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Executive summary
The evaluation
An External Evaluation of the Plantwise programme in Asia was conducted by a team of two
independent consultants, working through Evidence on Demand, during the period July to
September, 2015. The consultants were Peter Reid and Elizabeth Kiff. Countries visited by
this team were Pakistan, Vietnam, China and Sri Lanka. In addition, Malvika Chaudhary, a
Plantwise staff member, made a concurrent visit to Myanmar. The consultants guided this
visit and this information is annexed.
The purpose of the evaluation was to make an overall independent assessment about the
performance of the programme against OECD-DAC indicators - relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency and impact and sustainability. The evaluation considered the programme
holistically, but with a focus on activities in countries visited in Asia. It has also sought to
identify key lessons learned, to draw conclusions, and to propose practical
recommendations for the improvement of interventions in the region, but with broader
lessons for the programme also in focus.
The methods employed by the team involved firstly a week spent in reviewing literature and
preparing an inception report. This was followed by a field phase whereby the consultants
had a week working together in Pakistan at the outset, to gain a full understanding of the
ways of working of the programme, and to fine-tune data collection tools. Peter Reid then
visited and evaluated the China programme, Elizabeth Kiff covering Vietnam and Sri Lanka.
Preliminary results of their findings were presented to the Plantwise Board in early
September, and the main analytical and drafting phase took place after this.
Country summaries
The Pakistan Plantwise programme is reaping the benefits of a long-term relationship
between CABI and the government, and of a well-established brand name. The Coordination
Unit is well-established within the NRO, and LIOs have already assimilated the PW
approach into their own systems, and are in the process of replicating and scaling up the
programme province-wide. Government finance well in excess of the investment has already
been leveraged with scaling up only just begun, and government is comfortable about
covering the continued costs involved in sustaining the effort.
In China, very good progress has been made in one region, where the programme is already
self-sustaining and where government finance well in excess of the investment has already
been leveraged. The PW approach is made particularly effective in China through adaptation
of the model to local requirements – meeting farmers’ requirements for easy access to
services through a ‘one-stop-shop’ model. The programme is on the cutting edge in
development of relationships with the private sector, which it is doing somewhat
apprehensively and with eyes wide open; a possibly high impact/high risk policy but
providing lessons that need to be learned.
In Vietnam the programme is still at pilot stage, providing effective local services, but not yet
reaching significant coverage. Institutional issues to do with responsibility for running the
clinics has taken time to resolve, during which time the programme became concerned over
the lack of ownership and co-investment by government and decided to reduce funding until
more progress could be shown. Now PW supported clinics form part of the nationally
administered agricultural extension system and indeed a few previously externally funded
clinics continue with provincial funding. Provincial funding is limited, however, and National
funding is constrained to innovations with proven relevance on a national scale. Constraints
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in funding have led LIOs to look for alternative partners and pilots are being negotiated with
two private sector partners (Hop Tri and Crop Life).
In Sri Lanka there has been a rapid uptake of the plant clinic concept and expansion to a
nation-wide Permanent Crop Clinic Programme. Strong support reflects the inclusion of food
safety alongside food security aims in the National Agricultural Strategy. Growing political
support comes from the alignment of domestic food safety concerns with rural population/
agricultural worker health concerns and export crop quality issues. The programme has
been introduced in an impressive 18 of the country’s 25 districts. A further three districts will
have joined the programme by the end of this year, and all districts included by the end of
2016.
Performance
Relevance. The Plantwise programme outcome – development of national capacity to
deliver improved plant health systems – is still entirely relevant, and the approach being
used to achieve this delivery is appropriate. All logframe outputs are contributing to the
outcome and remain relevant. However, that contribution is variable. Of highest direct
relevance is the establishment of plant clinics. Examples of these being established in a
range of different locations were seen, most locating the service delivery point where it can
be most easily be accessed, invariably around the marketplace where the level of ‘farmer
traffic’ is highest.
Effectiveness. Taken as a whole, countries assessed are more or less on track in terms of
meeting physical targets in terms of numbers of clinics established, numbers of plant doctors
trained, numbers of Factsheets and PMDGs developed. It is likely that these targets will be
met over the duration of the project. Less progress is apparent with targets associated with
the development of institutional and organisational frameworks and the relationships that
need to be developed to make these function well.
The nature of the relationships developed with government partners and the degree of buyin shown by them contributes most significantly to the achievement of the programmes
targets. Beneficiaries interviewed expressed a strong level of satisfaction with the service
provided through plant clinics. There were a number of suggestions for improving the
service. Farmers interviewed felt that the quality of advice obtained was neutral, impartial,
and reliable. Monitoring and evaluation of the PW programme has been treated as a growing
priority since publication of its M&E Strategy in 2012.
Efficiency. The Plantwise model, at its most effective, is most cost-effective and is gaining
the kind of financial leverage that most development projects can only dream of. For
example, the programmes in Pakistan and China have both leveraged sums from provincial
governments well in excess of the investment, with scaling up only just begun. Although
there are no competitors to the PW programme that are offering an alternative service for a
lower price, there are nonetheless other players in the field who offer part of the same
service, or a similar product, and Plantwise may benefit from engagement with a rather wider
range of partners.
Impact. The impact of the programme on beneficiaries seems to be positive. No clear and
obvious indirect, negative or unintended effects were observed during the course of the
evaluation. However, a few pointers are made in the report about possible effects on poverty
and gender that the programme would do well to monitor. Women are very much a part of its
target group, and it is not clear that its gender policy is being implemented effectively in all
countries visited. Rapid farmer satisfaction surveys conducted in Pakistan and Sri Lanka
suggest high levels of customer satisfaction.

v

Sustainability. It seems highly likely that plant clinics would continue in certain areas of the
countries evaluated if donor funding of PW activities was to cease forthwith. In these
countries the public sector partner has already taken ownership of the programme and the
approach, and sufficient political will exists to provide the necessary momentum. In these
cases government will continue to provide the necessary funding to keep operations on the
move, and by and large has adequate capacity to do this.
Conclusions
Pakistan. Governance is an issue, and the focus of effort should now shift to getting
institutional and organisational structures into a position where they can provide a
sustainable management platform. This is probably a higher priority than aiming to roll the
programme out to other provinces.
China. There is now a requirement for endorsement and support of a national coordinating
body as NRO, and NATESC looks like the obvious choice. The PW programme focus should
also move from Beijing to other project areas.
Vietnam. There is a strong need for national support for the programme to enable
continuation and expansion. Further clarification is needed regarding the requirements for
the PW programme to qualify for government funding as an effective innovation system, and
a road map is needed for taking this forward.
Sri Lanka. Effective data management and analysis is increasingly an issue with rapid
expansion of the programme. Direct data entry, as piloted in e-clinics appears to be working
well and removes the current constraints associated with hand written clinic forms. Current
high levels of support could be used to further pilot and scale up this initiative.
Impact of plant clinics. Farmers reported improved diagnosis and treatment
recommendations and improved yields. A useful rapid farmer satisfaction survey conducted
in Pakistan and Sri Lanka1 suggests high levels of customer satisfaction, with 92%
respondents satisfied with level of knowledge of the plant doctors and 72% reporting
increased crop yields. Farmer satisfaction surveys are needed to get feedback on field level
effectiveness, and to provide suggestions for improving the service.
Governance of the programme at a national level is of concern. The PW Strategy requires
the establishment firstly of a National Plant Protection Forum, and secondly of a National
Steering Committee – the latter to be responsible for provision of policy guidance, to
advocate for the programme where appropriate, to offer vision, and to make executive
decisions. This has been neglected in some countries, and in none of the countries
assessed is there a fully functional and well-represented steering committee. Where
Steering Committees do exist and are functional, they are sometimes very narrow in their
membership (public sector only), with little or no representation of the private sector, civil
society or beneficiaries, and ill-equipped to address wider issues of strategy and vision.
Development skills. The nature of PW work is increasingly moving away from CABI’s more
traditional roots in crop research, and into issues pertaining to the livelihoods of
beneficiaries, and towards the development sector. As it does so, the programme may find
the need to ensure that it has the skills and experience required to do that. This is likely to
include deployment of the necessary socio-economic capacity to address livelihoods issues,
and of the required institutional and governance expertise to enable it to effectively deal with
organisational issues.

1
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Rapid Smart Survey on Farmers’ Satisfaction with Plant Clinic Visits. RSM, Pakistan and Sri Lanka.
June 2015.

Plant clinic diversity. There was a high level of diversity observed between plant clinic
models in different countries visited. This diversity is the result of following fully the
implementation model employed by the LIO, requiring that the PW model adapts to
prevailing circumstances. The implication is that there are as many plant clinic
implementation models as there are LIOs, and that these LIOs will eventually take their
different models to scale. The evaluation recommends that this should be reviewed.
The PW business model. As a result of this high and probably growing level of diversity,
there is an issue about the nature of the Plantwise core business model, which would benefit
from some additional definition to offer some guidance and cohesion in the face of a
diverging programme.
Partnerships. With no exception, governments have been chosen as the principle partners
for implementation of the programme. Government is the only partner that can offer the
geographical spread, reach and human capacity that will be required in scaling up and
replicating the PW programme. It is also the only possible candidate with deep enough
pockets to enable the programme to be sustained. Partnership with private sector is a
cutting edge issue in all countries visited, and responses to it vary greatly. There is much to
be gained from encouraging a plurality within the programme’s partnerships, with the wide
range of opinion and experience that this would bring with it.
Coverage and spread. At present in the countries evaluated a very small number of
beneficiaries have received advice through plant clinics, and these are spread over a huge
geographical area. This represents a very tiny proportion of the population that rely mainly
on agriculture for their livelihoods in these countries. Initiatives have been taken in instigating
plant health rallies and working with key farmers who then inform existing farmer groups, to
increase reach of extension advice. Plantwise would do well to seek ways of increasing the
existing coverage.
Gender and vulnerability. The PW Gender Strategy was developed in 2012. It contains
some sound material on how gender may be mainstreamed into the programme, and how
progress may be captured through gender-sensitive indicators. There appears to have been
some progress in terms of the provision of gender-disaggregated data at country level.
However, no other evidence was apparent in the countries assessed that the planned stepwise implementation of the strategy was underway, and it is recommended that this is taken
up.
Monitoring and evaluation. The M&E strategy was first prepared in June 2012. The strategy
document contains a comprehensive 15-point action plan. It would appear that the
implementation of the strategy is rather slow, and an updated work plan detailing progress
against these is needed.
Soil health and plant health. Management of soil health is a crucial component of ensuring
good plant health. Plantwise training includes discussion of this issue and due identification
of abiotic alongside biotic factors affecting plant health. However, plant doctors frequently
expressed difficulty in differentiating abiotic from biotic symptoms in diseases of complex
aetiology, and more training in this area is recommended.
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SECTION 1
Introduction
1.1

Background and purpose of the evaluation

Evaluation objectives. The external evaluation was required to provide sufficient information
to fulfil the following evaluation objectives:
a.

b.
c.

Make an overall independent assessment about the performance of the global
programme, paying particular attention to the impact against objectives, its relevance
for stakeholders, effectiveness, efficiency and risks/potentials for the mid-term future.
The evaluation should consider the programme as a whole, including all aspects of
coordination and implementation, with a focus on in-country activities in Asia;
Identify key lessons learned to date and assess programme responsiveness to
challenges in implementation;
Propose practical recommendations for the improvement of country-specific
interventions to strengthen the outputs, outcomes and impact of the programme in
the region.

Issues studied. The consultants were required to verify, analyse and assess according to the
five evaluation criteria endorsed by the OECD-DAC; these are relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, sustainability and impact. A focus on the expected impact of activities in the
selected countries and a visibility strategy was also required.
Specific questions addressed by the consultants were agreed with CABI before the start of
the field phase. Lessons learned and experiences from different countries were identified in
order to evaluate the implementation of the programme through a comparative approach.
This evaluation was not required to assess any programme finances or use of funds, since
the Plantwise programme is financially evaluated on a yearly basis by external auditors, and
also upon request by donors.

1.2

Methodology of the evaluation

The evaluation broadly followed the criteria set out by the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
in Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance. Further definition is given in the
Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and guidance on Results Based Management. The full
set of Evaluation Questions is in Annex 3 These illustrate how the team used these in
practice, using standard evaluation questions with some additional elements and nuances. A
matrix was designed to support analysis and contextualise the questions (Annex 4), and this
also provided the evaluation team with an aide-memoire to use during the field phase. This
was adapted and modified during the first country visit in Pakistan where the consultants
worked together.
These questions and follow-on enquiries were explored within individual interviews with
identified stakeholders, in focus group discussions with key beneficiaries and stakeholders,
through field visits to plant health clinics and beneficiary farmers, and through Skype and
video conferencing where face-to-face meetings were not possible.
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The evaluation was managed and quality assured by Evidence on Demand. The evaluation
process was carried out through three phases - the Inception Phase, Field Phase and
Synthesis Phase, as described below:
1.

Inception phase

In the inception phase, relevant programming documents were reviewed, as well as
documents shaping the wider strategy/policy framework. Interviews were held in CABI’s
Wallingford HQ with the programme management team and Plantwise Knowledge Bank
management, and through video-conference to Kenya with Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E)
management. On the basis of the information collected the evaluation team presented an
Inception Report, submitted to Evidence on Demand and CABI for feedback before the start
of the field phase. The Inception Report included:





Description of the development co-operation context;
Analysis and comment on the logical framework;
Development of an indicative methodology for the overall assessment of the
programme;
Development of evaluation questions.

2.

Field phase

The field phase involved an initial visit to Pakistan undertaken by the external consultants
together, followed by field visits to China (Peter Reid), Vietnam and Sri Lanka (Liz Kiff). The
fill list of institutions and persons visited is in Annex 6, and the detailed itineraries in Annex
7.
The evaluation team was able to accomplish the following (see full question matrix in Annex
4):





Ensure adequate contact and consultation with, and involvement of, different
stakeholders, working closely with the relevant government authorities and agencies
during the entire assignment;
Use the most reliable and appropriate sources of information and harmonise data
from different sources to allow ready interpretation;
Immediately discuss with Evidence on Demand any significant deviation from the
agreed work plan or schedule perceived as creating a risk for the quality of the
evaluation;
Summarise field work at the end of each country visit and present preliminary
findings in a meeting with Plantwise staff on the last day of each country visit. Incountry Plantwise donor representatives were invited to each of these country
debriefing sessions. Feedback to these debriefs were considered when preparing
country debrief reports.

The outputs of the field phase were country debrief reports (Aide Memoires), which were
submitted to Evidence on Demand and CABI.
Myanmar: owing to delays in the travel schedule that were experienced as a result of issues
in obtaining visas, it was not possible for consultants to visit Myanmar. In lieu of this, it was
agreed that Malvika Chaudhary (Regional PW Coordinator) should visit on their behalf, and
conduct interviews according to the methodology agreed. Regular contact was maintained
during the one-week visit to maximise opportunities for feedback and amendment. Ms
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Chaudhary was thus used as a key informant rather than an evaluator per se, and
information from this visit is in Annex 8.
3.

Synthesis phase

This phase was devoted mainly to the preparation of the draft final and final report. The
consultants have attempted to ensure that their assessments are objective and balanced,
affirmations accurate and verifiable, and recommendations realistic.
The draft final report was submitted to Evidence on Demand, who quality-controlled the draft
final report. Evidence on Demand shared the draft final report for comments with CABI. To
discuss an early edition of the draft report, the Evaluation Team presented its findings to the
Plantwise Programme Board (2-4 September, Switzerland).
On the basis of comments expressed by the Plantwise Programme Board, and shared with
Evidence on Demand, the evaluation team has amended and revised the draft report to
become the final report.
4.

Context of the project

An estimated 805 million people are not getting sufficient food to eat each day, one in eight
people in developing countries. Over half are smallholder farmers who rely on their crops to
feed their families. In some areas, losses between production in the field and consumption
can be as high as 70%. On average, up to 40% of the food currently grown worldwide is lost
to plant pests and diseases before it can be consumed.2
Staple food crops are vulnerable to pre- and postharvest pests and diseases; this is a major
challenge to global food security. For example, the global losses of attainable rice yield to
pests and diseases are estimated at 37.4%. Coupled with an average loss of a further 16%
of postharvest yields by smallholders in developing countries, the global losses for this crop,
a major source of food for over half of the world's population, are substantial. Further, it is
estimated that 54% of attainable yield of maize, a staple for 900 million people, is lost
annually to pests and diseases in Africa, with similar losses experienced in Central and
South America (48%) and Asia (42%) (Plantwise strategy document 2011). International
trade, travel and climate change are making the problem worse by altering and speeding up
the spread of plant pests and diseases around the world.
Agriculture is a key contributor to rural development and poverty alleviation in the world’s
poorest countries, as well as being the largest generator of employment by far (World
Development Report, World Bank, 2008). Plant health problems pose a constant threat to
the yield, quality of food production and profitability of production. Furthermore, compliance
with quality standards is increasingly becoming a prerequisite for accessing domestic and
international markets.
Existing advisory services face multiple challenges in the form of insufficient extension
workers to reach all farmers; technical expertise which is limited and difficult to access;
availability of inputs dependant on supply chains that are erratic and dominated by agrodealers. Despite these constraints, national programmes strive to improve rural advisory
services and make better use of technical expertise, to increase availability of inputs and
reduce the sale of ineffective and unnecessary products. Existing positives within existing
systems include extension workers having a good knowledge of farmers and local

2
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Oerke, E. C. (2006). Crop losses to pests. Journal of Agricultural Science, 144, 31-43, Cambridge
University Press

conditions; technical experts wanting to work more closely with extension; agro-dealers want
to respond to customers’ needs and to be trusted.
CABI’s mission is to improve people’s lives worldwide by providing information and applying
scientific expertise to solve problems in agriculture and the environment. CABI has 48
member countries, of which 36 are developing countries. At the CABI Review Conference in
2009, all CABI Member Countries gave CABI a mandate to begin investing in development
of the Plantwise programme, to build upon the expertise within CABI and its Global Plant
Clinic project and electronic databases, in particular the Crop Protection Compendium. This
decision to develop Plantwise as CABI’s flagship global programme was endorsed at the
2011 Review Conference, which recognised that the organisation’s focus on pests and
diseases, together with its expertise in managing agricultural knowledge and in training
farmers, meant that CABI was well-placed to address these needs, with the capability to
make a major impact on food security, on a sustainable basis.
Plantwise uses an approach based on available resources and personnel who already work
in extension, research, plant protection and phytosanitary regulation. Locally run and
organised plant clinics, embedded in existing extension providers, are the starting point for
developing and strengthening the links that help create a functioning plant health system.
The plant clinics respond to farmer demand and provide a support network that extends the
outreach of technical expertise. Plantwise strengthens links between plant health
stakeholders and improves access to information at all levels, Building the capacity of
existing systems to effectively detect and manage problems as they arise. The programme
aims to help smallholder farmers to lose less of their crops to pant health problems and
improve their productivity, enabling them to feed more people from the same resource.
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SECTION 2
Analysis of results and contribution to stated
objectives
2.1

Contributions at Output level

The five Plantwise programme logframe outputs have contributed variously towards the
development of national plant health systems (PHS). The first two outputs address the
development of plant health systems. The first relates to the physical establishment of the
clinics, the second to developing the institutional linkages that enable the programme to
function. In terms of the contribution of both of these outputs there is strong variation
between countries. In some such as Pakistan where effective partnerships and linkages
have been established, plant clinic establishment is proceeding rapidly. In others, where
there is a less adequate institutional framework such as in remoter provinces of China,
progress is significantly slower. Thus first output is contributing effectively to the project
outcome, where the second is sufficient to enable it to do so.
The third and fourth project outputs relate to knowledge management. The third requires that
local data management systems feed into and support national advisory service delivery.
Clinics are seen to be collecting data in a reliable and conscientious way; thus the more
clinics, the more data. This data feeds back into the knowledge bank, albeit sometimes in a
somewhat painstaking manner. Although there is evidence in places of data being used for
monitoring, analysis and reporting by national or regional decision-makers, this requires
more attention. In another country case, China, government sees the data to be highly
relevant, but has political concerns about the use of data. In summary, data collection
processes are effective but need to be speeded up, whilst data use is more difficult and
requires more attention.
The fourth output relates to continued development and effective use of the Plantwise
knowledge bank (KB). This is a mixed story, with some countries (e.g. China) using largely
their own expertise and resources to generate Factsheets and PMDGs. Others have used
the KB to a greater or lesser extent. In Pakistan they have established a considerable incountry knowledge resource of 60 factsheets and 34 Plant management decision guides. In
Vietnam 32 officially accredited factsheets, and a further 89 factsheets created to meet
specific needs for locally prevalent crops, including adapted mini factsheets compiling major
diseases for a single crop on a single sheet and pamphlets for locally important products.
Knowledge bank resources are cited as one of several sources for the information contained
in the 15 PMDGs developed, but both PDs and farmers identified need for more of these. In
Sri Lanka 28 PMDGs have been developed, with a further 19 in draft form. Factsheets have
not been developed due to the existence of similar material already with in the extension
services. Knowledge bank was being used extensively, including PMDGs and factsheets
from other countries by the PDs of the e-clinics, not by other PDs due to lack of access to
the knowledge bank. PDs are starting to get smart phones and help with downloading the
mobile app for the knowledge bank would be timely.
The fifth project output relates to M&E, which has a specific output owing to the need to
embed the relevant principles and develop appropriate capacity at country level. To date this
component has presented some challenges to the programme, and prior to publication of the
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M&E Strategy in 2012 was paid inadequate attention. There is limited baseline data from
which to compare progress, and tools available to date have permitted little more than the
measurement of physical targets. This is now being addressed with the recruitment of
professional M&E staff who are now engaged in the development of a series of quantitative
and qualitative tools.
In summary, plant clinic establishment is contributing significantly to the project outcome, but
institutional and organisational arrangements sometimes hamper this progress and require
focused attention in most countries assessed. Knowledge is being generated in-country, and
there are encouraging signs that it is starting to be used by key decision-makers, but this
aspect also requires more effort. Use of the CABI knowledge bank is varied, but increasing
with increased access to the internet through e-clinics and personal ownership of smart
phones. Monitoring and evaluation is now receiving rather belated but worthwhile and fully
justified attention.

