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Abstract
This is a guideline for a rapid evaluation of agro-climate information systems. The
questionnaire serves to evaluate project impacts and specific aspects of the climate
service in need of improvements before scaling and is designed to provide both
quantitative and qualitative response data. The guideline describes the process for data
collection and data analysis and provides some preliminary results from a minor pilot
survey in My Loi Climate-Smart Village in northcentral Vietnam. Two types of
questionnaires are presented. The longer questionnaire is designed to take one hour at
most and involves individual and focus group discussion with participatory rating and
ranking exercises, while the shorter one takes approximately 15-20 minutes and is
considered only for individual responses. Both can easily be adapted for illiterate
respondents.
Keywords

Climate-smart agriculture (CSA); evaluation; participatory tool; agro-advisory;
climate services
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Acronyms
ACIS

Agro-climate information service for women and ethnic minorities, the
project

CSA

Climate-smart agriculture

CSV

Climate-smart village

PSP

Participatory Scenario Planning
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Introduction
Climate services can be referred as the value-chain of “production, translation,
transfer, and use of climate knowledge and information for climate-informed decision
making” 1. The actionability (Tall, Jay et al. 2012, Simelton, Coulier et al. 2018) of
these services depend on a range of factors: the availability of, and access to, timely,
understandable, and useful climate information. Limited actionability may be ascribed
as gaps and inefficiencies between the steps in this value-chain.
The Agro-Climate Information Services (ACIS) project is implemented in Vietnam,
Laos, and Cambodia from 2015 to 2018. As in many places, the existing climate
service value chain was characterised by actors and services that function separately
and follow a top-down supply-driven flow. Without the feedback from end-users (i.e.
farmers), little was known about their use of and needs for weather forecasts and agroadvisories. From these challenges, the baseline studies in the three countries revealed
several limitations on actionability (Simelton, Coulier et al. 2018) and identified
opportunities to incorporate local knowledge into the agro-climate advisories.
Specifically, to address these shortcomings, the ACIS project was designed to support
producers and translators of climate services who downscale seasonal weather
forecasts and integrate the users into the translation and transfer stages. These were
achieved by focusing on the three main user groups of climate services: (1) public
planners with different intermediate functions, such as translating climate information
into plans or recommendations, (2) advisors who provide extension service and may
translate and transfer (communicate) climate information to (3) end users, which
include female and male smallholder farmers whose decisions may be based on none
or a range of climate services sources, and who own diverse farming systems, for
which there are no inclusive forecast apps. The climate service value chain actors
were connected via participatory scenario planning (PSP) workshops, where
‘champion farmers’ and agricultural advisors translated the forecasts and utilized
available scientific and local knowledge to develop advisories.
Emerging results from central Vietnam show that the feedback of the farmers helped
meteorologists evaluate their seasonal forecasts and that various formats of farming
advice reach farmers and help them use resources more efficiently. For example, aside

1

Climate Services Partnership http://www.climate-services.org/
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from the conventional loud speaker systems and paper bulletins on information
boards, mobile phone messages were sent to farmers in northern Vietnam and Laos,
and street theatres served as platforms to transfer information to illiterate farmers in
Cambodia.
As the project comes to an end, we developed a participatory rapid assessment tool
that was piloted in My Loi Climate-Smart Village (CSV) in Central Vietnam. The
criteria for the assessment tool (questionnaire) were:
I.
that it is fast and easy to respond to (in our experience, one hour is an
effective length) while also applicable for illiterate farmers;
II.

that it enables quantitative and qualitative results; that questions can be
responded both individually and in groups, so individual records can be
converted into quantitative information and used for group discussions for
qualitative information. Such approach verifies group and individual
responses. Consequently, the group settings can be homogeneous based on
some criteria of interest and can be compared by gender, ethnicity, or other
types of user groups, among others;

III.

that the findings serve both for evaluation and scaling purposes.
a. As an evaluation tool of the climate service itself, it would determine
areas in need of improvement;
b. As a project evaluation tool, it would look for positive and negative
outcomes before and after the project was implemented.
c. For scaling potential, it would identify limitations in need of further
testing before rolling out. To evaluate its co-investment and scaling
opportunities, the assessment tool would be designed to capture the
main positive and negative outcomes, which could be converted into a
qualitative cost-benefit analysis.

Lastly, our intention was to develop an assessment tool that, after piloting and minor
modifications, would be applicable at least in the remaining ACIS project sites.
In this report, we present the (1) methodology with an introduction to the
questionnaire and some principles of its design, a brief description of the pilot study,
and some considerations during the development of the questionnaire, (2) a guideline
for facilitators for data collection, (3) a guideline for the analysis of the results, and
(4) lessons learned. Preliminary results are shown in chapters 3 and 4. Appendix 1 has
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the printout table of the tested questionnaire; Appendix 2 a shortened, untested
version of the questionnaire.

1. Methodology
1.1 . Establish the purpose of the evaluation

An evaluation should indicate the reach and uptake of agro-advisories, several
information about user groups, and the actionability of the service before scaling.
The following type of evaluations are possible.
I.

Reach and uptake of climate service. To estimate the uptake of the
interventions in focus for the evaluation, one can approach a representative
number of random people in a village, show the agro-advisory and ask one
or two short questions: (1) Have you seen this advice for agriculture? (2) If
yes, have you used it? If time allows, the full or selected parts from the
questionnaire can be done.

These two questions may also be used as sampling strategy for the focus group
discussion for external evaluators. If 43 out of 100 random people in a village
answered ‘yes’ to question 1, and 20 of them answered ‘yes’ if they use it, we can
infer that the advisory reached 43% of the villagers, while the uptake was 20% of the
villagers (or about half of those reached).
II.

