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includes a response to the overall evaluation and to the specific recommendations made. 
The management response that includes the follow-up action plan will be included as an 
annex to the evaluation report. To ensure that recommendations that have been accepted 
by the ESCAP management are acted upon, an evaluation follow-up action plan with 
responsible units and expected completion dates is submitted separately to the PMD (See 
Evaluation Tool 7: Management Response template).] 
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EXECUTIVE	SUMMARY	
This report details the findings of the final evaluation of the Network for Knowledge 
Transfer on sustainable agricultural technologies and improved market linkages in South 
and Southeast Asia (“SATNET Asia”) that was conducted between December 2014 and 
April 2015. The SATNET Asia project was funded 2012-2015 by the European 
Commission as one of the projects within its regional programme “Technology Transfer 
for Food Security in Asia” (TTFSA). The aim of SATNET Asia was to develop a regional 
network of relevant actors to facilitate regional trade and to share knowledge about 
suitable technology for sustainable agriculture. As such it was an important facilitator to 
six further projects funded individually under the TTFSA. 

The final evaluation focussed on assessing the project in terms of its relevance, efficiency, 
effectiveness, sustainability, partnerships, aid effectiveness, gender mainstreaming and 
environmental sustainability.  

It is based on a combination of literature review, survey questionnaires and key informant 
interviews.  

Nine conclusions were drawn from the evaluation: 

1. SATNET Asia has reached its expected results to a large extent.  
2. The project provided value for money, it was relevant to regional and national 

priorities and efficiently dealt with implementation issues. 
3. The project worked effectively and to a large extent reached it aims.  
4. Elements of SATNET Asia will continue regardless of continued funding. 
5. SATNET Asia has effectively developed good partnerships and has engaged and 

consulted with its stakeholders. 
6. SATNET Asia addressed concerns of the regional governments to a satisfactory 

level.  
7. The participation of women in SATNET Asia’s capacity building events was 

lower than expected.  
8. Environmental sustainability aspects were included into the project; the selected 

best practices reflect the importance of environmental sustainability in agriculture. 
9. The SATNET Asia experience was instrumental in setting up the Asia Pacific 

Agricultural Extension and Outreach Network – APAEON, launched in December 
2014. 

Seven recommendations were made. Recommendation 1 is directed to the donor 
community and relates to the need for continued support to the network. 
Recommendations 2-7 are directed to SATNET Asia Management. Recommendation 2 
should be addressed immediately, others relate to content and focus of future operations. 

Recommendation 1: SATNET Asia should be supported for a further period of three 
years to build upon the momentum generated. 

Recommendation 2: The information about best practices and training manuals ought to 
be made more accessible to a broader audience. 
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Recommendation 3: Efforts should be made to expand the network geographically and 
increase the number of information recipients. 

Recommendation 4: SATNET Asia’s future activities should focus on a broad validation 
of the identified best practices and additional technologies. 

Recommendation 5: A sustained effort should be made to provide relevant capacity 
building opportunities. 

Recommendation 6: Sustained efforts should be made to specifically address gender 
issues. 

Recommendation 7: The mode of operation for a connection between “trade” and 
“agriculture” for the benefit of smallholder producers and domestic consumers 
should be reconsidered in the future. 
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1.	INTRODUCTION	
This chapter describes the background of the evaluation, and the evaluation purpose, 
objectives, outputs and scope, as outlined in the terms of reference (TOR) of this 
evaluation (Annex II). 

1.1	Background	of	the	evaluation	
This is the report of the final evaluation of the Network for Knowledge Transfer on 
sustainable agricultural technologies and improved market linkages in South and 
Southeast Asia (“SATNET Asia”) that was conducted between December 2014 and April 
2015. 

The evaluation was conducted by Dr. Hannah Jaenicke, Consultant. 

The Centre for Alleviation of Poverty through Sustainable Agriculture (CAPSA) has 
coordinated the implementation of the SATNET Asia project. Funded by the European 
Union, SATNET Asia aimed to contribute towards improved food security and reduced 
poverty of the poorest and most vulnerable people in South and Southeast Asia. It 
facilitated knowledge transfer through the development of a portfolio of technologies and 
best practices on sustainable agriculture and delivers a range of capacity-building 
programmes to network participants. 

The SATNET Asia project started activities in 2012 and came to a close in April 2015. In 
2012, a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plan was developed and a baseline survey was 
conducted. SATNET Asia project partners had been submitting annual progress reports 
based on a template established under the M&E plan. Participants of SATNET Asia 
capacity building activities completed general evaluation forms for the training events 
they attended, as well as Knowledge Attitude and Practice (KAP) questionnaires on how 
they intend to use knowledge gained in their work. Individual summary reports had been 
compiled for each of the capacity building events. Through the use of SurveyMonkey®, 
follow-up KAP surveys were also been implemented six to nine months after trainings 
had been completed to gauge how the knowledge gained from trainings had actually been 
used. 

1.2	Purpose,	objectives	and	outputs	
The purpose of the evaluation is to provide ESCAP and the European Union with an 
objective evaluation of the results obtained by the SATNET Asia project. This final 
evaluation is a part of the project outputs that will highlight key achievements, lessons 
learned and provide recommendations for future directions of the Network based on desk 
work, virtual and face-to-face discussions with SATNET Asia stakeholders, and analysis 
of a variety of survey questionnaires. 

The evaluation objectives were to: 

 Take stock of achievements of the SATNET Asia project; 
 Evaluate the project in terms of its relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, 

partnerships, aid effectiveness, gender mainstreaming and environmental 
sustainability; 
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 Give recommendations for future directions of the network. 
 
The outputs of the evaluation include: 
 All relevant project documentation, donor evaluations, technical outputs, workshop 

reports and social media tools reviewed; 
 A evaluation framework presented to CAPSA; 
 Workshop evaluation data collected from SATNET Asia training participants 

compiled and analysed and a summary report prepared; 
 An electronic discussion on the impact of technology transfer on sustainable 

development and the role that SATNET Asia has or can play in this regard facilitated 
and a report prepared;  

 An online survey of SATNET Asia Associates on current levels of networking being 
practiced implemented and a report prepared; 

 A session with SATNET Asia participants at the Third Network Meeting scheduled 
for the week of 8 February 2014 facilitated to gain further feedback and 
recommendations; 

 A session at a SATNET Asia high-level policy dialogue facilitated to share findings of 
the electronic discussion on the impact of technology transfer on sustainable 
development to get feedback from a larger group of stakeholders; 

 Interviews with SATNET Asia Associates at SATNET Asia events held during the 
week of 8 February 2015; 

 Findings of follow-up KAP surveys being completed by CAPSA integrated in the 
analysis of the evaluation; 

 Initial findings presented to CAPSA; 
 Draft evaluation report prepared for comments; 
 Final evaluation report submitted. 

A digital version of the evaluation report will be disseminated within the ESCAP 
Secretariat, the donor and published on ESCAP’s website: 
http://www.unescap.org/pmd/evaluation-reports.asp 

1.3	Scope	
The scope of the evaluation is a review against the expected results and OVIs formulated 
in the project logframe  (Table 1.1; source: interim project report January-February 2014). 
 
Table 1.1: SATNET Asia’s expected results 
Expected Results Objectively verifiable 

indicators of achievement 
Sources and means of 
verification 
 

ER1:  
Establishment of a vibrant 
network of change agents 
 

 Number of Network 
meetings and capacity 
building events; 

 Number of website visits, 
interactions via social 
media and access of 
database information. 

 Meeting/Workshop/Conference 
reports; 

 Statistics of website, social media 
tools and database use; 

 Final evaluation survey of SATNET 
Asia project which compares level of 
networking data collected from 
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 At the end of the project, at 
least 70% of key 
stakeholders surveyed 
indicate enhanced regional 
networking on 
implementing actions 
related to sustainable 
agriculture and trade 
facilitation 

baseline survey. 
 

ER2:  
A portfolio of knowledge and 
best practices on sustainable 
agriculture technology options 
that is made available to 
stakeholders 
 

 A database of sustainable 
technologies and best 
practices is available from 
the project website 
containing at least 10 best 
practices and potential 
sustainable technologies; 

 Two training manuals have 
been developed for 
extension staff 

Database, extension manual 
 

ER3:  
Effective trade facilitation 
measures for food products are 
defined and recommended 
 

 Five reports from studies 
conducted are available. 

 At least 3 effective trade 
facilitation measures have 
been identified and 
recommended 

Report, training events register 
 

ER4:  
Stakeholders have increased 
capacity to implement options 
related to trade and 
technologies 

 At least 70% of the trained 
stakeholders responding to 
the Knowledge, Attitude 
Practice (KAP) survey 
indicate that they have used 
at least half of knowledge 
gained from SATNET Asia 
capacity building events in 
their work 

Training reports; feedback from KAP 
surveys 

 

SATNET Asia’s achievements were evaluated by carrying out a desk review of available 
project documents, additional key informant interviews, online surveys and face-to-face 
discussions during the network and policy dialogue meetings in Bogor, Indonesia in 
February 2015. Field and site visits were not foreseen.  

2.	METHODOLOGY	
This chapter describes the implemented evaluation methodology and limitations of the 
evaluation. 

2.1	Methodology	
The evaluation was structured into the following steps: 

1) Deskwork phase (December 2014 to January 2015) 
2) Evaluation phase (January to February 2015) 
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3) Synthesis phase (March to April 2015) 
 

The following documents were perused, representing a sample of the available documents 
(see Annex III):  

 Reports of training events, training event evaluations and follow-up KAP1 surveys  
 Technology and Policy Factsheets  
 Business Process Analyses 
 Analytical Framework to assess best practices  
 Press clippings 
 Letter of appreciation by the Government of Bhutan 
 Baseline report and Strategies 
 Project document and progress reports  
 MTE report, ROM report and related responses 

 
In addition, the consultant was provided with raw data from training course evaluations, 
KAP and follow-up KAP surveys in excel format. 

The evaluation is based on the framework presented in Annex V.  

The evaluation built upon several electronic and face-to-face surveys/discussions: 

1. A networking survey, which assessed the current level of networking amongst 
SATNET Asia participants with each other and further partners outside of SATNET Asia 
(Annex VII). This survey was modelled along the original baseline survey with the aim to 
assess any development. It is, however, difficult to make direct comparisons between the 
two surveys, as the mode of response (direct interview vs. questionnaire) differed, and 
most of the individual respondents were different between the two surveys, even though 
some of the same institutions responded. 

2. An electronic discussion on the “Impact of technology transfer on sustainable 
development and SATNET Asia’s current and future role” was held in early January 2015 
(Annex VI). In the discussion, the following three key questions were posed:  

a) How relevant have SATNET Asia’s activities been to the partner countries and to 
what extent has SATNET Asia taken into account and built upon the comparative 
advantages and on-going activities of partner organizations or agencies? 

b) How effective has SATNET Asia been and to what extent has the project increased 
the knowledge and awareness of stakeholders regarding technologies, best practices 
and trade facilitation methods for sustainable agriculture? 

c) How sustainable will SATNET Asia be and to what extent can positive outcomes 
resulting from SATNET Asia be continued without CAPSA-ESCAP’s further 
involvement? 

3. Telephone (skype) and face-to-face interviews were carried out between December 
2014 and March 2015 with key stakeholders and partners (Annex IV). In addition, two 

                                                 
1 Knowledge, Attitude and Practice 
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plenary sessions during the Third Network Meeting and the Policy Dialogue in February 
2015 were used to gather additional information from a broader audience. Interviewees 
were asked about their expectations and experiences with the network. In particular, they 
were asked how useful they found SATNET Asia’s activities for their organisation, 
whether SATNET Asia had taken into account and built upon the comparative advantages 
and on-going activities of their organization and to what extent they were involved in 
SATNET Asia’s activities. To assess whether there was a level of sustainability, questions 
were also asked about what commitments to institutionalizing knowledge transfer and 
networking had been made by their organisation. 

4. In addition, a detailed analysis was performed of SATNET Asia’s training and capacity 
building events, including the performance assessments and KAP surveys (Annex VIII). 

2.2	Limitations	
SATNET Asia started with 25 participants in early 2012 and has grown to 45 Associate 
organizations closely involved in the implementation of SATNET Asia activities and over 
1000 people receiving information about the network at the end of 2014. 

The short time that SATNET Asia has had to implement its activities, however, makes it 
difficult to fully evaluate the impact of SATNET Asia to increase and accelerate the 
adoption of agricultural technologies that are sustainable, productivity-enhancing and 
suitable to the poorest and most vulnerable people of South and Southeast Asia. 

The evaluation has thus been based on the quantitative and qualitative analysis of 
feedback received from SATNET Asia participants. 

Detailed cost-benefit analyses to determine efficiency of the project vis-à-vis its 
achievements have not been carried out due to time and budget limitations for the 
evaluation. 

Despite these limitations, the overall validity of the evaluation findings in terms of 
providing learning results and recommendations for a further development of the network 
is not compromised. 

3.	FINDINGS	
This chapter provides the findings of the evaluation in accordance with the evaluation 
criteria and questions. 

3.1	General	
The evaluation of the SATNET Asia project relies on two pillars. Firstly, an assessment 
of the project’s relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, partnerships, aid 
effectiveness, gender and environmental sustainability, using the results framework (see 
Annex V) as a guide and secondly, a check on the achievement of the Expected Results as 
formulated in the project document (see Section 1.3). Because the project’s key activities 
were capacity building/training events, there will be specific focus on the training 
evaluations and KAP surveys carried out amongst course participants immediately after 
the event and 6-12 months later (see Annex VIII). 
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3.2	Performance	assessment	

3.2.1	Relevance	
The assessment against the relevance criterion refers to the consistency of SATNET 
Asia’s intended outcomes with ESCAP’s priorities and the priorities of the partner 
countries. The questions asked included: 

- Do the participating countries / Associates find the activities of the project useful 
for enhancing national capacity? 

- To what extent has the project adjusted to the changing needs or priorities of 
participating countries? 

- Has SATNET Asia taken into account previous evaluation findings (E.g. ROM, 
MTE)? 

- To what extent does SATNET Asia take into account and build upon the 
comparative advantages and on-going activities of partner organizations or 
agencies? 

Are activities useful? Building upon partner expertise? 

In talking to SATNET Asia’s partner organisations AVRDC, APCTT, CAPSA, FSC and 
TID, the interviewees in each case stressed the relevance of SATNET Asia’s activities to 
their own work priorities. They also stressed that important cross-fertilization had taken 
place particularly amongst the three ESCAP organisations (APCTT, CAPSA, TID) 
through SATNET Asia, leading to a greater focus on agricultural themes within trade 
facilitation and technology transfer. With regard to the partner countries, the selection of 
training topics based on the needs expressed by partners through online discussions, or 
specific stakeholder consultation meetings, was mentioned as an innovative and useful 
approach, that differed clearly from many R&D projects which “carry out training to 
transfer the project’s results, independently of the real needs of the partners”. 

Adjustment to changing needs? 

Steering Committee minutes, progress reports and the interviews in the context of this 
final evaluation indicate that SATNET Asia has been communicating with Associates in 
partner countries efficiently. Annual Networking meetings were quoted as an excellent 
platform for exchange of experiences and changing priorities as and when needed. Given 
however the relatively short duration of the project, and the late start with regard to the 
identification of best practices and hence training topics, radical changes to needs or 
priorities of the participating countries were not to be expected and did not occur. 

Reaction on previous evaluations 

A Mid-term evaluation (MTE) of the TTFSA and a Results-Oriented Monitoring (ROM) 
mission of SATNET Asia were carried out in 2013 (Bene, 2013; Pardelhas, 2013). It has 
to be noted that SATNET Asia Management regarded some of the comments as unfair 
based on lack of understanding of the project, related to the design of the TTFSA rather 
than SATNET Asia’s performance, and/or also based on unrealistic expectations on the 
side of the evaluators. This included for example the target beneficiaries (change agents 
vs. resource-poor small-scale farmers), the performance (vibrancy) of the network and 
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SATNET Asia’s perceived role vis-à-vis Component 1 projects (coordination vs. 
facilitation). In close communication with DEVCO H2, SATNET Asia Management 
agreed on a series of adjustments, where feasible, in response to MTE and ROM 
recommendations, including: better integration of trade issues into agricultural training 
courses, greater efforts to involve final beneficiaries into project design, by inviting 
farmer organisations to participate in e-discussions, providing more space on the website 
for exchange by project partners, development of best practices database etc.). 

The evaluation concludes that the project was relevant to regional and national 
priorities. 