2.2

Achievements at Outcome level

The anticipated outcome of the programme is “to strengthen the capacity of agricultural
institutions and organisations to establish sustainable plant health systems within their
country, using the Plantwise approach as the framework for action.” A plant health system is
defined by the set of all national plant health stakeholders and their linkages, and this
includes farmers, extension, research, regulation and input supply.
Plantwise has made big strides in institutionalising the approach and in building national
capacity in the countries that were assessed. Although this was witnessed more in some
countries than others, in every case there has been solid groundwork in establishing a
network of clinics, working through government as the key implementation partner. At all
operational levels, capacity has been built – from farmers, through a growing number of
Plant Doctors, who in turn are trained by professional Master Trainers. Managers within
government are starting to find the data generated useful, and to use this as the basis for
monitoring and reporting results. The knowledge base is growing, and this learning is being
increasingly utilised by a number of stakeholders, be it in research, training, or teaching.
However, governance mechanisms and institutional arrangements are also important
elements of the plant health system, rendering it capable of becoming sustainable. At
present the majority of the functions that a steering committee should play are fulfilled in an
ad hoc manner by the LOI or NRO partners working with Plantwise staff, and this may not be
sustainable over the longer term.
Relationships with the private sector, starting with input suppliers but increasingly including a
wider range of market players, is in its infancy, although in some countries such as China
the engagement is further advanced and the relationship is more developed. Moves to
locate clinics in the marketplace are almost universal, and seem to be having the right kind
of impact for farmers. However, this opens a number of new issues about the extent to
which the Plantwise model is going to be able to adapt itself to the market forces to which it
will be exposed, and how flexible it needs to be to do this.
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SECTION 3
Analysis by evaluation criteria
3.1

Relevance

To what extent is the planned outcome3 of the Plantwise programme still valid and relevant?
The planned outcome is that national capacity of agricultural institutions and organisations in
development of plant health systems is developed. All the countries assessed had rather
different starting points, with the level of national capacity for example in Pakistan being
high, following continued exposure to CABI’s activities and to PW pilots over a number of
years. Capacity in China and Myanmar for example where PW activities did not commence
until 2012 started from a much lower level. In all cases, the need to develop national
capacity is still very relevant. The Plantwise programme has been consistent in its focus on
developing that capacity across the countries assessed, in offering training at all levels and
in developing professional capacity where appropriate.
From a technical viewpoint, the PW approach also still seems entirely relevant, without
exception in all countries evaluated. It fits well with national objectives and strategies. In
some programmes assessed such as in Pakistan where provincial extension services are
anyway stepping up and expanding improved service delivery mechanisms, and where
levels of political will are high, the PW programme ‘fits’ well into existing change processes.
It provides existing national extension systems with an additional rigour and with a welldefined system, gives staff additional professional status and adds to morale, and potentially
feeds useful knowledge back to management to facilitate and improve the quality of
decision-making.
To some governments, reducing pesticide use is increasingly seen as important for
consumers, and the eco-friendly nature of the PW approach, using pesticides as a last
resort, increases its validity. At federal level in Pakistan growing concerns about the
indiscriminate use of pesticides and pesticide residues were stressed. In China the PW
approach dovetails well with the government’s Green Control programme and clinics offer
the perfect outlet for some of its associated activities such as free distribution of biopesticides. In Sri Lanka concerns about meeting export quality standards combine with
domestic concerns around growing incidence of chronic kidney disease and food safety to
make more controlled use of pesticides a national priority. Thus where governments are
keen to pursue the green agenda, the relevance of the PW approach is enhanced.
In summary, the Plantwise outcome – development of national capacity to deliver improved
plant health systems – is relevant, and the approach being used to achieve this delivery is
still entirely appropriate. The environment focus is valued in countries assessed.
Are the outputs of the programme consistent with the attainment of its outcomes?
There are five project outputs. The first and second relate to the development of plant health
systems. Output 1 requires the physical establishment of plant clinics, and Output 2 the
3
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“To strengthen the capacity of agricultural institutions and organisations to establish sustainable plant
health systems within their country, using the Plantwise approach as the framework for action”

development of the institutional linkages that enable the wider programme to function. The
normal process that PW has followed in-country has been firstly to establish the
implementation structure (the NRO and LIOs), and then to focus as soon as possible on
establishing Plant Clinics and on building evidence from the ground up. Relating to
institutional linkages, the choice of NRO and LIO has not always been the best one. In one
instance (China) there is still no NRO, and the programme is suffering as a result. In other
countries there are LIOs that are less than fully effective. Whilst the policy of getting on
quickly with the fieldwork and gathering evidence to illustrate effectiveness has no doubt
been sound, this may sometimes have contributed to a measure of neglect of organisational
relationships.
Governance of the programme at a national level is a crucial part of the institutional
framework, and is also of concern. The PW Strategy requires the establishment firstly of a
National Plant Protection Forum, and secondly of a steering committee - to be responsible
for provision of policy guidance, to advocate for the programme where appropriate, to
provide vision, and to provide the framework around which the more important decisions can
be made. All these functions are relevant and necessary for the programme as a whole in
the wider context of national plant health systems. It involves not only decisions relating to
the fairly straightforward scaling up and replication of clinics across the country, but also
needs to address the strategic issues of policy, partnerships, advocacy and vision. In none
of the countries assessed can there be said to be a fully functional steering committee that
provides representation from not only public sector partners, but also from the private sector,
civil society and beneficiaries.
Two logframe outputs relate to knowledge management – one to data collection and use at
a national level, and the second to use of the CABI knowledge bank. The collection of data
is relatively straightforward if somewhat slow, and the process has been adopted by LIO
partners and is going well. Encouraging and developing capacity in the use of that data for
analysis, monitoring, reporting and ultimately for decision-making is more difficult and
sensitive, and has both capacity and political implications. Interrogation of data and analysis
require significant capacity that is not always available; and governments may be sensitive
about the use to which data may be put. Output 1 is thus still decidedly relevant. Output 2
may be rather less so, particularly in some countries such as China that rely as well on local
resources and expertise to develop their knowledge tools such as Factsheets for farmers.
The final output relates to M&E, which is often a cross-cutting programme management
component, and one not requiring a specific logframe output. However, in the case of PW
there is a need to embed M&E into national programmes and develop sufficient capacity to
ensure that these processes are institutionalised within national systems. Thus the need for
a free-standing specific output, and this remains as relevant as ever.
In summary, outputs are of varying relevance and are contributing in different degrees to the
outcome. Plant clinic establishment and organisational linkages (Outputs 1 and 2) are highly
relevant, with a likely need to focus more overall on the latter. National data management
processes (Output 3) is also highly relevant and significant progress is being made. Use of
the KB (Output 4) is being more used in some countries than others, an issue that needs to
be addressed. Output 5, M&E, is also vital to the success of the programme. As an
overview, the outputs involving more complex institutional and organisational issues are
possibly proving more challenging, and should be the focus of increased attention by the
programme.
Are the outputs of the programme consistent with the intended impacts for beneficiaries?
Regarding the impact that they are likely to have on beneficiaries, the outputs that relate to
the development of plant health systems need to be seen in tandem. The physical
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establishment of plant clinics required under Output 1 has a direct impact, but these could
not be attained without the necessary organisational linkages being in place to enable them
to be functional and sustainable. These outputs are complementary and consistent with
intended impact on beneficiaries.
Both of the two outputs relating to knowledge management have a direct interface with
farmers. The first requires that problem information is gathered, diagnosis made, and
recommendation supplied. That information is then used both by decision-makers who are
aiming to improve the service provision, and through Factsheets that are employed directly
to instruct and inform farmers. In some countries the global KB is also used to develop
Factsheets. In countries assessed, Output 3 appears to have a significantly greater direct
impact on beneficiaries than Output 4.
The M&E output has no direct bearing on beneficiaries, but provides a supporting and
enabling environment where more highly informed and improved quality decisions should
ultimately be made, which will benefit farmers more indirectly.
Field surveys indicated that the PW service being provided seems relevant to growers, and
this is evidenced by a growing demand for the service, in all countries visited.
There is an issue of agro-ecological relevance. PW may be of particular relevance in highvalue cash crop areas such as peri-urban environments where high levels of pesticide use
are prevalent. The approach is apparently functioning well in areas where farming systems
are productive and relatively intensive, in particular in irrigated systems where farmers are
better-off and have access to financial and other assets. It may be more difficult to establish
in more remote rainfed areas where resources are scarce and farmers are more vulnerable.
For example the approach seems most applicable with well-to-do growers around Beijing
City, but there are real concerns as to whether it might be as effective in remote areas of
Baluchistan. Similarly, it is clearly relevant in rice and fruit growing areas in Vietnam, but has
yet to be piloted in Central Highland and Central Coastal areas where production is mainly
rainfed and less intensive.
Markets and value chains are increasingly being used4 in the development sector as a
rational vehicle for addressing farmers’ issues and concerns, as it deals with all of their
production issues in an all-inclusive manner, and places support in the location where they
do their business. In countries assessed there were examples of Plant Clinics being
established in a range of different locations: in farmers’ cooperatives, in markets, within
agro-input suppliers’ shops, even via a mobile (vehicle) service delivery. All players seemed
to recognise that it is important to locate the service delivery point in a place where it can be
most easily be accessed by beneficiaries and where the level of ‘farmer traffic’ is highest.
Clinics are being adapted in some countries (e.g. China) to provide farmers with an easyaccess window to a range of services (information/awareness, diagnosis, recommendations,
trainings, inputs, market data). This ‘one-stop-shop’ model was aiming to become an ITsavvy, multi-functional ‘window on the world’. This may appear somewhat futuristic, but
whatever the realities are, engagement with private sector players seems inevitable. It is
likely that the PW programme has an important role to play in assisting government partners
to engage fully in this discussion, and to provide a source of flexible funding to allow it to test
and pilot innovative tactics in different places.
Use of IT is growing at an exponential rate in all countries assessed. In Pakistan roughly one
farmer in ten (10%) is using social media to be in touch with plant doctors, and this figure is
much higher in China where that figure may be 50% and rising fast. In Sri Lanka mobile
4
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phone ownership is high (103 per 100 people) and Vietnam also significant (79 per 100)5,
with the majority of farmers now having access. Consequently a very large percentage of
farmers have mobile phones, and local call rates are generally very low. Use of social media
is growing fast. Examples of this are an almost instantaneous diagnostic service for farmers
in operation through WeChat in China. In Pakistan government staff observe PW progress
on Facebook and find out about schedules and arrival times from there. Demands for PW’s
e-clinic were strong at country level, as observed in both Sri Lanka and China. Management
may need to reflect on the speed of roll-out of this service, if it is not to be overtaken by
others.
As a further convenience to farmers, at some level there is a need for work to be done
towards provision of an all-inclusive integrated IT-based extension advice package that
includes information on livestock, markets etc., to provide increased relevance through a
more comprehensive package.

3.2

Effectiveness

To what extent have the outcomes and outputs already been achieved / are likely to be
achieved?
Taken as a whole, countries assessed are more or less on track with meeting physical
targets in terms of numbers of clinics established, numbers of plant doctors trained, numbers
of Factsheets and PMDGs developed. China, for example, has already exceeded its targets
for training for 2015, albeit with five months to go, and will easily achieve its target for new
PCs for the year. Pakistan has yet to make its 2015 target of new PCs, but is well on course
to do so with rapid scale-up underway. In Vietnam, numbers of plant clinics have reduced
due to a reduction in Plantwise funding levels. With limited in-country financial support,
numbers of plant clinics are unlikely to increase in the short term without additional external
funding. Other planned activities linked to M&E, development of support materials, advocacy
and developing partnerships are proceeding as planned. In Sri Lanka trainings are on
schedule to open a further 20 clinics in two new districts, develop new Pest Management
Decision guides and photo identification sheets. A considerable amount of input around incountry data management is planned and is urgently required. The suggestion by DG
Agricultural Department for appointment of a new data manager is perhaps timely given the
current absence for three months of two key data managers. Factsheet and PMDG
development targets are likely to be met. It is highly likely that these targets will be met over
the duration of the project, and that the related outputs (mainly Outputs 1 and 3, with
associated Activities) will be achieved.
Less progress is apparent in some countries with targets associated with the development of
institutional and organisational frameworks, and the relationships that need to be developed
to make them function well. National forums and steering committees are not always being
assembled and convened. NROs and LIO relationships are not always robust and require
some adjustment. Engagement with the private sector is not always being prioritised, and
these relationships are not always being adequately addressed. Government partners are
not recognising the value of knowledge generated, and not using it effectively for analysis,
monitoring and reporting. The PW programme is unlikely to be able to achieve its planned
outcome unless these are addressed more comprehensively.
What are the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the outcomes
and outputs?
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It is the nature of the relationships developed with government partners and the degree of
buy-in shown by them that contributes most significantly to the achievement of the
programme’s targets. This has often entailed the development and nurturing of personal and
departmental relationships over an extended period of time (in some cases, decades). It is
where these relationships have matured sufficiently, they have been translated into
institutional delivery platforms, and where they are sustained by enthusiastic moral and
financial support, that country programmes are really able to take off.
Capacity building also plays a key role at all levels. This process at higher levels may need
to single out individuals, as is the case with NATESC in China. At field level Master Trainers
appeared highly professional, and both these and Plant Doctors met who were undergoing
training showed a high degree of commitment and enthusiasm. Extension staff reported that
they could reach more farmers through the plant clinic model, and were in receipt of a
greater level of support in the professional aspect of their work. Extension managers saw
plant clinics as an instrument to assist in the professionalisation of extension services.
It is possible that early successes in terms of achievement of physical milestones and
targets has been made easier as a result of having picked the low hanging fruit first. For
example in Pakistan the excellent results that have been achieved in Sindh and Punjab may
have been facilitated by the existence of a dynamic agriculture sector in those provinces,
and of higher levels of government capacity. The Programme has already gone a long way
to achieving its defined goals within Beijing region, largely due to high level of buy-in by a
well-resourced government partner. The national progress of the programme may slow
when more distant and hard-to-reach regions are targeted, and where resources are
scarcer. However this does not seem to be the case in Sri Lanka, where the current 18 out
of 25 districts with PCs includes the five northern districts, which have least developed
infrastructure (legacy from the 26 year war) and are furthest from the capital, Colombo.
PW work is increasingly moving away from its more traditional roots in crop research and
into the development sector. By definition of its stated goal (lose less, feed more) it is
focussing on reaching out to people and their livelihoods rather than on plants per se. It
aims to improve farmers’ access to a range of different resources. Whilst information is first
and foremost among these, this information and knowledge link them indirectly to all parts of
the market value chain. As it enters increasingly into the development sector, the PW
programme may find the need to ensure that it has the skills and experience needed to do
that. This is likely to include deployment of the necessary socio-economic capacity, and of
the required institutional and governance expertise to enable it to address organisational
issues.
How effective has the programme been in meeting the needs of beneficiaries?
Placing plant clinics inside markets appears to have met with a large measure of success. In
Pakistan for example the process for selecting the location is a two-stage process that firstly
selects the most active markets, and secondly the staff to man them. Farmers are reported
to habitually bring market-related issues into the PCs; locating clinics in markets makes
them central to people’s lives and livelihoods. This is surely the right place for them, and will
permit better interaction with other parts of the market and engagement with players
involved with all links in the value chain.
Beneficiaries interviewed during the evaluation expressed a strong level of satisfaction with
the service provided through plant clinics. There were a number of suggestions for improving
the service. In a number of countries (e.g. Pakistan) many of these centred on making the
clinic location more permanent and rather more comfortable than sitting under an umbrella in
the street, and with more established facilities on offer. A number suggested that once a
week was not sufficient, and that twice a week or even every day would be better.
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Farmers interviewed unanimously felt that the quality of advice obtained from the PC was
free, neutral, impartial, and reliable. This level of trust was certainly not accorded to advice
obtained from agro-input shops which they felt was more likely to be biased. They
appreciated the fact that there were always other, cheaper recommendations made (e.g.
cultural) in addition to use of pesticide, and that pesticides were presented as a last option.
Being a Plant Doctor in Pakistan involves additional duties over and above their existing
roles and responsibilities as extension agents, and the impact of this may be a less effective
service to farmers. They mainly felt that this could be managed either by working longer
hours, or by finding other staff that can cover for them. A number expressed the view that
they would not be able to manage two clinics in a week. Others described the clinic work as
our ‘core work’, offering a diagnostic tool that enriches their work and provides them with
growing capacity to undertake the specialised work of pest and disease identification. There
were many who felt that this added to their personal prestige and status as they now
considered themselves to be seen as knowledgeable professionals.
How effective are the partnerships developed to date with governments, other agencies and
private sector service providers?
With no exception in countries assessed, national governments have been chosen as the
principle partners for implementation of the programme. Government is the only partner that
can offer the geographical spread, outreach and human capacity that will be required in
scaling up and replicating the PW programme. For example in Pakistan, where scaling up is
taking place with such rapidity that district staff are struggling to cope, it would be possible to
bring in the next layer down (tehsil level) of government staff as an additional layer of
implementation capacity. Government is also the only possible candidate with pockets
sufficiently deep to enable the programme to be sustained after donor funding comes to an
end. The partnerships that have been established with NROs and LIOs for implementation
appear to be largely effective, but there are some anomalies such as in China (no NRO),
Pakistan (one LIO adding little value), and Vietnam (NRO adding little value, while absorbing
considerable resources).
Partnership with private sector is a cutting edge issue in all countries visited, and responses
to it vary. In Pakistan for example, there has been some engagement with the private sector,
but this to date has been at a localised level - casual interaction with agro-input supply
shops located close Plant Clinics. Despite recognition of private sector players in the SHA,
the response has to date been nervous and rather inadequate. In China on the other hand,
there has been a strong and innovative engagement with agro-input suppliers and farmers’
cooperatives, and they are actively engaging and mitigating against risks. However, even
here there has been no engagement with associations of dealers at a higher level.
Partnerships developed with universities and research organisations for backstopping plant
pest and disease diagnosis appear to have been highly effective, with win-win situations
where all parties are learning being predominant. Quick and effective diagnosis benefits the
service and the farmers; growing experience and use of a growing knowledge base benefit
the research agencies.
Partnerships with NGOs have not contributed greatly to programme performance. In China,
genuine NGOs do not exist, and in Pakistan they are discouraged. In Pakistan, early
engagement in pilot stages proved unsustainable mainly for financial reasons, as was the
experience in Sri Lanka. This is a pity, as it seems that where previous community
development and social mobilisation has taken place, clinic activities are facilitated and
enriched and the engagement of women and vulnerable sections of society are much
enhanced.
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How effective has Plantwise been in its M&E programme, is a monitoring system in place
that allows tracking and critical assessment of achievements?
The Plantwise Online Management System (POMS) has been operational since 2011 in
many countries (2013 in Sri Lanka) and data has been recorded against the respective fields
included there (people, clinics, organisations, training, activities, clinic data, and targets).
However, no baseline exists and analysis of the data until recently has been largely
restricted to monitoring physical targets and milestones. Some reporting was conducted
largely on a donor demand basis, such as an annual report produced in 2012 for DFID in
Pakistan.
The PW Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy was also developed in 2012. It contains
innovative and sound ideas for increasing the frequency and rigour of M&E activities, both
centrally and at country level. The strategy document contains a comprehensive 15 point
action plan. Implementation would seem to have been slow, influenced by staff constraints,
which have now been addressed with the appointment of dedicated staff centrally.
However, it would appear that the implementation of the strategy is rather slow, and an
updated work plan detailing progress is needed.
One of the objectives of the new M&E programme will be to capture learning in addition to
reporting against targets. This new programme has been resourced with additional and
dedicated professional M&E staff. A new Global Director of the M&E Programme has
recently been recruited (based in the Kenya office), and in Pakistan the M&E Unit has
recently recruited a Regional M&E and Programme Support Officer. The new programme
will have five elements: progress tracking, process tracking, learning (at cluster, district,
provincial and national levels), contextual analysis and capacity building. Progress tracking
against logframe indicators was taking place although there were no formal M&E systems in
place to effectively use and analyse this information. Process tracking has started to be
implemented, and Monitoring Plant Clinic Performance (MPCP) tools are now in use,
although uptake at national level is still slow. Tools are also currently under development to
measure the quality of learning, with more on contextual analysis to add to the SHAs that
have already been conducted. Tools to support measurement of the quality of capacity
building and training are also being developed.
Programme components, logframe outputs, activities, milestones and targets and countrylevel planning processes are rather hard to track. At Output and Outcome levels, it would be
very useful to separate out the indicators and provide them with monitorable detail within the
logframe itself. This could include the baseline figure (where it exists), annual milestones to
enable monitoring progress, and a target to indicate where the project aims to end up. This
data may include both planned and actual progress against milestones. This would make the
logframe tool into a single document that would show progress at a glance.

3.3

Efficiency

What are the alternatives to Plantwise, and is the programme being implemented in the most
cost-efficient way compared to these?
Although there are no competitors to the PW programme that are offering an alternative
service for a lower price, there are nonetheless other players in the field who offer part of the
same service, or a similar product. The SHA conducted in Pakistan and consultants’
interviews identified a number of relevant private sector agencies variously reputed to offer
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alternative extension services.6 Some agro-dealers are interested to support plant clinics (for
example Crop Life and Hop Tri in Vietnam and Sri Lanka) due to concern for responsible
marketing and the constrictions placed on alternative forms of advertising (in Sri Lanka). As
an alternative diagnostic tool, Google offers a free service and was being used in some
countries.
Another expanding model in the region is Digital Green, a not-for-profit international
development organisation that uses an innovative digital platform for community
engagement to improve lives of rural communities across South Asia and Sub-Saharan
Africa. They partner with local public, private and civil society organisations to share
knowledge on improved agricultural practices, livelihoods, health, and nutrition, using locally
produced videos and human mediated dissemination. They claim that their approach is
many times more cost effective in terms of the uptake of new practices than traditional
extension services. Digital Green was mentioned by the DG Punjab as being part of the new
Extension 2.0 model, but no other evidence could be found to substantiate their engagement
in Pakistan. This could be investigated by the PW team.
In China, Socialised Agriculture Service Organisations7 (SASO) exist. Government is
encouraging these and subsidising them. Following on from developments after opening of
markets and reformation of the institutional framework for farmers, the Chinese government
has embarked on a new and improved version of cooperative development. Over the past
20 years of China’s reform, great changes have taken place in the rural economy and
farmers’ specialised economic cooperative organisations. Cooperation among farmers in
specific fields has been gradually widening, expanding from sole production in the last to all
links including production, processing and distribution. Most relevant to PW activities are
Socialised Agriculture Service Organisations, which are associations formed through a
rather loose cooperation on the basis of voluntary participation and mutual respect by
farmers who are engaged in the production, marketing and processing of a particular farm
product and who are linked to each other by-product and technology. Again, it would be
appropriate for the PW team to investigate this, in an effort to identify potential future
partners, and representatives should be invited to the SHA.
Plant clinic establishment is expensive (for example in China clinics are equipped with
sophisticated equipment), requiring significant finance as seed money. However, costs are
increasingly met by government partners. For example in China, PW contributes only around
10% of roll-out costs currently. The Plantwise model, at its most effective, seems very costeffective and is gaining the kind of financial leverage that most development projects can
only dream of. For example, the programme’s direct investment in Pakistan is around
£225,000 to date since 2012, and this has already resulted in the leverage of Provincial
Government funds of at least £350,000 to 2014-15 including logistics and time costs - and
scaling up has only just begun. The investment in China is around £300,000 to date since
2012; this has already resulted in the leverage of Beijing provincial government funds of at
least £500,000 (clinic costs etc £210,000, salaries etc £300,000+).
IT has potential to dramatically reduce costs and data entry times; farmers everywhere are
busy and pushed for time and this would be a very popular innovation.
Are Plantwise objectives being achieved on time?
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Within POMS, programme targets are set and the progress of selected indicators is
measured against results with country level staff entering data on a routine basis.
Cumulative results are also posted. Examination of this information shows that in all
countries assessed, physical targets are being met largely on time.
It would however appear that where no progress is made certain indicators simply get
passed on from year to year. An example of this is the formation of National Fora and
Steering Committees, and development of directories of private sector providers. Thus it
would appear that whilst most physical targets are being met in a timely way, the delivery of
other more complex organisational objectives may not be being met on time.
Are selected partners the most efficient in terms of delivery of required services?
To achieve the kind of scaling up and replication of the programme that is required,
government partners are the only possible option with the geographical reach to all parts of
the country, and with the kind of resources to hand that will enable the programme
eventually to become sustainable. Plant clinics required significant financial resources to
establish, but now implementation costs are increasingly being met by government partners.
Data collection processes are detailed and costly, but governments seem comfortable with
these and are increasingly aware that they can benefit from using the data generated. In
China, for example, government is already experimenting with ways of short-cutting this
process through testing more advanced IT.
Governments are beginning to recognise that the private sector has a major stake in rural
extension service provision, and that the high costs of implementing extension services
make this into an imperative in the medium to long term, particularly where national budgets
are being squeezed. They are increasingly starting to cater to these needs.

3.4

Impact

What has happened as a result of the Plantwise programme?
The results of the programme appear to be unerringly positive, although no hard evidence to
date exists. No clear and obvious indirect, negative or unintended effects were observed
during the course of the evaluation. However, a few pointers are made here that the
programme would do well to monitor.
Poverty: by the nature of its programme content PW is working often with innovative and
more progressive farmers, and certainly not for the ‘only poor’. It is hard to see that there are
any direct programme benefits for example for the landless hari in Pakistan. The evaluation
team was not able to gain any useful insights regarding the size of landholding of beneficiary
farmers, and thus which wealth sections of rural society are being benefited.
PW may have a bias towards cash crops, as these are the ones about which farmers may
be most concerned; these are also are the crops where farmers are most likely to have a
higher level of financial resources to devote to pest or disease control. Food crops may
suffer as a result of this focus, and if this is the case there are implications for nutrition and
food security. However, one PD suggested that the PCs are being used increasingly for a
wider range of crops, including food staples.
In another example, the Chinese government is encouraging commercial farming, and with
that the policy of supporting (or at least not hindering) the process of urban migration –
although this may change as a result in the current financial crisis and slowing growth. The
impact of this usually is that the most vulnerable – the old and the young – are left to cope
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with farming. The PW programme may want to look more closely at whether it is going to be
able to actively target the increasingly marginalised with a declining number of small farms.
One opinion expressed was that when extension officers used to travel to visit farmers in the
village under the T&V system, they met farmers on their own territory. In so doing, there was
a greater opportunity for them to visit poorer farmers who might find it more prohibitively
costly to travel to markets.
Gender: the PW Gender Strategy was developed in 2012. It contains some sound material
on how gender may be mainstreamed into the programme, and how progress may be
captured through gender-sensitive indicators. There appears to have been some progress in
terms of the provision of gender-disaggregated data at country level. However, no other
evidence was apparent in the countries assessed that the step-wise implementation of the
strategy8 was underway.
Pesticide use: there is the risk that placement of plant clinics within input supply shops may
lead to increased use of pesticides. The programme will need to monitor this closely, and if it
emerges that this is an undesirable consequence, it will need to work out how to react.
One possible indirect positive effect of placing PCs in agro-shops is where government has,
through retail outlets, a programme of ‘Green Control’ such as in China. Here the greater
convenience might lead to increased exposure to green control products that government is
promoting free of charge, ensuring an easier to access, greener and more environmentally
friendly service.
What real difference have activities made to beneficiaries?
In field interviews, farmers reported that they are able to get quick and easily accessible
advice at clinics, enabling them to get any pest or disease problem under control as soon as
possible. This was felt likely to have a strong positive effect on productivity. The idea of
being able to get all necessary information and inputs from a single site aids the
convenience factor. The increasing incidence of repeat visits by farmers is some testimony
to their usefulness and impact. Some farmers interviewed suggested that one PC/week was
not enough, and that a fulltime service would be an improvement.
Farmers further reported improved diagnosis and treatment recommendation (around 85%
success rate was quoted in terms of diagnosis and recommendations), and improved yields.
However, this was all anecdotal. A rapid farmer satisfaction survey was conducted in
Pakistan and Sri Lanka9, and this suggests admirable levels of customer satisfaction:






92% respondents were satisfied with plant clinic services.
95% respondents were satisfied with level of knowledge of the plant doctors.
72% of the respondents experienced increase in their crop yield.
31% of respondents showed willingness to pay for plant clinic advice.
53% of respondents showed willingness to pay US$ 1 to 5 per visit.

One positive effect recorded by farmers was regarding pesticide use: where pesticides are
recommended, with plant clinics there is a much greater assurance that the correct one will
be recommended and the right dosage used.

8
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How many people have been affected?
The number of beneficiaries is reflected by the number of queries that are received and
logged at plant clinics, although it was possible to see in a number of countries visited (e.g.
China, Vietnam) that quick, informal advice was also being given out but not logged through
an official query. The group extension methods employed in Vietnam (loud speaker system
and commune/ group outreach) means that the number of farmers reached with extension
advice from Plant Clinics is under-estimated by the database numbers. Similarly in Sri
Lanka, groups organised around irrigation facilities as well as commodity production mean
that messages get relayed horizontally, farmer to farmer and not captured in database
numbers.
Official queries are entered into the database by Plant Doctors, and transferred into records
in the knowledge bank. The total number of queries that have been received in the four
evaluation countries is 65,244 (Pakistan 41,557; China 17,070; Vietnam 2,310; Sri Lanka
4,307).