Users of climate services. By comparing the answers provided by direct
and indirect users, we can disclose to what degree information or
understanding is lost between the production and transfer of climate
services. If only direct users with access to weather forecast information
translate it and share the agro-advisory (PSP-members) and report various
benefits that indirect users (non-PSP members) do not report, we may
conclude gaps in the actionability of the agro-advisory. The next task then
is to find out the root cause of the gap, which could be issues in the modes
and formats for transferring climate services, the demand or capacity of the
indirect users to understand or the use of the information.

III.

The actionability of the climate service (tool, product). The evaluation
may be used to review aspects of the climate service in need of
improvements. In this case, the attention is geared towards the aspects of
the climate service that worked (positive outcomes, i.e. benefits) or did not
(negative outcomes, i.e. costs) as perceived by the users. This can be
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accomplished by searching for concrete examples in the group discussions.
Here, the ranking shows the aspects that brought the most impact on the
users’ livelihoods, which serves as a strong argument to promote climate
services.
In the case of My Loi CSV, the essential contributions of the climate services for the
direct users were (i) the improved timing of harvesting and/or planting, (ii) the
knowledge sharing through the PSP, and (iii) the ability to choose appropriate crop
species. Moreover, while the impact on ‘labour needs’ scored positively in the rating
session, i.e., that the climate service helped to use farm labour more efficiently (Table
5, benefit score = 13/13), none of the respondents prioritized this among their top 3
impacts (total rank score = 0). We concluded that the climate service promoted an
efficient use of resources (i.e., a benefit), which included the use of the traditional
production components inputs, labor, and land allocation, as well as use of social
learning and local knowledge processes.
IV.

The scaling potential. From a scaling perspective, the questionnaire and
focus group discussions (1) will confirm or challenge our assumptions that
those rated positively as ‘benefit’ indicate good or functioning aspects of
the climate services; the respondents will be probed with the main
question, ‘how could it be even better?’; and (2) will focus on items that
were ranked as negative outcomes on the ‘cost’ side, and any aspects that
were missing altogether or not mentioned, or on those answered by ‘I don’t
know’ or ‘I have no opinion’. The analysis should identify the aspects of
the climate service value chain that must be addressed before scaling, as
well as the potential additional costs and benefits for the farmers and
implementors of the climate services.

As we continue the survey in the project sites, the responses are expected to serve as
recommendations for scaling. Based on the results in My Loi, the discussion on
scaling the ACIS climate services from the commune to the district or provincial level
focused on adding more crops and corresponding agro-advisories in the PSP process.
Other farmers outside the focus groups must confirm if this is also a priority for them,
particularly in potential scaling sites. If we triangulate and get similar answers among
direct and indirect user groups, we may confirm if the demand is a priority. If so,
climate service providers must consider the aspects of climate services that need to
change: does it require any adjustments in the current seasonal forecast, e.g. timing,
indicators, and if so, can that information be made available? Or, if the same forecast
can be used, would it only be a matter for the PSP-groups to include more crops, and
if so, do the PSP facilitator(s) and/or farmers have enough information and knowledge
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to provide advice? If crop models are used to simulate yield and provide advisories
based on forecasts, are there enough crop response data available to calibrate the
models for new crops? If major changes are needed, consider another test phase
before rolling out.
1.2 . The questionnaire

In short, the questionnaire has three main sections. The main questionnaire is
presented in Table 1 while a summarized, untested version is presented in Appendix
2.
Table 1. Overview of questions, type of evaluation and data they contribute to
Section of
questionnaire

Question 1-17

Question
18-25

Question 1-17

Type of questions

Type of evaluation

Type of data

Random sampling strategy

Project outreach

Quantitative

Positive and negative
outcomes
comparing before and after
the intervention

Individual rating converted into
qualitative costs and benefit analysis
For project evaluation and
scalability

Quantitative
(Likert-scale)

Actionability indicators

Individual and in-depth group
assessment
For climate service evaluation and
needed improvements

Qualitative
Quantitative
(Likert-scale)

Key impacts

Individual ranking and group
priorities
Selling points of the climate service

Quantitative
Qualitative

1.3 . Recording the responses

If resources are available, a notetaker or facilitator can record the ranking for each
individual to complete a personalized response data set, which can be clustered into
group responses. The facilitator (or note-taker, if available) jots down the data in their
notebooks or records them in a spreadsheet using a software such as Open Data Kit.
Recording data on a software allows the user to run valuable statistical analyses. If
this is not possible, an alternative can be assigning each member different colours of
tokens; asking them to leave tokens on the printout table; and taking a photo of the
results. Personal information would be colour-coded in the notebook.
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Table 2. Example of a record of individual responses for question 1 onwards.
The rate 1 to 5 corresponds to the number of tokens used for rating
Village:

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

Beneficiary:

indirect
user

indirect
user

indirect
user

indirect
user

indirect
user

indirect
user

indirect
user

Respondent

R1

R2

R3

R4

R5

R6

Group
avg

Gender

F

F

F

F

F

F

Age

32

37

42

64

29

51

Used climate
service since

2018

2017

2017

2016

2017

2018

Main farming
system

Maize

Cassava

Peanut,
maize

Cassava,
bean

Maize

Cassava,
peanut

Q1

2

1

2

4

1

2

Q2

1

…

12/6=2

Q3
…

Qualitative cost-benefit analysis

Another goal of the evaluation is to construct qualitative cost-benefit analyses of the
impacts associated with the climate services because not all values could be evaluated
in quantitative terms. Such analyses present certain insights on the intervention (i.e.,
climate services) and the potential losses that farmers can avoid, which are both better
than looking for alternatives.
Cost and benefit analyses involve three steps: (1) identifying and describing the costs
and benefits, (2) attributing the observed outcomes to the agro-advisory
(intervention), and (3) comparing costs and benefits, e.g. as a ratio of benefits to costs
(Stevens, Rogers et al. 2008). While quantitative cost-benefit assessments yield
monetary values, qualitative cost-benefits analyses identify a range of evidence for
costs and benefits and explore relationships between them. Here, the value of the
outcome is at the farm level. At project scale, the results could be generalized to
inform governments of the value of avoided loss and damage. For this analysis, the
Likert-scale response options for questions 1-17 were converted into benefits and
costs.
Table 3 shows the three types of Likert response options wherein the last row shows
the conversion into qualitative costs and benefits. Costs are viewed as responses not
indicating benefits and thus, recorded as negative outcomes and with no specified
economic value. If real gains, losses or damages are documented over time and can be
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directly attributed to the agro-advisory, they may be translated into an economic cost:
benefit ratio. This was not done within this project.
Table 3. Conversion of questionnaire response options to costs and benefits
Much better

Better

Same

Worse

Much worse

Always

Most of the
time

I don’t know

Usually not

Never

I am very happy

I am happy

Indifferent

I am not happy

I am very
unhappy

Strong benefit

Benefit

-

Cost

Strong cost

Response options in
the questionnaire

Corresponding cost or
benefit

Examples of economic
benefits and costs,
before and after agroadvisory

Positive outcomes
Negative outcomes avoided

Resources expended
Negative outcomes

Bumper harvest
Less yield variability
Saved labour time
Reduced inputs
Resource use efficiency

Crop failure
Increased yield variability
Added labour time
Increased inputs
Wasted resources

No change

1.4. The pilot survey
Background

The questionnaire was piloted in My Loi CSV. Here, the ACIS project started in
2015-16, with a Participatory Scenario Planning (PSP) conducted thrice every crop
season, and participated by about 35 female and male farmers. The output was an
agro-advisory with a forecast that was published as a poster on village information
boards and broadcasted through the village loud speaker. Several farmers, who all
manage their respective Community Innovation Fund, represented four CSA-interest
groups. In 2018, the PSP are now participated by almost 50 representatives from all
villages in the commune, who prepare the agro-advisory in groups and disseminate
them in their villages. For instance, a farmer group in the commune uses social media
to exchange information. The District Department of Agriculture uses the provincial
seasonal forecast to downscale a district agro-advisory; the Provincial Farmers’
Union, which facilitates the PSPs, posts the Ky Son agro-advisory online. The PSP
approach is explained by CARE (2017) and Le, Luu et al. (2018).
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The pilot approach

In the pilot survey, we organized two gender-segregated sessions (one group of 7 men
and one group of 6 women, respectively). All participants, who are direct users of
climate services, engaged in the PSP groups. The sessions were led by native
facilitators.
The facilitator’s questionnaire, which was edited after the pilot, is presented in Table
4; the printout table shown to participants in Appendix 1; and the detailed how-to-do
guide in Table 5. The sessions were organized by following the steps below:
Introduction: The facilitator explained the procedure, the overall content of the
printout table, and the corresponding response choices (likert scale) with graphic
illustrations.
Individual responses (positive and negative outcomes): The facilitator gathered
individual responses, wherein each participant placed a token (in this case, a bean) for
the statement that best represented their personal view. The facilitator asked one
question at a time. This method provided an individual (quantitative) response that
could be noted by the facilitator and allowed group discussions about the questions
(qualitative). The facilitator noted the distribution of tokens for each statement.
Group responses (actionability): The mid-section questions were asked the same
way as the top section, but the facilitator reflected on the responses made in the top
section by probing short discussions to allow more detailed answers and concrete
examples. For instance, questions like ‘Do you have specific examples of when the
climate services did not help increase your yields? If so, why?’ provided valuable
information for the cost-benefit analysis.
Ranking (key impacts): The facilitator highlighted the statements in the top section
of the printout table then asked each participant to pick three impacts of the climate
services that they deemed most important. Each respondent then ranked their
priorities by placing 1, 2 and 3 tokens respectively on the printout (three for the ‘most
important’).
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Figure 1. The facilitator explains the
procedure

Figure 2. Participants
discussing their answers

Lessons learned

The pilot survey offered several insights into the content and the procedure of data
collection. Overall, the procedure was well received and understood. The visual
representation of the questions and answers and the use of tokens appeared to expedite
the process (Appendix 1 and Table 4).
Maintain similar form of statements in the questionnaire. Most statements are
positive, such as ‘The climate services helped to…’. While neutral statements or mix
of positive and negative statements are preferred, they may elicit unnecessary
confusion. For instance, neutral statements would require difficult rating statements;
and mixed positive/negative statements may cause discussions about the way the
statements were made – both incurring longer time without obvious benefit.
Therefore, we maintained a basic form of statement with one set of Likert response
options. Here, the group discussions served to crosscheck that responses were not
influenced by the way statements were made.
Homogeneous sampling strategy. The selected interviewees were direct users who
are all aware of most of the project activities and services provided. Direct and
indirect users must be evaluated separately to see differences between an active
participant in the production process of the climate service and a passive recipient of
such service. Given that group discussions are organized in environments where the
group members already know each other, we expect that trust was already established.
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The facilitator is vital. Here, the impact assessment was conducted during project
activities but was facilitated by two persons who were unknown to the villagers. In
this way, we expected to lower the risk of participants feeling obliged to report only
positive answers. The process was transparent as all participants were given the
opportunity to speak freely and were assured that their comments would improve the
services for themselves and other farmers. The 13 participants in this pilot actively
engaged and showed no sign of restraint.
Group dynamics. The role of the facilitator is crucial to prevent the participants from
influencing one another. Seating arrangement was considered to ensure active
participation and that each participant places their token themselves where it belongs.
In the group, the participants tended to respond collectively even when responses
were designed to be individual, and the step-by-step guide was adjusted to enable
facilitators different options for use in other locations.
The token. It may be kept on the printout table or returned to the participants before
asking another question. Considerations involve the risk that loose tokens accidentally
move to another square (loose tokens are preferred as they can be altered) versus the
value of having transparent evidence to refer back to in the discussions. Based on our
experience, redistributing the rating tokens to each participant after each question and
emphasizing that they should answer regardless of the group opinion (see Table 5,
step 4) possibly helped yield answers that are free from any influence.
Time allocation. Around one hour was enough to retain focus and attention. We
estimated that 15-20 minutes may be enough for an individual survey (depending on
how familiar the respondents are with the climate service), but we saw the group
feedback as more valuable and worthwhile. The group feedbacks also allowed 6-7
responses in one hour. The first section can be accomplished quickly where the
participants only rank and the facilitator waits for any clarifying question. However,
probing or clarifying questions may take more time and may overwhelm the
participants.
Changes to the piloted questionnaire

