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Introduction 
PURPOSE 

iDE Burkina Faso is currently receiving funding for the Scaling Up Productive Water Phase 2 (SUPW2) from 
the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC). This evaluation assesses SDC investments in 
Burkina Faso as an addition to the impact evaluations conducted in Vietnam and Nicaragua on the 
effectiveness of drip irrigation use by smallholder famers.  

With the primary goal of achieving scale and widespread introduction of micro-irrigation technology into the 
market, the Burkina Faso program has pursued two models for drip irrigation distribution. Aligning with iDE’s 
core principle of business-oriented solutions to poverty, Burkina Faso developed a social enterprise model 
with a network of retailers selling directly to farmers. However, volume under this model was low and 
struggled to gain traction.1 Direct sales in more remote regions were inefficient and guidance from Whitten 
and Roy Partnership (WRP) suggested redirecting geographic focus to more central locations to increase 
scale of direct sales.   

At the same time, the Burkina Faso program sought to expand its reach through partnership with other non-
profit and private organizations. The nature of partnership for third party sales varied as some partnerships 
include Burkina Faso’s support in installation and technical advice and others were solely technology 
transactions.   

iDE’s hypothesis is that the two approaches reach different populations and thus have different social 
impacts. In theory, direct sales are limited to more educated and wealthy clients given their central location 
(closer to Ouagadougou capital) and ability to buy at full cost. Through indirect sales, iDE Burkina Faso 
reaches poorer and more rural clients. Indirect sales increase access to marginal populations such as rural 
female farmers and farmers in mining communities.  

Given this background, the evaluation stratifies the client population into those reached by direct and indirect 
sales methods and analyzes those groups along the following categories:  

 Household characteristics 

 Water source and use 

 Crop production 

 Drip kit use  

 Farm Business Advisors (CBA - Conseillers de Business) feedback and satisfaction  

The insights drawn from this report will guide programmatic decisions as Burkina Faso refines its scope for 
future programming.    

BACKGROUND 

In total, 3,950 drip kits have been sold by the Burkina Faso program during Phase 2 of the SUPW.2  However, 
for the purposes of this evaluation we have detailed client records on 1,564 sales during the same time-
period. The difference in these two figures is due to the distribution of the IFAD/PIGEPE bulk sale that 
coincided with part of the SUPW2 program calendar.3   
 

                                                             

1 Wanvoeke, J.; Venot, J. P.; Fraiture, C. D. & Zwarteveen, M. Smallholder Drip Irrigation in Burkina Faso. Journal of 
Development Studies, 2016, 1019-1033 
2 Sales data is from February 1, 2014 to December 31, 2016. 
3 In December 2012, iDE set up of a distribution chain for irrigation technology in the selected provinces of: BOUGOURIBA, 
IOBA, NAHOURI, NOUMBIEL, PONI, SISSILI. iDE, in collaboration with the Government of Burkina Faso and a network of 
retailers, put in the market 2,700 drip irrigation kits to make drip irrigation technology more accessible. These kits were 
distributed over the course of the next two years. Projet De Collaboration Pigepe-iDE Rapport de Mise en Oeuvre, 2014.  
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Our analysis is restricted to the 1,564 client records, as they contain necessary detailed information such as 
kit size.Figure 1 shows the distribution of drip kits sold by size to better understand trends in consumer 
demand. At the beginning of the program, we see that large kits sized 500 m2 or higher make up over 50 
percent of drip kit sales. By 2016, there has been a significant shift with over half of kit sales being 100 m2 or 
less in size.  

Figure 1: Drip Kit Distribution, by Size 

 

Finally, a prior mission report found roughly 85 percent of drip kit sales were to other organizations rather 

than direct to clients.4 Figure 2 shows that while indirect sales peaked at 85 percent in 2015, overall indirect 
sales averaged 65 percent throughout the course of the project.  

                                                             

4 Venot, J. & Wanovoeke. 2015. Rapport de Mission: Court aperçu des activités d’IDE au Burkina Faso et pistes de réflexion 
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Figure 2: Drip Kit Distribution, by Method  

 

Drawing on this background information, a qualitative evaluation was designed to better understand the 
profile of clients from both direct and indirect sales, particularly along key demographic characteristics. iDE 
seeks to understand systematic differences between target populations reached with the two approaches 
utilized by the Burkina Faso team.  

Study Design 
The study is a non-experimental descriptive summary as we have no control group or ex-ante data 
comparison. Thus, differences between cohorts cannot be interpreted with causal inference and should only 
be considered descriptive in nature. Further, given the non-random sampling of clients statistical significance 
could not be evaluated between group averages.  

Our two groups of study:  

 Direct Clients: farmers who have directly purchased a drip irrigation technology from an iDE retailer 
and CBA.  

 Indirect Clients: farmers who have received a drip irrigation kit from a source other than an iDE retailer 
and CBA, such as an NGO or farmer cooperative. 

To note, Burkina Faso staff also contacted retailers responsible for the 2,700 drip kits distributed through the 
IFAD/PIGEPE project. The goal was to collect client lists from these retailers to study a third group of clients, 
farmers reached via PIGEPE. However,only one retailer was able to provide us a list of 16 clients. Given the 
total volume of 2,700 drip kits, this list would be insignificant in findings and non-representative. The third 
group of study was dropped from the evaluation.   

SAMPLING  

We derived our final sample through several rounds of stratification of the 1,564 total kit sales. First, we 
limited interviews to clients located in Burkina Faso as only they are eligible for technical services from iDE’s 
CBAs.  As 17 percent of drip kit sales were outside of Burkina Faso, the potential sample reduced to 1,303 
sales. Of note, 23 percent of direct client sales were made to individuals outside of Burkina Faso, while 14 
percent of indirect sales were made to organizations abroad.  

Second, data was available only through June 2016 at the time of evaluation design and implementation, 
further restricting our sampling frame.  

Finally, if more than one kit was sold to the same individual, or organization, iDE Burkina Faso recorded a 
separate sales entry. Thus, of the sales made prior to June 2016, iDE Burkina Faso directly sold to 129 unique 
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individuals and indirectly sold to 91 unique organizations, indicating that a significant number of clients 
purchased multiple kits from iDE Burkina Faso. 

Given this limited sample frame of candidates to interview, we conducted a census by phone of all clients 
directly purchasing a drip kit. Table 1 presents the direct kit sales and unique clients available for surveying 
along with the response rate. Of the 129 potential direct clients, we were able to reach and interview 68.  