3.2.2	Efficiency	
The assessment against the efficiency criterion refers to the extent to which human and 
financial resources were used in the best possible way to deliver activities and outputs, in 
coordination with other stakeholders. The specific questions asked included: 

- To what extent has SATNET Asia been delivered in a cost effective way - do the 
outputs justify the cost of the activities? 

- How was SATNET Asia managed in terms of timeliness? 

Cost effectiveness 

A detailed cost-benefit analysis of the project is outside the remit of this evaluation. The 
SATNET Asia project had a budget of EUR 2.75 million with an EU contribution of EUR 
2.56 million, the smallest contribution within the TTFSA. The responses received for this 
evaluation indicate that SATNET Asia has provided a useful umbrella to several of the 
Component 1 projects within TTFSA. It was mentioned by several respondents that they 
found it very useful for their own local work to interact with stakeholders and also with 
other Component 1 partners through SATNET Asia’s regional consultations and Policy 
Dialogues. In addition, joint financing of training participants2 allowed a much larger 
number of trainees to be hosted in the capacity building events as initially envisaged (Tab. 
3.1) and provided additional training events and topics to the Component 1 projects. It can 
thus be said that the project provided value for money. 

Timeliness 

SATNET Asia has delivered the expected outputs in a timely manner. There were delays 
in the start-up phase and due to recruitment matters. Also the collection of appropriate 
agricultural technologies (WP2) experienced difficulties. This did affect the capacity 
building activities in WP4: whilst the initial ambitious plan was that WP2 and 3 would 
identify best practices and topics for training, the training course contents were instead 
identified through specific stakeholder consultations online or through specific meetings. 
This proved to be a satisfactory reaction on the late start of analytical activities and in the 
end was regarded as an excellent method of identifying needs-based capacity building 
programmes.  

                                                 
2 For example, this could take the form that Component 1 partners would finance the trainee’s domestic travel costs up to the border 
point, and SATNET Asia would cover international travel, accommodation and subsistence at the training venue. 
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The evaluation concludes that the project was implemented efficiently and provided 
value for money. Whilst the initial project progress was slow due to recruitment issues 
and lack of responsiveness in the collection and analysis of best practices, the project 
team reacted appropriately to these issues and developed an innovative and well-
regarded approach to the identification of capacity building topics.  

3.2.3	Effectiveness	
The assessment against the effectiveness criterion refers to the extent to which the 
SATNET Asia project has increased the knowledge and awareness of stakeholders 
regarding technologies, best practices and trade facilitation methods for sustainable 
agriculture and to which extent networking activity amongst stakeholders has improved. 
Specific questions asked included: 

- How many stakeholders (change agents) participated in the capacity building 
programmes? 

- Was there a change in knowledge or awareness? By how much? 
- How many best practices/trade facilitation methods have been identified and 

shared? 
- How much website activity has taken place? 
- How well are participants connected? 

Numbers of trainees 

The project carried out 62 training, capacity building and networking events. Data from 
52 of these events was analysed (see Annex VIII). Although the project had made a major 
effort in collecting information about the trainees, it was not all that easy to access and 
compile the data. This was partly due to some amendments to the data collection forms 
and the fact that workshop evaluation sheets were submitted anonymously, so in some 
cases gender information, institutional information or some of the rating answers were 
missing. However, it was felt that the information that was available was sufficient to 
draw conclusions.  

In terms of numbers of trainees, the capacity building efforts of SATNET Asia were very 
effective (s. Tab 3.1). Even if we assume 10-20% of counted participants who participated 
in more than one event, the number is nearly twice as high as initially planned. As 
mentioned above, this was due to a large part to joining hands and sharing resources with 
national partners and Component 1 projects. It also reflects on the interest the training 
activities generated amongst the national partners, the effective in-country organisation by 
the project’s Associates and the quality of the overall project management. 

Training participants were selected by applying a catalogue of criteria which had been 
developed through an online discussion forum. Local partners were responsible for the 
selection of participants and the course organisation; SATNET Asia provided resource 
persons and training materials. 

Table 3.1: Numbers of planned and actual trainees  

  planned Actual*

South Asia in-country trainings 180 478 
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South Asia regional trainings 60 91 
Southeast Asia in-country trainings 120 229 

Southeast Asia regional trainings 72 117 
Trade facilitation trainings 180 171+

Field visits 100 113 
Trade Fair 30 50 

Network and policy meetings 156 205 
Stakeholder consultations n/a 149 

Total 898 1603 
* Multiple counting of individuals participating in more than one event estimated at 10-15% of the total. 
+ Trade facilitation training took also place as part of one of the South Asia regional trainings. 
n/a: No specific numbers were planned for these events. 

Quality of training 

The analysis of training course evaluations (Annex VIII) showed that the quality of the 
training was regarded as high or very high throughout. Almost all of the capacity building 
events got over 90% of excellent and good ratings in the immediate workshop evaluation 
and the average score for each workshop was above 3 (“good”) and it can be said that the 
quality of the training seems to have been good and participants gained important new 
skills. While exchange visits, network meetings and policy dialogues were rather popular 
amongst the events, the more process-oriented events – which include writeshops, 
workshops on technology transfer, workshops on cost-benefit analysis, etc. – were 
slightly less popular.  

Criticism was voiced by some Associates during the interviews for this evaluation about 
insufficient training opportunities. An imbalance was perceived between extraction 
(providing information for the best practices in WP2) and training opportunities (WP4). It 
was also mentioned by some of the interviewees, that the needs of different stakeholders 
(e.g., government agencies, NGOs, private sector) differed substantially and that the final 
decision on interventions and training topics was not always without conflict.  

Change in knowledge 

The actual knowledge gained can best be assessed by looking at the KAP and follow-up 
KAP surveys which the project administered to almost all of the events. 

An analysis of 22 follow-up KAP surveys was carried out (see Annex VIII). Overall, the 
responses were very positive, with an average score of 3 out of 4 for “knowledge and 
understanding gained”, and 3 out of 5 for “amount of new knowledge applied”. This 
means that the courses generally provided relevant information and knowledge to the 
participants who are now using more than half of their new knowledge in their day-to-day 
work. Importantly, 84% of respondents mention that they have shared their new 
knowledge with others. If we extrapolate this number to the overall course participants, it 
would mean that over 1,000 individuals are sharing their knowledge with at least one 
other person. This is indeed a significant achievement. 

Best practices 
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The project aimed to identify and share information about useful best practices for 
sustainable agriculture. ER 2 states the aim of sharing 10 best practices through the 
project website by the end of the project. 

Information on 43 practices for sustainable agriculture was submitted, of which the data 
for 32 practices was considered robust and complete enough for analysis through the 
Analytical Framework developed in WP 2. The analysis was conducted for those 
technologies that can be adopted by individuals or individual households AND that can be 
considered “mature” technologies (S. Kriesemer pers. comm.). Finally, 19 best practices 
for sustainable agriculture were identified and pdf Factsheets developed. 13 of these are 
currently available through the SATNET Asia website (Table 3.2), a further 6 are in 
progress and planned to be uploaded by end of April 2015. It was reported to the 
consultant that there are plans to extract further information from information of 
additional technologies which were collected from internet searches in the near future. 

The database itself is rather hidden on the SATNET Asia website; it would be desirable to 
have access to it through a prominent entry point from the network’s home page. 

Table 3.2: Factsheets on sustainable agriculture technologies (available from 
http://www.satnetasia.org/database/index.php) 

No Title Category / Sub Category Country 
1  Vegetable pool  Vegetables, Irrigation and water 

management 
Bangladesh 

2  'Mukibat' Grafting System in Cassava 
Production  

Roots, tubers and bananas Indonesia 

3  Small-scale Distillation Unit  Post harvest and marketing Nepal 
4  System of Rice Intensification (SRI)  Cereals/ Rice India 
5  Mobile Cricket Raising Units  Livestock Cambodia 
6  Floating Vegetable Garden  Vegetables Bangladesh, 

Afghanistan 
7  Biointensive School Gardens: Enhancing 

Nutritional and Agro-Biodiversity 
Outcomes  

Vegetables, Sustainable natural 
resource management, Capacity 
development methods 

Philippines, 
Indonesia 

8  Leasehold Riverbed Vegetable Farming  Vegetables Nepal, 
Afghanistan 

9  Integrated Pest Management for 
Eggplant Fruit and Shoot Borer  

Integrated pest management, 
Vegetables 

Bangladesh, 
India, Sri Lanka 

10  Sand-based Mini-hatcheries for 
Chickens and Ducks  

Livestock Bangladesh 

11  Vermitechnology  Sustainable natural resource 
management 

Bhutan 

12  Broomgrass Farming  Forage, Sustainable natural resource 
management 

India, Nepal, 
Afghanistan 

13  Crotalaria is Effective Against 
Nematode Damage of Chili in South-
East Asia  

Integrated pest management Thailand 

  

The quality of these best practices and their potential applicability across the region is 
very variable. The majority of the technologies were gathered from South Asia; validation 
in Southeast Asia has not taken place. This somewhat weakens the regional reach of 
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- The facebook account (https://www.facebook.com/pages/Satnet-
Asia/254469914671840) has 168 posts published since August 2012, viewed by 
9548 persons and 353 “likes”. 

- The blog (http://satnetasia.blogspot.com) has 83 stories posted since January 
2013. 

- The twitter account (https://twitter.com/SATNETAsia) has posted 156 tweets and 
has 73 followers since February 2013. 

- The network’s LinkedIn platform has currently 165 members. 

Networking 

In order to assess results of SATNET Asia’s efforts of creating a regional network, a 
survey was carried out amongst partners, Associates and other stakeholders (see Annex 
VII). This was modelled on the initial survey carried out as a baseline. The results are 
however not easily comparable, because different respondents were involved in both 
cases, and also because the mode of interview (face-to-face oral vs. email questionnaire) 
differed. Some key parameters are provided in Table 3.3 and an overview of the network 
activities within SATNET Asia countries is shown in Figure 3.2.  

Table 3.3: Key parameters of networking within SATNET Asia 

Parameter Baseline (2012) End-of project (2015) 
Number of respondents 32  24 
Number of nodes  200 218 
Number of ties 272 218 
Density (avg. # of ties) d= 8.2 d=11.0 
Strength (depicts numbers of multiple 
ties, the larger the value, the more 
multiple ties the network has) 

s=1.52 s=1.25 

Regionality (how many intraregional ties 
there are (% of total ties, excluding 
international and regional organisations) 

R= 4.6 R= 5.3 
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only and for the most part have not yet been validated. It is recommended that future 
activities would focus on a broad validation of these and additional technologies with a 
broader regional representation. The accessibility to these best practices on the website 
should be improved by locating the database more prominently on the home page. 
Although the training on e-traceability was very popular, WP3 with its focus on trade 
facilitation appeared only loosely integrated within an otherwise strongly agricultural 
production-oriented project. The uncomfortable link between cross-border trade 
facilitation and sustainable agricultural practices for small-holder producers had been 
mentioned by MTE and ROM. Although TID, APCTT and CAPSA partners clearly 
benefitted from increased understanding of the concerns of ‘the other side’, the mode 
of operation for a connection between “trade” and “agriculture” for the benefit of 
smallholder producers and domestic consumers should be reconsidered in the future. 

3.2.4	Sustainability	
The assessment against the sustainability criterion refers to the likelihood that SATNET 
Asia will be sustained within the participating countries beyond the current EU funding. 
The questions addressed included: 

- What is the likelihood that SATNET Asia will continue to contribute to 
knowledge transfer? 

- To what extent can positive outcomes resulting from SATNET Asia be continued 
without CAPSA-ESCAP’s further involvement? 

- What mechanisms are in place to ensure that the capacity building efforts and 
SATNET Asia’s knowledge repository are sustained? 

- What commitments to institutionalizing knowledge transfer and networking have 
been made by participating organisations? 

- To what extent are the outcomes replicable? 
- To what extent has support from other stakeholders, UN partners, donors or other 

multilateral or national partners been sought or obtained to take forward project 
outcomes? 

There was unanimous response from the respondents that SATNET Asia had provided a 
useful environment for networking both for sustainable agricultural production and for the 
facilitation of agricultural trade and that it should be continued. Given the fixed 3-year 
duration of SATNET Asia without the possibility for direct continuation through the 
FSTP/TTFSA, there is the danger that the efforts made in developing the network will be 
futile because experience has shown that networks need more time to settle3. The question 
was posed to network partners and Associates, how the network could be continued, both 
financially and thematically.  

The responses were clustered around: 

- A continued moderating role of CAPSA, including for CAPSA to look for 
additional and future funding; 

                                                 
3 E.g. the experience with ARTNet, which is funded by Canada in four 3-year phases shows that even after 4th phase it would still be 
difficult to run the network if no extra funds for research were available (Y. Duval, pers. comm.). 
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- The possibility of developing SATNET Asia into a members-based organisation, 
including the payment of membership fees and/or setting up of national nodes 
which would be tasked with fund raising; 

- Looking into the possibilities of cost-saving by focussing on internet-based 
training and capacity building activities, such as e-learning; 

- Developing the local activities around best practices further, for example by 
setting up demonstration plots with local partners. 

A very interesting development towards which the SATNET Asia experience was 
instrumental was the setting up of the Asia Pacific Agricultural Extension and Outreach 
Network – APAEON. This new network was launched in December 2014 through an 
initiative of CAPSA, APAARI and FAO, and will be hosted by the FAO regional office 
for Asia and the Pacific in Bangkok, Thailand (see 
http://www.fao.org/asiapacific/news/detail-events/fr/c/273075/). Interview respondents 
were clear in their expectation that this network would take forward important initiatives 
from SATNET Asia’s technology transfer activities. 

AVRDC – The World Vegetable Center has already long-term experience with capacity 
building and training. Through SATNET Asia, the Centre has modified its training topics 
of its annual residential training to include “Urban agriculture” and “Country-based 
genebank management”. These topics were included based on lessons learnt from in-
country trainings. Also changed has the time allowed for discussion amongst participants, 
which led to the development of ideas for establishing and managing community seed 
banks in each country (S. de Lima, pers. comm.). 

TID reported that through SATNET Asia its trade facilitation engagement is now 
including agricultural trade more than before, this more holistic view on the value chain 
that was a result from being involved in SATNET Asia will also continue in the future 
(M. Agyeben, pers. comm.) 

It can be concluded that elements of SATNET Asia will continue regardless of 
continued funding, esp. within the remits of the international/regional partner 
organisations. There is also commitment for continued collaboration expressed by 
several national partners. However, there is a continued need for a moderating role of 
an agency like CAPSA to continue to provide an active platform for intraregional 
networking by national partners. SATNET Asia should be supported for a further 
period of three years to build upon the momentum generated. 

3.3	Other	assessments	

3.3.1	Partnerships	
The assessment against the partnerships criterion refers to which extent key stakeholders 
have been identified to be partners in the planning and delivery of SATNET Asia. The 
questions addressed included: 

- To what extent did SATNET Asia’s activities involve its stakeholders? 
- To what extent was a stakeholder analysis completed and utilized to ensure 

partnership development in the design phase of the project? 
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- To what extent was duplication of services avoided due to the development of 
effective partnerships? 

Stakeholder analysis 

A stakeholder analysis was carried out in the frame of developing the Communication and 
visibility plan for SATNET Asia Project (Spisiakova, n.d.). It provides a useful 
framework for communication with stakeholders and binding them into project activities. 
The objectives stated in the plan have been largely met. 

Involvement of stakeholders 

There were three network meetings and three Policy Dialogues held within the project 
duration which seem to have provided a good platform for updates and exchange of ideas 
and planning the project activities: 

- 1st SATNET Asia Network Meeting (Inception Workshop), 13-14 March 2012, 
Bogor, Indonesia 

- Policy Dialogue on Technology Transfer for Smallholder Farmers, 13 February 
2013, Bogor, Indonesia 

- 2nd SATNET Asia Network Meeting, 14 February 2013, Bogor, Indonesia 
- Expert Consultation on Strengthening Linkages between Research and Extension 

to Promote Food and Nutrition Security, 11-12 December 2013, Bangkok, 
Thailand 

- 3rd Network Meeting 09 February 2015, Bogor, Indonesia 
- 3rd Policy Dialogue on The Role of Technology Transfer in Agriculture for 

Sustainable Development Outcomes, 10-11 February 2015, Bogor, Indonesia 

The representation across partners, stakeholder countries and themes (sustainable 
agriculture, trade facilitation) was fairly balanced. Generally there was a larger proportion 
of representatives from the agriculture sector, which is understandable given that it had a 
larger share in the project. It was credibly mentioned that an active effort had been made 
in inviting more representatives from the trade side. TTFSA Component 1 partners were 
always invited, but could often not participate to a satisfactory level. 