The original questionnaire was modified during the pilot survey and in the following
discussions with the team.
The question on changes in the timing of planting and harvesting was split into two
questions. For the focus group discussion, ‘Have the climate services caused any
disadvantages for you and your farming practices?' was added to better identify actual
costs, if there are any. For the question, ‘Do you see any environmental effects on
your farm or surroundings after using the climate services?’, the words,
18

‘environmental effects’, were added in the guide to help facilitators explain and probe
further. Moreover, since this is a before-and-after evaluation of the project, the
answers of the respondents, particularly those about yield increase, may change. In
this regard, the question, ‘If you experienced yield increase, was it due to higher
production and/or an avoidance of crop damage/loss?’, intended to highlight if the
climate services helped farmers avoid crop losses, and thus, could be adopted as an
adaptation strategy to reduce yield variability. Lastly, two questions were added on
changes in gender roles in relation to farm decision making processes (Table 4,
questions 10 and 11 for individual responses, and questions 23 and 24 for group
discussion).
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2. Guideline for data collection
This guideline is intended for facilitators who are assessing impacts of climate
services, such as a forecast or an agro-climate advisory as in this case. Lessons
learned from the pilot survey and comments from project implementers in the other
project sites further developed this guideline. We assume that the specific purpose of
the evaluation has been established and that the reader is familiar with the
methodology (Section 1.1-1.4).
2.1. Preparations

Table 4 shows the revised list of questions for assessing impacts of climate services.
(a) Prepare a printout table showing questions 1-17 to the participants. It must be large
enough to place rating tokens directly on the paper. (b) Translate the questions into
the farmers’ language(s) and use clear and familiar illustrations that also work as
memory support. Farmers would respond individually by physically placing beans on
the table (Appendix 1).
Facilitators and participants may not understand “conventional” icons
in the same way. One way to avoid confusion is to draw icons or
illustrations together during the introduction of the questionnaire
table. The facilitator may build on earlier experiences with developing
agro-advisories.

The facilitator (and note-taker, if available) will also prepare probing questions and
will record the data in their notebooks or in a software such as the Open Data Kit. If
the facilitator and/or notetaker records each respondent’s answer, this can be done as a
simple spreadsheet (Table 2).
Selecting group members

If the purpose of the evaluation is to estimate the diffusion rate, the survey team can
ask 100 random people within a certain area if they have seen and/or used the agroadvisory. The number of people who said yes provides a quick estimate of the
diffusion rate. The interviewees can be randomly selected from those who answered
yes.
For a project evaluation, the group members should have a similar experience or be at
a similar stage of the climate service, i.e. they may be the group preparing the
advisory (PSP-groups and farmer champions) or the users (villagers who receive the
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advisory but are not actively involved in preparing it). They can be randomly selected
from a list of project beneficiaries and categorised based on known differences among
user groups, e.g. gender, age, farming systems, socioeconomic situations.
As an assessment to identify the aspects of the climate service that must be improved
and to generate ideas about its scaling potential, the questionnaire may be included in
a workshop. The group setup could be more heterogeneous to enable more learning
and sharing among members, specifically to explore trade-offs and priorities for
improvements.
2.2. The interview

The interview can be conducted in groups or individually. Here, we listed the
procedures for groups through a step-by-step guide in Table 5, which should be seen
in conjunction with the questionnaire presented in Table 4.
In short, questions 1-17 are asked one-by-one, wherein each participant is asked to
think about their answer. At a given signal, everyone places their token under the rate
that best describes their response. This is expected to reduce participants influencing
one another.
Next, for the facilitators, (Table 4), they will ask questions 18-25 one-by-one to the
group and facilitate the discussion. Examples of probing questions are provided in
Table 5.
Lastly, for questions 26 and 27, the facilitator asks the participants to individually
reflect on the twelve impacts of the climate services (questions 1-12) then rank the
three most important for them.
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Table 4. Questionnaire for individual and group assessment of climate services
Questions on printout: ‘After using climate
services, how has the following changed for
you?’

Response options

1.

The yield of most harvests

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

2.

The use of pesticides

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

3.

The use of fertilizers

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

4.

Farm income or savings

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

5.

Labour needs

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

6.

The timing of harvests

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

7.

The timing of planting

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

8.

Can choose appropriate crop
species/varieties

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

9.