Table 1: Direct Client Response Rate 

Interviewed 68 53% 

Refused 01 1% 

Duplicate 03 2% 

Wrong number or out of service 35 27% 

No phone number 22 17% 

TOTAL 129 100% 

 

Indirect sales followed a two-part sampling and interview method. iDE Burkina Faso sales data had contact 
information for a point person within each indirect organization. Organizations with the largest purchases of 
drip kits were prioritized and point people were asked to complete a short interview on the method of 
distribution for their drip kits. Organizations were then asked for a list of clients who received a drip kit 
indirectly through them. From this two-part approach we received responses from 38 indirect clients, only 4 
percent of drip kits distributed via a third-party within Burkina Faso.  

INDIRECT ORGANIZATIONS PROFILE 

We reached point people for 21 out of the 91 organizations who purchased drip kits indirectly. Figure 3 
presents the types of organizations we were able to contact. Notably, we were unable to collect data from 
one of the largest private purchasers, IAMGOLD. IAMGOLD continues to be key private partner with iDE 
Burkina Faso.  

Figure 3: Third Party Distribution of Indirect Sales  
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Of the 21 organizations contacted, 90 percent distributed their drip kits free to farmers while 5 percent offered 
a subsidy and the remaining 5 percent re-sold the kit at full cost. Of those that subsidized at partial or full 
cost, 59 percent installed the kits on a group farm that is collectively managed. This differs from direct client 
sales where we assume farmers are buying for their individual farms.  

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

The survey instrument aligns with the instrument used in SDC evaluations carried out in Vietnam and 
Nicaragua as it includes modules on land size, crop production, water source and application, and customer 
satisfaction. However, it does not include water calculations or harvest yield estimations. The survey 
questionnaires for the direct and indirect groups can be found in Appendix 1 and 2, respectively.  

IMPLEMENTATION 

Global iQ and Burkina Faso staff piloted the survey in-person with direct and indirect clients in September 
2016. Given budget and staffing constraints, as well as rainy season conditions, the full-scale survey was 
conducted via phone. The phone survey took approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

During survey implementation, several problems occurred with data collection. As the survey was completed 
by phone, there were occasional disruptions of the network that caused delays in gathering data. Some of 
the farmers were outside of network coverage and thus unreachable by telephone. In addition, certain 
farmers did not feel comfortable giving information over the phone and were reticent to answer survey 
questions using this method.  

LIMITATIONS 

Numerous data issues may bias our results. First, as mentioned previously, an average of 17 percent of sales 
were made to individuals outside of Burkina Faso. This omission may introduce bias into our analysis. There 
are likely systematic differences between the population that purchased drip kits outside of Burkina Faso and 
those within the country that were not accounted for.   

Further, the method of our evaluation poses its own limitations. Though necessary to conduct a phone 
survey, the omission of roughly half of direct clients due to unreachable numbers may bias our results. Again, 
if there are systematic reasons as to why these clients were unreachable (i.e. no phone access due to higher 
poverty incidence) we may be misrepresenting the true average customer. In addition, by conducting a phone 
survey instead of an in-person interview we lose the ability to verify self-reported data with observation (such 
as land size, crop variety, etc.) 

In some cases, it was difficult to illicit responses from women in the household as the telephone number 
provided was for the male head of household. It was necessary to ask the male head of household for 
permission before interviewing females, and if the men were not available, the interviewer would have to 
make an appointment to call back later or could not reach the female client. 

Interestingly, among direct clients 13 percent of the respondents were women whereas 85 percent of the 
indirect client respondents were women as we had greatest success in receiving indirect client lists from 
women’s farmers associations for follow-up interviews.  

To reiterate, our sample is not fully representative as we were unable to randomly sample direct or indirect 
clients. Certain profiles of client farmers were omitted due to inability to interview and thus our statistics are 
descriptive in nature and not statistically significant.  

Sample Demographics 
This section describes the demographic and socio-economic composition of the target population. We define 
“household” as a group of persons who live together and share common feeding arrangements or are 
economically supported by one agricultural enterprise during the survey period. For the purpose of our 
evaluation, our unit of analysis and reporting is at the household level. 



Burkina Faso - SDC 
Evaluation Report  

 

 9 

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 

Basic characteristics such as average age and percent of female-headed households appear to be the same 
between direct and indirect client groups. The average direct client is 49 years old whereas the average 
indirect client is 44 years old. The percentage of female-headed households is four percent for direct clients 
and five percent for indirect clients.  

Taking into account education levels, primary occupation, and sources of income, we see a divergence 
between the two client groups. Sixty-five percent of direct clients’ head of household have completed 
secondary or university education, whereas only 13 percent of indirect clients have. Roughly three-fourths of 
indirect clients’ head of household have no or informal education, in comparison to only one-fourth of direct 
clients.  

In Figure 4, we see that agriculture is the primary occupation for 89 percent of indirect client household heads. 
This is consistent with country level statistics that state agricultural work accounts for 80 percent of all 
employment in Burkina Faso. In comparison, just over half of direct client household heads are employed in 
agriculture. Further, we see a greater diversity in the primary occupation of our direct client household heads. 
This is likely because direct sales were predominately made to individuals in centralized areas closer to 
Ouagadougou where more economic opportunities may exist. 

Figure 4: Primary Occupation for Head of Household 

 

Overall, these basic household characteristics suggest that farmers receiving the drip irrigation system via 
indirect sales are more rural and have fewer economic opportunities than those who purchase drip irrigation 
kits directly. Our poverty incidence analysis further supports this theory.   

Poverty Incidence 
PROGRESS OUT OF POVERTY INDEX 

The Progress Out of Poverty Index (PPI) was developed by the Grameen Foundation and is a valuable tool 
that iDE uses in as many of its country programs as possible to measure the incidence of poverty among iDE 
customers. The PPI score is obtained by adding together the scores from ten simple and verifiable questions 

pertaining to household size, building materials, education, energy use, etc.5 Each set of questions has been 
specifically chosen and weighted for the country in which it is to be implemented. The resulting PPI score is 
used to estimate the probability that the household is in poverty using a PPI Scorecard.  

                                                             

5 The ten questions are extracted from the respective country’s income/expenditure survey and must match the 
translation and content exactly. The 2011 Burkina Faso PPI version was used in our survey.  

51%

89%

25%

3%

9% 5%

3%

4% 3%

5%

3%Direct Clients

Indirect Clients

Agriculture Government Wage Worker Other Retired Small Income Livestock



Burkina Faso - SDC 
Evaluation Report  

 

 10 

PPI SCORE 

Using the $1.25/day PPI threshold,6 we find that 49 percent of our direct client households are considered 
poor and 53 percent of indirect client households are poor. Though the difference between the groups is not 
statistically significant, the low levels of education and prevalence of agriculture as primary occupation within 
indirect households would suggest a higher poverty rate in comparison to direct households.  

