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Key Findings 

1. Generally some positive progress is observed on the provision public agricultural services at 

midterm period of AGP II compared to the baseline situation. First, Percentage of Male and 

Female headed households who use public agricultural service increased by 54.4% and 19%, 

respectively. However, disaggregating the result by types of public agricultural service 

including provision of extension service through training and demonstration, farmersô field 

day and advice, the story is different, and mixed results observed. Less than half of the 

beneficiaries reported that they are satisfied with the quality of the services, implying the need 

to improve quality of the services. Second, the change in adoption of improved technologies is 

moderate & differ by crop type and gender of household head. Third, the use of irrigation 

generally remained the same though there is variation between new & previous AGPII 

woredas.  
2. We found strong evidence that agricultural productivity has significantly improved in AGP II 

areas at midterm period compared to the baseline situation. First, crop productivity, measured 

in yield index (qt/ha), is significantly higher by 37 percentage points in AGP II woredas at 

midterm compared to the baseline situation. Second, milk yield, honey yield and egg yield is 

significantly higher by 9 percentage points, 53 percentage points and  15 percentage points in 

AGP II woredas at midterm period compared to the baseline situation, respectively. 
3. We found strong evidence that crop commercialization has significantly improved in AGP II 

woredas at its midterm period compared to the baseline situation. First, household 

commercialization index, measured as a ratio of gross value of all crop sales to all crop 

produced, is higher by 13 percentage points at the midterm compared to the baseline situation. 

Second, out of 14 AGP II crop commodities, proportion sold increased for 11 types of 

commodities at midterm compared to the baseline situation.  
4. We found strong evidence that livestock commercialization has significantly improved in AGP 

II woredas at its midterm period compared to the baseline situation. First, the number of 

households who sold all kinds of livestock, egg, honey and milk increased by 19, 40, 54 and 

25 percentages, respectively, over the study period. Second, real revenue from the sale of 

cattle, shoat and chicken increased, respectively, by 45%, 68% and 25% over the study period. 

Third, real revenue from milk, honey and egg sales increased, respectively, by 205%, 45% and 

43% over the study period. Fourth, AGP-II increases real revenue from sale of livestock by 

47% and sale of livestock product by 325%.   
5. We found strong evidence that household dietary diversity has significantly improved in AGP-

II woredas at its midterm period compared to the baseline situation. First, the percentage of 

households who consumed the Minimum Acceptable Diet (MAD) increased by about 19 

percentage points (or around 29%). Second, AGP-II increased the chance of children and 

households to consume the MAD by 55% and 73% respectively, using the 24-hours 

consumption recall data. Third, while dietary diversity score (DDS) (number of food type 

consumed) for children increased by 70 percentage points, the DDS for households increased 

by 24 percentage points. Fourth, the chance of an average woman to meet a minimum dietary 

diversity score (consuming 4 kinds of food out of eight) has significantly increased by 38 

percentage points. 

6. Overall, the performance of the program is found to be moderate and, thus, some improvement 

is required in its implementation process & design so that it meets its intended objectives.  
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Executive Summary  
1. Dawdling growth in farm productivity caused by slow technological progress, inadequate irrigation 

infrastructure, weak market functioning and recurrent drought are among the major challenges. 

Inadequate participation of stakeholders in value chain development further restricted the process of 

agricultural commercialization. As part of its effort to address these development challenges, the 

Government of Ethiopia (GoE), together with its development partners, designed Agricultural Growth 

Program (AGP) in 2010/11. The program is at its second phase and has five years of program 

implementation period starting from 2016. The overall objectives of the second AGP (AGP II) are 

increasing agricultural productivity and commercialization of smallholder farmers targeted by the 

Program and contributing to dietary diversity and consumption at HH level. The program targets 

smallholder male and female farmers, who crop an average area of somewhat less than 1 hectare 

(ranging between 0.25 and 2.3 hectares). In order to achieve its program objectives, AGP II has multiple 

interventions grouped in to five components. These are: (i) Agricultural Public Support Services, (ii) 

Agricultural Research, (iii) Small Scale Irrigation development, (iv) Agriculture Marketing and Value 

Chains, and (v) program Management, Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning. The program pays 

particular attention to the cross-cutting issues including gender; nutrition; and climate smart agriculture. 