3.5

Sustainability

To what extent is it likely that the benefits of the Plantwise programme will continue after
donor funding ceases?
It seems highly likely that plant clinics would continue in certain areas of the countries
evaluated if donor funding of PW activities was to cease forthwith. In these countries the
public sector partner has already taken ownership of the programme and the approach, and
sufficient political will exists to provide the necessary momentum. In these cases
government will continue to provide the necessary funding to keep operations on the move,
and by and large has adequate capacity to do this.
The establishment of clinics however is not the sum total of the programme’s benefits, and
there are a number of other components that will need to be put in place before it can be
said to have established viable plant health systems. These include ensuring that there is
adequate governance, defining the policy environment, making advocacy work in its favour,
and allowing the vision to permeate fully with its partners. Further support will also be
required in making data useful for disease mapping, quality control and certification at
national level. Even where partners are identifying and implementing innovative ideas,
partners seem to want to continue with long-term collaboration with PW, which is seen to
offer both intellectual and some financial capital.
The issue of longer-term sustainability of national plant health systems is rather more in
question, and the successful establishment the organisational mechanisms that will provide
a fully integrated and institutionalised platform within country depend on the ability to get
appropriate partners into the frame.
What are the major factors which are influencing the achievement or non-achievement of
sustainability?
Significant political support exists in all countries assessed and supportive policy/regulatory
frameworks are largely in place. Neither of these factors are likely to provide a major
constraint to sustainability.
The level of national institutional capacity to maintain and manage the programme in the
future varies a great deal from country to country, and is a major contributing factor to
sustainability. It exists in pockets, and these are largely where PW has devoted time and
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resources to their development. Clearly there is a continuing need to provide support in
terms of seed money to ensure that capacity continues to be built as replication and scaling
up are rolled out.
Continued financial mechanisms to ensure an on-going flow of benefits will be required.
Whilst assurances of these financial commitments were heard in a number of evaluated
countries (Pakistan, China, Sri Lanka), extension services are costly. When national budgets
are squeezed these are likely to come under threat. Increasingly the private sector and costrecovery mechanisms are likely to come into play.
There is a high level of technical adequacy in the PW programme in countries assessed, in
particular within the research and diagnostic components. Scientists, trainers and plant
doctors all exhibited high levels of professional competence. However there is likely to be a
need for a larger cadre of social scientists as the programme focuses increasingly on the
livelihoods issues that it seeks to address, and this capacity is not always currently available.
Cost recovery is an issue that needs to be addressed, and the PW Programme would do
well to survey on a national basis the existence of other cost recovery programmes in the
country. The rapid survey conducted in Pakistan and Sri Lanka suggested that over half of
the respondents were prepared to bear a cost of between $1 to $5 for the service that PW is
offering. This is likely to be a feature of any long-term sustainable programme.
How sustainable has the programme been so far?
Learning its lessons from the implementation of Farmer Field Schools in some of CABI’s
countries of operation, sustainability was the starting point for PW, and the focus from the
outset has been in building an evidence base from the field level upwards, and seeking a
broader platform for the programme to work from. It has gained significant experience and
learning from this process.
Within some countries and within some regions government partners have already taken full
ownership of the programme, and in these locations the PW programme is already selfsustaining to large extent (such as in Punjab, Beijing Province, Sri Lanka). In these
situations there is a continued need to assist government partners to roll out the programme
to other parts of the country and to enhance data management and analysis. In China for
example, PW activities in Beijing region will need less time and attention now, since much of
the work there is largely complete; the focus of attention should move to other provinces to
build a wider evidence base.
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SECTION 4
Visibility
Visibility is generally about information and communication activities designed to raise the
awareness of the audience to the reasons for the action, origin of support for the action in
the country or region concerned, as well as the results and the impact of this support. CABI
and its partners promote visibility through regular updating of the Plantwise website,
publishing of a newsletter and use of the Plantwise logo on a range of materials produced by
the programme. These include plant doctors uniforms, plant clinic reference materials, case
study videos, blogs and delivery of presentations at regional and international meetings.
Knowledge bank materials and web applications also have clear affiliation through logo use.
The large number of donors involved in support for Plantwise makes it difficult to include
individual logos on all materials, hence the development of the single Plantwise logo, aimed
to encompass all.
Visibility can have mixed results, with a tendency towards a measure of dependency on high
levels of visibility sometimes triggered by pressing external donor presence. Consequently
the option of using individual external donor logos, or the single Plantwise logo needs to
assessed on potential negative impact as well as visibility criteria. In contrast, in-country
partner visibility as a key support agency, can highlight and encourage self-sufficiency and
national capacity. Due to the sensitivity of these issues use of different logos was seen to be
demonstrated by CABI and its partners.
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SECTION 5
Overall assessment – by country
5.1

Pakistan

The Pakistan programme is reaping the benefits of a long-term relationship between CABI
and the government, and of a well-established brand name. The Coordination Unit is well
established within the NRO (MoFS&R), and with LIOs in the shape of the provincial
Departments of Agricultural Extension in Punjab and Sindh. These have already assimilated
the PW approach into their own systems, and are in the process of replicating and scaling
up the programme province-wide. Government finance well in excess of the investment has
already been leveraged with scaling up only just begun, and government is comfortable
about covering the continued costs involved in sustaining the effort. Governance is however
an issue, and the focus of effort should now shift to getting institutional and organisational
structures into a position where they can provide a sustainable management platform. This
is probably a higher priority than aiming to roll the programme out to other provinces. The
programme could also find ways of providing more leadership in addressing gender
concerns.
Some of the main distinctive features of Plant Clinics in Pakistan are as follows: clinics are
held in the open market place under an umbrella in an often difficult, hot and dusty
environment; clinics are held for a half-day every week, same time same place; data
collection is through laborious filling of query forms; clinics are resourced with a minimum
level of equipment, and there is a relatively low level of use of IT; some clinics are located
close to agro-input shops, but levels of engagement with private sector are low.

5.2

China

Very good progress has been made in one region, where the programme is already selfsustaining and where government finance well in excess of the investment has already been
leveraged. It needs to focus now on broadening the geographical reach and evidence base
through work in other provinces. The PW approach is made particularly effective in China
through adaptation of the model to local requirements – meeting farmers’ requirements for
easy access to services through a ‘one-stop-shop’ model. The programme is on the cutting
edge in development of relationships with the private sector, which it is doing somewhat
apprehensively and with eyes wide open; a possibly high impact/high risk policy but
providing lessons that need to be learned. There is now a strong need for endorsement and
support of a national coordinating body, and NATESC looks like the obvious choice.
Some of the main distinctive features of Plant Clinics in China are as follows: clinics are
extremely well resourced and equipped; there is a high level of use of IT and software; PDs
are using social media to engage and link farmers and scientists directly in diagnosis
(WeChat, the Chinese equivalent of WhatsApp); mobile clinics have been tested; some
clinics are located within agro-input shops and farmers’ cooperatives, thus there is a high
level of engagement with private sector; some PCs are inputting data direct into the
database; absence of DSA means that no data is currently being uploaded into POMS; and
some PDs are operating diagnostic services to farmers full-time.
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5.3

Vietnam

In Vietnam the programme is still at pilot stage, providing effective local services, but not yet
reaching significant coverage. Institutional issues to do with responsibility for running the
clinics have taken time to resolve. Now PW supported clinic form part of the nationally
administered agricultural extension system and indeed a few previously externally funded
clinics continue with Provincial funding. Provincial funding is limited, however, and National
funding is constrained to innovations with proven relevance on a national scale. While PCs
offer an innovation in provision of extension advice, they have still to be piloted in two further
agro-ecological zones, before national relevance can be claimed. Constraints in funding
have led LIOs to look for alternative partners and pilots are being negotiated with two private
sector partners (Hop Tri and Crop Life). One of these pilots is between a research
organisation and the private sector, reflecting the earlier involvement of researchers in
clinics (prior to extension service streamlining). Consequently there are multiple models for
plant clinics within the country, expanding as diverse funding is obtained for their support.
Plant Doctor training is beginning to be introduced into University Curriculum in Hanoi and
Can Tho University. A Plant Doctor training manual is in draft form (within SOFRI), that
would support these new courses.
Some of the main distinctive features of Plant Clinics in Vietnam are that clinics are held
both in the open, close to farmers’ fields and in central village/ community locations, where it
is easy for farmers to access and gather. In remoter areas where sparce populations spread
over larger geographic areas, mobile clinics are run in order to reach more households.
Farmers are used to working in groups and for major crops, often rely on their commune
leader for advice. (leading to under-reporting of clinic outreach).Mass extension methods are
common such as loud speaker, radio broadcasts and TV messages (informed by staff of
PCs).Clinics are held for a half-day every week, or every two weeks at the same time.
Clinics tend to be resourced with a minimum level of equipment, and there is a relatively low
level of use of IT.

5.4

Sri Lanka

In Sri Lanka there has been a rapid uptake of the plant clinic concept and expansion to a
nation-wide Permanent Crop Clinic Programme. Strong support reflects the inclusion of food
safety alongside food security aims in the National Agricultural Strategy. Growing political
support comes from the alignment of domestic food safety concerns with rural population/
agricultural worker health concerns (chronic kidney disease) and export crop quality issues
(for example, vegetables to EU). Indeed there are plans to pilot the requirement for
prescriptions for the more toxic agrochemicals10. Such a pioneering pilot follows another
world-first, Sri Lanka’s recent ban on Glyphosate sale (2015). Plant clinics are seen to
provide an effective platform to bring together extensionists and researchers in a mutual
learning environment. Also to regularise extension services at field level. The programme
has been introduced in an impressive 18 of the countries 25 districts (including the five
northern districts previously affected by conflict). A further three districts will have joined the
programme by the end of this year, and all districts included by the end of 2016. With this
rapid expansion there is a need for PW activities to shift focus to support the scaling–up
processes, simplify data entry and improve effective data management and analysis. There
is also a need to monitor outcomes, impact and coverage, particularly in terms of beneficiary
satisfaction, as compared to the old system.
Some of the main distinctive features of Plant Clinics in Sri Lanka are that clinics are held
both in the open, under an umbrella close to farmers’ fields and in village and community
halls. Clinics are held for a half-day every week, or two weeks, at the same time. Some PDs
10
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Discussion with country team and the Director General of Agriculture.

hold clinics alternately at two different locations to better cover their extension area. Farmers
spend considerable time at the clinics, listening to the diagnosis of other farmers and getting
information on inputs and markets. Data collection is done manually in most clinics, but
direct digital entry is being piloted in 10 e-clinics. PDs in e-clinics were actively using
knowledge bank resources as well as other web-based reference materials. They have
formed a self-help virtual grouping with Master Trainers to answer outstanding queries from
clinics. Plant doctors have hand lenses, but outside of the e-clinics, there is a relatively low
level of use of IT.
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SECTION 6
Conclusions and recommendations
6.1

Conclusions

The programme outcome – development of national capacity to deliver improved plant
health systems – is still entirely relevant, and the approach being used to achieve this is
appropriate. The Plantwise programme has been consistent in its focus on developing
national capacity across the countries assessed, in offering training at all levels and in
developing professional capacity where appropriate. The focus on environmental safeguards
is valued in countries assessed.
The impact of the programme on beneficiaries seems to be all positive, although no hard
evidence to date really exists. No clear and obvious indirect, negative or unintended effects
were observed during the course of the evaluation. However, a few pointers are made in the
report about possible effects on vulnerable people that the programme would do well to
monitor. Whilst the programme does not aim to address the needs of the only-poor, women
are very much a part of its target group, and it is not clear that its gender policy is being
implemented effectively in all countries visited.
Farmers reported improved diagnosis and treatment recommendation and improved yields.
However, this was all anecdotal. Useful rapid farmer satisfaction surveys conducted in
Pakistan and Sri Lanka11 suggests high levels of customer satisfaction, with 95%
respondents satisfied with level of knowledge of the plant doctors and 72% of the
respondents experiencing an increase in crop yields.
Project outputs are contributing variously to the planned outcome. Plant clinic establishment
(Output 1) is contributing significantly, but institutional arrangements and linkages (Output 2)
sometimes hinder or hamper this progress in countries assessed. Knowledge is being
generated in-country (Output 3), and there are encouraging signs that it is starting to be
used by key decision-makers. Use of the Knowledge Bank (Output 4) is varied at national
level, and will require further attention. Monitoring and evaluation (Output 5) is now receiving
rather belated but worthwhile and justified attention.
Taken as a whole, countries assessed are more or less on track in terms of meeting physical
targets in terms of numbers of clinics established, numbers of plant doctors trained, numbers
of Factsheets and PMDGs developed. It is likely that these targets will be met over the
duration of the project, and that the related output targets will be achieved.
Less progress is apparent with outputs associated with the development of institutional and
organisational frameworks and the relationships that need to be developed to make them
function well. NROs and LIO relationships are not always robust. Engagement with the
private sector and other potential partners is not always being prioritised.
Governance of the programme at national level is of concern. The PW Strategy requires the
establishment firstly of a National Plant Protection Forum, and secondly of a Steering
Committee - to be responsible for provision of policy guidance, to advocate for the
11
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Rapid Smart Survey on Farmers’ Satisfaction with Plant Clinic Visits. RSM, Pakistan. June 2015.

programme where appropriate, to offer vision, and to make executive decisions. This has
been neglected in some countries, and in none of the countries assessed is there a fully
functional and well-represented steering committee. Where Steering Committees do exist
and are functional, they are sometimes very narrow in their membership (public sector only),
with little or no representation of the private sector, civil society or beneficiaries, and illequipped to address wider issues of strategy and vision.
Development skills. The nature of PW work is increasingly moving away from CABI’s more
traditional roots in crop research, and into issues pertaining to the livelihoods of
beneficiaries, and towards the development sector. As it does so, the programme may find
the need to ensure that it has the skills and experience required to do that. This is likely to
include deployment of the necessary socio-economic capacity to address livelihoods issues,
and of the required institutional and governance expertise to enable it to effectively deal with
organisational issues.
Plant clinics. Beneficiaries interviewed expressed a strong level of satisfaction with the
service provided through plant clinics. There were a number of suggestions for improving the
service. Farmers interviewed felt that the quality of advice obtained was neutral, impartial,
and reliable. This level of trust was not accorded to advice obtained from agro-input shops
which they felt was likely to be biased. Most clinics seen were located where they could be
most easily be accessed, invariably around the marketplace where the level of ‘farmer traffic’
is highest. Clinics are being adapted in some countries to provide farmers with a ‘one-stopshop’ easy-access window to a range of services.
There was a high level of diversity observed between plant clinic models in different
countries. Examples of this variation may be illustrated by a comparison of Pakistan and
China. In Pakistan clinics are run by government Plant Doctors (who are regular agricultural
extension agents), operating a once-a-week service as part of the traditional agricultural
extension service delivery process; these are makeshift clinics working under an umbrella in
the marketplace. In China, a Plant Doctor may be a private sector employee (working either
for an agro-input dealer or an agricultural cooperative), working a full week in a wellequipped and permanent office, using cutting edge IT support. This diversity is the result of
following the model that is employed by the LIO, requiring that the PW model adapts to
prevailing circumstances. The implication is that there are as many plant clinic
implementation models as there are LIOs, and that these LIOs will eventually take their
different models to scale.
The PW business model. However, as a result of the high level of diversity between
countries in the models used to implement plant clinics, there is an issue around the nature
of the Plantwise business model. PW management express the view that this diversity is
inevitable in adapting to local circumstances, and should be encouraged. It is conceivable –
likely even - that this diversity will continue to grow and expand. This implies that the
programme has an agenda to encourage innovation through a multiplicity of implementation
models. This may be entirely valid, but there may need to be mechanisms in place for
learning from these experiences. There would also seem to be a need for PW’s ‘core
principles’ or ‘core business model’ to be articulated more clearly to offer some cohesion in
the face of a diverging programme.
Partnerships. With no exception, governments have been chosen as the principle partners
for implementation of the programme. Government is the only partner that can offer the
geographical spread, reach and human capacity that will be required in scaling up and
replicating the PW programme. It is also the only possible candidate with deep enough
pockets to enable the programme to be sustained. The nature of the relationships developed
with government partners and the degree of buy-in shown by them contributes most
significantly to the achievement of the programmes targets. This has often entailed the
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development and nurturing of personal and departmental relationships over an extended
period of time. It is where these relationships have matured, been translated into institutional
delivery platforms, and sustained by enthusiastic moral and financial support that country
programmes are really able to take off.
Partnership with private sector is a cutting edge issue in all countries visited, and responses
to it vary from minimal to strong. There has been little or no engagement with associations of
traders at a higher level, although candidates have sometimes been identified in stakeholder
analyses. Engagement with the private sector seems inevitable and should be cautiously
welcomed. Partnerships with academia and research agencies for diagnostics and learning
are strong, a traditional strength for CABI. NGO interaction has been minimal, either for
political reasons or because they are not targeted. There is much to be gained from
encouraging a plurality within the programme’s partnerships, with the wide range of opinion
and experience that this would bring with it.
Although there are no competitors to the PW programme that are offering an alternative
service for a lower price, there are nonetheless other players in the field who offer part of the
same service, or similar. There are a number of private sector agencies who are offering
alternative extension services. Development organisations such as Digital Green are rapidly
gaining a foothold. PW may benefit from engagement with a rather wider range of partners.
Coverage and spread. At present in the four main countries evaluated a total of 65,244
beneficiaries have been recorded as receiving advice through 398 plant clinics, and these
are spread over a huge geographical area. This represents a very small proportion of the
population that rely mainly on agriculture for their livelihoods in these countries. The
arguments that farmers only come to a clinic when they have a problem, and that much
information is routed unofficially through word of mouth, are strong ones. Nonetheless, PW
may wish to consider how it may increase its coverage and spread, including greater use of
plant health rallies and other mass extension approaches. It is likely that not all areas are
suitable for intensive plant protection activity, and that some AEZs may be inappropriate for
PW activities owing to poor accessibility, marginal agriculture, and inadequate infrastructure.
Impact, evidence and attribution. Evidence is in short supply. Monitoring and evaluation of
the PW programme is based on the 2012 M&E Strategy and rollout of its work plan has been
rather slow. Little baseline data exists and analysis of the data until recently has been largely
restricted to monitoring physical targets and milestones. From 2014, additional human and
financial resources have been dedicated to the component. Tools to measure the quality of
processes are being developed, among others.
Cost-effectiveness. The Plantwise approach, when operating at its best, is most costeffective and is gaining the kind of financial leverage that most development projects can
only dream of. For example, the programmes in Pakistan and China have both leveraged
sums from provincial governments well in excess of the investment, with scaling up only just
begun.
Sustainability. It seems highly likely that plant clinics would continue in certain areas of the
countries evaluated if donor funding of PW activities was to cease forthwith. In these
countries the public sector partner has already taken ownership of the programme and the
approach, and sufficient political will exists to provide the necessary momentum. In these
cases government will continue to provide the necessary funding to keep operations on the
move, and by and large has adequate capacity to do this. The issue of longer-term
sustainability of national plant health systems is rather more in question, and the successful
establishment the organisational mechanisms that will provide a fully integrated and
institutionalised platform within country depend on the ability to get all partners into the
frame.
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Gender and vulnerability. The PW Gender Strategy was developed in 2012. It contains
some sound material on how gender may be mainstreamed into the programme, and how
progress may be captured through gender-sensitive indicators. There appears to have been
some progress in terms of the provision of gender-disaggregated data at country level.
However, no other evidence was apparent in the countries assessed that the planned stepwise implementation of the strategy was underway.
Monitoring and Evaluation. The PW Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy was also developed
in 2012. It contains both innovative and sound ideas for increasing the frequency and rigour
of M&E activities, both centrally and at country level. The strategy document contains a
comprehensive 15 point action plan. Implementation would seem to have been slow,
influenced by staff constraints, which have now been addressed with the appointment of
dedicated staff centrally and regionally in some cases. It would appear that the
implementation of the strategy at national level is rather slow, and an updated work plan
detailing progress is needed.
Useful information is gathered by use of the Plant Clinic Monitoring Form by supervision
missions in Vietnam, which then inform meetings of the steering committee, cluster groups
and feed back to CABI HQ. This form should be used during supervision missions in other
countries.
Soil health and plant health. The soil is the medium in which plants grow, and the health of
this medium can have significant impact on the health of the plants it supports. This is not
only in terms of the amount and balance of nutrients and water held and made available, but
also with regard to the multitude of organisms for which it also a medium and whose activity
can be both vital to crop growth and deleterious. Consequently, management of soil health is
a crucial component of ensuring good plant health. Plantwise training includes discussion of
this issue and due identification of abiotic alongside biotic factors affecting plant health.
However this large and complex subject forms only a small part of the training and plant
doctors frequently expressed difficulty in differentiating abiotic from biotic symptoms in
diseases of complex aetiology. Indeed the involvement of abiotic imbalances in reducing the
resilience and resistance of crops to pest and diseases is probably underestimated. CABI is
currently working with the Africa Soil Health Consortium on Supporting knowledge sharing
on Integrated Soil Fertility Management (ISFM) for increased Productivity. As ISFM is so
closely linked with IPM, this would seem a potentially valuable, and indeed necessary,
development and extension of Plant clinic activities.

6.2

Recommendations
1

2

3
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Pakistan. The Pakistan programme should focus on establishing appropriate
governance structures that will provide it with the vision, policy guidance and
decision-making capacity to ensure that replication and scaling up can take
place from a sound institutional platform.
China. The China programme needs to focus now on broadening the
geographical reach and evidence base through work in other provinces.
There is now a real need for endorsement and support of a national
coordinating body, and NATESC appears to be the obvious choice.
Vietnam. There is a strong need for national support for the programme to
enable continuation and expansion. Further clarification is needed regarding
the requirements for the PW programme to qualify for government funding as
an effective innovation system, and a road map is needed for taking this
forward.
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Sri Lanka. Effective data management and analysis is increasingly an issue
with rapid expansion of the programme. Direct data entry, as piloted in eclinics appears to be working well and removes the current constraints
associated with hand written clinic forms. Current high levels of support could
be used to further pilot and scale up this initiative.
Governance of the programme has been neglected in some countries, and
this is an area where the programme needs to place more focus. Every effort
needs to be made to establish functional steering committees with a broad
representation from the private as well as public sector, and including civil
society and beneficiaries.
Partnerships. The programme would do well to widen its range of partners to
include not only the private sector, but also other organisations that are
increasingly engaging in development activities more generally, and
agricultural extension more particularly. This should include NGOs where
appropriate.
Plant clinics. The high degree of divergence observed in national plant clinic
models should be assessed (probably by an external reviewer) with a view to
capturing the extent and nature of that diversity, and reporting back to CABI
regarding what learning may be gathered and how, and to what ends this
might be put.
Plantwise ‘core business model’. There is a need for PW’s ‘core principles’ to
be articulated more clearly to offer some guidance and cohesion in the face of
diverging country programmes. This might include guidance on what is and is
not acceptable in terms of the components of these different models.
The private sector. Increased engagement with the private sector is inevitable
and should be undertaken in all country programmes, with caution. The PW
programme has an important role to play in assisting government partners to
engage fully in this discussion, and to provide a source of flexible funding to
allow it to test and pilot innovative strategies.
Impact. Farmer satisfaction surveys are needed to get feedback on field level
effectiveness, and to provide suggestions for improving the service. It would
be good to see these conducted in all of PW’s country programmes.
Development skills. PW work is increasingly moving into the development
sector and may find the need to ensure that it has the skills and experience
needed to do that at all levels, including deployment of socio-economic,
institutional and governance expertise.
Coverage and spread. A very small proportion of the population receive
advice, and PW may consider how to increase its coverage including greater
use of plant health rallies and other mass extension approaches.
Gender policy. The stepwise plan for the PW Gender Strategy needs to be
implemented.
Monitoring and Evaluation. The PW Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy was
developed in 2012. Implementation would seem to have been slow, and the
evaluation recommends a greater focus on speeding this up.
Soil and plant health. An additional training for established plant doctors to be
developed on Integrated Soil Fertility Management (ISFM) to complement
their IPM training.12

The training would focus on increasing resilience and resistance of crops to pest and diseases through
good nutritional practices (balanced use of both organic inputs and fertilisers), good soil husbandry
practices (use of rotation, mixed cropping and erosion control) and use of improved/ resilient
germplasm.
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External evaluation of the on-going donor-funded programme “Plantwise: integrated
plant health systems in Asia”
Asia, with five target countries: Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Vietnam, China,
Region
Myanmar
Coordinating
CAB International
agency
UK Department for International Development (DFID), Swiss Agency for
Development Cooperation (SDC), European Commission DG
Development Cooperation (AIDCO/DEVCO), Netherlands Department of
Donors
International Cooperation (DGIS), Irish Aid, International Fund for
Agricultural Development (IFAD), Australian Centre for International
Agricultural Research (ACIAR), Chinese Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)
Evaluation
Evidence on Demand
management
Background
Currently, up to 40% of the food grown worldwide is lost to plant pests (including diseases
and weeds) before it can be consumed (Oerke, 2006). This is often due to low awareness as
well as poor management, for which solutions and recommendations are already known.
International trade, travel and climate change are exacerbating the problem by altering and
accelerating the spread of plant pests. At the same time, an estimated 0.9 billion people are
going hungry every day. Over half of these are smallholder farmers in poor countries. Crop
health problems negatively impact on food security, income generation and world trade.
CABI’s mission is to improve people’s lives worldwide by providing information and applying
scientific expertise to solve problems in agriculture and the environment. CABI has 48
member countries, of which 36 are developing countries. At the CABI Review Conference in
2009, all CABI Member Countries gave CABI a mandate to begin investing in development
of the Plantwise programme building upon the existing expertise within CABI and its Global
Plant Clinic project and electronic databases, in particular the Crop Protection Compendium.
This decision to develop Plantwise as CABI’s flagship global programme was endorsed at
the 2011 Review Conference, recognising that the organisation’s focus on pests and
diseases, together with its expertise in managing agricultural knowledge and in training
farmers, meant that CABI was well-placed to address these needs, with the capability to
make a major impact on food security today, on a sustainable basis.
Plantwise offers an innovative approach to extension that aims to help smallholder farmers
to lose less of their crops to plant health problems and improve their productivity, enabling
them to feed more people from the same resources. Rather than focusing on a specific plant
health problem or problems, Plantwise strengthens links between plant health stakeholders
and improves access to information at all levels, building the capacity of existing systems to
effectively detect and manage problems as they arise. In doing so, Plantwise is well-aligned
with its donors’ objectives of improving food security in favour of the poorest and most
vulnerable, and contributing to the achievement of Millennium Development Goal (MDG) 1
(halve extreme poverty and hunger). By providing knowledge and tools required to enhance
agricultural productivity through sustainable practices, Plantwise will also contribute to
achieve MDG 7 (safeguard the environment).
The overall objective is to increase food security, alleviate poverty and improve livelihoods
by enabling farmers around the world to lose less, grow more and improve the quality of
what they grow.