Production and Water Use 
LAND USE 

In terms of land production, evidence supports the narrative that indirect clients are poorer, more rural, and 
more likely to be subsistence farmers. The average direct client farm is 2.4 hectares and 55 percent of direct 
farmers cultivate an area of less than 1 hectare. The average indirect client farm is 4.2 hectares and 
approximately 26 percent of farmers cultivate land that is 1 hectare or less.  

Figure 5 shows that though indirect clients have larger farm sizes than direct clients, we find they irrigate 
much less of their farmland. Direct clients irrigate 39 percent of their total farmland, while indirect clients 
irrigate only 8 percent of total farmland.  

Figure 5: Average Farm Size and Irrigation Distribution, by client 

 

Thus larger farm sizes for indirect clients may be attributed to rural location and should not be interpreted as 
sign of greater wealth, particularly given that only 8 percent of that land is under irrigation, on average.  

A potential insight is that while direct clients may be an easier initial sell (i.e. more money and logistically 
closer) there is a larger market in the more remote and poorer communities as they have larger farm sizes 
and are irrigating less of their land. If the country program shifts priorities from sale volume to reaching the 
last mile farmer, the history of indirect sales can provide helpful insight.   

WATER USE 

Figure 6 shows that indirect clients rely more on wells as their primary source of water in comparison to 
direct clients, who have higher rates of borehole and dam sources. However, we see that moving from the 
rainy to dry season both groups of clients rely more on wells and dams for their water source and less on 
boreholes. This could signal that access to a reliable water source such as a well or borehole is a necessary 
pre-requisite for drip irrigation. 

                                                             

6 $1.25 / day is the old international poverty line as defined by the World Bank. The international poverty line has since 
been adjusted to $1.90 / day, though the Burkina Faso PPI scorecard has not yet been updated to reflect this.  
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Figure 6: Primary Water Source, by season and client 

 

While there are no substantial differences in primary water sources between client groups, we see a 
significant difference in the method of transferring water from source to crops. Figure 7 shows that only 40 
percent of direct clients use a bucket hauling method, whereas 86 percent of indirect clients use the labor 
intensive application process. The majority of direct clients are using a pump method of some kind, which 
aligns with the developing narrative that direct client households have more economic resources to support 
their agriculture production. This suggests that efficiency gains in water application are greater for direct 
clients. The combination of drip irrigation with an improved water lifting method is more effective than 
combining drip irrigation technology with a labor-intensive hauling method.   

Figure 7: Primary Water Distribution Method, by client 

 

CROP TYPES 

Garden crops, like tomatoes, zucchini, cabbage, and peppers are the dominate crop type grown by both direct 
and indirect clients. We see in Figure 8 that 84 percent of direct and 100 percent of indirect clients grow 
garden produce. The second most common crop type is fruit trees including dates, mango, and tamarind, 
followed by roots and tubers, and then cereals like millet.7 Though the most common crops in Burkina Faso 
are cereals and grains, these are considered cash crops and the farmers in our sample typically do not have 

                                                             

7 Note these figures add up to more than 100 percent because respondents could be growing multiple types of crops 
simultaneously 
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enough land to cultivate cash crops. Instead, we see these farmers cultivating crops for personal 
consumption and sale at local markets.  

Figure 8: Client Production of Crop Types 

 

The farmers in our sample produced for either profit, consumption, or a combination of the two. Figure 9 
shows that the majority of all clients produced crops for both consumption and selling. Further, five percent 
of direct clients produced solely for market selling, indicating they may be more established farmers.  

Figure 9: Produce Usage 

 

During the most recent crop cycle farmers in our samples experienced drought, resulting in a lack of rainfall 
and generally high temperatures. This may account for the number of producers who both consumed and 
sold their produce rather than using their land exclusively to generate income.  

Drip Kit Usage 
PURCHASE 

For the direct clients surveyed, most (57 percent) learned about iDE drip irrigation kits from CBAs. Similarly, 
45 percent of the indirect organizations (reported through point people) learned of drip irrigation technology 
via CBAs. One key takeaway is that when considering marketing techniques CBAs are effective at introducing 
drip kits to clients, and resources should continue to be allocated towards the CBAs in order to increase drip 
kit demand and sales. Figure 10 shows the full distribution of how direct clients and organizations supplying 
kits indirectly learned about drip irrigation.  
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Figure 10: Method of Learning about Drip Irrigation Technology 

 

The majority of direct clients (54 percent) purchased a 500 sq. meter kit for their farm, which covers 
approximately 0.05 hectares.  Since many farmers irrigate land that is 0.1 hectare or less in size, these 500 
sq. meter kits would account for half of the total irrigated land for most producers. Indeed, we find that on 
average, 46 percent of land under irrigation is covered by iDE drip kits for direct clients.  

For indirect clients, 90 percent received one 100 sq. meter kit, which covers approximately 0.01 hectare. This 
would explain a high number of indirect farmers reported irrigating only 0.01 hectares of land, as the drip kit 
is their only source of irrigation. On average, iDE drip irrigation covers only 25 percent of all irrigated land for 
indirect clients.  

While direct client purchases were evenly distributed among the past three years, we find the majority of 
indirect clients (92 percent) received their drip kit within the last year. This may also be a source of bias in 
our results as indirect clients have less time to use and familiarize themselves with the drip irrigation 
technology. For example, a review study found that without sufficient support and familiarization with the 
technology, farmers have lower rates of adoption.8 The study suggests that farmers perceive drip irrigation 
as a high-risk investment and thus familiarization and sustained support continues to be important to 
encourage up-take.  

INSTALLATION 

In terms of installing the drip kits, most clients (84 percent) said that it took less than two weeks to have their 
kit installed after purchase, and 46 percent of direct clients used their drip kit in the most recent crop season. 
Table 2 presents the primary reasons direct clients did not use their drip kits in the most recent crop season.   

Table 2: Reason for Direct Clients Abandoning Drip Kit 

Broken and no replacement parts 29% 

Not installed 20% 

Lack of workers able to operate technology  17% 

Other  16% 

Relied on rain  9% 

                                                             

8 Merrey, D. J.; Langan, S. 2014. Review paper on ‘Garden Kits’ in Africa: lessons learned and the potential of improved 
water management. Colombo, Sri Lanka: International Water Management Institute (IWMI). (IWMI Working Paper 162). 

57%

45%

13% 7%

25%

7%

5%

7%

15%

6%

10%

3%Direct

Indirect

CBAs Promotional Events Media Billboards Word of Mouth Other Demo Site



Burkina Faso - SDC 
Evaluation Report  

 

 14 

Gave away or sold it  6% 

Lack of water 3% 

  

All indirect clients reported using their kit in the most recent crop season. As this contradicts previous studies 
that adoption of new technology can be low among first-time users, we must also consider our limited 
sample of interviewing only four percent of all indirect clients. In our interview with the 21 organizations that 
purchased drip kits indirectly, only 60 percent estimated that their clients are still using the drip kits after 
receiving them.    