Communication and/or knowledge
sharing in the community after the
Participatory Scenario Planning

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

Much more

More

Less

Much less

Same

Much more

More

Less

Much less

Same

Much better

Better

Worse

Much worse

Same

10. Women farmers’ participation in farm
decision-making
11. Men farmers’ participation in farm
decision-making
12. Something else that has changed?
…….[write here]…….
Actionability statements on printout:

Response options

13. Climate services help me to act on time

Always

Most of
the time

Usually
not

Never

I don’t know

14. I understand the climate services

Always

Most of
the time

Usually
not

Never

I don’t know

15. The climate services are relevant to my
farm and crops

Always

Most of
the time

Usually
not

Never

I don’t know

16. I trust the climate services

Always

Most of
the time

Usually
not

Never

I don’t know

I am very happy

I am
happy

I am not
happy

I am very
unhappy

Indifferent

17. How do you feel about the climate
services? Other feelings: .…[write
here]…..

Questions (talking points) for (individual or) focus group discussion*
18. Have the climate services caused any disadvantages for you and your farming practices?
19. If you experienced yield increase, was it due to higher production and/or an avoidance of crop damage/loss?
(Example of probing questions: Have you changed crop varieties? Did adaptation measures help you avoid negative
weather impacts?)
20. Do you have specific examples of when the climate services did not help increase your yields? If so, why?
21. If the agroadvisory was not suitable/relevant to your farm, what was missing? Was there certain information missing?
22. Do you see any environmental effects on your farm or surroundings after using the climate services?
(Example of probing questions: What differences have you seen relating to water and/or soil quality, soil fertility etc.)
23. Why has women famers’ role in farm decision-making changed, or why has it not changed, in relation to the climate
services? What specific consequences does that have for you, the household and/or the farm?
24. Why has men famers’ role in farm decision-making changed, or why has it not changed, in relation to the climate
services? What specific consequences does that have for you, the household and/or the farm?
25. Do you have other comments?
Questions for individual ranking segment*
26. Which three of the impacts from the climate services have
been most important for you?

Choose 3 elements from questions 1-12 on the printout
(row 12 can be filled out if needed)

27. Please rank those three benefits: 1 = least important, 3 =
most important.

1 token

2 tokens

3 tokens

* = Questions are not stated on the table printout, the facilitator uses this table as guide and writes answers in
their notebook, Open Data Kit or other software).
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Table 5. Step-by-step guide for individual and group assessments of climate
services
Quiet room with chairs around a table. Ask participants to leave their phones switched off.
Max duration 1 hour.

Setting

Materials

Selection criteria of
participants

Printout table (provided in Appendix 1, translated into local language and printed out in A1
or A0 format), filter pens, post-it notes, 120 tokens e.g. beans. Notebook or tablet with
data collection software and downloaded questionnaire (e.g. Open Data Kit). Tape recorder
(optional).
For individual answers, tokens of different colours may be used to keep easier track of
individual responses.
Random selection based on pre-selection criteria (project beneficiaries, random indirect
beneficiaries/adopters)
The questionnaire can be conducted for individual answers (with questions 18-25 as indepth discussion) or as group responses, without consideration of tracking the response per
individual.
All participants are direct and/or in-direct climate service beneficiaries.
Maximum 7 participants per group. Groups can be divided by gender, age, ethnicity,
farming systems as required. Ensure gender is reflected within and/or between the groups.
Depending on the purpose, consider subdividing groups depending on their familiarity of the
climate services (direct and direct beneficiaries).
In a formal evaluation, your total sample size needs to represent a statistically significant
number of the population.

Steps
1.

2.

3.

4.

Facilitator notes group characteristics: Location, gender, when climate services were first adopted, etc..
The table printout (Appendix 1) is laid out on a table, facing participants. The facilitator explains the
purpose of the questions and what is being evaluated, e.g. compared with before the Participatory Scenario
Planning with seasonal forecasts and agroadvisory.
To ensure clarity, the facilitator show an example of the climate service provided, e.g. agroadvisory or
bulletin poster (see Appendix 2).
Question 1-17: Individual rating
Participants are given one token each.
Facilitator reads out first question on the printout and explains how to answer it (see response options,
Table 4). At a given signal, participants put their one token on the table on the fitting response as their
individual answer.
The facilitator/note taker records each respondent’s rates or the group’s.

Participants either return the token after each question or get a new token for each question.
Repeat for all questions 1-17). For question 12, additional (dis)benefits be written on separate post-it notes.
Question 18-25: Focus group discussion

5.

Facilitator asks the 8 discussion questions one-by-one as for questions 1-17, and then leads the group
discussion to probe for more in-depth answers.
The discussion may be recorded, otherwise the main points are noted.

6.

Facilitator points back to the questions 1- 12 on the printout table, and asks ‘Which 3 of these listed and
discussed impacts of the climate services have been most important for you?’

7.

To avoid influence of others, each participant presents their three impacts, including the added
(dis)benefits.

8.

Next, each participant gets 6 tokens and distributes one, two and three tokens for the respective three
priorities (three for the most important, …, one for the third most important)

9.

Facilitator notes the rank for each participant and listens to their arguments.

Question 26-27: Individual ranking of benefits

NOTE

In the case all or some participants are illiterate, the same steps are followed, only be sure to explain
each question/statement and ensure tokens are placed in correct box.
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3. Guideline for data analysis and preliminary results
The questionnaire can be analysed and presented in various ways. Here, we provide a
few examples using the data from the pilot survey. Since the sample size was too
small, the analysis and interpretations are not statistically sound. Until we have a
larger dataset, we refrain from dwelling on possible explanations, such as socio-norms
and gender differences, familiarity with expressing individual opinions, and influence
by group members, among others. Furthermore, the questionnaire presented here was
revised after the pilot; several questions are now slightly different. When all surveys
have been merged into one dataset, new assessment categories can be compared.
3.1. Quantitative assessment of rating (Questions 1-17)

The individual responses on questions 1-17 can be converted into bar graphs (use %
of total respondents when the sample is large), with the legend for the response
options presented on the printed table.
In Figure 3, the ratings of the climate services are illustrated using a color-coded bar
graph (questions 13-17 extracted from Table 4).