Further consultations were carried out through online discussions, questionnaire surveys 
and diagnostic studies (five studies developed within WP3). The online discussions were 
seen by the respondents to this evaluation as a novel and useful tool to gather information, 
to involve stakeholders across a large region, and to design interventions based on actual 
needs4. The numbers of the actual contributions to the online discussions are not 
particularly high but it can be assumed that, as in any discussion, there was a rather larger 
number of passive participants. The following online discussions and surveys took place: 

                                                 
4 The MTE criticised SATNET Asia for the unilateral format of the discussions which were a collection of responses to questions 
posed by the moderator. Indeed, also the online discussion initiated as part of this final evaluation developed into such a question and 
answer dialogue. We must recognize that this format is the most prevailing in the environment in which SATNET Asia operates and is 
similar to most discussions at conferences and meetings. To expect a lively self-moderated discussion amongst the national partners is 
unrealistic. 
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- SATNET Asia electronic discussion no. 1: What are priority agricultural products 
in your countries already traded internationally or intended for international trade? 
2 – 30 June 2012. 41 enrolled participants; 20 contributions. 

- SATNET Asia electronic discussion no. 2: How do we evaluate the suitability of 
agricultural technologies to be disseminated through SATNET Asia? 12 June – 9 
July 2012. 41 enrolled participants; 21 contributions. 

- SATNET Asia electronic discussion no. 3: Development of a Selection Criteria for 
Participants of SATNET Asia Training. 1 April – 14 April 2013. 53 enrolled 
participants; 16 contributions. 

- SATNET Asia electronic discussion no. 4: Role of the Private Sector and Civil 
Society in Strengthening Research-Extension Linkages. 13 to 27 September 2013. 
101 enrolled participants; 51 contributions. 

- Survey Monkey questionnaire to collect feedback on topics that Associates felt 
important to include in a SATNET Asia Regional Workshop on Climate Resilient 
Small Holder Agricultural Farming Systems in South Asia. The collection of this 
input helped to concretize the training agenda and ensure that topics being taught 
were of relevance to the needs in the region. April 2013 

- Survey Monkey questionnaire to identify key topics to be included in a South Asia 
Regional Training on Electronic Traceability and Market Access for Agricultural 
Trade Facilitation. July 2013 

- Survey Monkey questionnaire to identify priority topics for in-country training 
activities (trade). 24 January – 28 February 2014. 

Development of effective partnerships 

The primary partnership that the project fostered was the network amongst its Associates 
which has been discussed in section 3.2.3 above. 

According to the stakeholder interviews, the project has resulted in two further types of 
synergy. Firstly, collaboration with TTSFA Component 1 projects5 and sharing of 
financial and human resources led to cost-savings on both sides, with the effect that more 
people could be trained in best practices and trade facilitation measures than initially 
estimated.  

Secondly, SATNET Asia fostered closer collaboration amongst its project partners, with 
the specific effect that the three ESCAP agencies, CAPSA, TID and APCTT, worked 
closely together and gained better understanding of each other’s priorities. Thus, 
representatives of TID mentioned that they now had a better understanding of agricultural 
value chains, and APCTT mentioned they valued the focus on trade facilitation. This was 
felt by the interviewees as a very positive development which would continue post-
SATNET Asia. 

                                                 
5 Input to this evaluation was received from the following Component 1 representatives: Concern Universal and Helvetas Swiss 
Intercooperation Bangladesh (Cross-border transfer of agricultural technologies, institutional and market development), iDE Nepal 
(Agriculture and Nutrition Extension project), Université Libre de Bruxelles (Promoting appropriate technology for smallholders to 
increase food security among indigenous peoples in Cambodia and Lao PDR), Croix Rouge Française (Secure water to secure food and 
nutrition). 
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The evaluation concludes that SATNET Asia has effectively developed good 
partnerships, that it engaged and consulted with its stakeholders and that its efforts 
were appreciated by its current stakeholders. While the network has grown from 26 to 
45 Associates and is currently sending information to around 1200 interested 
individuals, efforts should be made to expand the network, increase the number of 
information recipients, for example by expanding its web presence, and invite further 
associate partners. 		

3.3.2	Aid	Effectiveness	
The assessment against the Aid Effectiveness criterion refers to which extent ESCAP has 
ensured that SATNET Asia is driven by the member States, and to which extent is there a 
focus on development results and mutual accountability in the design and implementation 
of SATNET Asia’s activities. The questions asked included: 

- To what extent were the targeted Governments involved in the planning and 
implementation of the project? 

- To what extent do project stakeholders feel that their project was driven by the 
National Government and or other stakeholders? 

- To what extent were the efforts of similar projects coordinated? 

Involvement of National Governments 

SATNET Asia was executed through CAPSA, whose Governing Council is made up of 
high-level government representatives. Because SATNET Asia is a key activity of 
CAPSA and fits fully into its workplan, it can be expected that the activities were aligned 
with national priorities. Planning elements of the project, such as the Policy Dialogues 
and online discussions were seen as providing a platform for partner government 
representatives to voice their concerns and provide priorities for SATNET Asia’s 
direction. Over 60% of the trainees were from government agencies and national research 
organisations.  

In responding to this evaluation, interviewees indicated that the priorities of SATNET 
Asia capacity building fit very well into national priorities and needs. A successful 
example was the installation of a biopesticide lab in Bhutan: 

Training on integrated pest management (IPM) was one of the areas identified through the stakeholder 
consultations. In Bhutan, IPM was of particular interest as the roadmap of the Government of Bhutan 
indicated a planned move away from pesticide use. SATNET Asia, through partner APCTT and together 
with the Indian National Institute for Plant Health Management (NIPHM), carried out a 5-day practical 
training course on IPM with 27 participants. In addition, NIPHM provided the required laboratory 
equipment to Bhutan as a gift to the country. NIPHM resource persons continued to provide support after 
the course via skype. A letter received from the Department of Agriculture shows the appreciation of the 
Government of Bhutan (K. Srinivasaraghavan, pers. comm.). 

Coordination of similar projects 

SATNET Asia played a bridging role within the TTFSA but did not have a coordination 
role. This was mentioned in the MTE and commented upon by SATNET Asia. 
Interviewees indicated that SATNET Asia did provide a much-needed framework in 
which Component 1 projects could meet, collaborate and exchange experience. This was 
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mentioned as a very important support function of SATNET Asia (A. Schubert, pers. 
comm.). 

The evaluation concludes that SATNET Asia addressed concerns of the regional 
governments and of their stakeholders to a satisfactory level. Having been managed by 
an established regional organization proved to be a helpful mechanism to integrate 
national priorities into the workplan of SATNET Asia. 

3.3.3	Gender	
The assessment against the gender criterion refers to which extent gender considerations 
have been incorporated in the design and implementation of SATNET Asia. Specific 
questions asked included: 

- To what extent was gender integrated into the design and implementation of the 
evaluation topic? 

- To what extent does SATNET Asia regularly and meaningfully report on gender 
concerns in reporting documents? 

- To what extent is the sustainability of gender concerns assured? 

Gender was integrated into the capacity building activities and for most courses gender 
data were collected. It was also included into the analytical framework to assess best 
practices for sustainable agriculture and it is mentioned in several of the fact sheets, in 
particular where technologies might be of particular interest for women. The analytical 
framework includes specific questions about women friendly technologies and about 
requirements such as land area which are critical for women-friendly approaches. 

Data from the training events indicate a participation of 26% women overall, ca. 17.5% in 
South Asia and ca. 38% in Southeast Asia6. This percentage is lower than expected. 

Interviews held with SATNET Asia Management and partners indicated that the problem 
of appropriate gender balance was recognized, that it was discussed in several of the 
network and Steering Committee meetings and that specific action was taken to increase 
the number of women trainees without compromising the quality of the training courses, 
e.g., through affirmative action in the selection of trainees. However, local partners were 
given the final responsibility of choosing the trainees and often there were not enough 
qualified female applicants to reach the expected level, or as was mentioned for some 
courses, participants were selected on seniority within an organisation and not necessarily 
by their specific suitability for a training course (resulting in a higher proportion of older 
male participants). This was a trade-off situation between a top-down choosing of the 
best-possible group of trainees for most efficient training and a participatory approach 
with responsibility and buy-in by the partners.  

The evaluation concludes that the participation of women in SATNET Asia’s capacity 
building events was lower than expected. The gender aspect was included into the 
design and implementation of SATNET Asia to a large extent and gender issues were 
addressed as much as possible. The fact that the participation of women was relatively 
low in the training courses, particularly in South Asia, may reflect the realities within 
                                                 
6 Data are incomplete as some respondents to the workshop evaluation provided their responses anonymously. 
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- Workshop on Identifying Sustainable Agricultural Technologies and Translating 
Research Findings, 1-5 July, NARC Pakistan. 

- Training on Bio-intensive Pest Control, 21-26 September 2013, Kabul, 
Afghanistan. 

- Workshop on Technology Transfer for Sustainable Agriculture, 28 Apr-02 May 
2014, Bogor, Indonesia. 

- Integrated Pest Management Systems, 30 September - 3 October 2014, Phnom 
Penh, Cambodia 

The evaluation concludes that environmental sustainability aspects were included into 
the project and that the selected best practices reflect the importance of environmental 
sustainability in agriculture. 

 

3.3.5	Evaluation	against	expected	results	
Expected Results Objectively verifiable 

indicators of achievement 
Assessment/comments 
 

ER1:  
Establishment of a vibrant 
network of change agents 
 

 Number of Network 
meetings and capacity 
building events; 

 Number of website 
visits, interactions via 
social media and access 
of database information. 

 At the end of the 
project, at least 70% of 
key stakeholders 
surveyed indicate 
enhanced regional 
networking on 
implementing actions 
related to sustainable 
agriculture and trade 
facilitation 

 The project organized a total of 62 events 
and trained at least 1,400 individuals. 

 The project’s website has had over 14,600  
visitors; the facebook page has 353 likes, the 
twitter account has 73 followers and the 
LinkedIn Profile has 165 members. 

 Enhanced regional networking could not be 
ascertained with the tools at hand.  

 

ER2:  
A portfolio of knowledge 
and best practices on 
sustainable agriculture 
technology options that is 
made available to 
stakeholders 
 

 A database of 
sustainable technologies 
and best practices is 
available from the 
project website 
containing at least 10 
best practices and 
potential sustainable 
technologies; 

 Two training manuals 
have been developed for 
extension staff 

 The database exists 
(http://www.satnetasia.org/database/index.p
hp) and contains 13 technology factsheets. 
Uploading of a further 6 factsheets is in 
progress. Access to the database is rather 
hidden in lower layers of the website. 

 A training manual for writeshops is 
available. Further, a few AVRDC training 
manuals have been made available to the 
project and were translated into Burmese 
language. Manuals on IPM, post-harvest, 
trade and marketing and project 
management are reportedly in progress. 
Based on consultations with network 
partners, there are plans to translate them 
into Bangla, Hindi and Khmer. 
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ER3:  
Effective trade facilitation 
measures for food products 
are defined and 
recommended 
 

 Five reports from 
studies conducted are 
available. 

 At least 3 effective trade 
facilitation measures 
have been identified and 
recommended 

 Five Business Process Analyses have been 
carried out and published. 

 Six effective trade facilitation measures 
have been published as a Fact Sheet and one 
(e-traceability) was intensively addressed in 
training courses in six countries 
(Bangladesh, Bhutan, Cambodia, Lao PDR, 
Nepal and Myanmar).  In addition, training 
took place for national consultants on the 
BPA methodology to ensure a common 
understanding of what needed to be 
analysed and how. This training held in Sept 
2012 was not a part of the original project 
plan. 

ER4:  
Stakeholders have 
increased capacity to 
implement options related 
to trade and technologies 

 At least 70% of the 
trained stakeholders 
responding to the 
Knowledge, Attitude 
Practice (KAP) survey 
indicate that they have 
used at least half of 
knowledge gained from 
SATNET Asia capacity 
building events in their 
work 

 80% of all respondents to the 22 follow-up 
KAP surveys analysed so far (223 
respondents) indicated that they had applied 
at least half of the new knowledge in 
practice.  

 84% have shared their new knowledge with 
others. 

 

The assessment above shows that SATNET Asia has reached its expected results to a 
large extent. Anecdotal evidence shows that the network activities were appreciated 
even though the systematic analysis of the few responses to the survey could not 
conclude an increase in network activity against the baseline. More individuals were 
trained than anticipated and 84% of the respondents to the Follow-up KAP shared their 
knowledge with others while the average score for usefulness of the training was 
average and thus just as expected. More best practices than envisaged were analysed 
and shared. Trade facilitation training focussed on one measure, following stakeholder 
consultations. 

3.4	Voices	of	SATNET	Asia	Stakeholders	
In the framework of this evaluation, opportunity was given to the partners and Associates 
to rate the performance of SATNET Asia vis-à-vis their own expectations. The 21 
respondents of the networking survey awarded SATNET Asia an overall rating of 2.76 
out of 4. This indicates that expectations were met “to a large degree” with some room for 
improvement. This mirrors well the responses given in individual key informant 
interviews. Further comments included: 

on structure: 

- SATNET Asia could possibly integrate or coordinate with other regional/international 
programs to enhance its coverage. 
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- In my opinion, the SATNET Asia project is very successful and effective project in 
achieving its project objectives in terms of networking and information exchange 
among its Asian partner countries. I wish it should be further continued with project 
new phase based on evaluation of current project achievements and lessons learned and 
recommendation of current evaluation for future direction. 

- We hope the advanced program of SATNET Asia including collaboration research and 
publication in food security and poverty elevation. 

- Considering regional context agricultural technologies which are suitable for the 
extreme poor farmers living in specific geographic setting should be made more visible 
and accessible and the target group i.e. marginal farmers might be provided with 
effective support (training/ tools) to promote their access to updated agricultural 
information. Cross-visit in the region might be an impetus for promoting the 
inquisitiveness of the participants.  

- Getting the right gender balance in capacity building programmes is always 
challenging, especially in South Asia. Apart from encouraging female nominations as 
part of the selection criteria, few other innovative strategies need to be tested including 
getting concurrence from partner organizations for reserving a fixed number slots only 
for female candidates and keep this criteria inflexible. 

- Solid bodies of network on the ground that are possible platforms for further 
exchanges of learning in the future.  

- Capitalisation, networking and information sharing should be seen on a long term 
basis. The management of database and platforms should be managed by institutions 
on a long term basis, rather than attached to specific projects, in order to sustain such 
tools and to facilitate the sharing of information between various partners and projects 
with different time frames.  

- To support SATNET Asia, designate one nodal agency in each member country with 
optimal funding. 

- I will suggest to involve the maximum participation of farmers to listen their issue live. 
Evolution system for the dissemination of knowledge from SATNET Asia can help a 
lot to achieve the objective of the project. 

on content: 

- More interaction through email / web-page is needed. 
- There should be field activities. Pakistan has rich experience in participatory 

development (AKRSP, NRSP, NRSPN, etc.) can be utilized for participatory extension 
work and efforts. 

- If the EU keeps this scheme, a future Component II in the framework of a programme 
like TTFSA could possibly encompass a unit in charge specifically of communication 
about each individual project of the Component I, so that projects can achieve more 
communication, for a larger audience and in a more coordinated way.  

- It would be great if development aspect are added to the technical aspects during 
preparing the training module as both research, extensionists and development 
practitioner are the participants of training. 

- There is a need for a comprehensive and dynamic feedback mechanism that can 
continuously receive inputs from the participants in order to strengthen SATNET 
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Asia’s knowledge exchange, dissemination and impact. In addition it is very 
challenging to measure the potential long term impact of the capacity building 
programmes. If the farmer implements the knowledge gained from these trainings, will 
he/she a) disseminate this knowledge to other members of their communities b) 
continue applying it and c) make local customization and maintain it? This can be 
taken into account into the feedback mechanism. 

- Priority to be given to climate change - threat to sustainability.  
- To make SATNET Asia sustainable for the region aspect, I think that SATNET Asia 

should elaborate more about the mechanism on coordination and cooperation in each 
local country by strengthening capacity and body implementation. 

on performance: 

- I think, the concept and the vision of SATNET Asia project are very unique and 
possible to involve more stakeholders and ability to improve more producers with 
incorporates the innovative technologies.  

