative benefits”, LIFE-NoPest project, May 2003.

· As has been observed earlier in this report, one consistent and salient contrast between primary and secondary adopters is the intensity of spin-off trials at farmers’ homesteads and own crop plots.  While the percentage of experimenting primary adopters varies across villages from 15 to 50%, less than 10% of secondary adopters were engaged in spontaneous experimentation in any of the 10 villages.

· As a preliminary conclusion, we can state that secondary adopters reflect a diluted version of the original Farmer Field School approach: they tend to choose a few technologies that bear immediate relevance to them, and adopt these in a consumption-oriented manner, rather than a stimulus for further investigation and experimentation. 

4.2.2. 
Evidence of increased production and income among secondary adopters

With the same method of one-on-one interviews that has been applied to primary adopters, the assessment teams reconstructed production and cash sales data with representative secondary adopters.  Their production and income show a similar increase as in the case of primary adopters: the mean values are even slightly higher in the case of secondary adopters serviced by implementing partners.  However, these levels are not significantly different from those collected among primary adopters, due to the considerable spread in data.

Table -4

Reported Change of Production and Income among Secondary Participants, disaggregated by Direct and NGO delivery

	Type of Participants
	Direct Delivery
	PNGO

	
	% Production
	% Income
	% Production
	% Income

	Secondary Adopters
	29
	28
	30
	25

	
	Sd 14.71
	Sd 16.82
	Sd 3.73
	Sd 3.83


The profiles construed from the assessment’s findings can be summarised as follows: secondary adopters benefit from project-promoted technologies with similar increments in production and sales as primary adopters do.  However, secondary reflect a “diluted” version of the spirit behind Farmer Field Schools: they engage systematically less in spontaneous experimentation, and make a fairly narrow choice from the total array of options that the project offers.  In terms of sustained adaptation to an ever-changing technology environment, primary adopters appear to have a more solid base for the future, however, their capitalisation on these skills has not become visible in the short run.

4.3.
Findings on objective#3: Effectiveness of Networking and Linkages and Pilots (Organisation Development and Marketing)

4.3.1. Linkages and Networking

In order to assess the effectiveness and sustainability of linkages and networking established by farmers groups, the assessment team obtained data from focus group discussions in the ten sampled villages, field staff from CARE and implementing partners, as well as representatives and staff from various service providers.

Table-4 shows how often focus group discussions mentioned having received at least one service from a gamut of service providers.  None of the public service providers has managed to reach more than 6 of the 8 FFS in the direct delivery sub sample.  

Table- 5

Frequency of responses: Institutions from which FFS and ODM members have received one or more services. 

	Department/Institution/Organisations
	Farmer Field Schools

(n=8)
	Organisational Development & Marketing pilot groups

(n=2)

	DAE 
	6
	2

	DoF
	4
	2

	DoL
	5
	2

	BADC
	3
	1

	BRRI
	1
	1

	Juba Unnayan Adhidaptor
	2
	1

	Seed Dealer
	1
	

	BRAC
	
	1

	SARA/NGO
	1
	

	Cooperative Department
	
	1

	Social Welfare Department
	
	2

	Union Parishad (UP)
	
	1

	Rural Electrification Board (REB)
	
	1


As was expected beforehand, the further evolved pilot groups participating in the organisational development and marketing pilot initiative have a wider network than the Farmer Field Schools with a shorter history.  

The assessment team analysed their location-specific primary response in order to distil a particular pattern of sites where DAE, DoL or DoF had a stronger presence and coverage.  Particularly the Department of Fisheries has concentrated its service delivery in certain locations, while others are lees covered according to their priority plan.  In the case of DAE and DoL , their heterogeneous response to a general demand from all villages does apparently not respond to a particular pattern.  Interviewed FFS members – their potential customers in a sense suggest that much depends on the individual personal willingness of block supervisors and their superiors.

In cross-checking this information with government officers, these public servants frequently refer to the annual operations and priority plan as the determining factor whether or not to respond from demands from a particular village or organised farmers group.  Most of them agree that the existence of FFS and organised farmer groups raises the potential for DAE, DoL and DoF to deliver services more effectively.  On the other hand, the rigidity of annual work plans make it necessary for any particular group to ensure it is “on the map” well ahead of time.  In practice, this means intensive lobbying in October – November, in order to for local services to be considered during the subsequent year. 