Figure 3. Rating results of the actionability of climate services, continuing the
statement ‘The climate services…’ (n=13)

3.2. Analysis of ranking results (questions 26-27)

Two examples of the ranking of climate service impacts done in Question 26-27 are
presented in Table 6 and Figure 5. Both illustrate the relative importance of the 12
potential impacts (question 1-12).
Table 6 illustrates how the scores are first added for each of the impacts shown in
Figure 5. For example, for the first impact, “timing of harvesting and planting”, four
people each allocated three tokens, i.e. the most important impact, three people ranked
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it second, and another three people gave it one token for their third most important
impact, leading to a score of 21 (4 * 3 + 3 * 2 + 3 * 1). As shown in Table 6, ten
respondents ranked this impact among their top three priorities.
Table 6. Climate service impacts ranked as total tokens per impact and number
of respondents presenting the impact among the top three priorities.
Impact (ranked)

Most important

●●●

2nd most
important

●●

3rd most
important

●

Tokens in total
Impact score

Number of
respondents

1.

Timing of
harvests/planting

4x

●●●

3x

●●

3x

●

21

10

2.

Knowledge sharing
through PSP

4x

●●●

2x

●●

4x

●

20

10

3.

Choosing
appropriate crop
species/varieties

3x

●●●

3x

●●

3x

●

17

9

4.

Yield of most
harvests

1x

●●●

3x

●●

0x

●

9

4

5.

Fertilizer use

1x

●●●

0x

●●

1x

●

4

2

6.

Pesticide use

0x

●●●

1x

●●

1x

●

3

2

7.

Farm income and
savings

0x

●●●

1x

●●

1x

●

3

2

8.

Labour needs

0x

●●●

0x

●●

0x

●

0

0

Note: The left column corresponds to question 1-12, and the following three columns the ranked
derived in question 26-27, where the number denotes number of respondents and ● the number of
tokens (n=13)

In Figure 5, each colour represents the ranking and the total number of respondents
rating the statement among their top three priorities. For example, four respondents
ranked improved timing of harvest season as the most important impact; three ranked
it the second most; and three the third most important. Table 6 and Figure 5 also show
that ten out of the thirteen respondents (77%) ranked both the timing and the ability to
exchange information on their top 3 impacts.
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Figure 4. Distribution of ranking by priority and total number of responses in My
Loi (n=13). The blue ‘3 beans’ refers to the three tokens for the top
priority, etc.

Table 6 gives a clearer illustration of the number of respondents, the total number of
beans, and their respective rate. In Figure 4, the bars for ‘fertilizer use’ are equal to
those of ‘pesticide use’ and ‘farm income/saving money’, while the ranks (weights)
differ.
Comparing the rating with the ranking should explain what causes some farmers to
score one impact high, many farmers to score certain impacts among the top three but
not necessarily the highest, and impacts that many had rated high as benefits but
nobody or few ranked among the top three.
3.3. Qualitative cost-benefit analysis of rating results (Question 1-17)

The evaluation also aims to qualitatively analyse the impacts associated with the
climate services as costs and benefits, as not all values could be evaluated in
quantitative terms. For this analysis, the Likert-scale response options for questions 117 were converted into benefits and costs (Table 3). Table 7 shows the farmers’ rating
of climate service outcomes and how we converted those into either strong benefit,
benefit, cost, and strong cost. Scores for each impact are added for the benefit or cost
side, and the total scores are given in the last row. In this way, we compared positive
and negative outcomes to give an overall evaluation of the climate services. The costs
and benefits of the climate service intervention can be compared for different user
groups or locations (Table 8). For a qualitative summary of cost and benefits, see
Table 6.
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Table 7. Distribution of ratings of climate service impacts in My Loi (n=13)
Positive outcomes

Negative outcomes
Type of impact

Benefit
score

Strong
benefit

Benefit

Cost

Strong
cost

Cost
score

13

3

10

Yield of most harvests

0

0

0

13

0

13

6

13

Pesticide use

0

0

0

7

Fertilizer use

0

0

13

0

7

6

Farm income and savings

0

0

0

13

0

13

Labour needs

0

0

0

13

7

6

Timing of harvesting/planting

0

0

0

13

7

6

Choosing appropriate crop
species/varieties

0

0

0

13

7

6

Communication and knowledge sharing

0

0

0

13

12

1

Timely action

0

0

0

12

11

1

Understandable

1

0

1

8

8

0

Relevance to individuals

5

0

5

13

0

13

Reliability

0

0

0

13

5

8

General satisfaction

0

0

0

163

73

90

Total score

6

0

6

Overall, the total score of 163 to 6 (Table 7) indicates a predominantly positive
feedback. Since the statements were written in a positive manner, we expected the
benefits to outscore the costs; the results then should only be indicative, and must not
be subjected under over-interpretation. However, to some extent, they highlighted a
few discrepancies. For example, the comparison between the different impacts as
either a positive or negative outcome show that although all respondents reported
‘yield increase’ (a benefit), 8 out of 13 respondents rated that the climate services had
‘relevance to individuals’ (benefit) while 5 rated it as usually not relevant (cost). Here,
this was the highest ‘cost score’ and thus signaled an area for attention, clarification,
and possible improvement before scaling.
The importance of allowing qualitative or open-ended questions to clarify the
quantitative surveys was emphasized. In the pilot study, probing questions during the
group discussions addressed two critical issues. First, the group of women mentioned
that they were able to harvest one rice crop before the heavy rain storms, which they
otherwise might have lost. Similar examples were given by the men. For the statement
‘relevance to individuals’, the five men who said that climate services were usually
not relevant explained that they meant the services are not applicable for the other
crops they grow, such as black bean and maize. These crops have a narrow planting
window, especially if the spring is dry, and depending on the seasonal forecast, could
have strong potential as relay, intercropped or substitute crops. On the other hand, in
the group discussion, all participants stated that no information was missing in the
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agro-advisory poster, as they had developed it during the PSP sessions (Table 4,
question 21). These findings stress the need for qualitative and quantitative surveys,
as well as a facilitator probing and triangulating the questions.
3.4. Gendered comparisons