Client Satisfaction 
BENEFITS 

When asked about the primary benefits of drip irrigation, we see an interesting difference between the two 
client groups as presented in Table 3. Direct clients perceive water savings as the primary benefit, followed 
by time savings, and ease of use. Notably, no direct clients reported increased income or improved harvest 
quality as the primary benefit of using the drip irrigation system. Conversely, indirect clients reported 
increased income and increased yield as the greatest benefits. This suggests that for direct clients the 
biggest gains come from improved efficiency in the fields.  

Table 3: Primary Benefit from Using Drip Irrigation Technology 

 Direct Indirect 

Increased income through selling  0% 32% 

Increased yields  8% 29% 

Water savings 45% 18% 

Easy to use  20% 11% 

Time savings (reduced time in fields watering) 25% 5% 

Improved harvest quality 0% 5% 

Other  2% 0% 
 

As shown in our earlier demographic data, roughly half of direct clients are engaged in agriculture for their 
primary income source, compared to 89 percent of indirect clients. As the indirect clients interviewed received 
their kits more recently, they are most likely experiencing immediate gains in productivity from the new 
technology. Direct clients are more established and after the first increase in yield or income, they potentially 
value greater the time and water savings experienced over the years. These different responses suggest 
immediate versus long-term benefits.  

It is also important to recall that indirect farmers haul water manually at double the rate of direct farmers, 
who more often use a pump technology. This means they are not experiencing the same labor-saving 
benefits as those that can combine more efficient water application method (drip) with an improved water 
lifting method. 

OBSTACLES 

Common obstacles faced by direct clients were a lack of finance options and insufficient water source. We 
would expect to see lack of finance as less of an obstacle for indirect farmers given that 90 percent received 
the drip kit free of cost. Given that direct clients tend to have lower poverty rates and more economic 
opportunity, and yet still list financing as an obstacle suggests that the partial or full subsidy offered by third 
party organizations may be necessary to reach the last mile population moving forward. Table 4 presents the 
full range of obstacles faced by both direct and indirect clients.  
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Table 4: Primary Obstacle to Using Drip Irrigation Technology 

 Direct Indirect  

No access to water  23% 55%  

Lack of finance   28% 15%  

Lack of technical knowhow to operate 16% 0%  

No obstacles 12% 22%  

Fragile system , breaks easily 11% 4%  

Obstructed water lines 7% 4%  

Lack of CBA guidance 2% 0%  
 

The fact that 55 percent of indirect clients report no access to water as the primary obstacle is not surprising 
given the recent drought and that most indirect clients use a manual method of water withdrawal. For 
example, for someone like Christine, pictured here with her husband Jean-Baptiste, accessing water for 
irrigating her crops is very difficult. Christine received her drip kit from her participation in a women’s farm 
group called ADDG. She has to walk at least one kilometer to get water from a pump and carry it back to her 
plot of land in order to irrigate her crops. This takes both time and physical effort. Despite these challenges, 
Christine appreciates her drip kit and says the kit has significantly increased her yield of tomatoes.  

 

CBA SERVICES 

In addition to their experiences with drip irrigation, clients were asked about their satisfaction with CBA 
services. Approximately 83 percent of direct clients and 95 percent of indirect clients reported receiving CBA 
support. Again, our sample is not representative in terms of CBA interaction with indirect clients as all of the 
indirect farmers interviewed were part of a program that included CBA support. At the time of the evaluation, 
we do not know which percentage of indirect drip kit sales included CBA support services.  

Of the direct clients that reported receiving CBA support, 80 percent received technical assistance such as 
kit installation, repair, and maintenance. Three-fourths of direct clients received agricultural advice on topics 

Farmers Jean-Baptiste and Christine with their tomato plants (Rachel Rose/iDE /2016) 



Burkina Faso - SDC 
Evaluation Report  

 

 16 

such as crop planning and produce storage. In terms of frequency, approximately two-thirds of direct clients 
had between one and ten CBA visits in the past year.   

Overall, satisfaction rates with CBA services were high as 92 percent of direct respondents and 100 percent 
of indirect respondents who received CBA support were satisfied or very satisfied. 89 percent of direct clients 
and 100 percent of indirect clients said they would recommend their CBA to a neighbor or friend.  

Conclusion and Key Findings  
While findings should be interpreted with caution given our lack of representative sample, there are emerging 
trends that provide insight into the average client profile and give us direction for the way forward.    

First, we know that the Burkina Faso program has split its attention between two sales methods. The social 
enterprise model of selling directly to clients reaches a particular type of farmer. This client is, on average, 
more educated, more urban, has greater economic opportunity, and is less reliant on agriculture as a primary 
source of income. Given this, direct sales are more efficient in terms of resources needed to achieve each 
sale. However, prioritizing volume of sales has a trade-off with type of client reached.  

If the Burkina Faso program is re-shifting its focus to reach the last mile farmer, the indirect method of 
partnership and distribution may be more appropriate. We found that these farmers have larger farm sizes, 
on average, but lower rates of irrigation. It is important to note that drip irrigation technology alone may be 
insufficient to maximize efficiency gains. Given indirect farmers’ high reliance on manual water withdrawal 
methods and their lack of access to a convenient water source, successful programming will need to 
incorporate these factors into planning.   

In terms of marketing, we see that CBAs were effective at introducing drip irrigation to farmers, and that once 
fully trained farmers are likely to recommend the product to neighbors and community members. While demo 
plots may be helpful tools to train farmers on the drip irrigation technology, they ranked quite low in terms of 
promotional value. If iDE Burkina Faso focuses on its partnership with third party organizations, priority given 
to developing a retailer network and demo plots should be evaluated.      

Finally, of the third-party organizations interviewed, all but one re-distributed the drip irrigation kits 
at full or partial subsidy. Further, even among those who purchased drip kits directly, lack of finance 
was the number one obstacle to using drip irrigation. If the iDE Burkina Faso program moves to 
target the last mile farmer, this suggests that the drip irrigation kits are unaffordable at full cost to 
those farmers. Financing options or the use of targeted subsidies may be necessary to reach the 
target population moving forward.  
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Appendix 1 – Direct Client Survey 
1. INTERVIEW DATA 
“My name is [name_surveyor] and I am currently working with iDE. iDE is an independent international 
nongovernmental organization that implements development programs. The purpose of the survey is to learn 
more about your current agriculture practices, including use of irrigation systems.  This survey is NOT for the 
purpose of identifying specific assistance to your household or to others. The information that you give will be 
confidential. The information gathered from many different households will be used to prepare reports, but will 
not include any specific names or refer to your answers directly. There will be no way to identify that you gave 
this information. The survey is voluntary and you can choose not to take part.  Your decision to answer, or how 
you answer, WILL NOT EFFECT your current or future ability to participate in iDE programs. You will not get 
anything in return for doing this study.  