The assessment team further notes that LIFE NoPest, as a project entity, is well known and regarded by all interviewed officers, without exception.  Various of them referred positively to the project’s invitation to them to participate in high-visibility events (e.g. field days, seminars, vaccination and sanitation campaigns) as well as the review of the farmers’ training curriculum.   Thus, it is crucial fro LIFE NoPest to exhaust all possibilities to continuously increase these agencies’ buy-in.

Whereas LIFE NoPest as a project is well positioned in the perception of relevant service providers, the local FFSs are still facing difficulty in capitalising on this relationship.

It is also noticeable from the outcomes of focus group discussions, that farmer men and women barely relate to the notion of “duty bearers”: public servants from these service providers are foremost seen as doing a favour to a particular village, when they include such village in their activities schedule. 

4.3.2.
Organisation Development Pilot

Throughout the first sub phase of the project LIFE-NoPest promoted and reinforced best practices of organization development. These include holding regular meetings and documenting meeting proceedings, participatory and transparent decision making, developing alternative leadership to avoid monopolization of leadership and open debate and consensus building on planning and execution of activities etc. It built capacity of the evolving organizations on bookkeeping, group dynamics, conflict resolution and mobilization and utilization of internal resources. The project facilitated the evolving organizations to develop their own constitution outlining the role and responsibilities of office bears such as chairman, secretary and cashier, electing and changing leaders etc. It promoted network linkages among evolving organizations with the aim of sharing experiences and learning. The project made the evolving organizations aware of various available services and facilitated linkages with other service providers. This is to assist evolving organizations to tap into external resources and services. Abu Naser’s study in a small sample of organizations revealed that organizations hold regular meetings and make savings deposits. 

At the end of the first sub phase of the project, all 120 pilot organizations grounded their feet as community-based organizations and 5% of them got registered with appropriate government authorities. Some organizations took initiatives to federate at higher level and at the end of the first sub-phase, 4 federations were formed. A federation consists of representatives from 8-10 organizations. These are thana-based apex body of the organizations. Their main purpose is to facilitate the member organizations to achieve their goals and objectives e.g. greater access to resources and services from service providers mostly located at thana level. 

The desire for capital accumulation and income generation among the organizations is strong. At the end of March 2003, the savings deposited ranged from TK. 44,000 to 160,000. All organizations started savings and credit activities. Some organizations not only lent money to the members but also provided credit facilities to non-members as well. Most of these organizations embarked on profit making activities such as procuring and renting out power tiller, leasing in agricultural land for paddy and vegetable cultivation and fish ponds. Accessibility of the members of organizations to natural resources enhanced. For example, 12% of the organizations invested in land leasing for paddy and vegetable cultivation and 40% of the organizations leased in ponds for fish production. Among these organizations 8% managed to access khas land and 11% of them obtained access to roadside slope land. A large part of the fund internally generated by organizations went to farming, which helped the members to enhance their farm productivity and income. A total of 83% borrowers reported that they invested their loans in agriculture entirely or partially.   

Side by side some organizations undertook social welfare activities such. A considerable proportion (12%) of the organizations used a part of their savings for charitable purposes such as providing food and treatment cost for distressed and vulnerable neighbors, or bearing a part of the cost in marrying off girls of cash-starve neighbors. Some organizations, particularly those comprised of female members, are engaged in raising awareness on bad effects of marrying off under-age girls and campaigning against dowry and polygamy. Most organizations also undertook community development activities such as repairing and maintaining earthen roads and facilitating to bring extension services at the doorsteps of the communities. As high as 50% organization undertook physical infrastructure development activities such like repairing earthen roads and installation of culverts.

Organizations took various initiatives depending on the local need and conditions. For examples, a few organizations (evolved from LIFE-NoPest FFSs) in Chapai Nowabganj decided to address the exploitative sharecropping terms. These are outside of the 120 pilot organizations and supported by CARE own fund. According to existing share cropping law, output produced in sharecropped land is to be shared equally between landowner, sharecropper and the input supplier. However, in practice the sharecroppers of Chapai Nowabganj in most cases obtain only half of the output, although they provide for labor and input and are entitled to receiving 66% of the output. Moreover, the sharecropping law guarantees sharecroppers’ right to till share cropped land at least for five years and a landowner is not authorized to take away share cropped land from the sharecropper without a valid reason. In realty, eviction of sharecropper from share cropped land is common in Chapai Nowabganj. Gross violation of the sharecropping law manifested in exploitative sharecropping terms in Chapai Nowabganj discourages investment and adoption of improved technology in agriculture and constrains agricultural production and growth. A few organizations of Chapai Nowabganj took up this issue and successfully negotiated with landowners to acquire better share cropping terms.      