We prioritized to capture the impacts of the agro-advisory in relation to women’s and
men’s needs. For this reason, we organized gender-segregated sessions.
Table 8 shows the rating results and cost-benefits analysis subdivided by gender.
Although the total numbers were small, we compare results as percentage as the group
sizes differed. The last two rows summarize the responses into positive and negative
outcomes (benefit vs. cost). Overall, there were only minor differences between
women’s and men’s responses. The main differences were that while none of the
women responded negatively, only a few men did so. Furthermore, a larger share of
men rated elements strongly (“Much better” or “Always”) and provided answers with
wider spread, while the women tended to be more modest in their ratings. Likewise,
for the general satisfaction question, ‘Are you happy about the climate services?’,
most of the men responded with, ‘I am very happy’, while all women responded ‘I am
happy’ (Figure 4).
Table 8. Distribution of ratings of climate service impacts by gender (n=13, 6
women, 7 men)
Positive outcomes

Negative outcomes

Strong
benefits
W
M

W

M

3

0

3

7

Yield of most harvests

0

0

0

0

0

0

6

7

Pesticide use

0

0

0

0

Benefits

Impact

Cost
W

Strong cost
M

W

M

6

0

0

7

Fertilizer use

0

0

0

0

0

7

6

0

Farm income and savings

0

0

0

0

0
0
0

0
7
7

6
6
6

7
0
0

Labour needs
Timing of harvesting/planting
Choosing appropriate crop species/varieties

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0

7

6

0

Communication and knowledge sharing

0

0

0

0

6

6

0

1

Timely action

0

0

0

0

6

5

0

1

Understandable

0

1

0

0

6

2

0

0

Relevance to individuals

0

5

0

0

0

0

6

7

Reliability

0

0

0

0
0

0

5

6

2

General satisfaction

0

0

0

27

46

51

39

Total score

0

6

0

0

35%

51%

65%

42%

Scores in percentage

0%

7%

0%

0%

100%

Women ratings (benefit vs. cost)

0%

93%

Men ratings (benefit vs. cost)

7%

W = Women, M = Men
Note: The calculation is shown in percentage as the sample size differs between the two groups.
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Figure 5. Responses to ‘Are you happy about the climate services?’ by gender
(n=6 women, 7 men)

Two tables provide examples of how the rating of climate service impacts can be
analyzed. Table 7 gives the overall, as well as specific evaluation scores for each
impact, while Table 8 does so by accounting gender. A graphic such as Figure 4
compares results between two or more categories, e.g. gender, age, ethnic groups
direct or indirect beneficiaries, which helps in selecting relevant data for further
statistical analysis and in-depth explanations depending on the purpose, i.e. evaluation
of project, tool, or scaling potential.
3.5. Qualitative summary of statements

The qualitative data analysis may present various purposes such as explaining
quantitative results, providing examples for evaluation results and guiding for
potential scaling. Table 6 specifies qualitative cost-benefits associated with the
climate services by combining the most important results from the rating, the ranking,
and the focus group discussion data. The costs may be converted into monetary
values, if the actual loss can be attributed to errors in the agro-advisory. If the
assessment can provide more values, this could be used to compare benefit: cost ratios
for different user groups. For instance, the total score of 163:6 would return a benefit:
cost ratio of 27 to 1 for the whole group. Specifically, it would be 78:0 for the women
and 14:1 for the men.
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Table 6. Summary of positive and negative outcomes (benefits and costs)
associated with the climate services in My Loi (n=13)
Benefit* - total score 163 ***

Cost** - total score 6***

Other comments by participants **

Successful timing of planting and
harvesting around weather events

Forecast is seasonal and does not
provide essential short-term
weather forecast

The climate services are a scientific
input to farmers’ indigenous farming
knowledge

Communication and/or knowledge
sharing in the community after the
Participatory Scenario Planning

Information is not always relevant
to the individual’s farm and crops

The agroadvisory was developed in
collaboration with farmers, thus
most farmers found it adequate as
they developed it themselves.

Informed choice of appropriate
crop species/varieties

-

-

* Based on ranking results, ** Based on focus group discussion, *** Based on rating results

30

4. Lessons learned
4.1. Reflections on the approach

The setting and methodology should provide participants a safe platform to express
their opinions and discuss both their negative and positive experiences with other
people. Their opinions and experiences may therefore differ depending on groups and
contexts.
Pros and cons of individual compared to group sessions may be considered

In group sessions, the participants represent a community where the results likely
highlight what has been similar experiences. The discussions may focus on group
activities and social learning and a need to probe for more individual or diverse
examples may arise. Individual responses forces everybody to think more about their
own answers and reflect on areas that differ among individuals. Ideally, the
combination of individual and group responses should enable both types of responses
and the method used may vary depending on the type of information sought for. If the
facilitator suspects that the participants’ influence takes over, closed rating may be
considered, which is reported back and discussed as the group’s response.
4.2. Key preliminary results
Climate services had a majority of monetary and non-monetary benefits

The preliminary results from My Loi showed that the most important benefit from the
climate services were being able to time the harvest and planting better in relation to
weather events. Being able to time harvests meant avoiding crop failures, which save
both yields, incomes and labour—all of which may be converted into monetary
values. However, among the top prioritized positive outcomes was the social learning
– which cannot be measured in monetary terms.
A wider variety of crop choices would make the agro-advisory more actionable