1.1 INTERVIEWER NAME  

1.2 INTERVIEW DATE            

Y Y Y Y M M D D 

1.3 IDENTIFICATION # OF RESPONDENT   

LOCATION 

1.4 REGION  

1.5 PROVINCE  

1.6 COMMUNE  

1.7 VILLAGE  

2. BASIC HOUSEHOLD DATA 
I’m now going to ask you some basic information regarding yourself and the household.  

RESPONDENT DETAILS 

2.1 RESPONDENT’S FULL NAME  

2.2 SEX OF RESPONDENT MALE |___|             FEMALE |___| 

2.3 AGE OF RESPONDENT |______| Years 

2.4 

EDUCATION OF RESPONDENT                                              
 

|______| Education Code 

EDUCATION CODES 

00: No Education 
01: Informal 
02: Primary  

03: Secondary 
04: University  
05: Vocational 

88: Don’t know 
99: Refused 

2.5  What is the primary occupation for the head of household? 

AGRICULTURE / FARMING 1 

|___| 

ANIMAL HUSBANDRY 2 

GOVERNMENT 3 

RETIRED 4 

SALARIED JOB (other than 
government) 

5 

SMALL BUSINESS 6 

OTHER [Specify]                              7 

2.6 
IS RESPONDENT THE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD?              
 
[If yes, skip to question 2.12] 

YES |___|                 NO |___| 
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HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD DETAILS 

2.7 NAME OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD  |______| Years 

2.8 SEX OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD MALE |___|             FEMALE |___| 

2.9 AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD  

2.10 

EDUCATION OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD                                              
 

|______| Education Code 
EDUCATION CODES 

00: No Education 
01: Informal 
02: Primary  

03: Secondary 
04: University  
05: Vocational 

88: Don’t know 
99: Refused 

 

2.11 What is the primary occupation of the head of household? 

AGRICULTURE / FARMING 1 

|___| 

ANIMAL HUSBANDRY 2 

GOVERNMENT 3 

RETIRED 4 

SALARIED JOB (other than 
government) 

5 

SMALL BUSINESS 6 

OTHER [Specify]             
                   

7 

2.12 
What are the three top sources of income for your household? 
 

AGRICULTURE SALES 1 
|__| 
First 

 
|__| 
Second 

 
|__| 
Third 

LIVESTOCK SALES 2 

WAGES 3 

PENSION 4 

REMITTANCES 5 

REVENUE FROM LEASING 
(leasing land, house, etc.)  

6 

OTHER [Specify] 7 
 
 

3. LAND AND WATER USE 
I’m now going to ask you a series of questions regarding your crop planting and water use for the recent 2015 rainy 
season and 2016 dry season cycle. 

 Questions Response Options Response 

3.1 What is your total land holding in hectares for each of the following?  
 

TOTAL  

IRRIGATED   

3.2 What was your primary source of water for irrigation for the recent 
2016 RAINY season? 

RIVER  1 

|__| 
WELL 2 

RESERVOIR  3 

DAM 4 

BOREHOLE 5 

OTHER (SPECIFY)  
3.3 What was your primary source of water for irrigation for the recent 

2016 DRY season? 
RIVER  1 

|__| 

WELL 2 

RESERVOIR  3 

DAM 4 

BOREHOLE 5 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 6 
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3.4 What was the primary method that you moved water from the 
source to your field for irrigation in the recent 2016 dry season 
cycle? 

BUCKE /WATERING CAN / 
MANUAL 

1 

|__| 

TREADLE PUMP/ ROPE 
PUMP   

2 

DIESEL / PETROL PUMP 3 

SOLAR PUMP 4 

TRADITION RIVER 
DIVERSION 

5 

MODERN CANAL 6 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

3.5  Did you grow any FRUIT crops in the most recent 2016 dry crop 
season?  
 
If yes, proceed to question 3.6. If no, skip to question 3.7 

YES |___|         NO |___| 

3.6 How did you apply water to the majority of your FRUIT crops? BUCKET / WATERING CAN 1 

|__| 
FLOOD / FURROW 2 

SPRINKLER 3 

HOSEPIPE 4 

DRIP IRRIGATION  5 

OTHER (SPECIFY)   

 

3.7 Did you grow any VEGETABLE crops in the most recent 2016 dry  
crop season?  
 
[If YES proceed to question 3.8. If NO, skip to question 3.9] 

YES |___|         NO |___| 

3.8 How did you apply water to the majority of your VEGETABLE crops?  BUCKET / WATERING CAN 1 

|__| 
FLOOD / FURROW 2 

SPRINKLER 3 

HOSEPIPE 4 

DRIP IRRIGATION  5 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
  

 

 
3.9 Did you grow any CEREAL crops in the most recent 2016 dry crop 

season? 
 
[If YES, proceed to question 3.10. If NO, skip to question 3.11] 

YES |___|         NO |___| 

3.10 How did you apply water to the majority of your CEREAL crops? BUCKET / WATERING CAN 1 

|__| 
FLOOD / FURROW 2 

SPRINKLER 3 

HOSEPIPE 4 

DRIP IRRIGATION  5 

OTHER (SPECIFY)   

 
3.11 Did you grow any root and tuber crops in the most recent 2016 dry 

crop season?  
 
[If YES proceed to question 3.12 If NO, skip to question 3.13] 

YES |___|         NO |___| 
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3.12 How did you apply water to the majority of your root and tuber  
crops? 

BUCKET / WATERING CAN 1 

|__| 
FLOOD / FURROW 2 

SPRINKLER 3 

HOSEPIPE 4 

DRIP IRRIGATION  5 

OTHER (SPECIFY)  

3.13 To whom did you sell the most agricultural produce in the past year? 

 

NO SALES 1 

|__| 

LOCAL TRADER / FARM 
GATE 

2 

LOCAL ESTABLISHMENT 
(restaurant, school, etc.) 

3 

COMMERCIAL BUYER 
(supermarket, company, 
etc.) 

4 

MARKETING GROUP OR 
COLLECTION CENTRE 

5 

LOCAL MARKET 6 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
 

4. DRIP KIT INVESTMENT  

I now am going to ask you about your purchase and use of iDEal drip kits for irrigation.   

 Questions Response Options 

4.1 

Have you purchased any iDEal drip kits?  
 

[If no, skip to section 5] 
YES |___|         NO |___| 

4.2 How did you learn about the iDEal drip kits?  

WORD OF MOUTH 1 

|__| 

MEDIA COVERAGE 
(newspaper, tv, radio) 

2 

PROMOTIONAL DAY / 
EVENT 

3 

BILLBOARD 4 

PROMOTIONAL RADIO 
PROGRAM 

5 

SEMINAR/CONFERENCE 6 

DEMO SITE VISIT 7 

VISIT FROM CBA 8 

DO NOT REMEMBER 9 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
 

10 
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4.3 
How many drip kits have you purchased of each size?  
 