Accessibility of the organizations to public sector service providers (e.g. DAE, DOF, DOL) enhanced substantially. There are two reasons for this. On the one hand, public-sector service providers (PSSP) seem to pay attention to those who have organizational backing. On the other hand, PSSP find it comfortable to work with a group of farmers rather than individual farmers. Availability of previously formed farmers’ groups makes implementation of the programs of public-sector extension services relatively easy and cost effective. For example, poultry vaccination programs require mobilization at grassroots level. Organizations rooted in the communities are better placed to mobilize community members, which contributes to make vaccination programs a success. Despite these visible advantages for public service providers, organizations are in certain thanas are considerably more successful in accessing public sector service providers than others. In conducting focus group discussions with public servants, CARE staff, partners, Abu Naser found out that local DAE and DoL are more willing to commit themselves to evolving CBOs when these activities are explicitly stated in their annual work plan. Inclusion of these commitments in work plans, in turn, requires planning well ahead of time (typically in November-December) as well as effective lobbying and net working with the corresponding civil servants. One successful mechanism in this context is inviting DAE and Dol officers in the FFS stage prior to establishing CBOs, so that they can provide feedback on the content of technology messages. This can generate a level of buy-in that seeds a positive response later to include specific CBOs in the annual operating plan.          

It has been observed that organization acted as catalysts to channel improved farm technologies and extension services to the broader community, which raised their acceptance to the community remarkably up. Community members have limited access to mainstream extension services individually. A higher level of community acceptance strengthens the commitment of the organizations to the broader community. Leaders of the organizations were able to earn respect and honor in the local communities. In rural societies leading and belonging to an organization, which can bring tangible benefits to the communities is a status-increasing factor. Some leaders of the organizations are invited to resolve disputes not only involving their own organizations’ own members, but also from outside the organization.

There are strong evidences supporting that small-scale resource-poor farmers, when backed by their own organizations, are better placed to address various constraints to increase farm productivity and income. These constraints include technical nature (limited access to improved technologies and extension services), institutional (e.g. exploitative share cropping terms) and financial (limited or no access to credit under reasonable interest rates) that restrict them from enhancing farm productivity and income. An external evaluation reported 20-25% increase in average production for organizations comprised of male members and 10-15% increase for organizations comprised of female members (Naser’s report). Benefits of activities undertaken by organizations remain limited not only to its members. Part of the benefits goes well beyond organizations and benefit the larger communities they belong to.  

4.3.3.
Marketing Pilots

The project promoted improved marketing practices among the evolving organizations. These are grading, cleaning and packaging. It also assisted members of the evolving organizations to plan crop production so that they can enter into early and late vegetable markets, when prices tend to remain high, facilitated them to collect price information from primary and secondary markets. Farmers were encouraged to sell their produces individually or collectively to markets where prices tend to be high than at farm gate. Collective procurement of agricultural inputs such as chemical fertilizers was also promoted by the project in order to save costs. The project also promoted crop diversification in order to address risks of price falls and facilitated setting up a separate market corner for women in some primary and secondary markets for enhancing women’s visibility in market places. Abu Naser and his team’s study reported the following marketing initiatives undertaken by the farmers’ organizations:    

· Collective seasonal crop production plan by the members of the organizations taking into consideration prices and possible volume of production, opportunity to attract middlemen to sell in bulk amount of a particular crop at farm gate etc.  

· Cultivation of early and new varieties of vegetable for fetching higher prices, 

· Selling their produce in a group from farm and village,

· Assigning members to collect produces from all the concerned members of the organizations and sell these outside of the village market. This is an example of collective effort for reaping the benefits of economies of scales as well as fetching better prices. 

· Identifying new market places for buying agriculture inputs and selling agricultural produces,

· Linking with whole sellers in the local markets as well as other places of the country, and 

· Grading, cleaning of their produce for getting better price.  

At the end of first sub phase of the project 95.53% (2,866 farmers of organizations) of the members of organizations adopted at least one improved marketing practices mentioned above. The marketing initiatives generated interest among the other community members and over 2,000 community members participated marketing activities along with the farmers’ organizations. The increased revenue that a participant household earned as a result of adopting improved marketing practices averaged 49% over the baseline revenue.

