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Introduction, purpose and aim of the Community of Practice(CoP) guide for 

implementers 
 
The main objective of this Implementers’ Communities of Practice (CoP) guide is to provide CoP 
facilitators with a check-list of questions that they can use. This entails getting views and perspectives 
on whether the PCs are achieving the targeted goals, assessing what is working and not working (how’s 
and why’s); what the impacts of the land restoration options are to farmers and suggestions on how 
to improve on their performance. It also entails exploring ways to improve synergies and attain better 
collaboration amongst the implementers, including identifying challenges the implementers are facing 
and devising ways of addressing such challenges. It is also meant to assess the progress of research 
activities and come up with ‘next steps’ to ensure that all actors are working together and cohesively 
towards achieving a common goal.  

Points to note: 

ü This Implementers CoP should ideally be held after undertaking Farmers CoP. This is in order 
to share farmers feedback to enable the implementers have a chance to address some of the 
key issues that need immediate action and also learn from the farmers 

ü The exercises can be combined with other participatory exercises as deemed appropriate such 
as the perspective sharing, Bao game of scoring, ranking exercises, using colored cards etc. 

ü This exercise will require resources such as multi-coloured cards, flip charts, marker pens 

 
This guide may be adapted to other projects wishing to elicit implementers feedback on the 
performance of technologies.   
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Objectives of the CoP Workshop 
The main objectives of the Communities of Practice (CoP) workshop held with Community 
Facilitators (CFs) were: 

1. Share experiences from the CoP, farmers, CFs, NGOS, and Researchers 

a. Share a detailed report of CoP farmer report with the CFs 

b. Receive additional feedback on the CoP with farmers. 

c. Share the powerpoint of the preliminary results of the Planned Comparisons (PCs) 

2. To understand the aims of the land restoration interventions from the CF perspective 

3. Understand how the CFs have addressed the challenges expressed in October workshop 

a. Check the status on utility of the enumerators 

b. Identify suggestions for smooth operations in the field  

4. To gather perspectives on what the CFs have learned from this engagement with farmers 

a. Including gendered perspectives 

5. To register capacity needs of the CFs 

6. To introduce Mary Crossland to the project team and explore gendered perceptions of the 
restoration options 

7. Discuss and finalize the harvest protocol 

8. Schedule community of practice with NGOs 

 
Section A: Feedback from Farmer Communities of Practice 

This section involves the facilitators of the CoP presenting key highlights and feedback from the 
farmers’ CoP workshops. This step is critical as it is meant to allow for reflection and identification of 
key pressing issues raised by farmers, which require action by implementers. Key questions in this 
section include: 

1. Are the key issues raised by farmers during the workshop captured accurately in the report? 
2. Are their issues or perspectives that were not captured? 
3. How have you addressed the key issues presented by farmers and what additional support is 

needed/ 
4. What aspects do you feel need to be addressed during this meeting? (This will open up a discussion 

and brainstorming on solutions and way forward amongst the implementers) 
 

Section B: To understand aims of the PCs from the implementers’ perspective 
5. Is there any aspect of any PC treatment you observed farmers are struggling to achieve or 

adhere to? Have you attempted solving the challenge or what suggestions do you have? 
6. Have you as implementers personally learnt any lesson from your engagement with farmers 

implementing the PCs? (Yes, Neutral, No)? Give reasons for your answers 
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Section C: To understand the performance of the land restoration options from the 
implementers’ perspective 
Here, the implementers will be requested to discuss each restoration option separately (planting basins, tree 
planting) separately.  

7. According to your views, have the land restoration options implemented on farm had a 
positive, neutral or negative impact? (Positive, Neutral, Negative)? Give reasons for your answers.  

8. According to your views, do you think farmers have benefited from the land restoration 
options? (Yes, Neutral, No)? Give reasons for your answers. 

9. Are there gender-specific aspects affecting the outcomes of the land restoration options that 
you have observed? If any, how can they be addressed? 

10. Are there other critical emerging issues that you feel should be addressed or prioritized? Have 
you attempted to address them? 

Section D: To understand gendered perspectives of the land restoration options 
Introducing Mary Crossland’s PhD thesis. Particularly  her interest in how basins, tree planting, and other 
possible land restoration options affect men’s and women’s time and labour constraints, their access to 
income, and can strengthen household food security. I would like to know your perspectives on this and what 
you have observed in the field and through interacting with the farmers. Together as a group we will talk 
through and discuss the following questions on the control and management of the PCs, use of labour and 
time, and the different advantages and disadvantages of using planting basins for men and for women.  

Control and management of the options: 

11. Who do you think makes the decisions on which PCs to test? (Trees, basins, species) 
12. Who do you think makes the decision on where the PC plots will be put? 
13. Who do you think makes decision on how many pits to dig? 
14. Who have you observed digging the planting basins? 
15. When people hire labour, whom do they hire? 

Labour and time: 

16. Have planting basins reduced or increased time working on the farm? 
17. If increased, has this affected farmers’ ability to perform other tasks?  
18. How does this differ for men and women? 
19. Have other activities been redistributed in time and in space? (For example, field preparation 

can happen earlier with the basins? Rather than waiting for use of plough or tractor).  

Advantages and disadvantages: 

20. Who (men or women) do you think is the most suited to adopt planting basins? And why?  
21. What are the advantages of planting basins for women? 
22. What are the advantages of planting basins for men? 
23. What are the disadvantages of planting basins for women? 
24. What are the disadvantages of planting basins for men? 
25. How can the challenges (disadvantages) identified above be resolved  
26. What other technologies/ options could the project explores? 
27. What other options are the farmers already trying on their farm for improved land health and 

livelihoods. 
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Section E: Feedback from PC Results from data analyzed 
This section entails the CoP facilitators sharing with the implementers, key findings from the data already analyzed from the PCs. 

28. Are there any key results shared that you find presents a new perspective on what you already 
know about the PCs? 
 

Section F: Assessing the Research in Development Approach 
29. What are some of the challenges you are facing as implementers in operating in the ‘Research in 

Development’ approach? E.g., NGOs and ICRAF 
30. What recommendations do you have to improve this process? 

 

Section G: Next Steps, Capacity Needs and Suggestions of Smooth Field Operations 
31. What activities are in the pipeline- immediate activities 
32. Do you need any other form of support? Give reasons? 
33. Do you require additional skills to improve the performance of your activities? 
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