[If did not purchase any kits of a particular size, mark 0]  

SIZE QUANTITY 

20 m2  
50 m2  
100 m2  
200 m2  
500 m2  
1,000 m2  

4.4 
When did you purchase your first iDEal drip kit?  
 

2013 1 

|__| 
2014 2 

2015 3 

2016 4 

DO NOT REMEMBER 5 

4.5  
After purchasing the iDEal drip kit, how long until it was installed?  
 

LESS THAN 1 WEEK 1 

|__| 

1 -2 WEEKS 2 

2 WEEKS – 1 MONTH 3 

1 – 3 MONTHS 4 

MORE THAN 3 MONTHS 5 

DO NOT REMEMBER 6 

4.6 

Are you still using your iDEAL drip kits?  
 
 
[If NO proceed to question 4.7, if YES skip to question 4.8]   

YES |___|         NO |___| 

4.7 Why are you no longer using your iDEal drip kit? 

BROKEN, NO REPLACEMENT 
PARTS AVAILABLE 

1 

|__| 

BROKEN, REAPIRS WERE TOO 
EXPENSIVE 

2 

DIDN’T LIKE IT 3 

GAVE OR SOLD IT TO SOMEONE 
ELSE 

4 

LACK OF WATER 5 

OTHER [Specify] 
 

4.8 

Please rank the top three benefits you have experienced after 
using the drip irrigation system:  
 
[READ ALL OPTIONS. CAN CHOOSE LESS THAN 3 IF NEEDED] 

NO PERCEIVED BENEFIT  1 

|__| 
First 

 
|__| 
Second 

 
|__| 
Third 

IMPROVED QUALITY OF CROPS 2 

INCREASED QUANTITY OF 
CROPS  

3 

INCREASED INCOME FROM 
ADDITIONAL CROP SALES 

4 

TIME SAVINGS (reduced time in 
fields watering) 

5 

WATER SAVINGS  6 

LABOR INPUT SAVINGS (can 
hire less field labor)  

7 

OTHER [specify] 
 

8 
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4.9 

Please rank the top three obstacles you have experienced in using 
(or attempting to use) the drip irrigation system:  
 
[READ ALL OPTIONS. CAN CHOOSE LESS THAN 3 IF NEEDED] 

NO OBSTACLE  1 

|__| 
First 

 
|__| 
Second 

 
|__| 
Third 

ACCESS TO RELIABLE WATER 
SUPPLY 

2 

OBSTRUCTED LINES  3 

LACK OF TECHNICAL 
KNOWLEDGE (to operate 
system) 

4 

LACK OF FINANCE OPTION  5 

LACK OF GUIDANCE FROM CBA 6 

LACK OF DURABILITY (breaks 
too often) 

7 

OTHER [Specify] 
 

8 

5. CUSTOMER SATISFACTION  

For the recent 2016 rainy season and 2016 dry season cycle please answer the following questions: 

5.1 What was your main source of technical support/service in the 
past year? 

EXTENSION AGENT - 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 

1 

|___| 

FARMER ASSOCIATION/ 
COOPERATIVE 

2 

INFORMAL (friends, family, 
neighbors) 

3 

iDEAL CBA 4 

NGO 5 

OTHER [Specify] 
 

5.2 Did you receive any services provided by an iDE CBA?  

 [If NO, skip to section 6]  
YES |___|         NO |___| 

5.3 Which CBA provided you with support?  

 

[Check CBA name] 

Bassolé 1 

|___| 

Batikiré 2 

Bationo 3 

Bazié 4 

Ganamé 5 

Harouna 6 

Henry 7 

Kaboré Sibiri 8 

Toé 9 

Yabré 10 

DON’T KNOW 11 

5.4 Did you receive technical assistance from the CBA? (Installation, 
repairs, maintenance) YES |___|         NO |___| 

5.5 Did you receive technical assistance for agricultural production 
from the CBA? (Production planning, agricultural practices, etc.) YES |___|         NO |___| 

5.6 Did you receive assistance for the sale or access to markets or 
sale of the products from the CBA? YES |___|         NO |___| 

5.7 1 – 5 VISITS 1 
 

6 – 10 VISITS 2 
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How many visits did you receive from a CBA during the most 
recent crop cycle in the recent 2015 rainy season and 2016 dry 
season cycle? 

11 – 20 VISITS 3 

MORE THAN 20 VISITS 4 

DO NOT REMEMBER 5 

5.8 How satisfied are you with the service you received from this 
CBA?  

VERY SATISFIED 1 

|___| 

SOMEWHAT SATISFIED 2 

NEITHER SATISFIED NOR 
DISSATISFIED 

3 

SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 4 

VERY DISSATISFIED 5 

DON’T KNOW 9 

5.9 Would you recommended this CBA to anyone else? YES |___|         NO |___| 

 

6. PROGRESS OUT OF POVERTY INDEX 

# Question Response Options  Code 

6.1 
How many household members are 14-
years-old or younger? 

Six or more  1 

Five  2 

Four  3 

Three  4 

Two  5 

One  6 

None  7 

6.2 In what languages can the male 
head/spouse read and write? 

None, or no male head/spouse  1 

French only  2 

A non-French language (regardless of French 
literacy) 

 3 

6.3 Has the female head/spouse 
completed first grade? 

No  1 

No female head/spouse  2 

Yes  3 

6.4 What is the main source of energy for 
lighting? 

Firewood, or other  1 

Candles, kerosene, or LPG  2 

Flashlight, or batteries  3 

Electricity, or solar energy  
4 

6.5 What toilet arrangement does the 
household have? 

No toilet arrangement, or other  1 

Non-ventilated pit latrine  2 

Ventilated pit latrine, or flush to a septic tank  3 

6.6 Does the household own a television? No  1 

Yes  2 

6.7 Does the household own a bed or a 
mattress? 

No  1 

Yes  2 

6.8 Does the household own a scooter or a 
motorcycle? 

No  1 

Yes  2 
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6.9 Have any household members, in their 
main occupation in the last seven days, 
worked in agriculture, animal 
husbandry, fishing, or forestry? 

No  1 

Yes  2 

6.10 How many head of cattle or other large 
animals does the household now own? 

None or one   1 

Two  2 

Three to five  3 

Six or more  4 
 

END INTERVIEW. 