The costs based on this small survey were more related to consequences of services
that are not provided, rather than actual losses due to the service provided. For
example, to fully benefit from the service, some farmers wanted more crops covered
by the agro-advisory. Furthermore, while a seasonal forecast helps in planning
decisions, weather fluctuations within the forecasted period and short-term weather
forecasts were more critical for the farmers’ management decisions. Since the project
started in My Loi, some gaps between supply and demand of climate services had
been narrowed. However, users’ expectations, as well as their farming systems, may
increase and expand over time, showing that the resolution and content of climate
services must be constantly improved to meet specific user needs.
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Try harder to understand the underlying differences between women’s and men’s
responses

As the differences between gender-segregated groups were small, two specific gender
impact questions on intra-household relations were added to the questionnaire after
the pilot survey. During the pilot study, we noted that women were more conformist
in their rating than men, which confirms the relevance of having gender-separated
groups to probe for more in-depth understanding of the underlying reasons of the
respective groups. In this case, in mixed groups, the uniform responses given by
women might have been overlooked in search for the more obvious discrepancies
presented by the men.
Two gender impact questions were added after the pilot survey and asked at a later
occasion. They suggested that some women had reduced time spent on household
chores, as men had become more aware of the unequal work distribution within the
household. This would lead to gender awareness, raising activities conducted in the
overall program rather than the PSP meetings, but may still be reflected in the
question on labor allocation impacts.
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Appendix 1 – The printout table
Shown below is the printout table with statements and response options for individual
and group assessment of climate services. Here, forecast and agro-advisory was used,
as it is a term that farmers are familiar with. The printout table with statements must
be customized based on the context where it would be used. Where literacy levels are
low or multiple languages are required, more illustrations must be included; questions
must be asked one at the time; and results must be reiterated before the group
discussions are translated into the participants’ languages. Bi-lingual translations may
be accomplished side-by-side on the table or the groups may be divided based on their
languages if there is no common spoken language.

😊😊

😊

After the forecast and agro-advisory, how
have these changed for you?

☹

☹�☹� 😐

1

Much better

Better

The yield of most harvests

Worse

Much worse

Same

2

Much better

Better

The use of pesticides

Worse

Much worse

Same

3

Much better

Better

The use of fertilizers

Worse

Much worse

Same

4

Much better

Better

Farm income, or saving money

Worse

Much worse

Same

5

Much better

Better

Labour needs

Worse

Much worse

Same

6

Much better

Better

The timing of planting

Worse

Much worse

Same

7

Much better

Better

The timing of harvesting

Worse

Much worse

Same

8

Much better

Better

Can chose appropriate crop species/varieties

Worse

Much worse

Same

9

Much better

Better

Communicating and/or sharing knowledge in the
community after Participatory Scenario Planning
meetings

Worse

Much worse

Same

10

Much more

More

Women farmers’ participation in farm decision-making

Less

Much less

Same

11

Much more

More

Men farmers’ participation in farm decision-making

Less

Much less

Same

12

Much better

Better

Something else that changed:
________________________

Worse

Much worse

Same

13

Always

Most of the
time

The forecast and agro-advisory helps me to act on time

Usually not

Never

I don’t
know

14

Always

Most of the
time

I understand the forecast and agro-advisory

Usually not

Never

I don’t
know

15

Always

Most of the
time

The forecast and agro-advisory is relevant to my farm
and crops

Usually not

Never

I don’t
know

16

Always

Most of the
time

I trust the forecast and agro-advisory

Usually not

Never

I don’t
know

17

I am very
happy

I am happy

How I feel about the forecast and agro-advisory?
Other feelings: _________________________________

Unhappy

I am very
unhappy

Indifferent
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Appendix 2 – The shortcut questionnaire
A shorter version of the questionnaire was developed but has not been tested. In this
case, questions 3-4 and 10 reflect positive and negative outcomes that would be
converted into costs and benefits; questions 5-8 reflect the actionability; and questions
9-11 would highlight any improvements needed before scaling.
Question

Response options

1

Have you changed any farming management practices because of this agro-climate
information service? [show example of climate services, e.g. bulletin]

Yes

2

If no, why not? [jump to Q5]

Specify

3

If yes, what did you do differently
now compared to before the agroclimate information?

No

a. I plan/time my use of inputs better

Yes

No

b. I plan/time planting and harvests
better

Yes

No

c. I use my labour better

Yes

No

d. I choose crops that are better suited

Yes

No

e. I share more farm decisions between
me and my husband/wife

Yes

No

Yes

No

a. My yield has improved

Yes

No

b. I have avoided crop loss or damage

Yes

No

c. I have avoided expenses

Yes

No

d. I have saved labour time

Yes

No

e. My husband/wife and I work better
together

Yes

No

f.

Yes

No

f.

I talk more with neighbor farmers about
farming practices

g. Other, Specify:

4

What results do you notice because
you changed those practices?

I learn from neighbor farmers

g. Other, Specify:
5

Climate services help me to act on
time

Always

Most of the time

Usually not

Never

I don’t know

6

I understand the climate services

Always

Most of the time

Usually not

Never

I don’t know

7

The climate services are relevant to
my farm and crops

Always

Most of the time

Usually not

Never

I don’t know

8

I trust the climate services

Always

Most of the time

Usually not

Never

I don’t know

9

How do you feel about the climate
services?

I am very happy

I am happy

I am not happy

I am very
unhappy

Indifferent

10

Have you noticed negative effects
because of the agro-climate services?

If yes, specify

11

What would you like to improve about
the agro-climate services?

Specify
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