- Everything that was done by SATNET Asia was much appreciated and useful! 
- As project managers, we are so busy with the project administrative and field 

management that communication about project results to the outside world tends to fall 
at the bottom of the emergency to do list. So when SATNET Asia collected case 
studies for instance, it gave a framework, a deadline to meet and it helped to be more 
productive. This should be kept and further encouraged (video making about all the 
projects, participation to the EU Development days or other key meetings, etc...). 

- Let's continue our international cooperation. 
- Inter-agency coordination or interaction among agro and commerce ministries / 

stakeholders have been a key take away at least for the people trained and consulted. 
Before, in many countries these agencies would not understand the work of each other 
e.g. trade vs agriculture. However, the understanding is required for facilitation of agro 
trade. 

4.	CONCLUSIONS	
This chapter provides the conclusions of the evaluation, including general conclusions 
and conclusions relating to the specific performance and other criteria. 

The main conclusions are as follows: 

1. SATNET Asia has reached its expected results to a large extent.  

Anecdotal evidence shows that the network activities were appreciated even though the 
systematic analysis of the few responses to the survey could not conclude an increase in 
network activity against the baseline. More individuals were trained than anticipated and 
84% of the respondents to the Follow-up KAP shared their knowledge with others while 
the average score for usefulness of the training was average and thus just as expected. 
More best practices than envisaged were analysed and shared but only few have been 
validated.  
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2. The project was relevant to regional and national priorities and efficiently dealt 
with implementation issues. 

Although a result of slow performance of the project components tasked with the 
generation of best practices and trade facilitation measures, the decision to base training 
course topics on needs identified through stakeholder consultations was a novel and 
successful approach which ensured timely project execution and relevance to regional and 
national priorities.  

3. The project worked effectively and to a large extent reached it aims.  

Although a conclusive statement cannot be made about the strength of the SATNET Asia 
network, anecdotal evidence was very positive. 19 best practices for sustainable 
agriculture were identified although they focussed on South Asia only and for the most 
part they have not been validated. However, the database developed to provide access to 
this information is not easily accessible. Trade facilitation measures were identified and 
subsequent training focussed on one particularly important measure, e-traceability. 
Although TID, APCTT and CAPSA partners clearly benefitted from increased 
understanding of the concerns of the ‘other side’, cross-border trade and sustainable 
agricultural production, the two elements of the network failed to integrate fully amongst 
the network’s Associates. 

4. Elements of SATNET Asia will continue regardless of continued funding. 

SATNET Asia’s international and regional partner organisations indicated that they 
would continue with activities generated through the network. This included specific 
training topics as well as the mode of operation in transferring knowledge and 
information. Commitment for continued collaboration was also expressed by several 
national partners.  

5. SATNET Asia has effectively developed good partnerships and has engaged and 
consulted with its stakeholders.  

The network has grown from 26 to 45 Associates and is currently sending information to 
around 1200 interested individuals. 

6. SATNET Asia addressed concerns of the regional governments to a satisfactory 
level.  

Having been managed by an established regional organization proved to be a helpful 
mechanism to integrate national priorities into the workplan of SATNET Asia. 

7. The participation of women in SATNET Asia’s capacity building events was lower 
than expected.  

Although the selection criteria for course participants included affirmative action, the 
overall percentage of female trainees was only 26%. The fact that the participation of 
women was relatively low in the training courses, particularly in South Asia, may reflect 
the realities within the target organisations, at the level of seniority expected for the 
training events.  
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8. Environmental sustainability aspects were included into the project and the 
selected best practices reflect the importance of environmental sustainability in 
agriculture. 

It was noted positively that the factsheets for the selected best practices indicated 
environmental sustainability in the spider diagrams. 

9. The SATNET Asia experience was instrumental in setting up the Asia Pacific 
Agricultural Extension and Outreach Network – APAEON, launched in December 
2014. 

The new network APAEON will be an important corner stone in efforts to maintain the 
momentum created by the project. The existence of SATNET Asia played an important 
role in identifying the need for such a network. 

 

5.	RECOMMENDATIONS	
This chapter provides recommendations based on the conclusions of the evaluation. 

 

Recommendation 1: SATNET Asia should be supported for a further period of three 
years to build upon the momentum generated. 

The evaluation recommends a continuation of SATNET Asia activities. The activities 
carried out within the three-year funding phase through TTFSA have been very valuable 
in establishing the network and building trust amongst network partners. However, the 
time frame is too short to stabilize the initial cooperation. There is a continued need for a 
moderating role of an agency like CAPSA to continue to provide an active platform for 
intraregional networking by national partners, to coordinate capacity building events and 
the validation of selected best practices. During this phase, efforts should be made to 
generate stronger national buy-in from selected focal agencies with the aim to ease the 
role of the central moderator.  

 

Recommendation 2: The information about best practices and training manuals 
ought to be made more accessible to a broader audience. 

At present, the database for best practices is hidden under several layers of the website. It 
should be made accessible on SATNET Asia’s home page. Also the training materials 
that have been developed, or are at the moment of evaluation in the final stages of 
development, ought to be made more visible and accessible to a broader audience.  

 

Recommendation 3: Efforts should be made to expand the network geographically 
and increase the number of information recipients. 
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The activities carried out by the project were appreciated by the current national partners 
and the growth of the network from 26 to 45 Associates is evidence for the perceived 
value of membership.  

3.1: Efforts should be made to reach a far larger number of individuals and 
organisations, especially now that a portfolio of best practices is available that 
needs validating at different locations.  

3.2: Reach should also be increased for the available information, by making use 
of ICT, for example by expanding SATNET Asia’s web presence, developing 
online training modules and smartphone apps for selected technologies.  

 

Recommendation 4: SATNET Asia’s future activities should focus on a broad 
validation of the identified best practices and additional technologies. 

Validation of selected best practices has so far only happened in South Asia. There is 
need for broader validation and for the establishment of demonstration sites, which must 
be done in close collaboration with national partner organisations. Further best practices 
need to be identified under the umbrella of broad issues, such as (1) climate adaptation, 
(2) enhancing food and nutrition security and (3) trade-related issues. 

 

Recommendation 5: A sustained effort should be made to provide relevant capacity 
building opportunities. 

SATNET Asia’s greatest achievement were the training courses it delivered together with 
national and international partners. The success of the training was largely based on a 
participatory identification of needs, training that addressed these needs and a careful 
selection of course participants. The evaluation found clear evidence for a continued need 
for capacity building efforts by national partners.  

5.1: Now that a portfolio of best practices is available, there should be training 
offered on these practices, which should at the same time allow for a broad 
validation.  

5.2: Residential training courses are considered the best possible means of 
knowledge transfer. But they are very resource intensive and often individual 
participants cannot attend due to conflicts of time, visa issues or language barriers. 
It is recommended that SATNET Asia develops web-based training modules (for 
example, YouTube videos, short knowledge quizzes etc.) to reach a broader 
audience. 

 

Recommendation 6: Sustained efforts should be made to specifically address gender 
issues. 
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It is recommended to offer training events specifically for (younger) women to foster a 
next generation of well-educated female workforce in national agricultural research 
systems, government agencies and non-governmental organisations. 

 

Recommendation 7: The mode of operation for a connection between “trade” and 
“agriculture” for the benefit of smallholder producers and domestic consumers 
should be reconsidered in the future. 

The uncomfortable connection between the elements cross-border trade facilitation 
(which tends to focus on export) and sustainable agricultural technologies (which tends to 
focus on smallholder production and domestic supply) had been mentioned by previous 
evaluations. Whilst it is acknowledged that the ESCAP partners generated increased 
understanding of pressing issues on the trade and agriculture sides, and the entire value 
chain needs to be understood regardless of export or domestic markets, it is recommended 
to focus future project efforts on the facilitation of domestic trade and market access for 
the benefit of smallholder producers and local consumers. 
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Annex	II.	Terms	of	Reference	
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background of the evaluation 
This is the terms of reference for the final evaluation of the Network for Knowledge 
Transfer on Sustainable Agricultural Technologies and Improved Market Linkages in 
South and South-East Asia (SATNET Asia) project. The evaluation is to be conducted 
between December 2014 – April 2015. 
 
The Centre for Alleviation of Poverty through Sustainable Agriculture (CAPSA) is 
coordinating the implementation of the SATNET Asia project. Funded by the European 
Union, SATNET aims to contribute towards improved food security and reduced poverty 
of the poorest and most vulnerable people in South and Southeast Asia. It facilitates 
knowledge transfer through the development of a portfolio of technologies and best 
practices on sustainable agriculture and delivers a range of capacity-building programmes 
to network participants. 
 
The SATNET Asia project started activities in 2012 and will be coming to a close in April 
2015. In 2012, a monitoring and evaluation plan was developed and a baseline survey was 
conducted. SATNET project partners have been submitting annual progress reports based 
on a template established under the M&E plan. Participants of SATNET Asia capacity 
building activities have completed general evaluation forms for the training events they 
have attended as well as Knowledge Attitude and Practice (KAP) questionnaires on how 
they intend to use knowledge gained in their work. Individual summary reports have been 
compiled for each of the capacity building events.  Through the use of SurveyMonkey, 
follow-up KAP surveys have also been implemented six to nine months after trainings 
have been completed to gauge how the knowledge gained from trainings have actually 
been used. 
 
1.2 Purpose, objectives and deliverables 
The purpose of the evaluation is to provide ESCAP and the European Union with an 
objective evaluation of the results obtained by the SATNET project. This final evaluation 
is a part of the project outputs that will highlight key achievements, lessons learned and 
provide recommendations for future directions of the Network based on desk work, 
virtual and face-to-face discussions with SATNET Asia stakeholders, and analysis of a 
variety of survey questionnaires. 
 
The evaluation objectives are to: 
 Take stock of achievements of the SATNET Asia project 
 Evaluate the project in terms of its relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, 

partnerships, aid effectiveness and gender mainstreaming 
 Give recommendations for future directions of the network 
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The outputs of the evaluation include: 
 Review all relevant project documentation, donor evaluations, technical outputs, 

workshop reports and social media tools 
 Present an evaluation framework to CAPSA 
 Compilation and analysis of workshop evaluation data collected from SATNET 

training participants and preparation of a summary report. 
 Facilitated electronic discussion on the impact of technology transfer on sustainable 

development and the role that SATNET has or can play in this regard (tentative title).   
 Implementation of online survey of SATNET Associates on current levels of 

networking being practiced 
 Facilitation of a session with SATNET Asia participants at the Third Network 

Meeting scheduled for the week of 8 February 2014 to gain further feedback and 
recommendations. 

 Facilitation of a session at a SATNET Asia high-level policy dialogue to share 
findings of the electronic discussion on the impact of technology transfer on 
sustainable development to get feedback from a larger group of stakeholders. 

 Interviews with SATNET Associates at SATNET Asia events to be held the week of 8 
February 2015. 

 Integrate findings of follow-up KAP surveys being completed by CAPSA in the 
analysis of the evaluation 

 Presentation of initial findings to CAPSA. 
 Development of draft evaluation report for comments. 
 Final evaluation report. 
 
A digital version of the evaluation report will be disseminated within the ESCAP 
Secretariat, the donor and published on ESCAP’s website: 
http://www.unescap.org/pmd/evaluation-reports.asp 
 
2. METHODOLOGY 
2.1 Methodology 
The consultant will be required to perform an independent external evaluation of the 
SATNET Asia project. In general, the evaluation should follow the steps outlined below: 
 
1) Deskwork phase 

a) Initial briefing with SATNET Asia project team 

The consultant will participate in an initial briefing with the SATNET Asia Project team 
to ensure a common understanding on the expectations of the evaluation and steps 
envisioned to collect the necessary information. 

 
b) Review of project documents 

The consultant will review a variety of project documents and outputs to get familiarized 
with the project and its various achievements to date. CAPSA will provide the consultant 
with the following and project materials: 
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 Original project document, logframe, M&E plan and baseline survey conducted by 
the project. 

 Yearly progress reports submitted to the EU as well as the revised project 
logframe. 

 EU Results Oriented Monitoring (ROM) mission report as well as CAPSA’s 
comments on the report. 

 Mid-Term evaluation report conducted by the EU of the “Technology Transfer for 
Food Security in Asia (TTFSA)” and CAPSA’s comments on the report. 

 SATNET Asia technical outputs and workshop reports. 
 Raw data in Excel format of workshop evaluation as well as Knowledge Attitude 

and Practice (KAP) surveys implemented  to date by the SATNET Asia project 
 Links to the SATNET Asia website, social media tools, agriculture technology 

database 
 

c) Development of evaluation framework 

The consultant will develop an evaluation framework that will outline the evaluation 
approach, methodology and selection of relevant evaluation questions in line with the 
ESCAP guidelines and specific objectives of this evaluation.  In particular the project will 
be assessed in terms of its relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, partnerships, 
aid effectiveness and gender mainstreaming. (see Annex II for definitions of the 
evaluation criteria and examples of questions that can be examined) The evaluation 
framework should take into consideration the implementation of the following activities 
that will facilitate the analysis of feedback from SATNET Asia participants: 

 Compilation and analysis of workshop evaluation data and KAP surveys collected 
from SATNET training participants. 

 Facilitated electronic discussion on the impact of technology transfer on 
sustainable development and the role that SATNET has or can play in this regard 
(tentative title).   

 Implementation of online survey of SATNET Associates on levels of networking 
being practiced 

 Facilitation of a session with SATNET Asia participants at a policy dialogue 
scheduled for the week of 8 February 2014 to gain further feedback and 
recommendations. 

 Interviews with SATNET Associates at SATNET Asia events to be held the week 
of 8 February 2015. 

 
Based on the above, the consultant will submit a first report for approval by CAPSA 
which summarizes the steps envisioned for undertaking the evaluation, and how 
information of the selected evaluation questions to be examined will be collected and 
analysed. 
 
2) Evaluation phase 
2.1 Surveys 



SATNET Asia Final Evaluation 

42 
 

a) Compilation and analysis of workshop evaluation data collected from 
SATNET training participants and preparation of a summary report. 

The SATNET Asia project has developed a template in Excel for the collection of raw 
data from workshop evaluations and initial Knowledge, Attitude, Practice (KAP) surveys. 
Through the use of SurveyMonkey, follow-up KAP surveys are also been undertaken 6-
12 months after the end of a training to see how training participants have used the 
knowledge gained. 
 
The consultant will compile and analyze the data received from workshop evaluations as 
well as findings of follow-up KAP surveys that have been completed to date. The results 
of the KAP surveys are particularly important as they are a major indicator identified in 
the revised SATNET Asia project logframe.  The consultant will prepare a summary 
report of the survey findings and submit to CAPSA for review and comments.  
 

b) Implement an online survey on networking for SATNET Asia participants 

A SATNET Asia baseline study was conducted in 2012. The study implemented a survey 
to examine the levels of networking in SATNET Asia countries and an analysis was 
conducted using quantitative methods and Netdraw© for the network analysis. 
 
In order to see what changes have occurred over the past three years, the consultant will 
implement a similar networking survey using the SATNET Asia SurveyMonkey tool.  
The data will be analyzed using quantitative methods and Netdraw© for the network 
analysis. The results of this analysis will be summarized in a brief report. 
 
 
2.2 Discussions with SATNET participants 

During the week of 8 February 2015, SATNET Asia will be organizing its Third Network 
meeting followed by a high-level policy dialogue on “The Role of Technology Transfer in 
Agriculture for Sustainable Development Outcomes” in Bogor, Indonesia.  These events 
will bring together representatives of all Partners and Associate organizations involved 
with SATNET and will offer an opportunity to collect direct feedback from the Network 
participants   
 

a) Facilitate an online discussion with SATNET Asia participants 

In January 2015, the consultant will facilitate an online discussion with SATNET Asia 
participants on the impact of technology transfer on sustainable development and the role 
that SATNET has or can play in this regard (tentative title).  Feedback received from this 
online discussion will be consolidated into a short report and the findings presented at the 
SATNET Asia network meeting and policy dialogue planned for the week of 8 February 
2015. 
 

b) Facilitation of plenary session with SATNET Asia participants and individual 
interviews 
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The consultant will facilitate a session during the Network meeting to present on initial 
findings from the online discussion and the online survey on networking held in January 
2015 as well as the analyses conducted of workshop evaluations and KAP surveys.  This 
will provide an opportunity for SATNET Asia participants to provide additional feedback 
and recommendations. 
 