[Ask the respondent if he/she has anything to add or any questions to iDE] 

7. DATA ENTRY RECORD 

11.1 DATA ENTRY CLERK NAME  

11.2 DATA ENTRY CLERK SIGNATURE  

11.3 DATA ENTRY DATE            

Y Y Y Y M M D D 

 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix 2 – Indirect Client Survey  

1. INTERVIEW DATA 
“My name is [name_surveyor] and I am currently working with iDE. iDE is an independent international 
nongovernmental organization that implements development programs. The purpose of the survey is to learn more 
about your current agriculture practices, including use of irrigation systems.  This survey is NOT for the purpose of 
identifying specific assistance to your household or to others. The information that you give will be confidential. The 
information gathered from many different households will be used to prepare reports, but will not include any specific 
names or refer to your answers directly. There will be no way to identify that you gave this information. The survey 
is voluntary and you can choose not to take part.  Your decision to answer, or how you answer, WILL NOT EFFECT 
your current or future ability to participate in iDE programs. You will not get anything in return for doing this study.  

1.1 INTERVIEWER NAME  

1.2 INTERVIEW DATE            

Y Y Y Y M M D D 

1.3 IDENTIFICATION # OF RESPONDENT   

LOCATION 

1.4 REGION  

1.5 PROVINCE  

1.6 COMMUNE  

1.7 VILLAGE  

2. BASIC HOUSEHOLD DATA 
I’m now going to ask you some basic information regarding yourself and the household.  

RESPONDENT DETAILS 

2.1 RESPONDENT’S FULL NAME  

2.2 SEX OF RESPONDENT MALE |___|             FEMALE |___| 

2.3 AGE OF RESPONDENT |______| Years 

2.4 

EDUCATION OF RESPONDENT                                              
 

|______| Education Code 

EDUCATION CODES 

00: No Education 
01: Informal 
02: Primary  

03: Secondary 
04: University  
05: Vocational 

88: Don’t know 
99: Refused 

2.5  What is the primary occupation for the head of household? 

AGRICULTURE / FARMING 1 

|___| 

ANIMAL HUSBANDRY 2 

GOVERNMENT 3 

RETIRED 4 

SALARIED JOB (other than 
government) 

5 

SMALL BUSINESS 6 

OTHER [Specify]                              7 

2.6 
IS RESPONDENT THE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD?              
 
[If yes, skip to question 2.12] 

YES |___|                 NO |___| 
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HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD DETAILS 

2.7 NAME OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD  |______| Years 

2.8 SEX OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD MALE |___|             FEMALE |___| 

2.9 AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD  

2.10 

EDUCATION OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD                                              
 

|______| Education Code 
EDUCATION CODES 

00: No Education 
01: Informal 
02: Primary  

03: Secondary 
04: University  
05: Vocational 

88: Don’t know 
99: Refused 

 

2.11 What is the primary occupation of the head of household? 

AGRICULTURE / FARMING 1 

|___| 

ANIMAL HUSBANDRY 2 

GOVERNMENT 3 

RETIRED 4 

SALARIED JOB (other than 
government) 

5 

SMALL BUSINESS 6 

OTHER [Specify]             
                   

7 

2.12 
What are the three top sources of income for your household? 
 

AGRICULTURE SALES 1 
|__| 
First 

 
|__| 
Second 

 
|__| 
Third 

LIVESTOCK SALES 2 

WAGES 3 

PENSION 4 

REMITTANCES 5 

REVENUE FROM LEASING 
(leasing land, house, etc.)  

6 

OTHER [Specify] 7 
 
 

3. LAND AND WATER USE 
I’m now going to ask you a series of questions regarding your crop planting and water use for the recent 2015 rainy 
season and 2016 dry season cycle. 

 Questions Response Options Response 

3.1 What is your total land holding in hectares for each of the following?  
 

TOTAL  

IRRIGATED   

3.2 What was your primary source of water for irrigation for the recent 
2016 RAINY season? 

RIVER  1 

|__| 
WELL 2 

RESERVOIR  3 

DAM 4 

BOREHOLE 5 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
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3.3 What was your primary source of water for irrigation for the recent 
2016 DRY season? 

RIVER  1 

|__| 

WELL 2 

RESERVOIR  3 

DAM 4 

BOREHOLE 5 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
 

6 

3.4 What was the primary method that you moved water fom the 
source to your field for irrigation in the recent 2016 dry season 
cycle? 

BUCKE /WATERING CAN / 
MANUAL 

1 

|__| 

TREADLE PUMP/ ROPE 
PUMP   

2 

DIESEL / PETROL PUMP 3 

SOLAR PUMP 4 

TRADITION RIVER 
DIVERSION 

5 

MODERN CANAL 6 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 

 
3.5  Did you grow any FRUIT crops in the most recent 2016 dry crop 

season?  
 
If yes, proceed to question 3.6. If no, skip to question 3.7 

YES |___|         NO |___| 

3.6 How did you apply water to the majority of your FRUIT crops? BUCKET / WATERING CAN 1 

|__| 
FLOOD / FURROW 2 

SPRINKLER 3 

HOSEPIPE 4 

DRIP IRRIGATION  5 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
  

 

 

3.7 Did you grow any VEGETABLE crops in the most recent 2016 dry  
crop season?  
 
[If YES proceed to question 3.8. If NO, skip to question 3.9] 

YES |___|         NO |___| 

3.8 How did you apply water to the majority of your VEGETABLE crops?  BUCKET / WATERING CAN 1 

|__| 
FLOOD / FURROW 2 

SPRINKLER 3 

HOSEPIPE 4 

DRIP IRRIGATION  5 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
  

 

 
3.9 Did you grow any CEREAL crops in the most recent 2016 dry crop 

season? 
 
[If YES, proceed to question 3.10. If NO, skip to question 3.11] 

YES |___|         NO |___| 
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3.10 How did you apply water to the majority of your CEREAL crops? BUCKET / WATERING CAN 1 

|__| 
FLOOD / FURROW 2 

SPRINKLER 3 

HOSEPIPE 4 

DRIP IRRIGATION  5 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
  

 

 
3.11 Did you grow any root and tuber crops in the most recent 2016 dry 

crop season?  
 
[If YES proceed to question 3.12 If NO, skip to question 3.13] 

YES |___|         NO |___| 

3.12 How did you apply water to the majority of your root and tuber  
crops? 

BUCKET / WATERING CAN 1 

|__| 
FLOOD / FURROW 2 

SPRINKLER 3 

HOSEPIPE 4 

DRIP IRRIGATION  5 

OTHER (SPECIFY)  

 
3.13 To whom did you sell the most agricultural produce in the past year? 

 

NO SALES 1 

|__| 

LOCAL TRADER / FARM 
GATE 

2 

LOCAL ESTABLISHMENT 
(restaurant, school, etc.) 

3 

COMMERCIAL BUYER 
(supermarket, company, 
etc.) 