28

The overall purpose is to deliver an effective system for providing plant health advice and
support to smallholder farmers in target countries backed up by a global knowledge bank,
through:




fostering diverse partnerships that underpin and sustain global efforts to remove
constraints to agricultural productivity through increased access to information and
effective delivery of national advisory services
implementing national networks of plant clinics and strengthen national plant health
systems to improve agricultural services for farmers
developing a global knowledge bank, bringing together existing and new information
on plant health to support and inform stakeholders in national plant health systems,
international bodies and the commercial sector, with long term potential for effective
global vigilance.

The region to be evaluated forms an integral part of the global Plantwise programme.
The Plantwise programme is currently (2015) implemented in 34 countries around the world,
of which 11 countries in Asia (Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cambodia, China, India, Myanmar,
Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Vietnam). The evaluation team of two consultants will
collectively visit 5 of these countries (China, Myanmar, Vietnam, Pakistan, Sri Lanka) to
evaluate the programme in Asia. The consultants will both start in Pakistan with an
introduction to CABI operations on the ground and a joint assessment of Plantwise in
Pakistan, after which each consultant will visit two further countries (Sri Lanka and Vietnam;
China and Myanmar).
In-country collaboration centres on key stakeholders contributing to extension, research,
regulation and input supply. Two key partnership areas in each country are with the ‘local
implementing organisations’ (the partners who will actually be running the clinics on the
ground) and with the ‘national responsible organisation’ (the country-specific body
responsible for national coordination of plant clinic services and with the authority to decide
on pest and disease reporting issues).
In most countries the Ministry of Agriculture is the primary partner, since it generally has
overall responsibility for agricultural research, public extension and regulation. Research
organisations, universities, and colleges need to be involved in the plant health system so as
to provide technical back-stopping and diagnostic support for the clinics. Agro-input
suppliers and the other organisations that are involved in the input supply chain can also
become partners through the provision of advice and resources.
The Plantwise knowledge bank partners with other repositories for the provision of
complementary datasets, services or technologies according to the priority to deliver to
specific end-user requirements. Partners who have already been identified to support the
plant clinic network and in-country needs for information on diagnosis and advice, these
include national, regional and international organisations.
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Evaluation Objectives
The external evaluation, which has been agreed with Plantwise donors, will provide sufficient
information to:
a.

b.
c.

Make an overall independent assessment about the performance of the global
programme, paying particular attention to the impact against objectives, its relevance
for stakeholders, effectiveness, efficiency and risks/potentials for the mid-term future.
The evaluation should consider the programme as a whole, including all aspects of
coordination and implementation, with a focus on in-country activities in Asia;
Identify key lessons learned to date and assess programme responsiveness to
challenges in implementation;
Propose practical recommendations for the improvement of country-specific
interventions to strengthen the outputs, outcomes and impact of the programme in
the region.

Issues to be studied
The consultants shall verify, analyse and assess according to the five evaluation criteria
endorsed by the OECD-DAC (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact),
and to additional evaluation criteria (added value and coherence). A focus on the expected
impact of the action in the selected countries, coherence of the action at continental level
and visibility strategy implementation is also required.
Specific questions to be addressed by the consultants will be agreed with CABI before the
start of the field phase. Lessons learned and experiences from different countries should be
identified in order to evaluate the implementation of the programme through a comparative
approach.
The Plantwise programme is being financially evaluated on a yearly basis by external
auditors and also upon request by donors. Therefore, this external evaluation will not assess
any programme finances or use of funds.
Methodology
The evaluation is managed and quality assured by Evidence on Demand. Once the external
evaluation team has been contractually engaged, the evaluation process will be carried out
through three phases: Inception Phase, Field Phase and Synthesis Phase, as described
below:
1.
Inception phase
In the inception phase, relevant programming documents (Annex 1) should be reviewed, as
well as documents shaping the wider strategy/policy framework. On the basis of the
information collected the evaluation team should:
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Describe the development co-operation context
Analyse and comment on the logical framework
Interview the programme management (coordination)
Interview Plantwise Knowledge Bank management and Monitoring and Evaluation
(M&E) management
Develop an indicative methodology for the overall assessment of the programme
(note: written questionnaires should not be used)
Develop the evaluation questions identifying provisional indicators and their
verification means, and describe the analysis strategy. Being a technical evaluation,
it is important that the team should not request financial information from
implementation partners, but rather assess efficiency and value in
technical/operational terms






Present each evaluation question stating the information already gathered and their
limitations provide a first partial answer to the question, identify the issues still to be
covered and the assumptions still to be tested, and describe a full method to answer
the question.
Develop the work plan including time schedule
Submit to CABI the proposed detailed work plan with an indicative list of people to be
interviewed, surveys to be undertaken, and tentative visit itinerary. This plan has to
be flexible enough to accommodate for any last-minute difficulties in the field

An Inception report shall be prepared and submitted to Evidence on Demand and CABI for
feedback and corrections as relevant before the start of the field phase.
2.
Field phase
The evaluation team should:





Ensure adequate contact and consultation with, and involvement of, the different
stakeholders; working closely with the relevant government authorities and agencies
during their entire assignment. Use the most reliable and appropriate sources of
information and will harmonise data from different sources to allow ready
interpretation
Immediately discuss with Evidence on Demand if any significant deviation from the
agreed work plan or schedule is perceived as creating a risk for the quality of the
evaluation
Summarise its field works at the end of each country visit, discuss the reliability and
coverage of data collection, and present its preliminary findings in a meeting with
Plantwise staff on the last day of each country visit. In-country Plantwise donor
representatives will be invited to each of these country debriefing sessions.
Feedback to these debriefs should be considered when preparing country debrief
reports

The outputs of the field phase are country debrief reports (Aide Memoires), which will be
submitted to Evidence on Demand and CABI.
3.
Synthesis phase
This phase is mainly devoted to the preparation of the draft final and final report. The
consultants will make sure that their assessments are objective and balanced, affirmations
accurate and verifiable, and recommendations realistic. They will acknowledge clearly where
changes in the desired direction are known to be already taking place, in order to avoid
misleading readers and causing unnecessary irritation or offence.
The evaluation team should not repeat the work already covered by available documents
(Annex 1) but use them and go beyond them.
The draft final report will be submitted to Evidence on Demand, who will quality control the
draft final report. Once deemed of sufficient quality, Evidence on Demand will share the draft
final report for comments with CABI. To discuss the draft final report, a meeting will be
organised for the Evaluation Team Leader with the Plantwise Programme Board (one or two
days during 2-4 September) in the proximity of Basel, Switzerland.
On the basis of comments expressed by the Plantwise Programme Board, and shared with
Evidence on Demand, the evaluation team has to amend and revise the draft report to
become the final report. Comments requesting methodological quality improvements should
be taken into account, except where there is a demonstrated impossibility, in which case full
justification should be provided by the evaluation team. Comments on the substance of the
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report may be either accepted or rejected. In the latter instance, the evaluation team is to
motivate and explain the reasons in writing.
The main conclusions of the final report should be presented by the Evaluation Team Leader
using a 30-minute PowerPoint presentation to the Annual Plantwise Donor Forum meeting
(6-7 October 2015) at Expo Milano, Italy. This PowerPoint must provide a fair and overall
reflection on the evaluation process and findings and be submitted to CABI at least 1 week
before the event.
Reporting Requirements
The reports must match quality standards. The text of the report should be illustrated, as
appropriate, with maps, graphs and tables as relevant. The consultants will submit the
following reports in English:
a.

b.

c.

d.

Inception report of maximum 12 pages to be submitted at the end of the inception
phase. In the report the consultants shall describe the first finding of the study, the
foreseen degree of difficulties in collecting data, other encountered and/or foreseen
difficulties in addition to the programme of work and staff mobilization. The inception
report will be submitted to Evidence on Demand and CABI for comments to be
provided within 5 working days after the submission of the draft report. Comments
shall be integrated in the report and the final inception report shall be provided by the
consultants within 2 working days.
Mission Aide-Memoires of maximum 5 pages for each mission (i.e. each visited
country). The aide memoire should specify, in a standardised manner, the
attendance, main issues discussed, relevant meetings held, and findings/results. The
aide memoire should be submitted to Evidence on Demand and CABI after maximum
3 working days from the end of each country visit.
Draft final report (of maximum 30 pages main text) using the structure set out in
Annex 2. Besides answering the evaluation questions, the draft final report should
also synthesise all findings and conclusions into an overall assessment of the
Plantwise programme. The first draft of the report should be presented to Evidence
on Demand within 1 week after the end of the field phase and CABI. Based on the
draft report, a powerpoint needs to be prepared and presented to CABI at the
Plantwise Programme Board Meeting in the first week of September. Written
comments will be provided by Evidence on Demand and CABI within 5 working days.
Final report with the same specifications as mentioned under 3 above, incorporating
any additional comment received from Evidence on Demand and CABI on the draft
report after the Plantwise Programme Board meeting, to be presented within 1 week
after the receipt of these comments. The final report should be submitted to Evidence
on Demand for final quality control and to CABI. Based on the final report, a
powerpoint presentation needs to be prepared and presented to the Plantwise donor
forum meeting in the second week of October.

All reports that are submitted to the Evidence on Demand, will be formally approved by
Evidence on Demand after quality control to ensure objectivity and transparency of the
external evaluation. All reports should be distributed in electronic version only.
The Evaluation Team
The evaluation team will be composed of 1 senior expert / team leader (28 working days)
and 1 junior expert (24 working days).
The team leader will coordinate the work of the evaluation team during the whole contracting
period and will supervise the drafting of all the documents that have to be submitted to
Evidence on Demand and CABI by the indicated deadlines as in below.
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The junior expert will cooperate with and under the team leader supervision in the evaluation
process and in drafting the required documents. He/she will not take part in the meetings
organized for the purpose of discussing the draft final report or presenting the evaluation
conclusions.
Field missions will be done by both consultants. Initially, both consultants will conduct a joint
visit to the first targeted country (Pakistan) to establish a standardised approach for incountry work. Subsequently, the two consultants divide the remaining 4 countries between
them to lead evaluation studies separately.
The team should have the following profiles and qualifications:
Senior expert (Team leader)

A solid and diversified experience in the specific field of expertise needed (minimum
10 year experience in extension services, integrated pest management, agricultural
research for development, SPS)

in-depth knowledge of programme evaluation methods and techniques (minimum 10
year experience)

Professional experience of agricultural research and extension systems in
developing countries

Proven excellent report writing

Fully conversant with the principles and working methods of project cycle
management and donor aid delivery methods

He/she will have at least 10 years’ experience in development cooperation

Experience in working on Asian cooperation regional/country projects (at least 10
years)

Full working knowledge of English (knowledge of any relevant Asian languages will
be an asset but not required)

Understanding of donor development policies and practices
Junior expert

Some experience in the specific field of expertise needed (extension services,
integrated pest management, agricultural research for development, M&E)

Knowledge of programme evaluation methods and techniques

Proven excellent report writing

Fully conversant with the principles and working methods of project cycle
management and donor aid delivery methods

He/she will have at least 5 years’ experience in development cooperation

Experience in working on Asian cooperation regional/country projects

Full working knowledge of English (knowledge of any relevant Asian languages will
be an asset but not required)

Understanding of donor development policies and practices
Work plan and timetable
The assignment should start in July 2015 and be carried out over a period of 14 weeks. It
should be noted that the 14 weeks correspond to the total duration of the assignment, which
include several periods for the provision of comments to the draft reports.
The place of implementation for the inception phase will be: the place of residence of the
evaluators. The field phase will entail missions in Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Vietnam, China and
Myanmar. The synthesis phase will include for the Team leader tow meetings, one meeting
to be held with the Plantwise Programme Board in Switzerland (early September, date tbc),
one meeting to present at the Plantwise Donor Forum in Italy (Milano, 6 or 7 October).
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The dates mentioned in the table may be changed with the agreement of all parties
concerned. Travel days to and from locations in below table are not considered working
days.
Activity

Inception Phase
 Work planning, data
search, preliminary
analysis
 Interviews with
Plantwise programme
coordination,
Knowledge Bank and
M&E management
teams (CABI)
 Introduction to the
Plantwise knowledge
bank
 Incorporating feedback
on draft inception report
 Finalising work plan
and inception report
Field Phase
 Travel Eur/Asian
countries and back
 In-country assessments
according to agreed
work plan
 Finalising mission aide
memoires (per country)
Synthesis Phase
 Drafting provisional
final report
 Team leader meeting
with Plantwise
Programme Board in
Germany, first week
Sept
 Finalization of report
 Team leader
presentation of
evaluation conclusions
to the Donor Forum , 6
or 7 Oct, Italy
TOTAL

Location

Duration

Home
based

Week 1
to
Week 4

Working Days
Senior
Junior
expert
expert

6

6

Week 5
Target
Asian
countries

To

14

14

Week 9

Home
based, for
the team
leader
also
Germany
and Italy

Week 10
To

8

4

Week 14

14 weeks

Output

Draft inception
report submission
for comments,
delivery of final
inception report

Individual country
debriefing
meetings, delivery
of country aide
memoires

Submission of the
first draft report,
Plantwise
Programme Board
powerpoint
presentation,
submission of the
Final report, Donor
Forum powerpoint
presentation

28 + 24

Roles and responsibilities in the evaluation
Evaluation team:
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Clarify terms of reference together with Evidence on Demand and CABI
Carry out the evaluation according to the agreed work plan and procedures as
described above
Brief the CABI regional teams and local partners on the procedure and content of the
evaluation



Work with CABI to plan activities and with Evidence on Demand to ensure
submission of accountabilities for all travel and subsistence costs (flights, local travel
and hotel accommodation actuals plus daily subsistence for meals)

Evidence on Demand:






Commission the external evaluation using the financial provision in the CABI
Plantwise budget and according to the Terms of Reference
Identify independent external evaluators
Responsible for duty of care during the evaluation mission
Assure independence and transparency of the external evaluation
Quality controls the reports

Plantwise donors (DFID, SDC, EC, DGIS, Irish Aid, IFAD, ACIAR, Chinese MoA):




Consider and agree to the evaluation Terms of References
Where possible and relevant, in-country donor representatives participate in country
debrief meetings with evaluation consultant(s) and CABI
As part of the Plantwise Donor Forum meeting, participate in meeting with evaluation
leader and CABI to discuss conclusions of the final report

CABI:
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Facilitates access to relevant documents (Annex 1)
Provides logistical and organisational support
Covers costs of external evaluation, via Evidence on Demand
Supports briefing of the CABI Asia regional team and local partners on the procedure
and content of the evaluation
Makes programme staff available to respond to information requests by evaluation
team
Comments on the draft of the evaluation report
Organises Plantwise Programme Board and Plantwise Donor Forum meetings to
discuss the draft final report and facilitate presentation of conclusions, respectively

Annex 2 Consultants undertaking the evaluation

Elizabeth Kiff, Independent Consultant
Elizabeth Kiff is a trained agriculturalist, natural resource manager and environmentalist,
with over 25 years’ of working with International donors, governments and research
institutions. She has experience at all stages of programme formulation, implementation and
monitoring and evaluation with specific inputs to project design, proposal preparation,
programme implementation and results-based management.
Selected Professional Experience
Rural Development and Livelihoods Consultant, European Union, Pakistan (February
2015 - October 2015)

Country level evaluation responsible for cross-cutting issues of environment, climate
change adaptation and resilience
International Consultant, FAO and Government of Myanmar, Myanmar (December 2013
- March 2014)

Improved cropland management as part of Climate Mitigation programme.

Identification of suitable sustainable land management initiatives with related carbon
benefits and avoided emission benefits.

Assessment of effectiveness of legal and regulatory frameworks for sustainable land
management and improved cropland management.
Team Leader, UNEP/GEF, Kenya/Zambia/Ethiopia (March-June 2012)

Coordination and data collection on removing barriers to invasive plant management
in Africa

Analysis of management framework and adaptive management approaches

Assess effectiveness of implementation, relevance of changes in programme design
and overall performance in reaching goals.
International Consultant, UNDP, Myanmar (April - May 2011)

Evaluation of integrated community development component and effectiveness of
links to primary healthcare, education and water sanitation initiatives.
Evaluation Team Member, EU funded, Bhutan (January- February 2011)

Post-evaluation for medicinal plants project, phase II. Evaluation of performance and
impact of the project.
Evaluation Team Member, IFAD, Pakistan (July-August 2007)

Evaluation of agricultural components and analysis of relationship to agricultural
sector, nationally.
International Consultant, FINNIDA, Vietnam (May-June, October-November 2007)

Land-use suitability mapping and development of sustainable farming systems in
Dakrong district for third phase of Quang Tri Rural Development Programme.
International Consultant, DFID, Nepal (April – May 2007)

Country programme evaluation mission, responsible for evaluation of agriculture,
forestry, food security, rural development, roads and micro-enterprise development
activities.
Selected Education
BSc (Hons) Agricultural Botany, University of Reading 1978-1982
MSc in Agricultural Research and Development, University of East Anglia 1988-1989
Environmental assessment and management in agricultural development, University of
London, Wye College, 1995
Medicinal Plants, Purdue University, USA, 2000
Languages
English (Native); French (Basic); Cebuano (Basic); Nepali (Basic)
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Peter Reid, Independent Consultant
Peter Reid is a highly experienced and trained independent consultant working in Natural
Resource Management, Livelihoods and Agriculture with over 30+ years working for
governments, NGOs and private organisations. A team leader and project manager for 15+
years, Peter brings a pragmatic approach to his technical knowledge and a deep
understanding of the policy development sector.
Selected Professional Experience
Livelihoods Specialist, Food and Agricultural Organisation & European Union,
Swaziland/Zimbabwe, (November 2014 - December 2014)

Final evaluation of Swaziland Agricultural Development Project.

Providing technical support for the evaluation team assessing the impact of project to
revitalise the sector.
Senior Advisor Rural Livelihoods, World Bank, Azerbaijan (October 2010 - December
2014)

Responsible for the design of the rural livelihoods component.

Project aims to increase independence of vulnerable rural poor, enhancing resilience
in an area where the effects of Climate Change are being felt.
Livelihoods and Climate Change Adaptation Specialist, European Union,
India/Bangladesh/Bhutan/Nepal/Myanmar (January 2012 - March 2012)

Developing a new €12.5m project that addresses the livelihoods and resilience of
poor mountain people in the Himalayan Region dealing with the socio-economic and
natural environment effects of Climate Change.
Livelihoods Specialist, Food and Agricultural Organisation, Pakistan (2005 - 2006)

Conducted rapid livelihoods assessments in post-earthquake emergency and
rehabilitation in Pakistan-administered Kashmir.
Farming Systems Research and Extension Specialist, World Bank funded, Pakistan
(1995 - 1997)

Supported Government of Pakistan in implementation of Northern Resource
Management project in Kashmir
Farming Systems Research and Extension Specialist, World Bank funded, Pakistan
(1994 - 1995)
 Supported Governments of Punjab and NWFP in implementation of Agricultural
Research project, Phase II
Farming Systems Research and Extension Specialist, World Bank funded, Pakistan
(1992 - 1994)

Working within the government, assisted Government of Sindh in implementation of
Sindh Agricultural Extension and Adaptive Research project.
Senior Technical Advisor, World Bank funded, Nigeria (1980-1984)

Responsible for the agricultural and crop science interests of ICI in Nigeria.
Selected Education
BSc (Hons) Agricultural, University of Reading 1969-72
MSc in Natural Resource Management, University of East Anglia 1984-1985
PhD Rural Development, University of East Anglia, 1998-92
Certification in Management, Open University, 2001-2002
Languages
English (Native); Italian (Good).
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Annex 3 Evaluation questions

The evaluation broadly followed the criteria set out by the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
in Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance13 . Further definition is given in the
Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation14 and guidance on Results Based Management15. The
Evaluation Questions, below, illustrate how the team used these in practice, using standard
evaluation questions with some additional elements and nuances. A matrix (see Annex 4)
was used to support analysis and contextualise the questions. A field checklist (see below)
provided the evaluation team with an aide-memoire to use during the field phase. This was
adapted and modified during the first country visit in Pakistan, where the two external
consultants worked together, before moving on to China, Vietnam and Sri Lanka.
These questions and follow-on enquiries were explored within individual interviews with
identified stakeholders, in focus group discussions with key beneficiaries and stakeholders,
through field visits to plant health clinics and beneficiary farmers, and through skype and
video conferencing, where face-to-face meetings are not possible.
The broad evaluation questions are firstly posed below. An evaluation matrix given in Annex
4 takes these further, providing the basis for analysis and reporting, and placing the
questions more into context. Finally, below the broad evaluation questions, there is an aidememoire used by evaluators, providing them with a frame for fieldwork.
Broad evaluation questions:
Relevance
This series of questions aim to assess the extent to which the Plantwise programme is
suited to the priorities and policies of the target groups – beneficiaries, national agencies and
donors. It is somewhat inward looking, inasmuch as it focusses on the programme as
defined in the logical framework, seeking to assess the extent to which the outcomes and
outputs as they were defined at the design stage are still relevant to the prevailing
circumstances, or if there have been any significant changes to these that might require an
adjustment at the next available opportunity. These questions are also aligned to seek some
level of attribution; some outputs and activities may be contributing more to attainment of
project objectives than others.
Questions:
1.
To what extent is the planned outcome of the Plantwise programme still valid?
2.
Are the outputs (and activities) of the programme consistent with the attainment of its
outcomes?
3.
Are the outputs (and activities) of the programme consistent with the intended
impacts for beneficiaries?
4.
Are Plantwise objectives consistent with national culture, local priorities and
circumstances?
Effectiveness
These questions seek to measure the extent to which the Plantwise programme is attaining
its intended outcomes and outputs. The series of questions rely to a large extent on the
project M&E function to provide information and data, measuring changes that have
occurred as a result of programme activities. This relies to a large extent on the existence of
13
14

15
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OECD 1991. Following the DAC Principles for the Evaluation of Development Assistance, OECD (1991)
OECD 1996. Glossary of Terms Used in Evaluation, in 'Methods and Procedures in Aid Evaluation',
OECD (1996)
OECD 2000. Results Based Management (RBM) Terms, OECD (2000)

a sound and reliable baseline survey, from which starting point targets and milestones are
set and measured.
Questions:
1.
To what extent have the outcomes and outputs already been achieved / are likely to
be achieved?
2.
What are the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the
outcomes and outputs?
3.
How effective has the programme been in meeting the needs of beneficiaries?
4.
How effective are the partnerships developed to date with governments, other
agencies and service providers?
5.
How effective has Plantwise been in its M&E programme, is a monitoring system in
place that allows tracking and critical assessment of achievements?
Efficiency
Efficiency again requires strong M&E data to enable it to measure outputs, qualitative and
quantitative, in relation to inputs. Is Plantwise using its available resources in a cost-effective
manner to achieve results? This requires comparing alternative approaches to achieving the
same outputs, to see whether the most efficient process has been adopted.
Questions:
1.
What are the alternatives to Plantwise, and is the programme being implemented in
the most cost-efficient way compared to these?
2.
Are Plantwise objectives being achieved on time?
3.
Are selected partners the most efficient in terms of delivery of required services?
Impact
This set of questions seeks to identify the range of positive and negative impacts induced by
Plantwise, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended. This will include the main impacts
and effects on the national/local social, economic, environmental and other development
indicators and includes the positive and negative impact of external factors, such as changes
in terms of trade, market forces, financial circumstances, and environment/climate change.
Questions:
1.
What has happened as a result of the Plantwise programme?
2.
What real difference have activities made to beneficiaries?
3.
How many people have been affected?
Sustainability
Sustainability is concerned with measuring whether the benefits of an activity are likely to
continue after donor funding has been withdrawn, and considers environmental as well as
financial sustainability. It looks to ascertain as to whether measures are being put into place
to ensure continuity, whether a continuity strategy is in place, and whether there are any
signs of sustainability that can be observed from activities to date.
Questions:
1.
To what extent is it likely that the benefits of the Plantwise programme will continue
after donor funding ceases?
2.
What are the major factors which are influencing the achievement or nonachievement of sustainability?
3.
How sustainable has the programme been so far?