The consultant will also make a separate presentation during the policy dialogue on the 
results of the online discussion e-consultation held in January 2015. The policy dialogue 
will invite representatives from a wider group of stakeholders and this session will enable 
the collection of additional feedback on the role of technology transfer for sustainable 
development that may also be used as inputs for the final SATNET Asia project 
evaluation report. 
 
The consultant can also make use of his/her presence at these events to have individual 
interviews with key SATNET Associates 
 
3) Synthesis phase 

a) Integration of findings of follow-up KAP surveys being completed by CAPSA 
in the analysis of the evaluation 

CAPSA is in the process of implementing follow-up KAP surveys that aim to gauge how 
participants of SATNET trainings are using the knowledge gained in their work.  A 
summary report and an Excel table with the raw data from the surveys will be compiled 
by 15 March 2015.  The consultant will review the results of these follow-up KAP 
surveys and integrate the findings into the overall analysis. 
 

b) Presentation of initial findings to CAPSA. 

The consultant will make a presentation to CAPSA on the preliminary findings of the 
evaluation.  This will provide CAPSA with an opportunity to provide initial feedback and 
also provide the consultant with an opportunity to get clarifications on any aspects of the 
project that remain unclear.   
 

c) Submission of draft evaluation report 

The consultant will submit to CAPSA a draft evaluation report following the report 
outline indicated in Annex 1 for technical review.  
 
The consultant will ensure that his/her assessment is objective and balanced, affirmations 
accurate and verifiable and recommendations realistic.  The consultant is required to use 
his/her professional judgement and experiences to review all relevant factors and to bring 
these to the attention of CAPSA. 
 

d) Final evaluation report 

Taking into consideration feedback received on the draft report, the consultant will submit 
a final version of the evaluation report to CAPSA. 	
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Annex	III.	List	of	Documents	Reviewed	
Project document and Progress reports  
ESCAP. 2011. Grant application form. Network for Knowledge Transfer on Sustainable 

Agricultural Technologies and Improved Market Linkages in South and Southeast Asia 
(SATNET Asia). Reference: EuropeAid/ 130-761/C/ACT/CAI. 

SATNET. 2012. Interim Narrative Report for year 1 of SATNET Asia Project. 
SATNET. 2014. Interim Narrative Report for year 2 of SATNET Asia Project. 
SATNET. 2014. Interim Narrative Report for period January – February 2014 of 

SATNET Asia Project. 
SATNET. 2015. Interim Narrative Report for Year 3 of SATNET Asia Project. 
 
Baseline report  
SATNET. 2012. Network for Knowledge Transfer on Sustainable Agricultural 

Technologies and Improved Market Linkages in South and Southeast Asia (SATNET 
Asia). Baseline Survey Report. 

 
Strategies  
SATNET. 2012. Network for Knowledge Transfer on Sustainable Agricultural 

Technologies and Improved Market Linkages in South and Southeast Asia (SATNET 
Asia). Monitoring & Evaluation Plan. 

Spisiakova, M. n.d. Communication and visibility plan for SATNET Asia Project. 
(DCI/FOOD/2011/261-086). 

 
MTE and ROM report 
Bene, T. 2013. Mid-term Evaluation of the Technology Transfer for Food Security in 

Asia Programme. Final Report, November 2013. EUROPEAID/129783/C/SER/multi 
Pardelhas, L. 2013. Monitoring Report. Network for Knowledge Transfer on Sustainable 

Agricultural Technologies and Improved Market Linkages in South and Southeast Asia 
(SATNET). MR-146271.01. 19/07/2013. 

 
Reports of training events, consultations and follow-up KAP surveys  
CAPSA-ESCAP. 2014. Expert Consultation on Strengthening Linkages between 

Research and Extension to Promote Food and Nutrition Security. 11-12 December 
2013, Bangkok, Thailand. Report. 

SATNET. 2012. Report on SATNET electronic discussion no. 1: What are priority 
agricultural products in your countries already traded internationally or intended for 
international trade? 2 – 30 June 2012. 

SATNET. 2012. Report of SATNET electronic discussion no. 2: How do we evaluate the 
suitability of agricultural technologies to be disseminated through SATNET Asia? 12 
June – 9 July 2012. 

SATNET. 2013. Report of SATNET electronic discussion no. 3: Development of a 
Selection Criteria for Participants of SATNET Asia Training. 1 April – 14 April 2013. 
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SATNET. 2013. Report of SATNET electronic discussion no. 4: Role of the Private 
Sector and Civil Society in Strengthening Research-Extension Linkages. 13 to 27 
September 2013. 

SATNET. 2014. Expert Consultation on Strengthening Linkages between Research and 
Extension to Promote Food and Nutrition Security. 11-12 December 2013, Bangkok, 
Thailand. Final Report. 

SATNET n.d. Knowledge, attitude, practice survey – After seven months. Electronic 
traceability for agricultural trade facilitation and smallholder integration, 7-9 April 
2014, Dhaka, Bangladesh. Internal Report. 

SATNET n.d. Knowledge, attitude, practice survey – After eight months. Electronic 
traceability for agricultural trade facilitation and smallholder integration,16-18 June 
2014, Thimpu, Bhutan. Internal Report. 

SATNET n.d. Knowledge, attitude, practice survey – After seven months. National 
training on biological control of agricultural pests and diseases, 3-5 June 2014, Dhaka, 
Bangladesh. Internal Report. 

SATNET n.d. Knowledge, attitude, practice survey – After eight months. National 
training on biological control of agricultural pests and diseases, 5-7 March 2014, 
Kathmandu, Nepal. Internal Report. 

SATNET n.d. Knowledge, attitude, practice survey – After eight months. National 
training on cost benefit analysis of agricultural technologies, 3-4 March 2014, 
Kathmandu, Nepal. Internal Report. 

Spisiakova, M. 2012. Knowledge, attitude, practice survey. Writeshop on: Translating 
research findings into knowledge accessible to extension workers and farmers, 12 – 14 
November 2012. 

Srinivasaraghavan, K. and Pandey, S. 2013. SATNET Asia National Training Program on 
Cost Benefit Analysis of Agricultural Technologies, 25-27 November, 2013, Thimphu, 
Bhutan. Workshop Report. 

Srinivasaraghavan, K. and Pandey, S. 2014. SATNET Asia National Training Program on 
Cost Benefit Analysis of Agricultural Technologies. 3-4 March 2014, Kathmandu, 
Nepal. Workshop Report. 

Srinivasaraghavan, K. and Pandey, S. 2014. SATNET Asia National Training Programme 
on Cost Benefit Analysis of Agricultural Technologies. 17-18 March 2014, Islamabad, 
Pakistan. Workshop Report. 

Srinivasaraghavan, K. and Pandey, S. n.d. Workshop on Stress-tolerant technologies: 
Using Livelihood and Productivity Enhancing Approaches for Smallholder Farmers. 5-
7 December 2013, Patna, Bihar.  

Varma, A. and Spisiakova, M. 2014. Workshop on Technology Transfer for Sustainable 
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Annex	IV.	List	of	Interviewees	
Abbas, Ghanzafar, (PARC, Pakistan) 

Agyeben, Maame (TID) 

Beed, Fenton (AVRDC) 

de Lima, Sheila (AVRDC) 

Duval, Yann (ESCAP-TID) 

Holmer, Robert (ex-AVRDC) 

Hossain, Shaikh Tanveer (FIVDB, Bangladesh) 

Hossain, Shamin (Concern Universal, Bangladesh) 

Islam, Madjhrul (HELVETAS, Bangladesh) 

Kabir, Humayun (FAO Afghanistan) 

Khaing, Ohnmar (Food Security Working Group, Myanmar) 

Khan, Salehin (ex-TID) 

Kortieh, Him (CEDAC, Cambodia) 

Kriesemer, Simone (FSC) 

Mohan, Krishna (CRS, India) 

Mustafa, Usman (PIDE, Pakistan) 

Pandey, Suraj (APCTT) 

Pandey, Y.E. (NARC, Nepal) 

Paudel, K.B. (NFI, Nepal) 

Pelden, Kinley (BAFRA, Bhutan) 

Pradhan, K.P. (iDE, Nepal) 

Ragavan, Krishnan S. (APCTT) 

Schubert, Annick (Annadya Project, Cambodia) 

Swaminathan, Umadevi (Sewa Trust, India) 

Tahakatake, Takashi (CAPSA) 

Thinley, Kencho (Ministry of Agriculture & Forests, Bhutan) 

Tshering, Dorji (Bhutan Exporters Association, Bhutan) 

Upadhay, B.P. (CEAPRED, Nepal) 

Varma, Anshuman (CAPSA) 

Weinberger, Katinka (CAPSA) 

Williamson, Michael (APCTT) 

Zeshan Saqib, Muhammad (Star Farm, Pakistan) 
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Annex	V.	Evaluation	logframe	for	SATNET	Asia	final	evaluation	
 

Criteria Key Question Sub-Questions Indicators 
Source of 

information
Methods Assumptions 

Relevance 

 Was the SATNET Asia 
project relevant to 
participating countries? 

 Do the participating 
countries / Associates 
find the activities of the 
project useful for 
enhancing national 
capacity? 

 To what extent has the 
project adjusted to the 
changing needs or priorities 
of participating countries? 

 Has SATNET taken into 
account previous evaluation 
findings (E.g. ROM, 
MTE)? 

 To what extent does 
SATNET take into account 
and build upon the 
comparative advantages and 
on-going activities of 
partner organizations or 
agencies? 

 # of countries / 
Associates indicating 
activities and results are 
useful. 

 Level of flexibility as 
indicated by participants 
and/or by revised project 
documents. 

 Stakeholders, 
policymakers, 
NGOs and 
external partners 

 Project 
document 

 Key informant interviews;
 Electronic discussion 

forum; 
 Document review. 

 Representative 
sample; 

 Low staff 
turnover; 

 High/low 
response rate. 

Efficiency 

 Have human and financial 
resources been used in the 
best possible way to 
deliver activities and 
outputs, in coordination 
with other stakeholders. 

 To what extent has 
SATNET been delivered 
in a cost effective way - 
do the outputs justify the 
cost of the activities? 

 How was SATNET managed
in terms of timeliness? 

 # of network meetings 
 Budget vs. perceived 

benefit 
 Timeliness of reporting 

 Reports; 
 Participating 

countries / 
stakeholders. 

 Key informant interviews;
 Document review. 

 Accessibility of 
reports; 

 Time and 
resources to 
conduct; 

 High/low response 
rate. 

Effectiveness 

 To what extent has the 
SATNET Asia project 
increased the knowledge 
and awareness of 
stakeholders regarding 
technologies, best 
practices and trade 

 How many stakeholders 
(change agents) 
participated in the capacity 
building programmes? 

 Was there a change in 
knowledge or awareness? 
By how much? 

 # of participants 
trained; 

 Change in knowledge 
or awareness on best 
practices; 

 Level of 

 Project reports; 
 Website; 
 SATNET 

Associates; 
 Follow-up KAP 

surveys 

 Review network and 
capacity building 
programme reports; 

 Key informant 
interviews; 

 Online discussion; 

 Data gathered from 
baseline regarding 
the level of 
knowledge, 
awareness and 
networking activity 
of participants; 
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Criteria Key Question Sub-Questions Indicators 
Source of 

information
Methods Assumptions 

facilitation methods for 
sustainable agriculture? 

 To what extent has 
networking activity 
amongst stakeholders 
improved? 

 

 How many best 
practices/trade facilitation 
methods have been 
identified and shared? 

 How much website 
activity has taken place? 

 How well are participants 
connected? 

implementation of best 
practices / trade 
facilitation measures; 

 Website activity 

 Networking survey / 
Compare networking 
activity with Baseline 
survey.  

 Availability of 
reports; 

 Willingness to 
participate. 

Sustainability 

 What is the likelihood that 
SATNET Asia will be 
sustained within the 
participating countries 
beyond the current EU 
funding? 

 What is the likelihood that 
SATNET will continue to 
contribute to knowledge 
transfer? 

 To what extent can positive 
outcomes resulting from 
SATNET be continued 
without CAPSA-ESCAP’s 
further involvement? 

 What mechanisms are in 
place to ensure that the 
capacity building efforts 
and SATNET’s knowledge 
repository are sustained? 

 What commitments to 
institutionalizing 
knowledge transfer and 
networking have been 
made by participating 
organisations? 

 To what extent are the 
outcomes replicable? 

 To what extent has 
support from other 
stakeholders, UN partners, 
donors or other 
multilateral or national 
partners been sought or 
obtained to take forward 
project outcomes? 

 # of institutions 
networking with each 
other; 

 # of participants who 
have committed time/ 
indirect resources 

 Stakeholders / 
participants; 

 External partners; 
 

 Networking survey; 
 Key informant interviews;’
 Online discussion forum; 
 Document review. 

 

 Sustained efforts in 
this programme area 
will result in benefits 
(as opposed to an 
alternative 
approach); 

 Participating 
countries are willing 
to provide this 
information. 
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Criteria Key Question Sub-Questions Indicators 
Source of 

information
Methods Assumptions 

Partnerships 

 To what extent have key 
stakeholders been 
identified to be partners in 
the planning and delivery 
of SATNET? 

 To what extent did 
SATNET’s activities 
involve its stakeholders? 

 To what extent was a 
stakeholder analysis 
completed and utilized to 
ensure partnership 
development in the design 
phase of the project? 

 To what extent was 
duplication of services 
avoided due to the 
development of effective 
partnerships? 

 # of key stakeholders in 
decision making 
positions (e.g. in the 
Steering Committee) 

 Spread of responsibility 
amongst stakeholders 

 Stakeholders / 
participants 

 Key informant 
interviews; 

 Document review. 

 Stakeholders willing 
to provide 
information 

Aid 
effectiveness 

 To what extent has 
ESCAP ensured that 
SATNET is driven by the 
member States, and to 
what extent is there a 
focus on development 
results and mutual 
accountability in the 
design and 
implementation of 
SATNET’s activities? 

 To what extent were the 
targeted Governments 
involved in the planning 
and implementation of the 
project? 

 To what extent do project 
stakeholders feel that their 
project was driven by the 
National Government and 
or other stakeholders? 

 To what extent were the 
efforts of similar projects 
coordinated? 

 # of country 
representatives in 
decision making bodies 
(e.g. Advisory Council) 

 # of countries willing to 
follow-up on best 
practices and trade 
facilitation tools 
generated by SATNET 

 Report from 
Policy dialogue 

 Letters of 
appreciation 

 Reports 

 Review of policy 
documents; 

 Key informant interviews 
with policy-level 
stakeholders. 

 Accessibility of 
information;  

 Willingness to share 
information 

Gender 

 To what extent have 
gender considerations 
been incorporated in the 
design and 
implementation of 
SATNET? 

 To what extent was gender 
integrated into the design 
and implementation of the 
evaluation topic? 

 To what extent does 
SATNET regularly and 
meaningfully report on 
gender concerns in 
reporting documents? 

 To what extent is the 
sustainability of gender 

 Level of gender 
awareness in design 
document; 

 Level of gender 
awareness in reports; 

 Level of gender 
awareness in capacity 
building events. 

 Project 
documents and 
reports 

 Interviews with 
project partners 

 Document review.  Information is 
accessible 
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Criteria Key Question Sub-Questions Indicators 
Source of 

information
Methods Assumptions 

concerns assured? 

Environmental 
sustainability 

 To what extent have 
environmental 
sustainability 
considerations been 
incorporated in the design 
and implementation of the 
best practices that have 
been shared? 

 To what extent was 
environmental 
sustainability integrated 
into the design and 
implementation of best 
practices? 

 To what extent is the 
sustainability of 
environmental concerns 
assured? 