Out of 120 organizations, 115 set up Market Information Committee (MIC). MICs regularly collect market information such as prices of major agricultural produces in primary and secondary markets. They suggest the members regarding where to sell and what to produce. They also collect and disseminate information regarding availability of quality inputs and their prices to the members.  

According to the members of the organizations, producing early varieties of vegetable is very profitable. As many as 87% (2347) of the members adopted this practice. They fetched 2-3 times higher prices of their produces in comparison to prices observed in the peak of growing seasons. While the percentage of members who adopted grading and cleaning practices are as high as 81% (1945) and 75% (1724) respectively. Only 13% members produced late varieties of vegetables. 

A significant portion of organizations (28%) lent money to their members to stop distress sales of paddy. Selling paddy to meet emergency need for cash soon after harvest when prices fall drastically low is commonly referred to as distress sales. The members took loan from organizations, which helped them to defer paddy sales.

By the end of the first sub phase the project facilitated setting up a total of 24 women-market corners in the existing rural markets. The project staffs negotiated with the local market committees and convinced and facilitated them to set up the market corners for women sellers.  A tin-roof or thatched-roof covers these corners and in many cases there is a toilet facility. Visibility of women in the market places enhanced considerably as a result of the setting up market corners. Major items sold by women are vegetable, tea, sweets, homemade cake, coconut products and handicrafts.  Both men and women gather to purchase from women sellers who sit in the market corners. In some places setting up separate market corners for women was not easy. The project staffs faced protest from some conservative local elite. The staffs took appropriate measures such as taking help and assistance from progressive opinion leaders and they mediated in favor of women and finally settled the issue in favor of setting up women corners.  

5.
Remarks on Sustainability 

It is probably premature to say confidently that the farmers’ organizations will sustain.  However, given the evidences of enhanced capacity of farmers groups to function as organizations, greater community acceptance, capacity to mobilize and utilize internal resources and tap external resources and services, there are strong indications that these organizations will sustain. On sustainability the team of external consultants commented that the evolving organizations had taken a shape and started moving forward. The team emphasized on further need–based training, close monitoring and proper facilitation for helping them to further consolidate gains so far made and continue as community organizations. On sustainability of marketing initiatives it can be said that as the improved marketing practices are simple and bring tangible benefits, farmers are likely to continue these practices. An evidence of sustainability of marketing initiatives is that a large number of community members (outside the farmers’ organizations) are learning from the farmers’ organizations and adopting many of the improved marketing practices promoted by the projects.   

Annexes

ANNEX-A

Annex A-1: Names and addresses of Partner CBOs

	SL. #
	Name of partner CBO
	Name of the Chief Executive Officer and Address.

	1
	Tebaria Ansar & VDP Club
	Md. Akkas Ali
President
Village: 
Tebaria, Post: Hatgodagari
Union: 
Parila, Upazilla: Paba
District: Rajshahi.

	2
	Bagdhani Jana Kallyan Jubo Samittee
	Sree Nironjan Kumar Das
President
Village: Bagdhani, Post: Bagdhani
Union: Naohata, Upazilla: Paba.
District: Rajshahi.

	3
	Pananagor Samaj Kallyan Shangha
	P.M. Sad Akkas 
President
Village: Pananagar, Post: Pananagar 
Union: Pananagar, Upazilla: Durgapur
District: Rajshahi

	4
	Janata Club
	Md. Sohrab Uddin
President
Village : Tarakandi, 
Post : Tarakandi (Via Hossainpur)
Upazila : Pakundia, Distrtict : Kishoregonj

	5
	Ashinol Krishok Kallyan Samity
	Abul Kashem Mia
Vice President
Village : Ashinol, Post : Sararchar
Upazilla : Bajitpur, District : Kishoregonj

	6
	Agroduyat Sangha
	Faruque Uddin Ahmed
President
Village : Rauti,  Post : Banail, 
Upazila : Tarail, 
District: Kishoregonj

	7
	Shighmoon Organization
	Khondoker Md. Salahuddin
President
Village & Post  : Panchgaw (Via Hatibandha)
Thana : Nalitabari, District : Sherpur

	8
	Swanirvar Samaj Kallyan Samity
	Md. Abdul Kuddus
President
Village : Shib Bari, Post : Kudrat Nagor
Upazila : Nakla, District : Sherpur


Annex A-2: Names and addresses of Partner NGOs

	SL.#
	Name of partner NGO
	Address & Telephone no.