39

Field questions; an aide memoire
The Evaluation Questions are here transformed into the actual questions that will be posed
in the field. This list is a guide only, not a questionnaire, and will act as an aide-memoire.
These questions will be field tested in Pakistan and modified accordingly.
Relevance
1.
To what extent is the planned outcome of the Plantwise programme still valid?
Field questions

What is the level of national capacity (both in terms of national resources and
their capacity to deliver) and to what extent has PW helped to develop this

Does the PHS appear adequate and holistic in country; do all its components
work and contribute significantly in improving the national plant health system
components

How is the PW approach working in country? Is it functioning effectively?

(To government partners) How relevant is the PW programme with regard to
national objectives?
2.
Are the outputs (and activities) of the programme consistent with the attainment of its
outcomes?
Field questions

How are the PHSD, KB and M&E activities individually contributing to the
development of a sustainable PHS in country?
3.
Are the outputs (and activities) of the programme consistent with the intended
impacts for beneficiaries?
Field questions

To what extent are individual beneficiaries actually benefitting from the full
range of PW activities?

Are PW activities reaching the poorer producers?

Are they satisfied with the service they are being provided with?

Is there any way that this service could be improved?
4.
Are Plantwise objectives consistent with national culture, local priorities and
circumstances?
Field questions

Are there any ways in which the PW programme conflicts with local interests,
culture, social norms?
5.
Is the Plantwise programme responsive to climate change?
Field questions

What is the national and more localised picture in terms of climate change?

How is the PW programme adapting itself to address these changes?
6.
Is the Plantwise programme still relevant and responsive given changing global and
national market-driven forces?
Field questions

What private sector players are there in country engaged in market value
chain activities?

What donor activity / projects exist in country that address value chains and
M4P?
7.
Is the Theory of Change still relevant and appropriate?
Field questions

Is the TOC a tool that is in regular use by field teams?
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Annex 4 Evaluation field question matrix

The evaluation matrix has been developed as a tool to assist in the analysis process and contextualise the evaluation questions. It outlines
what information has currently been accessed, provides an early response, defines what issues are outstanding and which assumptions are
still to be tested, and indicates how the response may be framed in the final report.
Question

Information available

Early response

Issues remaining

Assumptions to
test

Final report response

We need to question
whether (i) PW
approach is optimal
(ii) if PHS is an
adequate working
model and (iii) if
working through
government and the
public sector is
optimal

We will comment fully on how
effectively capacity is being
built in 5 countries, whether
the PHS model is adequate
and how established PHS are,
whether the PW approach is
working

The 5 PW logframe
outputs articulate
what’s happening,
and what needs to
happen in particular
to promote
sustainability

A full description on how the 5
outputs (and activities)
contribute to the outcome

RELEVANCE

1. To what extent is the
planned outcome of the
Plantwise programme
still valid?

Logframe 2013 ver
Data on clinic numbers,
trainings, partners etc
on POMS

2. Are the outputs (and
activities) of the
programme consistent
with the attainment of
its outcomes?

Info on PHSD and KB
activities and modus
operandi comprehensive
from website, reports

3. Are the outputs (and
activities) of the
programme consistent
with the intended
impacts for
beneficiaries?
4. Are Plantwise

Full info on activities and
outputs, but impact data
on beneficiaries
restricted to SHAs and a
Rapid Satisfaction
Survey
We will obtain these in-
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The Outcome seems
sound as far as
establishing a PHS is
concerned, but
concerns about how
PW can help to make
these sustainable.
National capacity being
built, strong variability
between countries.
PW approach is
adapting with IT trends;
seems comprehensive
but costly
Activities of PHSD and
KB appear to be in line
with the outcome and
outcome indicators.
Output 2 needs to
focus more on
developing private
sector links

Is PHS as described
an adequate model?
Is PW approach the
best way, does it
need to be adapted?
Close evaluation of
capacity in 5
countries

How effective is
delivery on the
ground?
Are the outputs
packaged in the best
way?

It looks likely that
beneficiaries are
reasonably satisfied
with PW activities as
described in logframe

We need to question
beneficiaries
regarding levels of
satisfaction in the
field

Since PW is being

Interviews in-country

We need to test the
assumption that all
activities detailed in
the logframe are
relevant and
necessary
We will test the

An articulation of how the PW
programme is having an
impact on beneficiaries, and
what kind of impact
Final report will comment on

will permit us to
judge this

Assumptions to
test
assumption that the
PW prog ‘fits’ well in
the 5 countries and
is appreciated

TOC is in PW strategy

TOC appears rather
narrow and limited,
focused on technical
side of PHS

What change are we
talking about?

TOC needs to
include wider crop
production aspects
and include market
orientation

A full commentary on the TOC
with suggestions for change

1. To what extent have
the outcome and
outputs already been
achieved / are likely to
be achieved?

Data on number of plant
clinics etc from POMS
Annual reports on
progress against
milestones

It appears that some
countries have
performed well, others
less so
Measurement problems
- absence of baseline

Full country data and
assessment required
from field visits

How far can we go
given limited M&E
information
availability

A full assessment of the
degree to which outputs and
the outcome have been
achieved in 5 countries

2. What are the major
factors influencing the
achievement or nonachievement of the
outcome and outputs?

Limited M&E data on
attribution

National political will
and capacity seem to
be major factors

Needs field
assessment to
understand more
fully

A full assessment of major
factors affecting national
performance

3. How effective has the
programme been in
meeting the needs of
beneficiaries?

SHA Myanmar, Sri
Lanka
Rapid Smart Survey on
Farmer Satisfaction with
PC visits 2015

Reports not yet
assimilated

We will test this in
the field through KIIs
and FGDs

A full report on the detail of
how beneficiaries are being
affected in 5 countries,
beyond the immediate
benefits of clinics

Question
objectives consistent
with national culture,
local priorities and
circumstances?

7. Is the Theory of
Change still relevant
and appropriate

Information available
country

Early response
implemented through
local partners it seems
likely that it will be
locally relevant and
appropriate

Issues remaining

Final report response
PW performance in 5
countries and how that fits
with national priorities/circs

EFFECTIVENESS

4. How effective are the
partnerships developed
to date with
governments, other
agencies and service
providers?

POMS, PW Strategy

Partnerships so far
limited almost entirely
to public sector in
establishment of PW
prog

5. How effective has

Discussions with M&E

Absence of a baseline
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Does this need to
change from here?
As systems are
established and
institutionalised, do
partners need to
change/be
expanded?
Need to assess

Is increasing
involvement with the
private sector going
to be possible / a
good thing?

A full section devoted to
partnerships, what they aim to
achieve, how effective they
are, ways forward

M&E is starting to

An assessment of Output 5,

Question
Plantwise been in its
M&E programme, is a
monitoring system in
place that allows
tracking and critical
assessment of
achievements?

Information available
team
Logframe 2013 ver
Limited documentation
on M&E processes

Early response

Issues remaining

makes assessment
difficult Focus on
building national
capacity (hence its
existence as an
Output)
Outcome Indicators
need closer look

national capacity
Closer examination
and assessment of
logframe at upperlogic levels

Assumptions to
test
function effectively
at national level, and
info generated is
being used locally

Final report response
M&E performance

EFFICIENCY
What are the
alternatives?
We need to calculate
some broad financial
indicators for
comparative
purposes
Examine why
different countries
have varied
performance levels
We will need to look
at alternative players
with comparative
advantage who
could work with
government

We will challenge
the assumption that
delivery via
government and the
public sector is the
most efficient means
of delivery
Can we assume that
a PW prog will
always take root? If
not, why not?
We need to test the
assumption that
government is
able/willing to do
this without private
sector support

Indirect, negative and
unintentional impacts
are maybe unlikely but
we need to keep an
eye open in the field

We will assess the
full range of impacts
in the field

Can we make the
assumption that all
results are positive
and direct?

This will include an analysis of
wider impacts, including
positive/negative,
direct/indirect,
intentional/unintentional

It would seem so far
that all impacts are
positive

We will ask
questions about the
full range of impacts
in KIIs and FGDs

We need to test the
assumption that all
impacts are positive
and intentional

This will be an analysis of how
the full range of impacts
affects the target beneficiaries

1. Are Plantwise
activities cost-efficient,
compared to alternative
service delivery
models?

Some summary budget
data

PW services seem high
quality but costly. .
Requires further
analysis

2. Are Plantwise
objectives being
achieved on time?

POMS, timelines in PW
Strategy doc

It seems as if some
countries are on target
others not

Primary partners are
government by default

Government as
extension service
providers are often
massively inefficient
but the only show in
town

1. What has happened
as a result of the
Plantwise programme?

Some info on intended
impacts, but limited data
in terms of
indirect/unintentional

2. What real difference
have activities made to
beneficiaries?

We have no information
on unintentional or
negative impacts of the
programme

3. Are selected partners
the most efficient in
terms of delivery of
required services?

We will take a broad look at
alternative service delivery
models, and make some
general cost and efficiency
comparisons
An analysis of progress
against targets and
milestones where these are
available
A look at existing partners in
the 5 countries; an
assessment of other partners
with cost implications

IMPACT
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Question

3. How many people
have been affected?

Information available

Early response

Issues remaining

We have no information
on how many people are
affected by unintentional
or negative impacts of
the programme

We have no
information on this to
date

Any figures on
numbers involved
are likely to be rough
estimates

Some information from
SHAs

NAES in developing
countries are underresourced and underperforming, with many
in sharp decline.
Relying on these for
continuity requires
further analysis and
thought

Can the public
sector take up where
CABI/PW leaves off?
If not, who might
help in filling the
gaps?

Assumptions to
test
We need to test the
assumption above,
and try and estimate
its spread and
importance

Final report response
We will assess numbers of
people affected by range of
PW impacts in 5 countries

SUSTAINABILITY
1. To what extent is it
likely that the benefits of
the Plantwise
programme will
continue after donor
funding ceases?

2. What are the major
factors which are
influencing the
achievement or nonachievement of
sustainability?

Some information from
SHAs

Lack of financial and
human resources
within government are
likely to be major
factors in achieving
some kind of continuity.
However it is likely that
other private sector
players may be able to
take up some of the
slack

3. How sustainable has
the programme been so
far?

Information on this to be
made available

After 4 years it’s too
early to gauge
sustainability
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Factors to consider:
a. Institutional
capacity (to maintain
and manage in
future)
b. Financial
mechanisms to
ensure on-going flow
of benefits
c. Political support;
policy/regulatory
frameworks in place
d. Cultural
appropriateness
e. Technical
adequacy
f. Cost-recovery
mechanisms
Interviews with
senior public sector
players can give us

We will test the
assumption that
reliable and
continued service
provision via
national public
sectors is viable

We will examine various postPW scenarios in 5 countries,
and assess their potential for
sustainability

We need to assess
the importance of
these in the field
through KIIs with
senior public sector
players

We will list and categorise the
various factors affecting
sustainability, assess their
impact and attempt to rank
their importance

That the public
sector has the
incentives to

We will make a comparison
between 5 countries regarding
potential for sustainability to

Question

Information available

Early response

Issues remaining
an idea about
institutional and
political will that
supports PW
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Assumptions to
test
continue after
funding from PW
dries up

Final report response
date

Annex 5 List of documents reviewed
Plantwise (2012) Annual Report of Plantwise Programme. Cabi
http://www.plantwise.org/about-plantwise/publications/
Plantwise (2013) Annual Report of Plantwise Programme. Cabi
http://www.plantwise.org/about-plantwise/publications/
Plantwise (2014) Annual Report of Plantwise Programme. Cabi
http://www.plantwise.org/about-plantwise/publications/
Mur, R., Williams, F., Danielsen, S., Audet-Bélanger, G. and Mulema, J. (Eds). (2015)
Listening to the silent patients – Uganda’s journey towards institutionalising inclusive plant
health services. CABI Publishing.
Boa, E., Danielsen, S. and Haesen, S. (2015) Better together - identifying the benefits of a
closer integration between plant health, agriculture and one health. Chapter in: One Health:
the added value of integrated health approaches (Eds. Zinsstag et al.). CABI Publishing.
External Evaluation by SDC of Plantwise programme -Urs Scheidegger and Beno Graf (2013)
EC Mid-term Review of Plantwise Africa - Frans Doorman and Lionelle Ngo-Samnick (2014)
Bentley, J. W., Boa, E. R., Kelly, P., Harun-Ar-Rashid, M., Rahman, a. K. M., Kabeere, F., &
Herbas, J. (2009) Ethnopathology: local knowledge of plant health problems in Bangladesh,
Uganda and Bolivia. Plant Pathology, 58(4), 773–781. doi:10.1111/j.1365-3059.2009.02040.x
Plantwise (2012) Strategic (including Theory of Change and Theory of Action) 2012-2016
Plantwise (2014) Strategy 2015-2020
Plantwise programme-level logframe, revised in 2013.
Plantwise gender strategy,
Plantwise M&E strategy, June 2012
Evaluation of Plantwise in Kenya, Baseline report, 2015.
South and West Asia Regional Workshop Report (2015) Assessment on Road to
Sustainability.
Supporting Plantwise with digital technologies. Report on the piloting of e-plant clinics in
Kenya (March2014-March 2015).
Plant Health system stakeholder analysis workshop in Pakistan (2015)
Plant Health System stakeholder analysis workshop in Sri Lanka (2014)
Plantwise Programme Pakistan, Country Report (2015)
Plantwise Annual Report for Pakistan (2012)
Rapid Smart Survey on Farmers’ Satisfaction with Plant Clinic Visits. RSM, Pakistan and Sri
Lanka. June 2015.
Plant wise Policies (2014) International Transfer of Biological Specimens, Pest Reports, Use
of Plant Clinic Data, Personal Data protection, Use of Pesticides, Engaging Agro-input
suppliers, Principles and Ethics of fundraising.
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Annex 6 List of institutions and stakeholders met during the evaluation process

People Met during Field Visit of Plantwise Evaluation Team, Peter Reid and Elizabeth
Kiff, 10-14th August 2015, to Pakistan.
Name
Designation
th
Monday, August 10 2015

CABI Country Coordinator, Sri
Lanka
CABI Country Coordinator,
Afghanistan
Head of Monitoring and Evaluation
for Asia
Sindh coordinator

Plantwise Country Coordinator,
Pakistan
Global Director, Plant Health
Systems Development
component.
Plantwise Country Coordinator,
Sri Lanka
Plantwise Country Coordinator,
Afghanistan
Monitoring and Evaluation for
Asia
Sindh Province, regional support

Regional Coordinator Plantwise in
Asia

Regional Coordinator Plantwise
in Asia

Aamir Humayun

CABI Country Coordinator, Pakistan

Ashraf Poswal

Global Director, Plant Health
Systems Development.

Abdul Rehman
Mohamed Feheem
Ishad Ali
Yasar Saleem Khan
Malvika Chaudhary
(Present via Video link
)
Dr Shakeel Ahmad
Khan

Relationship to Plantwise

Food Security Commissioner,
Ministry of National Food Security
Plant Specialist, National Animal
Itrat Rasool Malhi
and Plant Health Department
Seed certification, Federal Seed
Nazar Iqbal
Certification and Registration
Department
Muhammed Tariq
Deputy Director Department of Plant
Khan
Protection, Karachi
Secretary, Ministry of National Food
Seerat Asghar Jaura
Security
Project Officer, Agha Khan
Naveed Ahmad
Foundation, Rural Development
Programme
th
Tuesday, August 11 , 2015
Chaudrey Khalid
Director of Agriculture
Mahmood
Dr Muhammad Ali
Director General, Agriculture
Naeem Aslam
CABI staff, Punjab coordinator
Mr Masood Qadir
Director Adaptive Research
Nr Muhammad Nasar
Deputy Director Agriculture
Mr Khalim Mahmood
Director HQ

National Coordinator, Pakistan
Plant Health System Stakeholder
Plant Health System Stakeholder
Plant Health System Stakeholder
Head of National Responsible
Organisation

Punjab Provincial Headquarters
Punjab Province, regional support
Provincial coordinator, Punjab
Provincial Data Manager
Provincial M&E Manager, Punjab
Caritas, Pakistan. Partner to
CABI in early pilot of Plant clinics
in Punjab

Amjad Gulzar

Executive Director

Amir Irfan

Head of development Unit/
livelihood and Food Security
Programme.

Caritas, Pakistan National
Secretariat

Anil Gill

Head of WASH and Health

Caritas, Pakistan National
Secretariat

Muhammad Abdul
Muqeet Khan

Executive District Officer, Kasur

Pervez Akhtar Kasur
Dr Ijaz Mehboob
Mr Mahammad
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District Agricultural Officer,
extension, Kasur
District Officer, Soil Fertility, Kasur
Agricultural Officer

Master Trainer (Entomology)

Name
Tayyab

Designation

Dr Besharat Saleem

Horticultural Officer at Sargoda

Aman Ullah
Field Assistant
Muhammad
Field Assistant
Shamaoon
Shahid Iqbal
Agricultural Officer
Muhammad Iqbal
Field Assistant
Muhammad Usman Field Assistant
Muhammad Saleem
Field Assistant
Sajid
Maqsood Ali
Field Assistant
Tahir Sarfiraz
Field Assistant
Ghulam Mustafa
Agricultural Officer
Muhammad Gulzar
Field Assistant
Muhammad
Field Assistant
Hussain
Munawar Ali Shah
Field Assistant
Muhammad Aslam
Field Assistant
Muhammad Naeem
Field Assistant
Asad
Muhammad
Field Assistant
Mansha
Muhammad Yahya
Field Assistant
Muhammad Umar
Pest Surveyor
Muhammad Fareed
Pest Surveyor
Muhammad Anwar
Agricultural Inspector
Javaid Alam
Field Assistant
Muhammad Abbas
Field Assistant
Tariq Aziz
Field Assistant
Muhammad
Field Assistant
Shaukat
Muhammad Aslam
Field Assistant
th
Wednesday, August 12 2015
Executive District Officer,
Tauveer Ahmed
Agriculture, Bahawalpur
Muhammad Irfan
District Agricultural Officer
Cheemo
Deputy District Officer, Agricultural
Muhammad Asufaq
extension
Muhammad Zehser
Agricultural Assistant Teh
Alam
Dr Masood Saleem
Sohail Shanee
Agricultural Officer
Shabbir Ahmad
Field Assistant
Khalid Jawid Bazmi
Agricultural Officer
Muhammad Fazhar
Agricultural Officer
Muhammad Akram
Field Assistant
Shahid
Muhammad Ashfaq
Field Assistant
Yasir Latif
Field Assistant
Ghalamalali
Field Assistant
M. Tariq
Field Assistant
M Kashij Ejaz
Agricultural Officer
Rashid Sarwar
Agricultural Officer
M Arshad
Agricultural Officer
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Relationship to Plantwise
Master Trainer, training during
field visit at Kasur District HQ.
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Bahawalpur District Headquarters

Data entry officer, Bahawalpur
Data Validator, Bahawalpur
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor

Name
Dr Shuab Kaleem
Nadeem Khan Muttan
Muhammad Abbas
Dr M Kashif Nadeem
Bhutta
th
Thursday, 13 August
Imtiz Shah
Bashir Ahmed
Attar Hussain Shah
Altaf Hussain Shah
M Iqbal
Hajim M. Sadiq
Salim Bhatti
Zubeir Malook
M. Bashir
Chaudhary Mushtaq
Ali
Aleem Raza Zaidi
Sajid Mahood
Dr M Shah Nawaz-ulRehman

Dr. Imram Alhaq
Noshaba Nargis
Iram Naz
Tahire Zaffer
Shamim Munir Khan
Amina Bibi
Bushra Riaz
Jaj Bibi
Shannaz Bibi
th
Saturday 14 August
Munawar Raza Kazmi
Renate Pors

Designation
Agricultural Officer
Agrcultural Officer
Agricultural Officer

Relationship to Plantwise
Master Trainer
Master Trainer
Master Trainer

Deputy Director, Plant Protection

Master Trainer

Agricultural Offficer
Field Assistant
Farmer
Agro-dealer, Asim Chowk
Agricultural Officer
Farmer
Agricultural Officer
Agricultural Officer
Farmer
Executive Agricultural Officer,
Vehari
Director of Agriculture, Vehari
Agricultural Officer, Vehari
Assistant Professor, Centre of
Agricultural Biochemistry and
Biotechnology, Virology lab,
University of Agriculture,
Faisalabad.
Assistant Professor, Fungal
Molecular Biology Laboratory,
University of Agriculture,
Faisalabad.
Agricultural Officer, Muzaffar Garh
Agricultural Officer, District
Khanewal
Farmer, District Muzaffar Garh
Farmer, District Muzaffar Garh
Farmer, District Muzaffar Garh
Farmer, District Muzaffar Garh
Farmer, District Muzaffar Garh
Farmer, District Muzaffar Garh

Plant doctor
Plant doctor
Beneficiary
Agro-dealer
Plant doctor
Beneficiary
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Beneficiary

ASLP Operations manager, ACIAR.
Head of Development Cooperation,
Deputy Head of Mission, Embassy
of the Kingdom of the Netherlands.

Funding Agency representative

Data management, Vehari.
Diagnostic lab in-charge for
virology questions

Diagnostic lab in-charge for
mycology questions
New plant doctor (female)
New plant doctor (female)
Potential beneficiary (female)
Potential beneficiary (female)
Potential beneficiary (female)
Potential beneficiary (female)
Potential beneficiary (female)
Potential beneficiary (female)

Funding Agency representative

People Met during Field Visit of Plantwise Evaluation Team, Peter Reid, 17-21st August
2015, to China.
Name
Designation
th
Monday, August 17 2015
Dr Feng Zhang
CABI Regional Director, East Asia
Wan Min
Programme Coordinator, PW
Zhi Liu
Project Assistant
Tang Rui
Project Scientist
Wang Jingjing
Finance
Yang Gie
Admin Assistant
Li Hongmei
Project Scientist
Wan Huanhuan
Project Scientist
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Relationship to Plantwise
I/C CABI Office
I/C PW Programme
PW staff member
PW staff member
PW staff member
PW staff member
CABI Joint Lab staff
CABI Joint Lab staff

Name
Zhang Jingping

Designation
Project Scientist
Director, Dept Int Cooperation, IPP,
Dr Julian Chen
CAAS
th
Tuesday, August 18 , 2015
Zhang Tao
Section Chief, BPPS
Guo Xihong
Deputy DG, BPPS
Wang Buyun
Data Manager
Chen Hya
Trainee
Prof Li Xinghong
Plant Pathologist, BAAFS
Prof Shu-Jun Wei
Plant Entomologist, BAAFS
th
Wednesday, August 19 2015
Director of Shitong Melon Park
Zhang Shitong
Cooperative
Administrator, Shitong Melon Park
Hou Ning
Cooperative
Tu Changhai
Farmer
Tian Guilin
Farmer
Yang Bohua
Farmer
Xue Hongjun
Farmer
Su Guoling
Farmer
Yang Jibiao
Farmer
Sun Lu
Vice-Director Paxing PPS
Zhang Guijuan

Vice-Director Paxing PPS

Zhang Chao
Shi Yunbo
Liu Changai
Pang Jianru
Zhang Fengboo
Lin Gedai
Liu Bingheng
Yang Hulin
Zou Juanxiu
Ms. Wu Yan

Vegetable Division Chief
Vegetable Division staff
Owner of Agro-input shop
Agro-input shop empoyee
Farmer
Farmer
Farmer
Farmer
Cooperative Admin Assistant
Cooperative Director

Relationship to Plantwise
CABI Joint Lab staff
IPP was acting NRO in pilot stage
LIO Coordinator
LIO oversight
LIO Data Manager
LIO staff
LIO partner, diagnostics
LIO partner, diagnostics
Plant Doctor
Data manager
Beneficiary
Beneficiary
Beneficiary
Beneficiary
Beneficiary
Beneficiary
Oversight
I/c PW and Plant Clinic
Programme
Data Manager PW
PW support
Houses PC
Plant Doctor
Beneficiary
Beneficiary
Beneficiary
Beneficiary
Assistant Plant Doctor
Houses Plant Clinic

th

Thursday, 20 August
Ms Wang Yujing
Ms Gu Peiyun
Zhao Shifu
Chen Haiming
Ms Li Jian
Zhang Ping

Gen Kai

Zhang Qiuhong
Jinquan Zhu
st
Friday 21 August

50

Beijing Jingdong Lvgu Vegetables
Farmer Cooperative
Yanqing district PPS, District
Coordinator
Shunyi district PPS, District
Coordinator
Changping district PPS, District
Coordinator
Township Agricultural Extension
Station of Shunyi district
Agriculture Technology
Development Centre (Agro-inputs
shop) in Pinggu District
Beijing Luyuangu Agriculture
Technology Certer (Farmer
cooperative)
Beijing Zhongde Hengxing Scientific
Company in Shunyi district. (Agroinputs shop)
Division Chief, NATESC

Plant Doctor, PW Programme
Plant Doctor, PW Programme
Plant Doctor, PW Programme
Plant Doctor, PW Programme
Plant Doctor, PW Programme
Plant Doctor, PW Programme

Plant Doctor, PW Programme

Plant Doctor, PW Programme
Prospective NRO

Name
Percy Wachata Misika
Dai Weidong

Designation
Resident Representative, FAO
Programme Officer

Bai Keyu

Associate Coordinator, Biodiversity

Huo Li

National Programme Officer
Agriculture Assistant, Senior
Agronomist

Yan Su

Relationship to Plantwise
FAO has complementary work
Ditto
Biodiversity has complementary
work
SDC, Swiss Aid
Netherlands Aid