 Level of environmental 
awareness in selected 
best practices 

 Reports and 
technical 
factsheets 

 Document review.  Information is 
readily available 

 

 



 
 

 

Annex	VI.	Report	of	the	Online	Discussion	
 
Brief report on the Online Discussion on 
“Impact of technology transfer on sustainable development and SATNET Asia’s current 
and future role”  
29 January 2015 
The discussion was started on 14th January and was closed on 29th January, 2015. All 
SATNET Asia Associates, Partners and TTFSA “Component 1” partners were invited (in 
total 43 organisations). Emails were sent to alert the invitees and to introduce the topic (12th 
January) and to inform them once the discussion was open (14th Jan). Further reminders were 
sent on 21st Jan (by K. Weinberger) and on 25th Jan. In the end, representatives of eight 
organisations contributed, from Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, India, Nepal and 
Pakistan. 
Participants had been invited to share their thoughts on three key issues that are key elements 
of the end-of-project evaluation: 
a) How relevant have SATNET Asia’s activities been to the partner countries and to 
what extent has SATNET Asia taken into account and built upon the comparative advantages 
and on-going activities of partner organizations or agencies? 
b) How effective has SATNET Asia been and to what extent has the project increased the 
knowledge and awareness of stakeholders regarding technologies, best practices and trade 
facilitation methods for sustainable agriculture? 
c) How sustainable will SATNET Asia be and to what extent can positive outcomes 
resulting from SATNET Asia be continued without CAPSA-ESCAP’s further involvement? 
The responses can be briefly summarized as follows: 
ad a) Most contributors mentioned that SATNET Asia was very relevant to their 
organisations’ activities and that the exchange of knowledge provided them with useful input 
and inspiration into developing or strengthening ongoing activities. It seems evident that 
SATNET Asia has been mindful of and taken into account ongoing work of its Associates, 
that it has built upon this existing knowledge by providing a platform for discussions about 
the technologies and best practices, and that this forum led to adapted versions and also new 
solutions for the benefit of the Associates and their stakeholders and for other participants in 
the region. 
ad b) Although it is not possible to put an exact number onto the effectiveness of the project, 
it seems evident from the contributions that SATNET Asia’s capacity building activities, and 
in particular the exchange visits and in-country training events, have been very well received 
and that they were useful to increase the participants’ awareness of new technologies, best 
practices and trade facilitation methods. Establishing the network and providing a platform for 
exchange amongst participants from different sectors was seen as one of the key values of the 
project. Some of the evidence mentioned includes: “exchange of ideas are contributing to 
enhance…agricultural productivity and income generation”, “great forum to exchange 
experience”, “benefitted from the sharing of learning experience from different participating 
countries”, “CAPSA e-flash has been a very useful way of getting access to information”… 
etc.  
ad c) The big question of course is how sustainable the network can be without CAPSA’s 
role of facilitator. Several contributors indicated their organisation’s continued commitment to 
sharing information and knowledge at local level which is very encouraging indeed. However, 
it seems clear from the contributions that there is the expectation of CAPSA to continue to 
play a very important facilitating role for the foreseeable future (funding permitting). Some 
concrete examples were provided for running the network (e.g., identifying specific network 
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partners/experts, by holding face-to-face events linked up with virtual meetings online and for 
communicating via electronic tools). 	
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Parameter  Baseline End‐of project

Number of respondents 32  24

Number of nodes   200 218

Number of ties  272 254

Density (avg. # of ties)  d= 8.2 d= 11.0

Strength (depicts numbers of multiple ties, the 
larger the value, the more multiple connections 
the network has) 

s=1.52 s=1.25

Regionality (how many intraregional ties there are 
(% of total ties, excluding international and 
regional organisations) 

R= 4.6 R= 5.3

 
2. Sourcing and sharing information 
2.1 Tools to access information 
24 responses were analysed. Where possible the same categories were used as in the baseline 
survey although a few new ones were added. A noticeable difference is the common use of 
websites to source information which were now used by every respondent. 
 
Table 1: Commonly accessed tools to source information and knowledge (24 responses 
analysed). 
 

Tools to source information/knowledge  count 

Websites (incl. google, youtube)  23 

e‐mail  7 

information kits  1 

learning hub  1 

LinkedIn Community on food security and sust. Ag  1 

SATNET  1 

social media  1 

"New" media  35 

   

seminar/workshop national  12 

specific training  9 

network forum  3 

seminar/workshop international  3 

field visits  2 

round table  1 

visits  1 

Events  31 

demo plots  2 

meeting with experts  6 

focus group discussion  1 

in house discussions with colleagues  1 

interaction w resource organisation  1 

Lead entrepreneurs/farmers  1 
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personal communication  1 

personal communication w policy makers  1 

professional network  1 

Personal interaction  15 

documentation (others)  7 

newspaper/magazine  3 

documentation (own)  1 

publications  1 

purchasing user rights CAB Abstracts  1 

scientific journals  1 

Publication  14 

needs assessment  2 

participatory rural appraisal/diagnostics  1 

Research  3 

 
2.1.1 Bottlenecks 
In comparison to the baseline survey it is noticeable that several respondents mentioned that 
they did not experience specific issues with regard to sourcing information (4 responses). 
However, bottlenecks are still visible: 5 respondents mentioned the fact that many scientific 
papers are not available free of charge, 3 the abundance of information as an issue, and 2 that 
there were difficulties to access specific information. Language was another issue, also 
mentioned by 2 respondents. 
 
2.2 Tools to share information 
Workshops and specific training events but also websites were the most important tools to 
disseminate information. It is noticeable that new online media were mentioned more often 
than in the previous survey. 
 
Table 2: Commonly accessed tools to share information and knowledge (24 responses 
analysed) 
 

Tools to share information/knowledge  count 

website  15 

email  8 

discussion forum  4 

films/video (CD/DVD)  4 

agricultural radio/TV prgm  2 

information kit  2 

electronic training materials  1 

knowledge bank  1 

official trade portal (website)  1 

Partners' links  1 

SATNET website  1 

smartphone  1 

social media (facebook, LinkedIn)  1 

"New" media  42 
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Workshops/meetings  16 

training course  15 

event  2 

international conferences  2 

farmer field school  1 
field‐based  training  for  frontline  workers/project 
participants  1 

ToT  1 

Events  38 

   

exchange/exposure visits  5 

demonstrations  4 

individual farmer visits  3 

field visits  1 

focus group discussions  1 

network  1 

on the job support  1 

street play  1 

success stories / case studies  1 

VIP tours  1 

wall paintings  1 

Personal interaction  20 

   

publications (newsletter, flyer, brochures)  8 

publications (journal articles, policy briefs, features)  2 

flipcharts  1 

manuals  1 

policy briefs  1 

Publication  13 

 
2.2.1 Bottlenecks 
Again, three respondents had no limitations with regard to sharing information, and another 
three mentioned language issues. Other issues were linked to logistics (how to regularly 
receive feedback and incorporate it; so much information that it's difficult to share it 
effectively, coordination between organisations) and limited budget availability, e.g. for 
running more training courses. 
 
3. Professional networks 
The analysis of the network data provided interesting results. In total 39 networks were 
mentioned of which only very few had been mentioned in the previous survey. The maximum 
number of networks mentioned by any one respondent was four, a rather low number which 
might have been provoked by the layout of the questionnaire. The top-ranked three networks 
were: 
Facebook: 10 respondents 
SATNET/CAPSA: 9  
LinkedIn (including one specific mention of SATNET LinkedIn page): 9 
 



 

59 
 

The most useful aspects of networking included information exchange, capacity building, 
developing strategies together, market linkages/building network, developing/exchanging 
technologies. 
 
4. Interaction outside own sphere 
As in the baseline survey, a free-text question was asked to identify how respondents 
interacted with members of different categories of stakeholders. The prefilled table in the 
questionnaire now led to most respondents providing responses to all of these categories. This 
is in contrast to the baseline survey where far fewer categories were provided in response to 
the open question. In two instances, additional categories were provided. Numbers are very 
small and thus cannot be seen as representative. The question asked for type and frequency of 
interaction. This required post-coding which may have introduced errors into the analysis. For 
example, ‘regular’ can mean on a daily basis, or on a monthly basis. The following rough 
scores were used: 4=often/v. frequently/weekly, 3=regular/year-round, 
2=sometimes/irregular, 1=rare/ad hoc. The result from 21 respondents is presented below: 
 
Table 3: Inter-sectoral interaction of SATNET stakeholders.  
Scores mean: 4=often/v. frequently/weekly, 3=regular/year-round, 2=sometimes/irregular, 
1=rare/ad hoc. 

  

go
ve
rn
m
e
n
t 
ag
e
n
ci
e
s 
(n
=4
)

N
G
O
s 
(n
=9
)

re
se
ar
ch
 in
st
it
u
te
s 
(n
=5
)

p
ri
va
te
 s
e
ct
o
r 
(n
=3
)

with government agencies/officials  3.8 2.2  3.0  2.0 

with researchers  2.5 2.1 2.8  2.3 

with NGOs  2.5 3.1 2.3  1.7 

with extension agencies/staff  3.0 2.6  2.5  2.0 

farmers  3.0 2.6  1.8  2.3 

with private sector  2.0 2.0  2.3  2.7 

with Associations/Trade bodies  1.8 2.0  1.5  2.0 

with international organisations  2.5 2.7  2.5  1.7 

at community level (Civil society)  0.0 0.2  0.0  0.0 

universities  0.0 0.1  0.0  0.0 

 
It is not surprising that interaction is most frequent amongst colleagues from the same sector.  
 
5. Rating of SATNET Asia 
21 respondents provided a ranking of their expectation about SATNET Asia. The ranking 
options were:  
1 - did not meet expectations 
2 - somewhat met expectations 
3 - met expectations to a large degree 
4 - fully met expectations 
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The average score provided was 2.76, indicating a fairly solid approval of SATNET’s 
performance. Some of the issues raised included: 

 There could have been more practical work, training in itself was seen as insufficient 
to provide sustainable change. 

 There could have been more studies responding to projects demands (e.g. on 
marketing / value chain analysis). 

 Some logistical issues (immigration procedures). 
 Month-long training difficult to attend for some participants. 

 
6. Comments 
Comments were invited and provided by 17 respondents. They can be grouped as follows: 
 
On structure: 
- SATNET could possibly integrate or coordinate with other regional/international programs 

to enhance its coverage. 
- In my opinion, the SATNET Asia project is very successful and effective project in 

achieving its project objectives in terms of networking and information exchange among 
its Asian partner countries. I wish it should be further continued with project new phase 
based on evaluation of current project achievements and lessons learned and 
recommendation of current evaluation for future direction. 

- We hope the advanced program of SATNET including collaboration research and 
publication in food security and poverty elevation. 

- Considering regional context agricultural technologies which are suitable for the extreme 
poor farmers living in specific geographic setting should be made more visible and 
accessible and the target group i.e. marginal farmers might be provided with effective 
support (training/ tools) to promote their access to updated agricultural information. Cross-
visit in the region might be an impetus for promoting the inquisitiveness of the 
participants.  

- Getting the right gender balance in capacity building programmes is always challenging, 
especially in South Asia. Apart from encouraging female nominations as part of the 
selection criteria, few other innovative strategies need to be tested including getting 
concurrence from partner organizations for reserving a fixed number slots only for female 
candidates and keep this criteria inflexible. 

- Solid bodies of network on the ground that are possible platforms for further exchanges of 
learning in the future.  

- Capitalisation, networking and information sharing should be seen on a long term basis. 
The management of database and platforms should be managed by institutions on a long 
term basis, rather than attached to specific projects, in order to sustain such tools and to 
facilitate the sharing of information between various partners and projects with different 
time frames.  

- To support SATNET, designate one nodal agency in each member country with optimal 
funding. 

- I will suggest to involve the maximum participation of farmers to listen their issue live. 
Evolution system for the dissemination of knowledge from SATNET can help a lot to 
achieve the objective of the project. 

 
On content: 
- More interaction through email / web-page is needed. 
- There should be field activities. Pakistan has rich experience in participatory development 

(AKRSP, NRSP, NRSPN, etc.) can be utilized for participatory extension work and efforts. 
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- If the EU keeps this scheme, a future Component II in the framework of a programme like 
TTFSA could possibly encompass a unit in charge specifically of communication about 
each individual project of the Component I, so that projects can achieve more 
communication, for a larger audience and in a more coordinated way.  

- It would be great if development aspect are added to the technical aspects during preparing 
the training module as both research, extensionists and development practitioner are the 
participants of training. 

- There is a need for a comprehensive and dynamic feedback mechanism that can 
continuously receive inputs from the participants in order to strengthen SATNET’s 
knowledge exchange, dissemination and impact. In addition it is very challenging to 
measure the potential long term impact of the capacity building programmes. If the farmer 
implements the knowledge gained from these trainings, will he/she a) disseminate this 
knowledge to other members of their communities b) continue applying it and c) make 
local customization and maintain it? This can be taken into account into the feedback 
mechanism. 

- Priority to be given to climate change - threat to sustainability.  
- To make SATNET sustainable for the region aspect, I think that SATNET should elaborate 

more about the mechanism on coordination and cooperation in each local country by 
strengthening capacity and body implementation. 

 
On performance: 
- I think, the concept and the vision of SATNET Asia project are very unique and possible to 

involve more stakeholders and ability to improve more producers with incorporates the 
innovative technologies.  

- Everything that was done by SATNET was much appreciated and useful! 
- As project managers, we are so busy with the project administrative and field management 

that communication about project results to the outside world tends to fall at the bottom of 
the emergency to do list. So when SATNET collected case studies for instance, it gave a 
framework, a deadline to meet and it helped to be more productive. This should be kept 
and further encouraged (video making about all the projects, participation to the EU 
Development days or other key meetings, etc...). 

- Let's continue our international cooperation. 
- Inter-agency coordination or interaction among agro and commerce ministries / 

stakeholders have been a key take away at least for the people trained and consulted. 
Before, in many countries these agencies would not understand the work of each other e.g. 
trade vs agriculture. However, the understanding is required for facilitation of agro trade. 

 
References: 
Borgatti, S.P. 2002. NetDraw Software for Network Visualization. Analytic Technologies: 
Lexington, KY. 
SATNET 2012. Baseline Survey Report. 41pp. 
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Annex 1: Survey tool 
 

SATNET Asia NETWORKING SURVEY  
JANUARY 2015 

 

The SATNET Asia project started activities in 2012 and will be coming to a close in April 
2015. In 2012, a monitoring and evaluation plan was developed and a baseline survey was 
conducted.  

An end-of-project evaluation is now taking place with the purpose of providing ESCAP and 
the European Union with an objective evaluation of the results obtained by the SATNET Asia 
project. This final evaluation is a part of the project outputs that will highlight key 
achievements, lessons learned and provide recommendations for future directions of the 
network based on desk work, virtual and face-to-face discussions with SATNET Asia 
stakeholders, and analysis of a variety of survey questionnaires. 

This networking survey aims to map the current situation in SATNET Asia partner countries 
in terms of networking and information exchange. It will thus allow a comparison with 
information gathered at the beginning of the project. 

 

Please provide your inputs by 16 January 2015. 

 

Your support to this effort is greatly appreciated!  

Dr. Hannah Jaenicke 
Consultant 
hannah.jaenicke@t-online.de 
 

 

1. Your contact details (will be kept confidential, for internal use only) 

Name: 

Function: 

Organisation: 

Postal Address: 

Email: 
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2. Who are your key partner organisations in promoting/disseminating new 
agricultural and trade knowledge? 

Please provide a list of your stakeholders who receive or provide information from/to 
you. Be as specific as possible (thus, don’t write: ‘universities’, but specify which 
universities you work with, etc.). Please add rows if required. 

  

   

   

   

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

3. What tools and/or processes do you use to (i) source, and (ii) share new 
knowledge?  

Please list these tools briefly. This could include information kits, websites, training 
events, discussion forums, etc. Please specify if you use different tools for different types 
of information and learning needs. 

Tools/processes I use to access new 
information myself 

Tools/processes I use to 
share/disseminate information 

  

  

 

  

  

  

 

Please describe below if you experience any limitations regarding access to or 
dissemination of information 

Limitations regarding access to 
information 

Limitations regarding dissemination of 
information 
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4. Which professional networks in the area of agriculture and food trade are you 
actively involved in? 

This can range from formal networks such as ARTNeT to more informal networks on 
LinkedIn or Facebook. Please list and describe them in terms of topic/objective, reach, 
type of membership and information provided. Also tell us what is the most useful aspect 
of these networks for you? 

Network Name Useful aspects 

    

    

    

   

 

5. What kind of interaction do you currently have with the following types of 
stakeholders?  

Please provide examples how/where you interact (e.g. during workshops, email exchange 
etc.) and how often (regularly, sometimes etc.) 

Stakeholder Type of interaction Frequency of interaction 

Government 
agencies/officials 

  

Researchers   

NGOs   

Extension agencies/staff   

Farmers   

Private sector   

Associations/Trade bodies   

International Organisations   

Other (add)   
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6. On a range of 1 (= unsuccessful) to 4 (= fully successful), please indicate whether 
the SATNET Asia project has been successful in meeting your expectations?  

1. Did not meet my 
expectations. 

2. Somewhat met 
my expectations. 

3. Met my 
expectations to a 
large degree. 

4. Fully met my 
expectations. 

    

 

Please provide your reasons. 