	1.
	Pally Bikash Kendra (PBK)
	Md. Humayun Kabir Selim
Executive Director
Head office :
27/C, Block-E, Ground Floor, Asad Avenue, Mohammedpur, Dhaka- 1207
Phone : 9132389 Fax : 8115770
e-mail : iird@drik.bgd.toolnet.org
Project Office: Pakundia,  Kishoreganj

	2
	Rural Advancement Committee (RAC) Bangladesh
	Md. Ebadur Rahman Badal
Executive Director
Bashantapur, Bajitpur, Kishoregonj.
Phone : 09432-281, 09432-232, 017-381071

	3
	People’s Oriented Program Implementation (POPI)
	Murshed Alam Sarker
Executive Director
Head Office :
9/10, Block-D, Lalmatia, Dhaka-1207
Phone : 9121049, 017-536531,  017-685571
e-mail : popi@bdmail.net
Project Office: Bhairab, Kishoreganj

	4
	Rural Development Sangstha (RDS)
	Md. Mofazzal Hossain
Executive Director
Head office
Narayanpur, Sherpur Town, Sherpur
Branch office
Village: Fulhari, Post Office: Dhanshail
Up.-Jhinaigat, District: Sherpur-2100

	5
	Samata Nari Kallyan Shangstha (SNKS)
	Md. Nazrul Islam
Executive Director
Monigram, Bagha, Rajshahi, Phone:0721-50897
e-mail : snks_bd@yahoo.com

	6
	People’s Organization for Sustainable Development (POSD)
	A.F.M. Razib Uddin
Executive Director
F-1233, Miapara, Rajshahi

	7
	LUSTER
	Laila Arzumand Banu,
Executive Director
Chalakrampur, Natore-6400, Phone :0771-2787

	8
	PARTNER
	Md. Abdus Sobhan Meah
Executive Director
Sagarpara, Ghoramara, Rajshahi-6100
Ph# 772398 e-mail : partner@access-bd.com

	9
	Association for Community Development (ACD)
	Salima Sarwar
Director
H-41, Sagarpara, Ghoramara, Rajshahi


ANNEX B

Annex-B-1: Distribution of FFSs by Field Offices, Membership, Sex and Households (for direct service delivery only)

	Field Office
	#  of FFSs
	# of FFS group members
	# of Households covered adopting

	
	Male
	Female
	Mixed
	Total
	Male
	Female
	Total
	One member from one household approach
	Family approach (usually taking both the spouses)
	Total

	Kishoregonj
	36
	36
	0
	72
	896
	916
	1812
	1812
	0
	1812

	Sherpur
	90
	90
	0
	180
	2250
	2250
	4500
	528
	1986
	2514

	Mymensingh
	91
	89
	0
	180
	2310
	2242
	4552
	1346
	1603
	2949

	Rajshahi
	35
	36
	1
	72
	885
	915
	1800
	1800
	0
	1800

	C.Nawabgonj
	72
	99
	9
	180
	1900
	2600
	4500
	3000
	750
	3750

	Farmers Leaders Facilitated FFSs
	31
	15
	2
	48
	825
	375
	1200
	1200
	0
	1200

	Total
	324
	350
	10
	732
	9066
	9298
	18364
	9686
	4339
	14025


Note: LIFE-NoPest phase-II project used two approaches in enrolling FFS members. The first approach is called 'one member from a household", which allows, as the name of the approach implies, to take only one member from a household as project participant. The second approach is called "family approach", which allows to enroll two members (one male and one female ( usually both the spouses) from a household. As evident from the above table, a total of 12,825 households has been brought under the direct service delivery system, of which 8,486 (66%) households were covered following a "one member from one household" approach. The reaming 4,339 (34%) households have been brought following a family approach. Irrespective of whether FFS participants are taken on following either of the two approaches mentioned above, generally speaking, male and female members are organized in separate FFS groups. This separation of male and female members is done keeping in mind the conservatism deep rooted in rural societies in Bangladesh. However, in some relatively liberal communities, where local situation permitted, few mixed groups comprising of male and female members were formed.