People Met during Field Visit of Plantwise Evaluation Team, Elizabeth Kiff, 17th -21st
August 2015, to Vietnam.
Name
Designation
th
Sunday, August 16 2015
Dr. Sivpragasam
CABI Country Coordinator, Vietnam
Annamalai
Mr. Low Ying Chiang

CABI

Relationship to Plantwise
Plantwise Country Coordinator,
Vietnam
Plantwise Regional support
officer

th

Monday , August 17 2015
Mr. Bui Xuan Du

Senior Agriculture Officer, VAAS

Mrs. Pham Thi Xuan
Dr. Nguyen Van Son

Researcher, VAAS
Vice President, VAAS

Dr. Nguyen Van Tuat

Vice President, VAAS

Director, Plant Quarantine
Diagnostic Center (PQDC)
Director General, Southern
Dr. Nguyen Van Hoa
Horticultural Research Institute
(SOFRI)
Deputy Director General, Plant
Dr. Nguyen Van Liem
Protection Research Institute
(PPRI)
Vice Director General, Plant
Dr. Ha Minh Thanh
Protection Research Institute
(PPRI)
Head of Division,
Dr. Le Xuan Vi
Division of Pest Diagnostic and
Identification
Researcher, Plant Protection
Ms. Tran Thi Chi
Research Institute (PPRI)
Plant Pathologist, Plant Protection
Mr. Mai Van Quan
Research Institute (PPRI)
Director, Plant Quarantine and
Dr. Duong Minh Tu
Diagnostic Centre (PQDC)
Entomologist, Plant Quarantine and
Dr. Dam Ngoc Han
Diagnostic Centre (PQDC)
Plant Pathologist, Plant Quarantine
Ms. Tran Yen Chi
and Diagnostic Centre (PQDC)
th
Tuesday, August 18 , 2015
Ms. Dang Thi Luong
Vinh Phuc PPSD
Mr. Nguyen Van Tuyen
Vinh Phuc PPSD
Mr Phung Thituong
Farmer
Mr Nguyen Kimin
Farmer
Mr. Nguyen Ngoc
Vinh Phuc PPSD
Khanh
Dr. Duong Minh Tu

Ms. Bui Thi Minh Hao
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Vinh Phuc PPSD

Liaison Officer with NRO and
LIOs
Administrative officer
Representative of the NRO
Plantwise in-country
coordinatior, NRO
Local Implementing
Organisation
Local Implementing
Organisation
Local Implementing
Organisation
Local Implementing organisation

Local Implementing Institution
Local Implementing Institution
Local Implementing Institution
Local Implementing Institution
Local Implementing Institution
Local Implementing Institution
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Farmer attending clinic
Farmer attending clinic
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor and overall incharge of PCs in Vinh Phuc

Name

Designation

Mr. Phung Dac Ling

Director, Vinh Phuc PPSD

Ms. Ta Kim Yem
Ms. Nguyen Ngoc Lan

Vinh Phuc PPSD
Vinh Phuc PPSD
Owner of Agro-Input Shop Loan
Ms. Nguyen Thi Loan
Dung
th
Wednesday, August 19 2015
Dr. Nguyen Thi Ngoc
SOFRI
Truc
Ms. Nguyen Ngoc Anh
SOFRI
Thu
Ms. Bui Thi My Binh
SOFRI
Ms. Tran Thi My Hanh
SOFRI
Mr. Nguyen Huy Cung
SOFRI
Ms. Luong Thi Duyen
SOFRI
Dr. Phuong
SOFRI
Mr. Nguyen Vu Son
SOFRI
Officer, Chau Thanh District, Tien
Mr. Nguyen Van Hai
Giang PPSD
Officer, Chau Thanh District, Tien
Mr. Vo Thanh Hung
Giang PPSD
th
Thursday, August 20 , 2015
Dr. Nguyen Van Hoa
Dr. Nguyen Thi Ngoc
Truc
Dr. Dinh Thi Yen
Phuong
Ms. Dang Thuy Linh
Ms. Tran Thi My Hanh
Mr. Nguyen Huy Cung
Ms. Luong Thi Duyen
Mr. Le Truong Sinh

Relationship to Plantwise
Province
Newly transferred to Vinh Phuc
Province
New recruit
New recruit
Agro-dealer (previously plant
doctor)
Plant Doctor and Master Trainer
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
-

Director General, SOFRI

Plant Doctor and PW Pioneer in
Southern Vietnam

SOFRI

Plant Doctor and Master Trainer

SOFRI

Plant Doctor

Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Implementer for PlantwiseDirector, Southern Region Plant
Dr. Ho Van Chien
based project in Southern
Protection Center
Vietnam
Implementer for PlantwiseDeputy Director, Southern Region
Mr. Le Quoc Cuong
based project in Southern
Plant Protection Center
Vietnam
st
Friday, August 21 , 2015 Attendees at stakeholder/donor presentation
Deputy Regional Director, CABI
Plantwise Country Coordinator,
Dr. A. Sivapragasam
SEA
Southeast Asia
Elizabeth Kiff
Consultant, Evidence on Demand
External Evaluator
Plantwise Implementer for
Mr. Low Ying Chiang
Scientist, CABI SEA
Vietnam, Thailand and Myanmar
Dr. Nguyen Van Tuat
National Coordinator, Plantwise
Vice President, VAAS
(NVT)
Vietnam
Liaison officer for Plantwise
Mr. Bui Xuan Du
Senior Officer, VAAS
programme
PW Project Administrator and
Mrs. Pham Thi Xuan
Researcher, VAAS
National Data Manager
Ms. Nguyen Thi Thanh
Donor Agency for Plantwise
ACIAR Country Manager, Vietnam
An (NTTA)
Programme
Ms. Pham Thi Hanh
Donor Agency for Plantwise
Irish Aid Program Administrator
Nguyen (PTHN)
Programme
Mr. Nguyen The Yen
Deputy Director, Science and
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SOFRI
SOFRI
SOFRI
SOFRI
SOFRI

Name

Mr. Pham Van Toan
Mr. Ta Hong Linh

Designation
International Cooperation
Department, VAAS
Director, Post Graduate Training
Department, VAAS
Principal Researcher, Science and
International Cooperation
Department, VAAS

Relationship to Plantwise

People Met during Field Visit of Plantwise Evaluation Team, Elizabeth Kiff, 24th -28th
August 2015, to Sri Lanka.
Name
Designation
rd
Sunday, August 23 2015
CABI Country Coordinator, Sri
Dr Abdul Rehaman
Lanka
Dr P T Bandara
CABI Associate
De Senani
Deputy Director Plant Protection
Weligamage
Service
Mr W M D H
Research Officer (retired)
Kulatunga
Quarantine Specialist
th
Monday, August 24 2015
Additional Secretary, Agricultural
Mr H M S Heenkenda
Technology, MoA
Assistant FAO Representative
Mr D B T Wijeratne
(Programme)
FAO Representative for Sri Lanka
Ms Beth S Crawford
and Maldives
Director/ General Manager, Hayleys
Mr Siriweera Gamage Agricultural Holdings (Agricultural
input supply firm)
Head of Sales, Hacros Chemicals
Mr Sujeewa
Limited (Agricultural input supply
Jayasekera
firm)
Director/ General Manager, Hacros
Mr Narada Gamage
Chemicals Limited (Agricultural
input supply firm)
Mr W Jayamini
Project Coordinator, Permaculture
Pushpa Kumara
and Food security. World Vision
th
Tuesday, August 25 , 2015
Mr Senani
Deputy Director Plant Protection
Weligamage
Service
Director, Horticultural Crops
Dr Hemal Fonseka
Research and Development
Institute, HORDI.
Additional Director (Development),
Dr Priyantha
Horticultural Crops Research and
Weerasinghe
Development Institute, HORDI.
Plant Pathologist, Horticultural
Dr W. A. R. T.
Crops Research and Development
Wickramaarachchi
Institute, HORDI.
Additional Director (Research)
Dr K. A. N. P. Bandara Horticultural Crops Research and
Development Institute, HORDI.
Director, Seed Certification and
Dr G.M. W. Chithral
Plant Protection Centre, Department
of Agriculture.
Dr K P Somachandra
Deputy Director (Research)
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Relationship to Plantwise
Plantwise Country Coordinator,
Sri Lanka
Previously National Coordinator
National Coordinator
Master Trainer

Previous Additional Secretary,
MoA.

National Coordinator
Head of one of support
Diagnostic Organisations.
Support Diagnostic Organisations
Head of plant pathology,
diagnostic organisation
Head of research in Diagnostic
Organisation.

Master Trainer

Name

Dr M. G. D. Lakmini
Priyantha
Dr M. U. P.
Jayasundara

Designation
Regional Agricultural Centre,
Bandaranila

Relationship to Plantwise

Deputy Director

Master Trainer

Assistant Director (Plant Protection)

Master Trainer and Training
coordinator

th

Wednesday, August 26 , 2015
Ms Mihirani
Technical Assistant, Anuradhapura
Sanjeewani
Mr Babanis

Farmer

Mr Haritha
Nimalananda

Assistant Director Agriculture, Plant
Protection Service Regional Unit,
Assistant Director Agriculture
(Development) Segmel

Mr I M Tissera

Beneficiary at plant clinic in
Anuradhapura
Implementing agency
Implementing agency

Mrs Vijitha

Farmer

Potential Beneficiary at plant
clinic in Anuradhapura.

Dr Yadith
Mahindarathina
Mr Rasika
Dissanayake

SMO Plant protection,
Anuradhapura, Inter province.

Implementing agency

Agricultural

Plant Doctor (LKAD22)

Mr Wilbat Gunarathna

Farmer

Ms Samanthi
Assistant Director of Agriculture,
Godigamuwa
segment 3, Anuradhapura.
th
Thursday, August 27 , 2015
Dr Rohan Wijekoon
Director General of Agriculture
Ms M G N
Assistant Director Kothmale/
Sandamalee
Ambagamuwa
Ms G A Renuka
Farmer
Nilanthi
Mr P G Pathmasiri
Agricultural Instructor
Mr K Y G Somapala
Farmer
Mr Nilanka Herath
Agricultural Instructor
Mr Sampath
District Coordinating Organiser
Godomunna
Mr Nilaka Herath
Agricultural Instructor
th
Friday, August 28 , 2015
Dr Anura Herath
Country Representative, IFAD.
Counsellor Development and
Mr Jean Michel
Humanitarian Aid, director of
Jordan
Cooperation, SDC
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Beneficiary at plant clinic in
Anuradhapura
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor
Trained in Plant Clinic Monitoring
(telephone interview)

Manager of Plant Doctors
Crop Clinic beneficiary
Plant Doctor
Crop Clinic beneficiary
Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor and coordinator for
Plant Doctors
Plant Doctor
Donor representative
Donor representative

Annex 7 Itinerary followed by consultants

Itinerary in Pakistan for Peter Reid and Elizabeth Kiff, 10-15th August 2015.
Date

Time

Activity

09.00

Meeting with CABI staff

12.00
10.08.15,
Monday

1.30
2.00
5.00
08.30

11.08.15,
Tuesday

10.30
12.00
17.30
09.30
10.30

12.08.15
Wednesday

12.30

Travel back to Multan
Meeting with 4 master trainers at
Ramada, Multan
Skype meeting with Ishad Ali, head M&E
in Pakistan, CABI
Visit Plant Clinics at Vehari
Meeting with Department of Agriculture
and Executive District Officer, Vehari
Travel back to Multan
Meeting with diagnostic representative
and agro-dealers
Travel back to Islamabad
Debrief to CABI colleagues
Debrief to Donors at Marriott Hotel
Peter Reid travel from Islamabad to
China
Liz Kiff flight from Islamabad to Bangkok
Liz Kiff flight from Bangkok to Hanoi

08.00
11.30
12.30
15.00

Sunday
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Visit Plant Doctor Training in Kasur
District.
Travel to Multan
Meeting with Department of Agriculture
and Executive District Officer
Bahawalpur
Observe data management process at
Bahawalpur
Attend cluster meeting at Bahawalpur

16.15

14.08.15,
Friday
15.08.15,
Saturday

Meeting with Caritas, Lahore

11.30

15.00

13.08.15
Thursday

Meeting with National Coordinator for
Plantwise and plant health stakeholders
Meeting with Secretary for Ministry of
National Food Security
Meeting with Aga Khan Foundation,
Rural Development Programme
representative
Flight to Lahore
Meeting with Director General
Agriculture (Ext and Research) Punjab
and the Provincial coordinator.

19.00
09.30
13.30
21.30
23.20
11.55

Location
CABI offices,
Rawalpindi
Ministry of National
Food Security
Ministry of National
Food Security
Aga Khan Offices,
Serena Hotel
Overnight, Lahore.
Agricultural House,
Lahore.
National secretariat,
Lahore
District Offices at
Kasur.
Overnight, Multan
Agriculture office,
Bahawalpur
Agriculture office,
Bahawalpur
Regional Agriculture
Research Institute,
Bahawalpur
Ramada, Multan
Ramada, Multan
Ramada, Multan
Maisi, Vehari
Vehari
Ramada Multan
Ramada Multan
Marriott, Islamabad.
CABI, CWA
Marriott, Islamabad

Itinerary for Field Visit of Plantwise Evaluation Team to China. 17-21st August 2015.
Peter Reid
Date

Time
09.00

17.08.15,
Monday

2.00

4.00
09.00
18.08.15,
Tuesday

2.00
07.30
12.00

19.08.15
Wednesday

14.00
16.00

08.00
20.08.15
Thursday

09.30
14.30
16.00
09.00

21.08.15
Friday

10.30
14.00

22.08.15
Saturday
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10.30

Activity
Meeting with CABI staff , briefing
Meeting with Division Chief of
International Cooperation and
Graduate Students Division, IPP,
CAAS (ex-temp NRO)
Visit to MoA-CABI Joint
Laboratory
Meeting with Beijing Plant
Protection Station (BPPS).
Meeting with LIO - Beijing
Academy of Agriculture and Forest
Sciences (BAAFS)
To Daxing District, Town Pang
Huoing; Plant Clinic visit
Visit to District Plant Protection
Station, Daxing
Visit to Plant Clinic in Fang Shan
District, Town xxx
Visit to Plant Clinic in Doudian
Town
Meeting with BPPS District
Coordinators and Plant Doctors,
Beijing Province
Meeting with Wan Min to discuss
PW Programme detail
Meeting with Jinguan Zhu,
Division Chief NATESC
Meeting with Wang Buyun, Data
Manager BPPS
Meeting with FAO Res Rep
Meeting with Officer i/c
Biodiversity
Presentation to Donors and
partners
Fly UK

Location
CABI offices, Beijing
IPP Offices, Beijing

Joint Laboratory, Beijing
BPPS Offices and labs.
BAAFS Offices and
Labs
Shitong Melon Park
Daxing PPS
Agro-dealer’s shop and
PC
Beijing Taihua Lu Village
Vegetables Farmer
Cooperative
BPPS
BPPS
NATESC Offices
BPPS
FAO
Biodiversity Office
CABI Offices

Itinerary for field visit to Vietnam by Plantwise Evaluation Mission, 17-21st August
2015, by Elizabeth Kiff
Date
th
Saturday 15
August
Sunday
th
16 August

Time

Activity

23.30

Depart Islamabad

15.00

Arrive Hanoi
Briefing with CABI staff and
discussions over schedule for week
Briefing with CABI staff and finalization
of schedule for week
Presentation of PW activities in
Vietnam by A Siva

18.30
8.30am
9.30
10.30

Presentation on data management

11.30

Meeting with National Steering
Committee; VAAS (NRO), PPRI, PPDPQDC, SOFRI

14.00

Visit to PPRI

16.30

Visit to PQDC-PPD

19.30
07.30

Return to hotel Candle
Transport from Hanoi to Vinh Phuc
Visit plant clinic VNVP01 and meeting
with plant doctors and farmers.
Meetings with agro-dealers and subPPD staff at Vinh Phuc
Travel Vinh Phuc Province to Hanoi Noi
Bai Airport
Travel Hanoi to Ho Chi Minh City and
My Tho
Travel to Cai Be District, Tien Giang
Province
Visit to plant clinic VNTG02, discussion
with plant doctors and farmers. Exit
interview with farmers.

th

Monday 17
August

09.30
Tuesday 18
August

th

11.00
15.30
16.45
07.30
09.00

Wednesday
th
19 August

Vietnam Academy of
Agricultural Sciences
Hanoi Plant Protection
Research Institute
Hanoi Plant Quarantine
Diagnostic Centre
Hotel Candle
Vinh Phuc Province
Vinh Phuc Province
Sub-PPD office, Vinh Phuc
Province

Cai Be District, Tien Giang
Province
Cai Be District, Tien Giang
Province
Cai Be District, Tien Giang
Province

14.00

Meeting with Sub-PPD Director and
PW staff and Tien Giang Provincal
office

Cai Be District, Tien Giang
Province

19.00

Official dinner with NRO and SOFRI

Thursday
th
20 August
16.45
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Vietnam Academy of
Agricultural Sciences
Vietnam Academy of
Agricultural Sciences
Vietnam Academy of
Agricultural Sciences

Meeting with agro-dealers

07.30

st

Candle Hotel

11.00

Travel to My Tho City

Friday 21
August

Location

20.15
08.30
09.30
10.30

Visit plant clinic VNT G04 to see
operation and talk with plant doctors
and farmers
Meeting with JICA and Fruit Farmers
Association
Travel from SOFRI office to Ho Chi
Minh City
Travel to Hanoi
Travel to VAAS
Debrief with CABI
Preparation for debrief with donors and
relevant stakeholders.

Cai Be District, Tien Giang
Province
My Tho City, Tien Giang
Province

VAAS, Hanoi
VAAS, Hanoi
VAAS, Hanoi

Date

Time
14.00
16.00
19.30

Saturday
nd
22 August

Activity
Debrief with donors and relevant
stakeholders
Preparation of Aide Memoire
Official dinner with donors , CABI and
relevant PW stakeholders

Location

Depart for Sri Lanka via Bangkkok

International Airport

VAAS, Hanoi
VAAS, Hanoi
VAAS, Hanoi

Itinerary for field visit to Sri Lanka by Plantwise Evaluation Mission, 23-29th August
2015, by Elizabeth Kiff
Date

Time
01.00

Sunday
nd
22 August

16.30
20.00

Activity
Arrive Colombo
Briefing with CABI staff and
discussions over schedule for week
Check out from hotel
Meeting with Assistant Secretary at
MoIA.
Meeting with Deputy FAO
Representative and former Assistant
Secretary MoIA
Meeting with FAO Representative
Meeting with Crop Life representatives
Meeting with World Vision Project
coordinator
Travel to Kandy
Arrive in Kandy

08.30

Meeting with Director SCPPC

15.30
8.00
9.00
10.30

rd

Monday 23
August

11.00
13.00
15.30

10.00
Tuesday 24
August

th

11.00
15.30
15.00

Meeting with Master Trainers

07.30

Visit to Plant Clinic (Anuradhapura)
Meeting with Plant doctors and
Farmers.
Meetings with Assistant Directors of
Agriculture, Provincial and
Interprovincial
Telephone interview with Assistant
Director Agriculture, Segment 3,
Anuradhapura
Return to Hotel, Kandy
Meeting with Director General of
Agriculture, Sri Lanka
Visit E-Crop clinic and Nuwara Eliya.
Meeting with plant doctors and farmers.
Meeting Deputy Director, Nuwara Eliya.
Travel to Colombo
Arrive Colombo
Feedback by CABI staff on debrief to
Donors

10.30
Wednesday
th
25 August

12.30

14.00
18.30
08.00
Thursday
th
26 August

09.00
15.00
19.00

th

Friday 27
August
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Visit PPS office and Meeting with
National Coordinator and Data
Management Unit.
Data Management Unit and meeting
with National Data Manager
Visit to HORDI, Diagnostic support
Organisation

12.00

Location
Galle Face Hotel
Galle Face Hotel
Ministry of Irrigation and
Agriculture
FAO Office
FAO Office
Kingsbury Hotel, Colombo
World Vision Offices
Amaya Hotel
Department of Agriculture,
Kandy
Plant Protection Service,
Kandy.

HORDI, Kandy
Plant Protection Service,
Kandy
Implementers and
Beneficiaries
Implementing Agency staff
Responsible for Plant Clinic
Performance Monitoring
Amaya Hotel
Nuwara Eliya
Nuwara Eliya
Nuwara Eliya
Galle Face Hotel
Hotel Library

Date

Time
15.00

Activity
Debriefing with in country Donor
representatives

Location
Conference Room in Galle
Face Hotel

Depart for London

International Airport

th

Saturday 28
August
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10.00

Annex 8 Myanmar country assessment

Evaluator: Malvika Chaudhary
Dates: 17th to 21st August 2015
AIDE MEMOIRE
1.
Introduction
During the week 17th to 21st August 2015 Malvika Chaudhary visited Myanmar, and was
hosted by National Partners of Plantwise from Yangon. The schedule arranged was
designed to offer, through interviews with key stakeholders, the opportunity to assess the
performance of the programme. This was accomplished through meetings at all levels,
including the NRO and LIOs.
This brief aide-memoire is broadly divided into two sections. The first covers overall progress
against project components and projected outputs. The second offers a brief preliminary
overview of performance against agreed indicators.
Annex 1 includes a complete list of persons met during the week.
2.
Organisational management
The CABI Support Team in Myanmar (Plantwise SEA Regional Team) is comprised of the
following staff:






Dr. Loke Wai Hong (Regional Team Leader)
Dr. A. Sivapragasam (SEA Country Coordinator)
Mr. Low Ying Chiang (Implementer)
Mr. Jeremy Ngim (Implementer)
Mr. Chan Fook Wing (Implementer)

3.

Progress of project components

Plant health systems development
Plant clinic establishment
A total of 13 Plant Clinics have been established in Regions as follows: Yangon (2), Bago (3)
and Ayarwaddy (3) from 2014 and NayPyiTaw (5) from 2015; there is evidence of gathering
demand for more clinics. The map shows clinic location:
Future Expansion is expected to take place as follows:
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Bago, Yangon, Ayarwaddy – maximum outreach by end 2017. The current numbers
will be doubled by the end of this year and from the next year scaling up of these is
expected in a progressive fashion so as to serve the farmers coming under each
village tracts.
NayPyiTaw – Maximum outreach by end 2018.
The current numbers will be doubled by the end of this year and from the next year
scaling up of these is expected in a progressive fashion so as to serve the farmers
coming under each village tracts.

Training for 20 Plant Doctors from different regions has taken place; all these are
government staff (PP Extension Officers) and are all from Plant Protection Department
(PPD).
Plantwise Trainings conducted to date include:





Plant Doctor Training Module 1 and Module 2 (2014)
Extension messages (Factsheet and Pest Management Decision Guides) (2014)
Data management (2014)
Monitoring Plant Clinic Performance (2015)

Partnerships and linkages
National Responsible Organisation (NRO). The NRO is the Plant Protection Division within
the overall Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation, and coming under one of 11 Departments,
the Department of Agriculture.
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President

Vice Presidenteducation

MOAI

11
Departments
6 Divisions
PPD

Vice PresidentMinistry

Minstry

Ministry=34

DoA

Totalof 6 division (Agri. Extesnion, Horticulture Biotech, Seed, Land use, Planning)

7 Sections
(IPM, Entomology, Pathology, Weed, Administration, Pesticide
Registration Board, Pesticide Analytical Lab, Rodent Control

Those responsible for the programme within the National Coordination Unit within Plant
Protection Division are as follows:




Mr. Aung Kyaw Oo
Dr. Kyin Kyin Win (Deputy National Coordinator)
Ms. Yee Yee Myint (National Data Manager)

Local Implementing Organisations (LIOs)
There are 3 LIOs:
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Yezin Agricultural University
Contact: Dr. Myo Kywe
Role: Diagnostic support and utilization of information on Knowledge Bank
Department of Agricultural Research
Contact: Dr. Myint Myint Sann
Role: Research and Development and user of Knoeledge Bank
PC implementation/Extension: Plant Protection Division in:

Yangon Region

Nay Pyi Taw Region

Ayeyarwady Region

Bago Region

Regional Director:
Agri Extension

Deputy Director

Deputy Director

Other staff of DOA:
PPD, SD, LU,

District
Manager(Extesnion)

Township Manager

Village Tract Officer

Deputy Supervisor

Organisational structure at Regional Level
Stakeholder Analysis (SHA) of PHS was conducted in November 2014 to identify
critical interactions and relationships. A report on this exists.
The Regional Centres find Plant Clinics useful and show commitment of resources to
increase the network of clinics.
Next implementation: Mandalay and Sagging region and Mon State
Mandalay region already has trained plant doctors who were included in the first
training sessions in Myanmar with a vision for expansion of clinics there. Some states
in Myanmar are home to less privileged tribal populations that gain their livelihoods
from agriculture. These states are less well equipped with facilities and infrastructure
as are the Regions, hence Mon state was chosen to reach out to those who are
deprived of technology and advice.
Governance: The current governance is from PPD division of DOA from Yangon. A
National Forum will be convened for the first time in December 2015. There is no
Steering Committee at present.
Other partnerships
Private sector engagement
There has been some engagement with input suppliers (agro-dealers), and a
company called Proximity Design is a non-profit company which provides services to
the rural sector, including product use and farmer advisory services was also invited
to the stakeholder analysis meeting. There are also plans to include them in the
National Forum.
NGO engagement
In the Inception Phase there was some early engagement with the Myanmar Rice
Federation, and they may be asked to engage in the National Forum
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Research organisations
The Yezin Agricultural University and Department of Agricultural research are is
looked upon as a stakeholder who will conduct diagnostics and for creating
awareness and utilisation of knowledge Bank.
Knowledge management
Data management process

Plant clinic record forms

1322 completed, collated at central level

data is verified in UK

Clinic level: Plant Doctors refer back to previous records as a major source of
information. There is little or no use of the Plantwise Knowledge bank at this level

National Level use of KB:

for forecasting pest and disease

Supporting other ongoing IPM programs.
Knowledge Bank development

10 Factsheets (Diagnosis Support); more are needed as a priority by PPD validated
by UK

KB not being used at local level, only at national by other projects

10 Plant Management Decision Guides (for recommendations)

Copies of the Materials: for distribution

Additional Local needs: weed control, abiotic concerns e.g. nutritional deficiencies.