4 

MARKETING GROUP OR 
COLLECTION CENTRE 

5 

LOCAL MARKET 6 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 
 

4. DRIP KIT INVESTMENT  

I now am going to ask you about your purchase and use of iDEal drip kits for irrigation.   

 Questions Response Options 

4.1 

Have you purchased  or received any iDEal drip kits?  
 

[If no, skip to section 5] 
YES |___|         NO |___| 

4.2 Blank for matching with direct data  

4.3 
How many drip kits have you purchased of each size?  
 
[If did not purchase any kits of a particular size, mark 0]  

SIZE QUANTITY 

20 m2  
50 m2  
100 m2  
200 m2  
500 m2  
1,000 m2  
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4.4 
When did you purchase your first iDEal drip kit?  
 

2013 1 

|__| 
2014 2 

2015 3 

2016 4 

DO NOT REMEMBER 5 

4.5  Blank for matching with direct data 

4.6 

Are you still using your iDEAL drip kits?  
 
 
[If NO proceed to question 4.7, if YES skip to question 4.8]   

YES |___|         NO |___| 

4.7 Why are you no longer using your iDEal drip kit? 

BROKEN, NO REPLACEMENT 
PARTS AVAILABLE 

1 

|__| 

BROKEN, REAPIRS WERE TOO 
EXPENSIVE 

2 

DIDN’T LIKE IT 3 

GAVE OR SOLD IT TO SOMEONE 
ELSE 

4 

LACK OF WATER 5 

OTHER [Specify] 
 

4.8 

Please rank the top three benefits you have experienced after 
using the drip irrigation system:  
 
[READ ALL OPTIONS. CAN CHOOSE LESS THAN 3 IF NEEDED] 

NO PERCEIVED BENEFIT  1 

|__| 
First 

 
|__| 
Second 

 
|__| 
Third 

IMPROVED QUALITY OF CROPS 2 

INCREASED QUANTITY OF 
CROPS  

3 

INCREASED INCOME FROM 
ADDITIONAL CROP SALES 

4 

TIME SAVINGS (reduced time in 
fields watering) 

5 

WATER SAVINGS  6 

LABOR INPUT SAVINGS (can 
hire less field labor)  

7 

OTHER [specify] 
 

8 

4.9 

Please rank the top three obstacles you have experienced in using 
(or attempting to use) the drip irrigation system:  
 
[READ ALL OPTIONS. CAN CHOOSE LESS THAN 3 IF NEEDED] 

NO OBSTACLE  1 

|__| 
First 

 
|__| 
Second 

 
|__| 
Third 

ACCESS TO RELIABLE WATER 
SUPPLY 

2 

LACK OF TECHNICAL 
KNOWLEDGE (to operate 
system) 

3 

LACK OF DURABILITY (breaks 
too often) 

4 

LACK OF FINANCE OPTION  5 

LACK OF GUIDANCE FROM CBA 6 

COST 7 

OTHER [Specify] 
 

8 

5. CUSTOMER SATISFACTION  

For the recent 2016 rainy season and 2016 dry season cycle please answer the following questions: 
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5.1 What was your main source of technical support/service in the 
past year? 

EXTENSION AGENT - 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 

1 

|___| 

FARMER ASSOCIATION/ 
COOPERATIVE 

2 

INFORMAL (friends, family, 
neighbors) 

3 

iDEAL CBA 4 

NGO 5 

OTHER [Specify] 
 

5.2 Did you receive any services provided by an iDE CBA?  

 [If NO, skip to section 6]  
YES |___|         NO |___| 

5.3 Which CBA provided you with support?  

 

[Check CBA name] 

Bassolé 1 

|___| 

Batikiré 2 

Bationo 3 

Bazié 4 

Ganamé 5 

Harouna 6 

Henry 7 

Kaboré Sibiri 8 

Toé 9 

Yabré 10 

DON’T KNOW 11 

5.4 Did you receive technical assistance from the CBA? (Installation, 
repairs, maintenance) YES |___|         NO |___| 

5.5 Did you receive technical assistance for agricultural production 
from the CBA? (Production planning, agricultural practices, etc.) YES |___|         NO |___| 

5.6 Did you receive assistance for the sale or access to markets or 
sale of the products from the CBA? YES |___|         NO |___| 

5.7 How many visits did you receive from a CBA during the most 
recent crop cycle in the recent 2015 rainy season and 2016 dry 
season cycle? 

1 – 5 VISITS 1 

 

6 – 10 VISITS 2 

11 – 20 VISITS 3 

MORE THAN 20 VISITS 4 

DO NOT REMEMBER 5 

5.8 How satisfied are you with the service you received from this 
CBA?  

VERY SATISFIED 1 

|___| 

SOMEWHAT SATISFIED 2 

NEITHER SATISFIED NOR 
DISSATISFIED 

3 

SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 4 

VERY DISSATISFIED 5 

DON’T KNOW 9 

5.9 Would you recommended this CBA to anyone else? YES |___|         NO |___| 
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6. PROGRESS OUT OF POVERTY INDEX 

# Question Response Options  Code 

6.1 
How many household members are 14-
years-old or younger? 

Six or more  1 

Five  2 

Four  3 

Three  4 

Two  5 

One  6 

None  7 

6.2 In what languages can the male 
head/spouse read and write? 

None, or no male head/spouse  1 

French only  2 

A non-French language (regardless of French 
literacy) 

 3 

6.3 Has the female head/spouse 
completed first grade? 

No  1 

No female head/spouse  2 

Yes  3 

6.4 What is the main source of energy for 
lighting? 

Firewood, or other  1 

Candles, kerosene, or LPG  2 

Flashlight, or batteries  3 

Electricity, or solar energy  
4 

6.5 What toilet arrangement does the 
household have? 

No toilet arrangement, or other  1 

Non-ventilated pit latrine  2 

Ventilated pit latrine, or flush to a septic tank  3 

6.6 Does the household own a television? No  1 

Yes  2 

6.7 Does the household own a bed or a 
mattress? 

No  1 

Yes  2 

6.8 Does the household own a scooter or a 
motorcycle? 

No  1 

Yes  2 

6.9 Have any household members, in their 
main occupation in the last seven days, 
worked in agriculture, animal 
husbandry, fishing, or forestry? 

No  1 

Yes  2 

6.10 How many head of cattle or other large 
animals does the household now own? 

None or one   1 

Two  2 

Three to five  3 

Six or more  4 
 

END INTERVIEW. 
[Ask the respondent if he/she has anything to add or any questions to iDE] 

7. DATA ENTRY RECORD 

11.1 DATA ENTRY CLERK NAME  

11.2 DATA ENTRY CLERK SIGNATURE  

11.3 DATA ENTRY DATE            

Y Y Y Y M M D D 

 