   

   

   

 

7. Please include any additional comments or suggestion below. 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR INPUT. 
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Annex	VIII.	Report	of	the	Training	Course	Analysis	
Compilation and analysis of workshop evaluation data 
28 March 2015 
 
1. Introduction and overview 
Because capacity building is at the heart of SATNET Asia, an evaluation of the perceived 
usefulness of its training and capacity building activities is an important element of the 
overall project evaluation. During the project’s lifetime, a total of 62 events took place 
with a total of just over 1,600 participants (Tab. 1a - c). The training topics had been 
selected following a number of stakeholder consultations during the first year of the 
project (s.a. Tab. 1c). Thus, the evaluator assumes that the courses were fairly relevant to 
the stakeholders’ needs. Courses were run under the auspices of one of the SATNET 
Partners and organised by a local SATNET Associate who also had the responsibility to 
select course participants. A set of criteria had been developed for the selection, to assure 
an appropriate level of seniority, prior technical knowledge or relevant position of the 
participants (S. de Lima, pers. comm.). 
 
For most of the training events, detailed course evaluations and summary reports have 
been prepared, for some this information is currently being prepared. An extensive Excel 
table with evaluation data for 52 of the events was provided to the consultant and was the 
basis for the following analysis. Although the project had made a major effort in 
collecting information about the trainees, it was not all that easy to access and compile the 
data. This was partly due to some amendments to the data collection forms and the fact 
that workshop evaluation sheets were submitted anonymously, so in some cases gender 
information, institutional information or some of the rating answers were missing. 
However, it was felt that the information that was available was sufficient to draw 
conclusions.  In Annex 1, the detailed results of the analysis of the numerical responses is 
presented, the following text provides selected illustrations of the findings.  
 
1.1 Numbers of Trainees 
The total number of trainees is nearly 1,600 and more detailed information is available 
through the Excel table for 1197 participants. A quick check indicates that about 7% of 
participants participated in 2 or more events (sometimes, the same set of participants 
participated in consecutive courses). The total trained can thus be conservatively 
estimated at around 1,400. This compares favourably with the goal of just over 700 
trainees set out at the beginning of the project (source: Year 2 progress report):  

 South Asia in-country trainings:  At least 180 people trained in 6 countries of 
South Asia 

 Southeast Asia in-country trainings: At least 120 people trained in 4 countries of 
Southeast Asia 

 Trade facilitation trainings:  At least 180 participants trained in 6 countries 
 South Asia Regional Training:  At least 60 people trained in 3 residential training 

courses @5days 
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 Southeast Asia Regional training:  At least 72 people trained in 3 residential 
training courses @20days 

 Field visits: 100 smallholder value chain actors participate in 5 interregional visits 
 
1.2. Gender 
The numbers of female participants were not always collected or provided but the 
available information provides a fairly good overview. From the available data an 
indicative average of 26% female participation can be computed with a difference 
between South Asia (around 17.5%) and Southeast Asia (around 38%).  
 

Tab. 1a: Regional capacity building events [data from Excel table provided by Takashi 
on 11 Mar.] 

Location   Content  Date Partner No. pax  % female

Cambodia  Study tour  2014/7 CAPSA 21 29 

India  Climate change  2013/6 APCTT 45 22 
India  e‐traceability  2013/9 APCTT 30 13 
India  Postharvest  2014/11 APCTT 16 13 
India  Study tour  2014/9 CAPSA 16 19 

Indonesia  Policy Dialogue  2013/2 CAPSA 87 22 
Indonesia  1st Network meeting  2012/3 CAPSA 29 17 
Indonesia  2nd Network meeting  2013/2 CAPSA 35 17 
Indonesia  Writeshop   2012/11 CAPSA 19 61 
Indonesia  Technology transfer  2014/5 CAPSA 27 48 
Indonesia  Writeshop  2014/6 CAPSA 25 48 
Indonesia  3rd Network meeting  2015/2 CAPSA 39 31 
Indonesia  3rd Policy Dialogue  2015/2 CAPSA 53 28 

Nepal  Study tour  2014/8 CAPSA 17 24 

Thailand 
32nd IVTC  Module 1: seed to 
harvest 

2013/9‐10  AVRDC  11  27 

Thailand 
32nd IVTC Module 2: from harvest 
to table 

2013/10‐11  AVRDC  7  29 

Thailand 
32nd IVTC Module 3: veg for sust. 
development 

2013/11‐12  AVRDC  17  29 

Thailand 
33rd IVTC  Module 1: seed to 
harvest 

2014/9‐10  AVRDC  11  27 

Thailand 
33rd IVTC Module 2: from harvest 
to table 

2014/10‐11  AVRDC  12  17 

Thailand 
33rd IVTC Module 3: veg for sust. 
development 

2014/11‐12  AVRDC  14  43 

Thailand  Expert consultation  2013/12 CAPSA 54 28 
Thailand  UNext Training  2012/2 TID 5 0 
Thailand   Study tour IPM,PH  2014/7 CAPSA 20 35 

Thailand  Study tour Trade  2014/9 
TID / 
CAPSA 

39  8 

 

Tab. 1b: National capacity building events [data from Excel table provided by Takashi 
on 11 Mar.] 
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Country   Content  Date Partner No. pax  % female

Afghanistan  IPM   2013/9 APCTT 39  3 
Afghanistan  Biocontrol  2013/9 APCTT 39  0 

Bangladesh  Food safety  2014/6 APCTT 25  24 
Bangladesh  Biocontrol  2014/6 APCTT 25  20 
Bangladesh  Ag. Innovation  2014/9 APCTT 21  10 
Bangladesh  e‐Traceability   2014/4 TID 20  0 

Bhutan  CBA  2013/11 APCTT 29  17 

Bhutan 
Biocontrol (2 consecutive courses, 
same participants) 

2014/2  APCTT  27  30 

Bhutan  e‐Traceability   2014/6 TID 28  32 

Cambodia  Postharvest  2013/3 AVRDC 27  30 
Cambodia  Seed production  2014/5 AVRDC 11  9 
Cambodia  IPM  2014/9‐10 AVRDC 17  30 
Cambodia  e‐Traceability   2014/8 TID 27  15 

India  Stress‐tolerant rice  2013/12 APCTT 33  12 
India  Postharvest  2014/6 APCTT 16  19 
India  Mkt. linkages  2014/7 APCTT 11  18 

Indonesia  Homegardens  2014/4 AVRDC 20  50 
Indonesia  Postharvest  2014/4 AVRDC 23  43 
Indonesia  Genebank mgt  2014/6 AVRDC 18  61 
Indonesia  Writeshop  2013/6 CAPSA 25  44 

Lao PDR  Genebank  2014/2 AVRDC 15  53 
Lao PDR  Postharvest  2014/4 AVRDC 15  40 
Lao PDR  Homegardens  2014/4 AVRDC 14  36 
Lao PDR  e‐Traceability  2014/8 TID 30  30 

Myanmar  Crop production  2013/8 AVRDC 29  31 
Myanmar  Postharvest  2013/9 AVRDC 24  29 
Myanmar  Writeshop  2014/2 AVRDC 18  6 
Myanmar  e‐Traceability  2014/7 TID 33  15 

Nepal  CBA  2014/3 APCTT 29  17 
Nepal  Biocontrol  2014/3 APCTT 32  22 
Nepal  Jeevatu  2014/4 APCTT 35  29 
Nepal  e‐Traceability  2014/5 TID 31  29 

Pakistan  Writeshop   2013/7 APCTT 27  17 
Pakistan  CBA   2014/3 APCTT 29  21 
Pakistan  Biocontrol  2014/3 APCTT 31  10 

 

Tab. 1c: Stakeholder consultations and Trade Fair [data from Excel table provided by 
Takashi on 11 Mar.] 

Country   Content  Date Partner No. pax  % female

Bangladesh 
Export of Jute Bags to India and 
Import of Rice from India,  

2013/3  TID  24  0 

Cambodia  
Export of Maize and Cassava to 
China,  

2013/4  TID  16  6 

Lao PDR  
Export of Maize to Thailand and 
Import of Animal feed from 
Thailand,  

2013/2  TID  30  13 
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Tab. 2 indicates that the responses are very positive, with an average of nearly 3 out of 4 
for “knowledge and understanding gained” (i.e. a rate of “good”), and slightly above 3 out 
of 5 for “amount of new knowledge applied” (i.e. a rate of “about half”). This means that 
the courses provided relevant information and knowledge to the participants and that they 
are using more than half of their new knowledge in their day-to-day work. An important 
number is the 84% overall who mention that they have shared their new knowledge with 
others. If we extrapolate this number to the overall course participants, it would mean that 
over 1,000 individuals are sharing their knowledge with at least one other person.  
 
The project’s expected result ER4 states: “At least 70% of the trained stakeholders 
responding to the Knowledge, Attitude Practice (KAP) survey indicate that they have 
used at least half of the knowledge gained from SATNET Asia capacity building events in 
their work”. With 223 respondents indicating ratings of 3 or above to this question (= 
80% of all responses), the achievement of this result can be confirmed. 
 
However, it must be pointed out that, whilst the 43.7 per cent of respondents are almost 
exclusively happy with the training content, we don’t know whether the silent majority 
was too disappointed or too busy to return the questionnaire. 
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Table 2: Key results of follow-up KAP surveys (data from KAP reports, MS summary table and Takashi’s Excel sheet, * data not available) 

Country   Content  Date 

response 
rate KAP‐2 
(% of total 
pax) 

Percentage of 
respondents 
indicating that 
the meeting 
equipped them 
with the right 
knowledge to 
improve the way 
they work 

Knowledge and 
understanding 
gained after the 
training/meeting 6‐
12 months later 
(1=poor to 
4=excellent) 

Intended amount 
of new newly 
acquired 
knowledge to be 
applied in practice 
(1=nothing to 
5=all) 

Actual amount of 
new newly 
acquired 
knowledge 
applied in 
practice  
(1=nothing, 5=all) 

Percentage of 
respondents that 
trained others or 
shared 
knowledge in 
using any of the 
new knowledge 
and practices 

Afghanistan  IPM   2013/9  26 100 3.14 4.44 3.78 100

Asia‐wide 

32nd IVTC  
Module 1: 
seed to 
harvest 

2013/9‐10  48  100  2.75  4.08  3.58  92 

Asia‐wide 

32nd IVTC 
Module 2: 
from harvest 
to table 

2013/10‐
11 

43  83  3.21  3.69  3.33  100 

Asia‐wide 
Expert 
consultation 

2013/12  31  100  3.09  3.70  3.35  100 

Asia‐wide 
Policy 
Dialogue 

2013/2  37  88  2.85  3.70  3.12  92 

Bangladesh  e‐Traceability   2014/4  38 100 3.19 *  2.75 100
Bangladesh  Biocontrol  2014/6  58 100 2.69 3.68 3.21 36

Bhutan  Biocontrol  2014/2  44 100 2.93 3.85 3.00 100
Bhutan  e‐Traceability  2014/6  77 88 2.90 *  2.00 82

India 
Stress‐
tolerant rice 

2013/12  27  100  2.73  3.68  3.11  100 

Indonesia 
Technology 
transfer 

2014/5  44  92  2.76  3.54  3.33  83 

Indonesia  Writeshop  2013/6  52 100 3.00 4.10 3.80 80

Myanmar  Writeshop  2014/2  44 100 2.59 4.00 3.38 100

Nepal  CBA  2014/3  29 88 2.32 3.40 2.25 63
Nepal  e‐Traceability  2014/5  44 92 2.94 *  2.58 100
Nepal  Biocontrol  2014/3  33 90 2.61 3.62 3.60 90
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Pakistan  Writeshop   2013/7  56 100 3.13 4.00 3.53 40
Pakistan  CBA   2014/3  38 91 2.84 3.68 3.27 91
Pakistan  Biocontrol  2014/3  46 100 3.07 3.71 3.56 100

Regional: 
SEA  

Writeshop   2012/11  67  100  2.97  4.10  3.67  50 

Regional: 
South Asia 

Climate 
change 

2013/6  39  100  3.14  3.71  3.44  50 

Regional: 
South Asia 

e‐Traceability  2013/9  40  100  3.32  3.64  3.00  100 

Average  43.7 96 2.92 3.81 3.21 84
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Annex 1: Training course evaluations 
Shown are only questions with numerical answers. 

   

Content 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Process 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Logistics 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Extent training 
met 

Expectations 
 

(1=poor; 
4=excellent) 

Overall 
Rating 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

KAP_Q1_has 
the training 
equipped 

you with the 
right 

knowledge 
to improve 
the way you 

work? 
 

(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Knowledge 
And 

Understanding 
Average 

 
1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Did you 
fully 

understand 
all training 
content? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Is there 
an area 
that you 
expected 
to learn 
about 
but the 
training 
did not 
cover? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

How much 
of what 
you 

learned 
(knowledge 
and skills) 
will you be 
able to use 
in your 
work? 

 
(1=nothing; 

5=all) 

Are you 
planning 
to act as a 
trainer to 
train 

others in 
using any 
of the new 
knowledge 

and 
practices? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

overall 
(n=1197) 

avg  3.28  3.26  3.27  2.96  3.26  0.99  3.16  0.86  0.43  3.74  0.91 

  stdev  0.42  0.53  0.53  0.62  0.57  0.12  0.49  0.35  0.50  0.71  0.29 

     
region 

     
South Asia 
(n=673) 

avg  3.34  3.37  3.43  2.96  3.33  0.98  3.21  0.88  0.44  3.72  0.88 

  stdev  0.41  0.55  0.51  0.63  0.58  0.13  0.50  0.32  0.50  0.71  0.32 
South Asia 
female (n=117) 

avg  3.32  3.34  3.43  2.96  3.31  1.00  3.19  0.89  0.38  3.84  0.84 

  stdev  0.45  0.55  0.51  0.52  0.58  0.00  0.48  0.32  0.49  0.57  0.37 
South Asia 
male (n=552) 

avg  3.35  3.38  3.43  2.97  3.34  0.98  3.22  0.89  0.45  3.69  0.89 

  stdev  0.40  0.54  0.51  0.65  0.58  0.15  0.50  0.32  0.50  0.73  0.31 

SEA (n=459)  avg  3.19  3.11  3.10  2.95  3.16  0.99  3.05  0.82  0.42  3.78  0.95 

  stdev  0.42  0.47  0.48  0.60  0.53  0.10  0.44  0.38  0.49  0.71  0.22 
SEA female 
(n=152) 

avg  3.21  3.11  3.08  2.99  3.23  1.00  3.12  0.85  0.49  3.85  0.95 

  stdev  0.41  0.50  0.50  0.63  0.57  0.00  0.44  0.35  0.50  0.69  0.23 
SEA male 
(n=248) 

avg  3.21  3.11  3.12  2.95  3.12  0.99  3.02  0.83  0.38  3.77  0.94 

  stdev  0.43  0.48  0.51  0.59  0.50  0.12  0.44  0.37  0.49  0.70  0.23 
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Content 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Process 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Logistics 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Extent training 
met 

Expectations 
 

(1=poor; 
4=excellent) 

Overall 
Rating 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

KAP_Q1_has 
the training 
equipped 

you with the 
right 

knowledge 
to improve 
the way you 

work? 
 

(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Knowledge 
And 

Understanding 
Average 

 
1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Did you 
fully 

understand 
all training 
content? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Is there 
an area 
that you 
expected 
to learn 
about 
but the 
training 
did not 
cover? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

How much 
of what 
you 

learned 
(knowledge 
and skills) 
will you be 
able to use 
in your 
work? 