Yezin Agricultural University has linked the Knowledge bank to its website and will
monitor how students use this information for research projects
Monitoring and evaluation

Plantwise Online Management System (POMS) is used by country team for reporting

Systematic Monitoring

Local level: Cluster meetings are organised for learning from the clinics.
Monitoring implementation plan is made during MPCP training but is not
implemented as yet.

Programme components, logframe outputs, activities, milestones and targets and
country-level planning by CABI country coordinator and his team.

Activity plans are reviewed during the Mid Year reviews

Processes underway

Deputy Director IPM is deputed as National M&E officer;

Country tracking sheets: for physical targets and processes started as of
2015
4.
Performance
Relevance

For government: Plantwise is relevant as it provides the opportunity to extend the
most up-to-date technology to farmers; Plant Clinics are the most relevant
component of the PW programme

Regional : for stepping up and expanding improved service delivery mechanisms

PW ‘fits’ well within this model and level of local commitment and political will is high

Service being provided seems relevant to growers, demand is increasing
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Effectiveness

Pilot Stage: intensifying the activities and decentralisation

Partnerships

Effective NRO/LIOs, but interaction may not be sufficiently frequent

LIO appreciates CABI’s support with internet facilities and donation of
reference material for library

minimal engagement : private sector/NGOs

To be developed : Diagnostics

M&E system

local level -trained for developing and implementation of plans.

Country assessment on road of sustainability: Good Progress

Programme is at pilot stage moving towards consolidation.
Efficiency

Department of Planning suggest that there are apparently many projects working with
similar mandates where PW can synergise and work in collaboration.; PW needs to
identify these and engage;

Resources:

for Establishment and current operation -CABI

Consolidation and Scale up: Plan for National Resources

Data collection : preliminary ; plan for scaling up

Recommendation: Decentralisation

With Government: optimum outreach
Impact

Farmers :

receive diagnosis and recommendation with more confidence,

reported better control

Extension staff :

reaching farmers with dependability

enhancement of their knowledge

rise in their confidence levels in delivering their professional services

Positive Impact : some case studies collected

No obvious indirect, negative or unintended effects observed
Sustainability

Post donor funds: Highly likely to be sustainable; government has made a
commitment to invest with human and financial resources

government partners have interest in a strategy paper with a national plan to
secure funding and gain ministerial approval

Further support required:

establishing clinics in new regions

making data useful for disease forecasting

and monitoring MRL levels

Road Map to Sustainability: Overall score: 37%
Lessons learned: what works

Plant clinics established and functional – 13 clinics now,

Data Management – PC forms are coming into POMS system with the help of the
National Data Manager.

Diagnostic – system is in place; samples sent via the PPD system to DoA which is
the NPPO
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Key actiivties completed e.g. Stakeholder Analysis and Plant Health Rally completed with various stakeholders including those from private sectors (agrodealers)
Good administrative and operational support
Advantage having to do business in English

Lessons learned: what works less well

Linkages still weak between PPD and other public and private organizations.

Funding- ease of payments not well understood

Getting things done takes time
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Plantwise national staff’s suggestions for improvement
Progress is slow –it takes time to get things done; NC has little time for deeper
engagement with PW; mostly directs staffs to do the job. Regular back-stopping visits
needed
Problems in PC data forms - Plant Doctors need more hands-on training on P&D
and diagnosis; training local Trainers
Low engagement with private stakeholders – to indicate clearly who needs to be
invited

People Met during Field Visit of Plantwise Evaluation Team, Malvika Chaudhrey, 1721st August 2015, to Myanmar.
Name
Designation
th
Sunday, August 16 2015 Yangon
Kyin Kyin Win

Deputy Director PPW, MOAI

Yee Yee Myint
Deputy Staff Officer
th
Monday, August 17 2015-NayPyi Taw
Professor and Head, Department of
Tin Aye Aye Naing
Pathology. Yezin Agricultural
University
Director, Department of Agricultural
SuSu Win
Research, Soil Science Water
Utilisation
Pau Sian Kam
Assistant Research Officer
Director General, Directorate of
Ye Tint Tun
Agricultural Research
Wynn Lei Lei Than
Librarian
Yezin Agricultural University
Director, Head of the Division, Plant
Aung Kyaw OO
Protection Division, MOAI
Director General, Department of
Tin Htut
Planning, MOAI
th
Tuesday, August 18 2015-Bago Region
Assistant director, PPW Bago
Tintin htwe
region
Yea KoKo
Moncho
Khinhinn wain
Tinthit da aung
Hlamyint with his team of
deputy and assistant
directors-Planning, Seed
division and land use
th
Wednesday, August 19
Chonwewint
Kyin Yee myint

Deputy National Coordinator
Plantwise
National Data Manager PW
Diagnostic and Knowledge Bank
User
Diagnostic and KB linkage
Diagnostic and KB linkage
Diagnostic and KB linkage
KB Linkages
National Coordinator, PW
CABI Liaison Officer

Plant Doctor and Coordinator

PPD, Staff
Farmer
Farmer
Agro Dealer

Plant Doctor
Clinic visitor
Clinic visitor
Linkage to Plant Clinic

Divisional Manager-Director DOA

Local Implementation
Organisation

2015-Yangon Region
Staff Officer
Staff Officer

Win Myint, Aung tun
Farmers
Myint
Not noted
Agro Dealer
th
Thursday, August 20 2015- Yangon
KoKo
Staff Officer
Dr. Romeo Villamin

Relationship to Plantwise

Scientist II-Agronomist

Plant Doctor
Plant Doctor, Tei Kyi Plant clinics
Farmer group Meeting, Yangon
Linked to the clinic
PW Associate
Potential collaborator for PW in
Myanmar

st

Friday, August 21 2015-Debreif meeting
Program Manager-Food Security
and Rural Development,
Claudia Antonelli
Delegation of the European Union
to Myanmar
Deputy Directors –Seed division,
Planning, Land use, Horticulture
and Biotech, Entomology and
Pathology-PPD, MOAI

Donor representative in the
country

National Stakeholders of PW in
the country
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List of attendees of debrief meeting held on Friday 17th August 2015

1.
2.
3.
4.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
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Name
Dr Aung Kyi
Claudia Antonelli
Dr Kyin Kyin Win
Dr Ko Ko
Ms Sai Raw
Mr Khin Zaw Win
Dr Khin Khin Marlar Myint
Ms Nilar Maung
Ms Tint Tint Myat San
Ms Khine Wai Phu
Mr Nay Lin Bo

Organization
National Co-ordinator, Myanmar, GIZ office
Programme Manager – Food Security and Rural Development
Dy Director, PPD, DOA
Staff Officer, PPD, DOA
Staff Officer, PPD, DOA
Assistant Deputy Director, Agricultural Extension, DOA, Yangon
Staff Officer, PPD, DOA
Staff Officer, PPD, DOA
Staff Officer, Seed Division, DOA
Dy Ast Supervisor
Dy Ast Supervisor

Annex 9 Findings: An analysis of implementation progress

The following analysis has been made of the five countries visited by the team, and presents
a situation analysis vis-à-vis implementation of the programme there. These analyses are
based on interviews with key stakeholders that provided the opportunity to assess
performance of the programme nationally. This was accomplished through meetings at all
levels, including those responsible for the programme at national level (NRO), and regional
or provincial authorities (LIOs). The visits invariably included visits to district levels, and
included visits to plant clinics at village level. In the first field visit to Pakistan, the schedule
was also designed to offer the consultants a complete picture of how the PW programme
functions.

Pakistan
Plant clinic establishment
There have been a total of 313 Plant clinics established in Pakistan at the time of writing,
with new clinics being established on an almost daily basis as the programme is rolled out
across two provinces, Punjab and Sindh. In Punjab the programme commenced first in
2012, and there are 283 clinics. The Sindh programme followed in 2014, and there are now
some 30 clinics in operation there. Plant clinics are becoming rapidly institutionalised, and
the programme is gathering momentum. The Pakistan team estimate that they will expand to
whole of Punjab by the end of 2016 and all of Sindh by the end of 2018.
Training has been provided for 764 Plant Doctors, and also for 12 Master Trainers who
operate in six teams of two each.
Some of the main distinctive features of Plant Clinics in Pakistan are as follows:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

Clinics are held in the open market place under an umbrella in an often difficult, hot
and dusty environment.
Clinics are held for a half-day every week, same time same place.
Data collection is through laborious filling of query forms.
Clinics are resourced with a minimum level of equipment, and there is a relatively low
level of use of IT.
Some clinics are located close to agro-input shops, but levels of engagement with
private sector are low.

Partnerships and linkages; government
To a large extent, power in the agricultural sector in Pakistan now lies firmly at provincial
level, and relationships with LIOs are paramount for all issues relating to implementation –
but also increasingly for policy and advocacy matters. Provincial governments develop their
own policy and administer their own budgets, and thus for the PW programme they offer a
strategic policy overview and vision. The other side of this coin is that, with this aggregation
of power, mechanisms for coordinating the activities of the provincial authorities need to be
in place. This suggests the need for a steering committee, on which all LIOs would sit. The
DG in Punjab fully concurred with this notion. It is worthy of note that direct recruitment of
senior staff into government posts is by now commonplace in Pakistan, and that it is not
uncommon to find young, dynamic and visionary staff in positions of authority. This can only
be helpful for the PW Programme, but further emphasises the need to ensure that it also
devolves adequate resources to the provinces to enable them to deal with issues at a high,
but local level.
This delegation of authority to the provinces occurred as a result of two comparatively recent
processes. Devolution occurred in 2002, when significant powers were devolved from
provincial to district level. District Governments were formed, under the overall control of a
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District Coordinating Officer. The post of Executive District Officer (Agriculture) was created
and agricultural extension was one of five subjects (also water management, forestry,
fisheries and livestock) that came under his charge, with one technical officer (District
Officer, Agricultural Extension) in charge of each. A Deputy District Officer (Agric) is in
charge at tehsil level, and Agricultural Officers and Field Assistants respond to him (at Union
Council level).
Whilst at federal level decision-makers might talk of the need to encourage growth in the
agricultural sector to promote GDP, these do not necessarily match the immediate realities
facing district level officers facing impending floods. Often district priorities over-rode
agricultural ones, with agricultural staff diverted to other tasks such as flood duty. District
level priorities no longer necessarily matched federal or provincial ones. Whilst funds were
maybe sufficient, there was uneven distribution that did not always favour the agricultural
sector. In 2015, a process of de-devolution is about to take place, with power being handed
back to provincial level from the districts. Agricultural resources – budgets and staff – will be
handed back to the provincial authorities, and provincial priorities in the sector reestablished.
Decentralisation was a separate process, and occurred in 2010. This involved the
disbanding of the Ministry of Agriculture, with the Ministry of Food Security and Research
(MoFS&R) created to cover coordination of both technical and bureaucratic machineries at
federal level, and with research separated out and retained by MoFS&R. Agriculture
became a provincial subject, with Provincial Directorates of Agriculture created. One of the
downsides of this – a view reflected by the Secretary of the Ministry – is that at federal level
this disempowerment process means that they no longer have the power and capacity to
leverage funds from external sources; he remained unconvinced that provincial authorities
would prioritise agriculture (‘motorways get votes but not growth’).
National Resource Organisation. The Ministry of Food Security and Research (MoFS&R) is
the National Resource Organisation (NRO) at Federal level. MoFS&R is responsible for
border control, plant quarantine, quality control, and seed certification. It is a member of the
IPCC, and follows its guidelines. The previous Ministry of Agriculture had a long-term
relationship and data sharing agreements with CABI going back to the 1960s, and this
relationship continues under MoFS&R. They stressed the relevance and importance of
CABI’s work to them, including CPC data and use of its ‘brand name’, which they see as
tantamount to good quality control in regulatory processes including for export of products.
This is thus a strong and important relationship.
The PW National Coordination office lies within MoFS&R. The role of linking federal with
provincial levels is important, made more so by the decentralisation process that empowered
the provinces. The PW National Coordination office is the main link between federal and
provincial layers. The Plantwise National Coordinator, Dr Shakeel Ahmad (Commissioner,
Food Security), is located within MoFS&R. His role is related primarily to addressing issues
of policy and advocacy, sensitising CABI to policy issues, engaging other programme
stakeholders at that level, and facilitating processes where necessary. He is a staunch
supporter of the programme, operating on a ‘needs basis’; he devotes some 30% of his
overall work time to PW business. This figure is increasing as the programme is rolled out,
and Dr Shakeel argues that there is a need for some additional support within the PW
coordination office which is probably under resourced given the rapid expansion programme
that is planned. It seems likely that any request for expansion of this unit is well justified.
Local Implementing Organisations. There are two overarching Local Implementing
Organisations (LIOs), one in Punjab and one in Sindh. These are:
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Department of Agricultural Extension and Adaptive Research, Punjab;




Department of Agricultural Extension, Sindh;
In addition there is an MOU with the Department of Plant Protection and Quality
Control of Pesticides in Punjab.

In Pakistan the agricultural extension model is strong. It is still to a large extent based on the
old Training and Visit (T&V) model,16 which was promoted strongly by the World Bank in the
1980s. The Provincial Government recognises that if growth is to be achieved, then
investment in agriculture is essential. A meeting was held with the Director General (Ch.
Khalid Mahmood), and it is clear that there will be strong commitment to allocating both
financial and human resources towards this. The DG articulated clearly that the DoA has
adopted PW model in its entirety, integrating it fully into its extension system. The provincial
government is committed to its programme called ‘Extension 2.0’, designed to build on the
ideas of T&V but to improve their relevance and effectiveness in circumstances which are by
now much altered.
Extension 2.0 is a programme that has just been approved in by the provincial government
in Punjab. It has a Rs.4 Bn budget. It is designed to transform the extension service into a
more sustainable model, and the PW Plant Clinic approach is integrally embedded into that.
It was suggested that moving from a T&V model to a Plant Clinic diagnostic approach was a
cheap and easy way to transform the service, but it was not clear as to where the economies
were to be coming from. The department claimed that this is a transformative intervention,
but it would appear that the new model still relies to a large extent on the structure and
modalities of T&V, and may still share many of its inherent pitfalls (e.g. huge scale,
complexity and high cost; weak accountability and attribution; poor research links). The issue
of whether the model is likely to be sustainable in the longer term needs to be addressed.
The PW team have invested time and resources in attempting to influence the provincial
governments in Baluchistan, KPK and AJK to adopt the PW model. Although these
provinces have significantly smaller budgets that Punjab and Sindh, it is expected that they
may adopt the model in the not too distant future.
Government research organisations are used by the programme to provide diagnostic backup in the case where Plant Doctors are unable to recognise a problem, or where there is
some doubt or uncertainty. The University of Agriculture Faisalabad and Ayub Agricultural
Research Institute are institutes with which MOUs have been drawn up with the programme.
This service is operated free of charge, with the research agencies content to build staff
capacity through the service. This arrangement seems to suit everyone well, although the
researchers interviewed claimed that there were very few referrals and that their services
were under-utilised, some scientist interviewed spending less than 10% of their time on this.

Governance
In terms of governance of the programme, so far neither a National Forum nor a Steering
Committee has been formed. The PW team have adopted a policy of focussing on building
the evidence base by proving the efficacy of the model at field level, looking for expansion
from the bottom up. Whilst this policy has merit as a start-up strategy, the rate of current
expansion and the degree to which it has been adopted and institutionalised within the
country suggests that some attention now needs to be paid to establishing a more functional
system of governance.
National Forum. The role of National Forum is one that might be absorbed by an existing
body, called the National Plant Protection Committee. This is a regulatory body that has
16
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already been constituted, and holds responsibility for plant protection policy in Pakistan.
When it comes to locating the National Forum, a platform through which the PW strategy
proposes should provide a link between PHS stakeholders, and from which a SC should
evolve, this may be the most obvious choice.
Steering Committee. No Steering Committee currently exists. Given the high degree of
uptake and replication of Plant Clinics that has already taken place through its LIOs over a
wide geographical area, there is a growing need for a steering committee to offer policy
guidance, vision, advocacy and decision-making.

Partnerships and linkages; others
There has been some engagement with the private sector, but this to date has been at a
localised level. This takes the form of casual interaction with agro-input supply shops, and
Plant Clinics are sometimes located close to these to enable farmers to access plant
protection products more easily, should the Plant Doctor make such a recommendation. One
supplier claimed (unsubstantiated) that his sales had increased by some 30% since the clinic
had been operating. This is worrying if true, and serves to outline the risks that are inherent
in this kind of engagement. However, the private sector is there and is asserting itself. It has
strong interests in developing the market, and has financial and human resources available
to do so. An active engagement policy where risks are identified, carefully considered and
mitigated against is likely to be a much better policy than not engaging at all. This
engagement should where possible be holistic, and should try and engage with private
sector agencies at all levels, including with any apex bodies that exist. The stakeholder
analysis (SHA) and consultants’ interviews identified a number of such agencies, and a more
active engagement policy with these might be adopted.17
There was some early engagement with the NGO community, particularly in the pilot stage.
Caritas was one INGO that was commissioned to provide implementation capacity. This was
conducted in their own priority development areas and with their beneficiary communities
and households in Punjab. The main disadvantage of implementing the PW programme
through the NGO community is one of sustainability; it is only where external funding is
available that work can be continued, as the NGOs have no funds of their own to commit.
One advantage of working where NGOs have already worked is that it may be quicker and
easier to develop awareness about all development issues – plant health among these - in
communities where community mobilisation processes have been conducted, and with
longer lasting impact. Another issue is that government extension officers are not good at
reaching down to grass root level as they do not have the reach, the contacts and the
required mobility; an ideal situation is where government and the NGO community can work
together to make that happen. NGOs however are less than popular with the government at
present, and a number of INGOs have been asked to leave the country. It is hard to see that
they might have a useful role in PW activities, and where they would be permitted to add the
kind of value that one might otherwise expect.

Stakeholder Analyses
The Pakistan PW team has conducted a Stakeholder Analyses (SHA) of the national PHS.
This was conducted to provide stakeholders with the opportunity to map out and thus gain a
better understanding of the main relationships and interactions within the system, and to
identify critically important interactions and relationships and how PW has been placed
within these. This has without doubt been a worthwhile exercise, both in allowing an
understanding to be reached about ‘who does what’, and in developing a communications
plan on how to engage.

17
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Such as The Pakistan Agricultural Coalition; Digital Green; Supermarkets such as Metro; contract
growers such as Pepsi and MacDonalds; the Pesticide Dealers Association;

However, what the SHA may not have accomplished is the singling out of the specific and
strategic connections that require immediate attention to enable the programme to move
forward in a tactical manner, and what exactly needs to happen to grease the wheels of
change. Using the SHA as a tool to identify how some of the key stakeholder relationships
need to change and how these may be taken forward may not have happened to its full
extent.

Knowledge management
In terms of the data management process, the Plant Doctor completes record forms when
farmers bring a query to the clinics. These are collated at district level and the data is
cleaned and verified there manually by the Data Manager or his assistant. Data is then
entered onto the database, made possible in Pakistan through the existence of a Data
Sharing Agreement. At the time of the consultants’ visit 41,557 records had been collected in
Pakistan. There was some evidence that demand for the service is on the increase, for
example in Vehari District there were some 150 queries per month in July 2014, whereas
over the same period in 2015 there were over 300.
Data collected at each clinic include information on the problem reported, the crop affected,
the diagnosis and the pest occurrence by crop. There is some evidence to suggest that this
data is beginning to be used by district government officers. The DAO in Vehari District
made a presentation that included analysis of data, which is being used for monitoring and
reporting purposes.
Development of knowledge products for use in the clinics has led to the development of 60
Factsheets, which are primarily for use by farmers and are to assist them with the diagnosis
process. In addition to these, 34 Plant Management Decision Guides have been developed
for assisting Plant Doctors in making recommendations and prescriptions. These materials
are used in the clinics, but also extensively as training tools. Farmers and Plant Doctors
expressed a need for additional factsheets that were required to meet local needs, including
on abiotic plant health issues, for example nutritional deficiencies. There was some evidence
that agricultural universities were starting to use PW products as teaching materials.

Monitoring and evaluation
Monitoring and evaluation of the PW programme prior to 2012 was not accorded a high
priority. The Plantwise Online Management System (POMS) has been operational since
2011, and data has been recorded against the respective fields included there (people,
clinics, organisations, training, activities, clinic data, and targets). However, no baseline
exists and analysis of the data until recently has been largely restricted to monitoring
physical targets and milestones. Some reporting was conducted largely on a donor demand
basis, such as an annual report produced in 2012 for DFID.
In 2014, a new PW Programme-wide system was introduced, with the objective of capturing
qualitative data as well as quantitative reporting against targets. This new programme has
been resourced with additional and dedicated professional M&E staff; a new Global Director
of the M&E Programme has recently been recruited (based in the Kenya office), and in
Pakistan the M&E Unit has recently recruited a Regional M&E and Programme Support
Officer.

Vietnam
Plant Clinic Establishment
There were 40 plant clinics in operation under Plantwise from 2013-2014, supported by
funding from Irish Aid. That funding was reduced in 2105, with only limited funding for M&E
activities. Currently 20 Plant clinics are supported under Plantwise. A further five Plant
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clinics are operational in Vinh Long Province, supported through Provincial funding, with
support diagnostic services from SORFRI.
More than 80 Plant Doctors have received training and there are now 10 Master Trainers
able to train further extension staff in all four modules of the Plant Doctor curriculum. SOFRI
has additional six Master Trainers, trained in country by staff that have been involved in plant
clinics since 2003 (since original Global Plant Clinic Programme 2003-2007). These are in
addition to Master Trainers trained under the current Plantwise programme. Local
implementing organisations report that a few Plant clinics continue to be run in areas where
support has been withdrawn (following funding cuts this year), where very motivated Plant
Doctors combine with some provision of resources from Provincial level. These Plant
Doctors are continuing to work without any additional incentive, seeing the plant clinics as
part of their core work.
Some of the main distinctive features of Plant Clinics in Vietnam are as follows:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.

Clinics are held both in the open, close to farmers’ fields and in central village/
community leaders’ residence, where it is easy for farmers to access and gather.
In remoter areas with sparse populations spread over larger geographic areas,
mobile clinics introduced to meet farmers’ needs.
Farmers are used to working in groups and for major corps, often rely on their
commune leader for advice (leading to under-reporting of clinic outreach).
Mass extension methods are common such as loud speaker, radio broadcasts and
TV messages (informed by staff of PCs).
Clinics are held for a half-day every week, or every two weeks at the same time.
Clinics are resourced with a minimum level of equipment, and there is a relatively low
level of use of IT.

Partnerships and linkages: Government
The National Responsible Organisation (NRO) is the Vietnam Academy of Agricultural
Sciences (VAAS). National Coordinator’s role is mainly in policy/ advocacy and facilitation as
coordinating body for three Research institutions that implement the programme. It is not
very clear the added value provided by VAAS and problems in routing of funding through
VAAS to the local implementing organisations were so severe in the first year as to halt
implementation. The situation has now improved, but tensions remain between the
organisations.
There are three Local Implementing Organisations (LIOs); the Plant Protection Research
Institute (PPRI), based in Hanoi and coming under the umbrella of VAAS; the Plant
Quarantine Diagnostic Centre (PQDC within Plant Protection Department), based in Hanoi
and under the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD); and the Southern
Horticultural research Institute (SOFRI), based near Ho Chi Min city and again under the
umbrella of VAAS. Significant differences were observed in the attitude and activities of the
three implementers. While all were active and enthusiastic, SOFRI stood out as particularly
motivated and indeed independently active, helping to run five additional clinics outside of
Plantwise. They are also taking forward development of PD curriculum for University courses
and production of a PD manual. The previous involvement with plant clinics from 2003
(Global Plant Clinic Programme) means that there is a significant cadre of now senior
scientists interested and trained in these approaches.
Initially Plant Clinics were run by all three LIOs, each given responsibility in one province
(two provinces for PPD). In 2013 implementation structure changed to try and embed PCs
within existing extension structure. All plant clinics are consequently now run by district level
sub-PPD offices. In these offices, sub-PPD staff are already involved in plant pest monitoring
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and control. Plant doctor training given and PC activities run alongside and complement their
core pest monitoring and control duties.
In Vietnam agriculture extension adopts mass communication of messages via loud speaker,
TV and Radio. The extension services also use communication and training with lead
farmers from communes (groups of farmers growing the same crop) as an effective method
of reaching more farmers. It is likely that this has led to an under-reporting of PW impact and
effectiveness.
Research organisations: Research organisations role as diagnostic back-up in the
programme is strong. They are also involved in implementation, due to historical
development of programme and their research and project development interests. Hanoi
Agricultural University and Can Tho University in the South are starting to use PW products
in teaching material. A new faculty focussing on Plant clinic establishment and Plant Doctor
training is planned for Hanoi University. A Plant doctor training manual is in draft form with
SOFRI.

Governance: Steering Committee
The Steering Committee consists of representatives from all the key institutions involved in
implementation, with no wider representation from private sector, NGOs, farmer’s
organisations or beneficiaries to date. The issues that the Programme has faced with regard
to effective channelling of funding and change in responsibility for implementation, has called
for a rather narrow focussing of efforts to date, to get things working.