Annex B-2: FFS distribution by different Partner NGOs

	SL#
	Name of partner organization (NGO)
	Type of FFS
	Total # of FFSs
	# of Participant Households
	Total # of Participant Households

	
	
	Male
	Female
	Mixed
	
	Male
	Female
	

	01
	ACD
	26
	34
	0
	60
	674
	869
	1543

	02
	SNKS
	28
	30
	2
	60
	729
	803
	1532

	03
	POSD
	28
	30
	2
	60
	732
	804
	1536

	04
	PARTNER
	27
	33
	0
	60
	695
	833
	1528

	05
	LUSTRE
	26
	33
	1
	60
	782
	812
	1594

	06
	PBK
	30
	30
	0
	60
	770
	757
	1527

	07
	POPI
	30
	30
	0
	60
	758
	755
	1513

	08
	SURED
	30
	30
	0
	60
	762
	750
	1512

	09
	R AC-Bangladesh
	30
	30
	0
	60
	755
	752
	1507

	10
	RDS
	28
	32
	0
	60
	700
	800
	1500

	
	Total
	283
	312
	5
	600
	7357 (48%)
	7935 (52%)
	15292


Note: While establishing FFS partner NGOs enrolled one participant from one household. Therefore, number of FFS participants equal to number of households.  

Annex B-3: FFS distribution by different Partner CBOs

	SL #
	Name of organization
	Type of FFS
	Total # of FFSs
	Participant Households
	Total participant Households

	
	
	Male
	Female
	Mixed
	
	Male
	Female
	

	01
	Tebaria Ansar VDP Club
	6
	6
	0
	12
	156
	162
	318

	02
	Bagdhani Jana Kallyan Jubo Samittee
	7
	4
	1
	12
	187
	121
	308

	03
	Pananagor Samaj Kallyan Shanghai
	7
	5
	0
	12
	180
	131
	311

	04
	Janata Club
	6
	6
	0
	12
	150
	150
	300

	05
	AKKS
	6
	6
	0
	12
	150
	150
	300

	06
	Agradut Sangha
	6
	6
	0
	12
	150
	150
	300

	07
	Sigmoon
	6
	6
	0
	12
	150
	150
	300

	08
	SASS
	6
	6
	0
	12
	150
	150
	300

	
	Total
	50
	45
	01
	96
	1273 (52%)
	1164 (48%)
	2437


Note: While establishing FFS partner CBOs enrolled one participant from one household. Therefore, number of FFS participants equal to number of households.  
Annex-C: Distribution of Farmers’ Groups (evolving organisations) according

to Pilot Districts and Upazilas

	Name of the pilot District and Upazila
	Number of ODM groups (evolving organisations)
	Membership

	
	    Male
	Mixed
	Female
	Male
	Female
	Total

	Mymensingh
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Muktagacha
	6
	2
	0
	225
	7
	232

	· Gouripur
	4
	4
	0
	240
	42
	282

	· Fulbaria
	4
	2
	2
	177
	49
	226

	Sherpur
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Nokla
	2
	6
	0
	167
	36
	203

	· Nalitabari
	3
	5
	0
	201
	63
	264

	· Jamalpur Sadar
	1
	6
	1
	118
	88
	206

	Kishoreganj
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Kishoregonj Sadar
	1
	1
	0
	37
	13
	50

	· Katiadi
	9
	8
	1
	429
	67
	496

	· Hossainpur
	8
	4
	1
	290
	44
	334

	· Pakundia
	2
	1
	0
	53
	26
	79

	Rajshahi
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Durgapur
	11
	2
	5
	281
	130
	411

	· Mohanpur
	14
	0
	2
	371
	40
	411

	· Paba
	1
	1
	0
	48
	20
	68

	Total
	66
	42
	12
	2637
	625
	3262
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� /	Responses under the columns “knowledge” were recorded from focus group discussions induced without prompting.  Responses under the column “practice” have been verified in situ by the assessment team.  n = 175 respondents from 10 villages, of whom 134 are categorised as “direct delivery” and 41 as served by implementing partners 


  


� /	The assessment team’s methodology was identical to the methods applied to primary adopters: no questions were prompted in either  focus groups, one-on-ome interviews or ground-truthing in farmers’ plots.


� /	Responses under the columns “knowledge” were recorded from focus group discussions induced without prompting.  Responses under the column “practice” have been verified in situ by the assessment team.  n = 160 respondents from 10 villages, of whom 126 are categorised as “direct delivery” and 34 as served by implementing partners 
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