 
(1=nothing; 

5=all) 

Are you 
planning 
to act as a 
trainer to 
train 

others in 
using any 
of the new 
knowledge 

and 
practices? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

gender 
       

female (n=292)  avg  3.26  3.20  3.20  2.99  3.26  1.00  3.14  0.87  0.44  3.81  0.90 

   stdev  0.43  0.54  0.53  0.59  0.58  0.00  0.48  0.34  0.50  0.65  0.30 

male (n=831)  avg  3.31  3.30  3.32  2.97  3.28  0.98  3.17  0.87  0.43  3.72  0.90 

   stdev  0.41  0.54  0.53  0.63  0.57  0.13  0.50  0.34  0.50  0.72  0.29 

         
type of 
respondent                         

government 
(n=551) 

avg  3.30  3.24  3.20  2.94  3.25  0.98  3.14  0.87  0.41  3.75  0.88 

  stdev  0.43  0.55  0.56  0.60  0.57  0.14  0.53  0.33  0.49  0.72  0.32 
govt female 
(n=150) 

avg  3.28  3.16  3.06  2.99  3.22  1.00  3.21  0.87  0.45  3.82  0.88 

  stdev  0.44  0.55  0.54  0.55  0.58  0.00  0.54  0.34  0.50  0.62  0.33 
govt male 
(n=400) 

avg  3.30  3.27  3.26  2.93  3.26  0.97  3.12  0.88  0.40  3.72  0.88 

  stdev  0.43  0.54  0.56  0.62  0.56  0.16  0.54  0.33  0.49  0.76  0.32 

NARS (n=176)  avg  3.30  3.24  3.28  2.90  3.23  1.00  3.19  0.82  0.47  3.64  0.85 

  stdev  0.41  0.53  0.48  0.67  0.63  0.00  0.55  0.39  0.50  0.71  0.36 
NARS female 
(n=46) 

avg  3.26  3.26  3.19  2.85  3.22  1.00  3.09  0.79  0.51  3.74  0.82 

  stdev  0.39  0.52  0.50  0.56  0.55  0.00  0.54  0.41  0.51  0.64  0.39 
NARS male 
(n=127) 

avg  3.32  3.23  3.31  2.92  3.24  1.00  3.23  0.83  0.46  3.63  0.85 

  stdev  0.42  0.53  0.47  0.70  0.66  0.00  0.55  0.38  0.50  0.72  0.35 
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Content 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Process 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Logistics 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Extent training 
met 

Expectations 
 

(1=poor; 
4=excellent) 

Overall 
Rating 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

KAP_Q1_has 
the training 
equipped 

you with the 
right 

knowledge 
to improve 
the way you 

work? 
 

(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Knowledge 
And 

Understanding 
Average 

 
1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Did you 
fully 

understand 
all training 
content? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Is there 
an area 
that you 
expected 
to learn 
about 
but the 
training 
did not 
cover? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

How much 
of what 
you 

learned 
(knowledge 
and skills) 
will you be 
able to use 
in your 
work? 

 
(1=nothing; 

5=all) 

Are you 
planning 
to act as a 
trainer to 
train 

others in 
using any 
of the new 
knowledge 

and 
practices? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

IO (n=67)  avg  3.33  3.40  3.51  3.15  3.45  0.97  3.15  0.94  0.35  3.77  0.96 

  stdev  0.40  0.51  0.52  0.67  0.53  0.17  0.43  0.24  0.48  0.73  0.20 
IO female 
(n=21) 

avg  3.29  3.25  3.62  3.10  3.43  1.00  3.12  0.94  0.31  3.63  0.93 

  stdev  0.42  0.58  0.44  0.70  0.51  0.00  0.47  0.25  0.48  0.81  0.27 

IO male (n=460  avg  3.35  3.46  3.46  3.18  3.45  0.96  3.17  0.94  0.38  3.83  0.97 

  stdev  0.39  0.47  0.56  0.66  0.55  0.21  0.42  0.24  0.49  0.70  0.17 

NGO (n=216)  avg  3.28  3.30  3.37  3.03  3.29  0.99  3.16  0.86  0.49  3.78  0.99 

  stdev  0.41  0.52  0.49  0.64  0.52  0.11  0.40  0.35  0.50  0.66  0.08 
NGO female 
(n=55) 

avg  3.21  3.31  3.37  3.08  3.36  1.00  3.08  0.89  0.45  3.91  1.00 

  stdev  0.41  0.54  0.48  0.73  0.59  0.00  0.35  0.32  0.50  0.64  0.00 
NGO male 
(n=159) 

avg  3.30  3.30  3.36  3.01  3.26  0.98  3.18  0.85  0.51  3.73  0.99 

  stdev  0.40  0.51  0.50  0.61  0.50  0.13  0.41  0.36  0.50  0.67  0.09 

private sector 
(n=89) 

avg  3.28  3.36  3.33  3.04  3.30  0.97  3.22  0.94  0.37  3.85  0.90 

  stdev  0.40  0.59  0.51  0.58  0.55  0.16  0.55  0.23  0.48  0.60  0.29 
privatesector 
female (n=15) 

avg  3.17  3.03  3.16  3.00  3.33  1.00  3.53  1.00  0.00  3.67  1.00 

  stdev  0.48  0.52  0.49  0.38  0.62  0.00  0.41  0.00  0.00  1.03  0.00 
private sector 
male (n=73) 

avg  3.30  3.42  3.36  3.05  3.30  0.97  3.19  0.93  0.42  3.87  0.89 

  stdev  0.39  0.59  0.52  0.62  0.54  0.17  0.57  0.25  0.50  0.54  0.31 
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Content 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Process 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Logistics 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Extent training 
met 

Expectations 
 

(1=poor; 
4=excellent) 

Overall 
Rating 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

KAP_Q1_has 
the training 
equipped 

you with the 
right 

knowledge 
to improve 
the way you 

work? 
 

(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Knowledge 
And 

Understanding 
Average 

 
1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Did you 
fully 

understand 
all training 
content? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Is there 
an area 
that you 
expected 
to learn 
about 
but the 
training 
did not 
cover? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

How much 
of what 
you 

learned 
(knowledge 
and skills) 
will you be 
able to use 
in your 
work? 

 
(1=nothing; 

5=all) 

Are you 
planning 
to act as a 
trainer to 
train 

others in 
using any 
of the new 
knowledge 

and 
practices? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

course type 
 

ag production 
(n=389) 

avg  3.32  3.20  3.23  2.89  3.27  0.99  3.30  0.86  0.48  3.77  0.93 

  stdev  0.42  0.53  0.53  0.65  0.55  0.11  0.48  0.34  0.50  0.73  0.26 
ag production 
female (n=87) 

avg  3.32  3.15  3.10  2.87  3.24  1.00  3.21  0.87  0.51  3.89  0.89 

  stdev  0.43  0.52  0.54  0.61  0.55  0.00  0.56  0.34  0.50  0.61  0.32 
ag production 
male (n=268) 

avg  3.34  3.22  3.27  2.90  3.30  0.98  3.32  0.87  0.46  3.71  0.93 

  stdev  0.42  0.56  0.54  0.68  0.56  0.12  0.46  0.33  0.50  0.77  0.26 

field visits 
(n=106) 

avg  3.33  3.24  3.38  3.10  3.35  1.00  3.23  0.94  0.45  3.81  0.99 

  stdev  0.42  0.62  0.53  0.61  0.55  0.00  0.42  0.23  0.50  0.64  0.10 
field visits 
female (n=22) 

avg  3.30  3.21  3.44  3.25  3.43  1.00  3.25  0.90  0.29  3.75  1.00 

  stdev  0.38  0.75  0.58  0.72  0.60  0.00  0.34  0.30  0.46  0.55  0.00 
field visits male 
(n=84) 

avg  3.34  3.25  3.37  3.06  3.33  1.00  3.23  0.95  0.49  3.83  0.99 

  stdev  0.43  0.59  0.52  0.58  0.54  0.00  0.44  0.22  0.50  0.66  0.11 
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Content 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Process 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Logistics 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Extent training 
met 

Expectations 
 

(1=poor; 
4=excellent) 

Overall 
Rating 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

KAP_Q1_has 
the training 
equipped 

you with the 
right 

knowledge 
to improve 
the way you 

work? 
 

(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Knowledge 
And 

Understanding 
Average 

 
1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Did you 
fully 

understand 
all training 
content? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Is there 
an area 
that you 
expected 
to learn 
about 
but the 
training 
did not 
cover? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

How much 
of what 
you 

learned 
(knowledge 
and skills) 
will you be 
able to use 
in your 
work? 

 
(1=nothing; 

5=all) 

Are you 
planning 
to act as a 
trainer to 
train 

others in 
using any 
of the new 
knowledge 

and 
practices? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Network 
meeting (n=66) 

avg  3.42  3.53  3.49  3.20  3.35             
 

  

  stdev  0.43  0.45  0.51  0.53  0.54   
network 
meeting female 
(n=160 

avg  3.50  3.48  3.57  3.38  3.56 
           

  stdev  0.51  0.52  0.45  0.62  0.73   
network 
meeting male 
(n=44) 

avg  3.43  3.56  3.52  3.16  3.32 
           

  stdev  0.39  0.41  0.49  0.53  0.47   
policy dialogue 
(n=136) 

avg  3.30  3.44  3.46  3.09  3.35  0.95  3.00  0.95  0.40  3.65  0.98 

  stdev  0.38  0.50  0.45  0.63  0.56  0.22  0.45  0.22  0.49  0.69  0.13 
poliy dialogue 
female (n=34) 

avg  3.20  3.36  3.35  3.06  3.32  1.00  2.98  0.97  0.42  3.55  1.00 

  stdev  0.30  0.49  0.42  0.49  0.53  0.00  0.50  0.18  0.50  0.68  0.00 
policy dialogue 
male (n=98) 

avg  3.34  3.48  3.52  3.12  3.37  0.93  3.02  0.95  0.39  3.70  0.98 

  stdev  0.40  0.51  0.45  0.67  0.58  0.25  0.44  0.21  0.49  0.70  0.15 
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Content 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Process 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Logistics 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Extent training 
met 

Expectations 
 

(1=poor; 
4=excellent) 

Overall 
Rating 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

KAP_Q1_has 
the training 
equipped 

you with the 
right 

knowledge 
to improve 
the way you 

work? 
 

(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Knowledge 
And 

Understanding 
Average 

 
1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Did you 
fully 

understand 
all training 
content? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Is there 
an area 
that you 
expected 
to learn 
about 
but the 
training 
did not 
cover? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

How much 
of what 
you 

learned 
(knowledge 
and skills) 
will you be 
able to use 
in your 
work? 

 
(1=nothing; 

5=all) 

Are you 
planning 
to act as a 
trainer to 
train 

others in 
using any 
of the new 
knowledge 

and 
practices? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

postharvest 
(n=309) 

avg  3.22  3.27  3.28  3.01  3.25  1.00  3.33  0.81  0.36  3.76  0.94 

  stdev  0.45  0.53  0.49  0.56  0.59  0.00  0.46  0.39  0.48  0.67  0.23 
postharvest 
female (n=80) 

avg  3.14  3.14  3.18  2.96  3.18  1.00  3.23  0.83  0.33  3.83  0.95 

  stdev  0.44  0.54  0.49  0.49  0.62  0.00  0.41  0.38  0.48  0.67  0.23 
postharvest 
male (n=205) 

avg  3.30  3.34  3.36  3.06  3.28  1.00  3.36  0.82  0.41  3.80  0.93 

  stdev  0.42  0.53  0.50  0.57  0.58  0.00  0.48  0.39  0.50  0.64  0.26 

process‐
oriented 
(n=191) 

avg  3.20  3.17  3.01  2.79  3.13  1.00  3.03  0.79  0.41  3.67  0.75 

  stdev  0.38  0.47  0.52  0.62  0.55  0.00  0.57  0.41  0.49  0.73  0.43 
process‐
oriented 
female (n=53) 

avg  3.28  3.18  3.00  2.96  3.23  1.00  3.06  0.83  0.49  3.85  0.79 

  stdev  0.43  0.51  0.55  0.63  0.51  0.00  0.53  0.38  0.50  0.70  0.41 
process‐
oriented male 
(n=132) 

avg  3.17  3.17  3.00  2.73  3.10  1.00  3.02  0.79  0.37  3.63  0.73 

  stdev  0.37  0.46  0.52  0.60  0.56  0.00  0.59  0.41  0.49  0.72  0.44 
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Content 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Process 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Logistics 
Average 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Extent training 
met 

Expectations 
 

(1=poor; 
4=excellent) 

Overall 
Rating 

 
(1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

KAP_Q1_has 
the training 
equipped 

you with the 
right 

knowledge 
to improve 
the way you 

work? 
 

(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Knowledge 
And 

Understanding 
Average 

 
1=poor; 

4=excellent) 

Did you 
fully 

understand 
all training 
content? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Is there 
an area 
that you 
expected 
to learn 
about 
but the 
training 
did not 
cover? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

How much 
of what 
you 

learned 
(knowledge 
and skills) 
will you be 
able to use 
in your 
work? 

 
(1=nothing; 

5=all) 

Are you 
planning 
to act as a 
trainer to 
train 

others in 
using any 
of the new 
knowledge 

and 
practices? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

South Asia 
countries                         

Afghanistan 
(n=70) 

avg  3.44  3.42  3.33  2.75  3.35        0.93  0.42  3.72  1.00 

  stdev  0.41  0.61  0.57  0.72  0.56    0.26  0.50  0.86  0.00 

Bangaldesh 
(n=130) 

avg  3.38  3.36  3.53  3.06  3.37  0.99  3.25  0.90  0.54  3.75  0.96 

  stdev  0.35  0.56  0.48  0.57  0.53  0.11  0.46  0.30  0.50  0.65  0.20 

Bhutan (n=126)  avg  3.36  3.38  3.40  3.07  3.37  1.00  3.24  0.81  0.45  3.62  0.76 

  stdev  0.44  0.51  0.47  0.60  0.55  0.00  0.48  0.40  0.50  0.77  0.43 

India (n=112)  avg  3.37  3.56  3.67  3.08  3.47  0.98  3.31  0.92  0.44  3.76  0.93 

  stdev  0.38  0.50  0.43  0.66  0.55  0.16  0.43  0.28  0.50  0.67  0.25 

Nepal (n=139)  avg  3.26  3.20  3.36  2.79  3.15  0.98  3.09  0.93  0.49  3.64  0.87 

  stdev  0.45  0.58  0.50  0.57  0.55  0.15  0.48  0.25  0.50  0.66  0.34 

Pakistan (n=94)  avg  3.31  3.37  3.24  2.92  3.27  0.98  3.18  0.83  0.27  3.82  0.82 

  stdev  0.38  0.48  0.50  0.64  0.69  0.16  0.58  0.38  0.45  0.69  0.39 
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KAP_Q1_has 
the training 
equipped 

you with the 
right 

knowledge 
to improve 
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but the 
training 
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How much 
of what 
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(knowledge 
and skills) 
will you be 
able to use 
in your 
work? 

 
(1=nothing; 

5=all) 

Are you 
planning 
to act as a 
trainer to 
train 

others in 
using any 
of the new 
knowledge 

and 
practices? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

SEA countries 
   

Cambodia 
(n=95) 

avg  3.13  3.03  3.16  3.00  3.05  1.00  2.97  0.70  0.27  3.66  1.00 

  stdev  0.45  0.49  0.43  0.60  0.47  0.00  0.38  0.46  0.45  0.75  0.00 

Myanmar 
(n=126) 

avg  3.09  3.10  3.14  2.91  3.10  1.00  2.94  0.82  0.47  3.82  0.99 

  stdev  0.38  0.47  0.42  0.56  0.54  0.00  0.33  0.39  0.50  0.69  0.11 

Lao PDR (n=850  avg  3.21  3.16  3.20  2.98  3.28  1.00  3.40  0.81  0.35  3.81  0.98 

  stdev  0.45  0.46  0.46  0.58  0.55  0.00  0.41  0.40  0.48  0.72  0.14 

Indonesia 
(n=131) 

avg  3.28  3.08  2.91  2.89  3.18  0.97  3.07  0.87  0.49  3.86  0.90 

  stdev  0.39  0.45  0.54  0.62  0.52  0.18  0.46  0.33  0.50  0.67  0.30 
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to act as a 
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train 

others in 
using any 
of the new 
knowledge 

and 
practices? 

 
(1=yes; 
0=no) 

Course 
organiser                         

APCTT (n=449)  avg  3.35  3.31  3.37  2.88  3.31  0.99  3.22  0.86  0.46  3.67  0.86 

stdev  0.40  0.56  0.53  0.65  0.57  0.08  0.52  0.35  0.50  0.73  0.35 
AVRDC (n=209)  avg  3.15  3.08  3.01  2.85  3.16        0.78  0.40  3.83  0.99 

stdev  0.43  0.40  0.42  0.59  0.48  0.41  0.49  0.73  0.07 
CAPSA (n=398)  avg  3.32  3.35  3.33  3.07  3.32  0.98  3.12  0.91  0.42  3.77  0.93 

stdev  0.41  0.54  0.55  0.62  0.57  0.14  0.47  0.29  0.49  0.66  0.26 
TID (n=141)  avg  3.15  3.19  3.33  3.09  3.09             
  stdev  0.43  0.56  0.46  0.49  0.60             
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