Partnerships and linkages: other
Private sector engagement: There is currently some engagement with input suppliers in
discussions for support to further extension material development. There are also on-going
negotiations with regard to additional plant clinics to be supported on pilot basis by the
private sector. For example the Plant Protection Department is in discussion with Crop Life
(Association of agricultural input suppliers) and SOFRI is in discussion with Hop Tri (Input
supplier set up by ex-research and university staff with the aim of supporting sustainable
agriculture in Vietnam).
NGO engagement: There has been no direct engagement with NGOs. Previously additional
clinics were set up by SOFRI in Vinh Long Province with JICA funding, now a few (five) are
continuing in partnership with the Province.

Stakeholder Analysis
A National Forum, ‘Vietnam Plantwise - Advancing Plantwise beyond Pilots’ was held in
Hanoi in April 2014. Key implementing institutions were present together with
representatives from Agricultural University of Hanoi, the Plant Protection Association,
Vietnam and agro-industry representatives. Phases of development in PW activities were
discussed with reference to the situation found in different countries. The current status of
plant clinic operations in Vietnam were assessed and ways to expand plant clinic operations
post CABI funding explored. The planned formulation of a proposal to government for
continued funding post CABI/donor has still to be finalised. There has not been a more in
depth stakeholder analysis as yet.

Knowledge Management
Plant clinic record forms are being completed, entered and passed to LIO data managers.
Data verification is conducted by the LIOs and then forms sent to the National Data Manager
(2,310 to date). Significant delays (2-3 months) experienced in data entry and verification
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due to capacity and work loads of staff, re-assignment of trained staff and multiple stages in
data processes.
Information collected is of significant importance to plant pest monitoring departments and
research organisations, to inform pest control planning, research and new project proposals.
Limited formal analysis is occurring at present due to limited national ownership of formal
data collection processes. Government requires proof of relevance in all agro-ecological
zones prior to wider uptake. The national PW coordinator identifies this as the main
stumbling block to uptake of the programme by government. During the donor meeting
debriefing session he requested further funding for piloting of PCs in the Central Highland
zone and the Central Coastal zone, the two remaining zones yet to experience the
programme. To date PCs have been piloted in six of the 63 provinces in Vietnam and all but
two of the agro-ecological zones.
Knowledge bank development: Thirty two factsheets have been developed for assistance
with diagnosis and have been through the CABI accreditation process. A further 89
factsheets have been developed, including adapted mini-factsheets and pamphlets
developed by LIOs to meet PD and farmers needs in assistance with identification.
Fifteen Plant Management Decision Guides have also been developed for assistance with
prescriptions. These materials are used for training, extensively and in clinics to help farmers
with identification. Both Plant Doctors and farmers identified the need for additional
factsheets to meet local needs, including abiotic plant health issues, for example nutritional
deficiencies.

Monitoring and Evaluation
Plantwise Online Management System (POMS) has been operational since 2014, reporting
to milestones as outlined in logframe. The Plant Clinic Monitoring Form is used during
supervision visits to assess clinic performance and farmer satisfaction. Findings inform the
steering committee, cluster meetings and CABI programme management and development.
The further emphasis that is being placed by CABI on M&E to track both physical targets
and processes is not visible as yet in Vietnam.

China
Plant clinic establishment
From 2012 to date, 36 Plant Clinics have been established in China. Of these, 25 are
located in Beijing City region, six in Sichuan Province, four in Guanxi Province, and one in
Henan. The main focus of activity has been in the peri-urban environment around Beijing,
where the development of Plant Clinics has progressed well with an active and motivated
LIO. Plant Clinics are becoming rapidly institutionalised by government within the Beijing City
administration. Progress in other provinces has been slower, hampered by distance and
possibly by a more challenging working environment.
The Plant Clinics in China are very comprehensively and systematically resourced.18
Equipment provided for each PC includes office furniture (desk, chair, bookcase), IT
equipment (computer, printer), and scientific equipment (stereoscope19). Clinics are based in
more permanent environments, frequently either in agro-input suppliers’ shops or in
agricultural cooperative offices. Some Plant Doctors are full-time employees of these
18

19
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Plantwise provides 1500-2000 CNY to equip new clinics with tables, chairs, and reference books in
Beijing, Sichuan and Xing’an. BPPS equipped Beijing clinics with computers, microscopes and printers
with budget from government.
The microscope was used mainly as a way of showing farmers a close-up of the pest or disease and
increasing awareness

organisations, and not all PCs are restricted to a single day per week. One such employee
reported that she worked at the Plant Clinic seven days per week.
Some of the main distinctive features of Plant Clinics in China are as follows:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.

Clinics are extremely well resourced and equipped.
There is a high level of use of IT and software.
PDs are using social media to engage and link farmers and scientists directly in
diagnosis (WeChat, the Chinese equivalent of WhatsApp).
Mobile clinics have been tested.
Some clinics are located within agro-input shops and farmers’ cooperatives, thus
there is a high level of engagement with private sector.
Some PCs are inputting data direct into the database.
Absence of DSA means that no data is currently being uploaded into POMS.
Some PDs are operating diagnostic services to farmers full-time.

Training has been provided for 96 Plant Doctors. Of these 62% are government staff, 20%
are agro-input dealers, and 18% are agricultural cooperative staff.20 Government PDs have
responsibility for a number of clinics run by government (a small number of mobile clinics
and also some clinics in Plant Protection Stations); for the other clinics associated agrocooperative and agro-input shops, the more highly qualified government PDs provide
technical support to other PDs on a regular basis.
Some training has also been given to 14 Master Trainers, but in China these are often senior
scientists. They consider this to be a two-way learning process and information flow, and are
happy to offer this service which provides them with practical field exposure and useful
contacts at grass-root level. These scientists are also available for diagnostic work on the
WeChat facility.

Partnerships and linkages; government
National Resource Organisation (NRO). A government organisation has acted in a
temporary capacity in the early stages of the programme, and still provides a measure of
legitimacy to the programme. This organisation is called the Institute of Plant Protection, part
of the Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences (IPP–CAAS). Dr Julian Chen (Director of
the Department of International Cooperation and Graduate Students) is an active and
enthusiastic supporter of the programme. She spends some 10% of her time on PW-related
activities, and PW is one of the projects for which she has responsibility. However, it is
generally agreed that support from IPP-CAAS is predominantly technical, and that it is not
the right long-term candidate for NRO, since it is not responsible in any meaningful way for
outreach and extension activities and has no funding for this purpose.
The government agency responsible for extension in plant protection and a number of other
agricultural sub-sectors is called the National Agro-Technical Extension and Service Centre
(NATESC). NATESC is a no-profit organisation operating within the Ministry of Agriculture. It
has overarching responsibility for national extension programmes and networks, with roughly
350,000 extension agents. Those services cover crop production, seed management, soil
and fertility, and plant protection services. There appears to be consensus among key
stakeholders that it would be the correct organisation to take up responsibility as NRO.
However, NATESC itself has a number of reservations about this, as follows:

20

In Guangxi all clinics are run by government staff. In Sichuan 50% of clinics are run by government staff,
50% by agro-dealers with support and supervision from PPS staff. In Beijing 21% of clinics are run by
government staff, 50% of clinics by agro-cooperatives with support and supervision from PPS staff, and
29% of clinics are run by agro-dealers with support and supervision from PPS staff.
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i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

The Department of Plant Protection (MoA) has concerns at a national level about use
of field data, as this is seen as highly sensitive with potential impacts on international
trade. At present there is no communication on this issue, and whilst a technical
solution might be found quite easily there are also political implications which will be
more awkward to resolve;
Government appears to hold mixed views about CABI. The Crop Protection
Compendium (CPC) is widely used within government, and thus CABI is a wellknown brand; however whilst the Department of International Cooperation is an
enthusiastic champion, the Department of Plant Protection seems less so; this
relationship needs to be nurtured;
NATESC has concerns about the capacity of Plant Doctors and the quality of service
that they deliver. They felt that the capacity of staff needs to be built gradually,
adapting to local circumstances as it moves forward. The Director stressed that the
Beijing region where PW has had such a success is atypical, and that this is not
necessarily replicable with other, more diverse and less well-off farmers in more
remote areas;
NATESC has concerns about the financial resources that would be required to roll
this programme out on a national basis, which would need to be found. Involvement
of the private sector and methods of cost recovery were mentioned.

Local Implementing Organisations. There are three Local Implementing Organisations (LIOs)
– all within the Department of Plant Protection, MoA. These provincial departments bear the
responsibility for plant protection extension:


Beijing Plant Protection Station (BPPS; covers Beijing City region; 25 Clinics in nine
Districts)

Sichuan PPS (Sichuan Province; six Clinics in two Districts)

Xing’an PPS (Xing’an is District in Guanxi Province; four Clinics in the District).
The relationship with Beijing Plant Protection Station is strong, to a significant extent
because it is closer to the PW office. BPPS has a network of staff and assets down to district
level where well-resourced PP Stations also are located. It is responsible for around 500
government extension staff (‘professional team of green science’). The consultant held
extensive discussions with operational staff from Plant Doctor up to Deputy Director General
level. BPPS is fully committed to the PW programme, and uses this to instil rigour into its
diagnostic service delivery. It had hosted plant clinics prior to the arrival of PW, and has
used the approach to streamline its operations. They have fully integrated the PW approach
and made it into their own programme, merging the two logos in this process.
The LIO makes the decisions regarding where clinics should be located. It has adopted an
innovative approach to PP extension, and is prepared to pilot new ideas and approaches.
Examples of these are the use of mobile clinics in more remote mountainous areas, and
pioneering its relationships with private sector players through clinic location. It plans in
future to test three levels of plant health care – Plant Clinics at grassroot level, Plant
Hospitals at district level, and a single General Hospital at city level. BPPS are well aware
that innovation brings with it a higher level of risk, and are actively seeking to mitigate
against these.
It was not possible to visit the LIOs in other provinces. Relationships with these are reported
to be strong, but progress is much slower owing to distance, and work is still in the pilot
stage. There is a strong case for placing a greater focus on these in the future, owing to the
need to build the impact evidence base. The nature of the Beijing region agriculture is
atypical, where intensive irrigated horticulture feeding the urban market is the predominant
farming system.
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The Chinese government’s Green Control Programme was initiated by MoA in 2011 with the
aim to improve quantity and quality of agricultural production and promote environment
protection. Much akin to the Plantwise approach (and rendering the partnership more
relevant), Green control technical options are different from traditional chemical based
methods, and the green control strategy is to promote non-chemical approaches such as
physical control, cultural control and bio-control which are prioritised with chemical control as
the last resort. The reduced reliance on chemicals aims to help reduce pesticide residues on
products and pesticide resistance among target pests, and thus promote sustainable
agricultural production.

Governance
So far no National Forum and Steering Committee have been formed. Some of the key
government stakeholders interviewed were of the opinion that the Steering Committee
should be located within NATESC, with the DG as its chair. Although the PW China team
have set themselves the target of forming both a National Forum and a Steering Committee
during 2015, at this stage it seems more important to establish the NRO and to build and
strengthen that relationship. The NRO can then be instrumental in constituting the National
Forum and Steering Committee. This may be thus considered as a less immediate and
longer-term priority. This can be addressed when the programme has gained legitimacy
through a national government partner, and when there is a better impact evidence base
from a wider sample and from other provinces.
There has been a strong focus on getting the PW model up and running and getting some
positive results from the field, concentrating on growth from the bottom up. This is likely to be
the best policy for the immediate future. It is more important that the evidence base is built
from a wider sample than can be extrapolated from the rather atypical Beijing region,
including in more challenging provincial environments.

Other partnerships
Private sector engagement. There has been a strong and innovative engagement with agroinput suppliers and farmers’ cooperatives at township and Plant Doctor level in Beijing
region, and lessons are being learned through this. Some of the agro-input suppliers are
wholesalers rather than retailers, and some are government owned – both reducing the risks
of mis-selling. One wholesaler interviewed has a full-time Plant Doctor – paid fully by the
shop - available to talk to farmers on a nine-to-five daily basis, with ease of access for
farmers being the primary goal. This dealer was finding that it increased levels of trust with
farmers and improved his reputation.
BPPS are aware of the potential risks (over reliance and focus on pesticides), and are
actively mitigating against these. To date there has been no engagement with associations
of dealers at a higher level, although these are reported to exist. This accentuates the need
to conduct an SHA, where these organisations may be contacted and brought into
discussions.
NGO engagement. Government does not encourage NGOs in China, and there are no
genuine non-government organisations. There has thus been no engagement.
Research organisations. The PPS structure provides its own research and diagnostic
capacity, with an extensive network of laboratories and scientists available for diagnostic
work. In the normal course of events, a sample would be brought to the plant clinic, where
the problem would be diagnosed. Should the Plant Doctor not recognise the pest or disease,
it would be sent either to the district level laboratory, or more likely to the provincial level
(BPPS), where test would be run by well-qualified scientists who are nominated for this
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purpose. In China, this traditional PW diagnostic process is being short-cut increasingly.
WeChat is the Chinese equivalent of WhatsApp, and this social media channel is being
utilised for a quick diagnosis. Plant Doctors take a photo of the crop, and post it immediately
on WeChat. Selected expert scientists are available on a continuous basis - there are seven
who are ‘on call’ who monitor the discussion constantly. They make a diagnosis that is then
fed back to the farmer within hours, or even minutes. This innovation is something to
examine more closely and possibly pilot in other countries.
FAO in China, as elsewhere, is also in the business of service provision, and there is much
common ground and complementarity between its work and CABI’s, particularly in its work
towards its strategic objective on agricultural food systems. In addition to its more normative
work, it implements a number of projects including GEF-funded initiatives and other TC
programmes focussed around Farmer Field Schools. Whilst there may be no immediate
opportunities for partnering with FAO, CABI and Plantwise would do well to liaise with them
on a regular basis to exchange ideas and information.
Socialised Agriculture Service Organisations (SASO) in China provide services to farmers to
promote agricultural production and marketing linkages. SASO has different models, such as
government bodies, farmer cooperatives, companies, universities, research institutes, etc. It
provides various services covering almost all fields regarding agricultural production, such as
technology extension, financial support, information services, policy and law services, agroinputs, pest management, marketing linkage, transportation, and others. SASO is likely to be
included in any SHA being conducted by the PW China office, and might be an interesting
potential partner.
Stakeholder Analyses (SHA) of the China PHS has not yet been conducted to identify critical
interactions and relationships.

Data management process
A total of 17,070 records (‘prescriptions’) have been collected from Plant Clinics to date.
These are harmonised (i.e. the data is cleaned) at district PPS and level, and again reharmonised and validated by the Data Manager at BPPS. The validation process
automatically ensures consistency between diagnosis and recommendation, and seeks to
ensure quality. One Plant Doctor interviewed was using a system to short cut this rather
time-consuming and inefficient process. She was inputting data directly from the farmer into
the computer data spreadsheet, thereby removing the need for hard copy and a separate
computer entry process. The programme has been adapted to permit her to print out a copy
for the farmer. All PDs interviewed were aware of e-clinic and its potential, and felt that this
was where the future lies.
Data is not being fully accessed at provincial level for monitoring and reporting purposes,
and for analysis and decision-making. The real value of the data is maybe not being fully
appreciated, and there is a need to increase awareness in particular at national and
provincial levels about this. The national database is of growing value, and is a huge
potential resource for national policy-makers.

Knowledge bank development
To date, 83 Factsheets have been developed for farmers to provide assistance with
diagnosis. These are China-specific, and have been developed from scratch by BPPS
scientists who are local experts. These are then checked by IPP scientists. The Factsheets
are headed with their own logo, alongside that of Plantwise.
Plant Management Decision Guides have also been developed by IPP scientists, 40 so far,
for use by Plant Doctors. Both Factsheets and PMDGs are reviewed regularly by them at an
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annual workshop. Research staff recognise the utility of these data sheets for teaching
currriculae, but are not yet using them as such.
The BPPS staff indicated that the global Plantwise knowledge bank had not been
extensively used in generation of the Chinese Factsheets and PMDGs, which had been
developed using local knowledge and experience.

Monitoring and evaluation
The Country Coordinator (Wan Min) is responsible for the M&E component in China. Early
M&E efforts were somewhat thin, and there was little focus on this over the first two years.
There is no baseline data, and only POMS data is available for analysis. Since no Data
Sharing Agreement exists yet with the Chinese government (a direct result of there being no
NRO as yet), no technical records can be uploaded online and these are thus not available
for analysis.
Improvements of the M&E programme are underway globally. Tracking of physical targets
and processes will start in 2015. Progress tracking, process tracking, learning, contextual
analysis and capacity building are five new components. There will be a significantly greater
volume of work that will be needed to cover the new range of M&E tools that are either under
development, being piloted or are already in use. PW staff in China will need to be able to
find time within their already busy work schedules to address these.
The consultant was able to witness and discuss with participants the first PD selfassessment process – a part of Monitoring Plant Clinic Performance (MPCP). This was
training for PDs in how to measure the quality of their own diagnoses and recommendations.

Sri Lanka
Plant Clinic Establishment
Some variability has been experienced in numbers of crop clinics within Sri Lanka due to
closure after one year of 29 clinics established by the NGO Sevalanka. Variability continues
on a smaller scale due to transfer of staff. While there are usually at least two plant doctors
at each clinic, each plant doctor has a given area of operation (in their role as Agricultural
Instructor) and if transferred, the plant clinic in that area closes until a new AI with training as
a plant doctor is present. Taking all these variables into account, current number of active
crop clinics is thought to be 261.
Training for 761 Plant Doctors has been conducted in Module One (71% of total AIs), with an
additional 81 senior staff also trained in this module. So far 437 (40%) of the Agricultural
Instructors have been trained in Module Two. There are 19 Master Trainers, eleven men and
eight women, of whom five speak Tamil. This is an important skill for enabling training in the
five northern districts as well as training in central areas where there are large numbers of
Tamil-speaking farmers.
Crop Clinics are becoming rapidly institutionalised through the government’s launching of the
Permanent Crop Clinic Programme (PCCP). The initiative is gathering momentum, with
clinics within 18 districts at present. The programme will expand into a further three districts
by the end of 2015 and the plan is for clinics to be present within all districts by 2016.
The number of Agricultural Instructors is limited, however, with some 1,081 in active
extension positions. Even to reach the 1.8M rice producing households in Sri Lanka requires
that each extension officer needs to reach over 1600 households, a daunting task. Plant
clinics do, however, enable extension staff to reach a larger number of farmers in a given
time than by individual farm visits, which is another method used.
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Some of the main distinctive features of Plant Clinics in Sri Lanka are as follows:
i.
ii.

iii.
iv.
v.

vi.

Clinics are held both in the open, under an umbrella close to farmers’ fields and in
village and community halls.
Clinics are held for a half-day every week, or two weeks, at the same time. Some
PDs hold clinics alternately at two different locations to better cover their extension
area.
Farmers spend considerable time at the clinics, listening to the diagnosis of other
farmers and getting information on inputs and markets.
Data collection is done manually in most clinics, but direct digital entry is being
piloted in 10 e-clinics.
PDs in e-clinics were actively using knowledge bank resources as well as other webbased reference materials. They have formed a self-help virtual grouping with Master
Trainers to answer outstanding queries from clinics.
Plant doctors have hand lenses, but outside of the e-clinics, there is a relatively low
level of use of IT.

Partnerships and linkages; government
The National Coordinator is a Deputy Director within the Seed Certification and Plant
Protection Centre (NPPO) of the Department of Agriculture, in charge of the Plant Protection
Service. The high political importance currently being placed on the PCCP initiative means
that considerable staff and support resources are being made available for implementation.
The Local Implementing Organisation (LIO) is the Department of Agriculture, Provincial level
extension services, who have some 1,081 Agricultural Instructors (AIs) working at field level.
With a third of the population employed in agriculture, and 1.8m households involved in rice
cultivation alone, this means that there is a very high ration of farmers to field staff (over
1,600 households per AI, just in the rice sector).
Research organisations. There are four major research organisations that are actively
involved in diagnostic work. These are the Horticultural Research and Development Institute
(HORDI), the Food Crop Research and Development Institute (FCRDI), the Fruit Research
and Development Institute (FRDI) and the Rice Research and Development Institute (RRDI).
This diagnostic work is conducted both in association with plant clinics and in response to
telephone queries and individual farmer queries.
The University of Peradeniya, Kandy, has assisted in the development of Diagnostic Guides.
Plantwise materials are not yet included in the curriculum of training institutions, or of
Universities.
Extension organisations. The Government has instigated a new Permanent Crop Clinic
Programme to roll out the plant clinic concept. It is now a key tool used by Provincial
extension services and is currently introduced within 18 of 25 districts.
Regulatory bodies. Strict plant quarantine, seed certification and pesticide registration laws
and practices are required to enable the significant export of spices (particularly cinnamon),
tea, rubber, coconut, sugar and vegetables that make up 25% of Sri Lanka’s exports. The
potential importance of data from Crop Clinics for quality control in regulatory processes
including for export of products is of great interest to government. However, data analysis is
still at a very early stage and needs further support and development.
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Governance
The project Steering Committee is currently being re-formulated following retirement of
previous members. It will be chaired by the Additional Director General (Development)
Agriculture with nine members from the Department of Agriculture. While the recent
Stakeholder desk review and workshop identified significant other stakeholders with
influence on the Plant Health System, at present it was considered most effective only to
include DoA stakeholders for effective establishment of the Permanent Crop Clinic
Programme.

Partnership and Linkages: Other
Private sector engagement. Plant Doctors encourage farmers to seek out reliable input
suppliers and help them assess reliability with regard to information and products supplied.
Farmers reported selecting suppliers that were not always the cheapest, or nearest, but on
the basis of reliability of product supplied.
Piloting of prescription requirement for more potentially hazardous control chemicals is being
considered21. The plan is to roll out a pilot programme in the Anuradhapura District, as the
new Minister for Agriculture comes from this area and it is also an area where there is a high
incidence of Chronic Kidney Disease (CKD).
NGO engagement. There was early engagement with the NGO Seva Lanka at the start of
the Plantwise programme. In total 29 plant clinics were established in cooperation with the
NGO in the North of the country, with plant doctors trained from their local staff. This
presented challenges as the majority of these staff had no agricultural background or
training. Cooperation lasted for less than a year, due to funding issues, and the clinics are no
longer being run.

Stakeholder Analysis
A detailed Stakeholder Analysis desk review has been undertaken, which shows the
complexity of governance issues in the agricultural sector in Sri Lanka. Major food crops,
fruits and other field crops come under the Ministry of Agriculture. Spice crops such as
pepper, coffee, cocoa, cinnamon, cloves and cashews come under a separate Ministry, the
Ministry of minor Export Crop Development. Similarly coconut development comes under a
separate Ministry, the Ministry for Coconut Development, as does sugar, the Ministry of
Sugar Industry Development. The Stakeholder analysis workshop went on to identify critical
and important actors within the Plant Health System in Sri Lanka. This analysis does not
seem to have informed the new re-formulation of the Steering Committee, which draws
members solely from the Department of Agriculture.

Knowledge Management
Plant clinic record forms are being regularly completed, collated at district level and validated
at central level. Data entry follows (4,307 records to date, 1,331 records pending). Some
delay in entry of data sheets is occurring, due to staff overseas training and other duties. No
analysis of the data is occurring at district level at present. Analysis at national level is again
currently constrained by staff availability.
Knowledge bank development. A total of 28 Pest Management Decision Guides have been
developed for assistance with prescriptions, with a further 19 in draft form. Five photo
identification guides have also been developed to assist with diagnosis. Factsheets have
been drafted, but not produced owing to the presence of similar existing materials with the
extension services. These materials are regularly used in clinics, being referred to by
farmers and plant doctors. Extension staff report that additional Decision Guides and photo
21

Discussion with country team and Director General of Agriculture.
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identification guides are required to cover a wider range of crops, particularly in response to
the government’s new home garden initiative.

Monitoring and Evaluation
The Plantwise Online Management System (POMS) has been operational since June 2013
and reports to milestones as outlined in the logframe. During the evaluation visit a
considerable variance was found in the figures presented by the in-country coordinator, with
figures in 2013 and 2014 reports and final figures extracted by the CABI country Coordinator
from POMS. This was due to some confusion about whether to include 29 plant clinics
initially established by the NGO Seva Lanka (now closed), the closure of a few plant clinics
due to staff transfers and a batch of newly entered data sheets.
The current absence of two out of three data entry staff on overseas training made it difficult
to investigate the underlying reasons for uncertainty with regard to the figures in the data
bank. The remaining data entry person seemed unsure about exploring the data, or filtering,
despite having received three trainings.
The current pilot introduction of direct data entry by plant doctors into the database through
the e-clinic approach looks encouraging. The e-clinic in Nuwara Eliya was visited and plant
doctors expressed interest and satisfaction with the system. They appreciated having the
Pest Management Decision Guides on their tablets as well as factsheets specific to Sri
Lanka and ones from other countries. They reported using the wider web for diagnosis, if
CABI supplied resources did not hold the answer to a query. It was taking them longer than
filling in the manual forms and included additional tasks; of uploading photos of the
specimens provided by farmers, and of the prescription form issued to farmers. This took
their attention away from farmers, to a certain extent. However farmers expressed
satisfaction with the system also, as they appreciated the checking of prescription possible
with this system and the fact that the plant doctor said that they would call them back, if any
change in prescription was recommended. The plant doctors felt that the tablets further
professionalised their activities, providing additional resources and a way of getting a second
opinion, if required. There is an active self-help, e-mail group associated with the pilot,
involving several of the Master Trainers as well, where unidentified pathogens and queries
are answered within the peer/ support group.
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