2. This report contains the quantitative evaluation of the program at its midterm period. The overall aim 

of the evaluation study is to assess the degree to which AGP II is on track to achieve its intended impact 

and outcomes. The major objectives of the evaluation are (i) to analyze the changes in the program final 

and intermediate outcome indicators in the targeted program areas; (ii) identify implementation 

challenges and lessons observed; and (iii) provide recommendations to enable the Government of 

Ethiopia and all other stakeholders to take the necessary decisions or measures on the future orientation 

of the program during its remaining period.  

3. We generated a panel information from a randomly selected 2200 farm households, from which we 

collected various information at household, individual and plot level both at the baseline in 2016/17 

and 2019. The study did not collect information from households who live in non ï program woredas. 

It should be noted that the sample households used in the analysis are all potentially program 

beneficiaries or are program target beneficiaries. Since we have no true comparison groups in our 

sample, with which we can compare the changes observed in the program areas, comparison is made 

before ï and ï after the program interventions for program beneficiary households. So the findings are 

interpreted as the change in the outcome indicator for an average household in AGP II areas at midline 

compared to the baseline situation. However, since impact estimation is made by controlling for 

individual and covariate factors that affect the program outcome indicators, the estimated change may 

show the impact of the program if and only if one assumes that the program interventions are the only 

interventions implemented in the area. Otherwise, the estimated impacts may not be solely attributed 

from the program interventions. This is one of the key limitations of this study. A summary of the major 

findings of the evaluation study is presented in Table below and is briefly described as follow.  

4. Generally crop productivity has increased in AGP intervention areas after two years of the program 

interventions compared to the year before the program started. Cereal yield index (measured in quintal 

per hectare) is increased by 18% at midterm period of the program compared to the baseline situation. 

Vegetable yield index (measured in quintal per hectare) is increased by 44% at midterm period of the 

program compared to the baseline situation. Overall crop productivity (measured in crop yield index 

(quintal/hectare) increased by 16.5%. It is estimated that AGP II contributed a maximum of 37% for 

this increment.  

5. Livestock productivity increased in AGP II intervention areas after two years of the program 

intervention compared to the baseline situation. Cow milk yield (measured in liter/day/cow) increased 

by 39% at midline compared to the baseline situation. It is estimated that AGP II contributed a 

maximum of 9.3% for this increment. Honey yield (measured in Kg/beehives/year) increased by 78% 

in AGP II intervention areas after two years of the program intervention compared to the baseline 

situation. AGP II contributed 53% for this increment. Egg yield (measured in number of egg/week/egg 
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laying chicken) increased by 39% at midline compared to the baseline situation. AGP II contributed 

15% for this change. 

6. Crop commercialization substantially improved in AGP II intervention areas at midterm period 

compared to the baseline situation. The proportion of cereal sold increased by 50% at midline compared 

to the baseline situation. The proportion of vegetable crop sold increased by almost 50% in AGP II 

intervention areas at midterm compared to the baseline. Crop commercialization increased from 37% 

at baseline to 48% at midline, indicating an increase by 30% over the study period. Overall, AGP II 

contributed 13% for the increase in crop commercialization in AGP II areas at its midterm period. 

7. Livestock commercialization has improved in AGP II woredas at midterm period compared to the 

baseline situation. Proportion of cattle, shoat and chicken sold increased by 14%, 36% and 6% in AGP 

II woredas at midterm period of the program compared to the baseline. AGP II contributed 13%, 29% 

and 25% for the increase, respectively. Proportion of egg sold increased by 30% at midline compared 

to the baseline situation. AGP II contributed about 18 percent for the increase in the proportion of egg 

sold over the study period. However, proportion of milk and honey declined by 54% and 4% in AGP 

II intervention areas at midterm period compared to the baseline situation, respectively. Number of 

cattle, shoats and chicken sold per household increased respectively by 32%, 31% and 61% on average 

over the AGP-II period. However, the number of cattle and chicken sold per household slightly declined 

by 3.6% and 4.4% while that of shoats increased slightly by 0.2% for households who participated in 

cattle, shoats and chicken sale respectively over the study period, probably indicating that the emphasis 

was mainly on new households to engage in livestock commercialization rather than supporting the 

households who already engaged in livestock marketing. Number of animal death shows mixed results. 

While the number of chicken and shoats death per year substantially increased by 151% and by 10% 

respectively, the number of cattle deaths per year slightly declined by 0.4%.  

8. Household dietary diversity has improved in AGP II woredas at midterm period compared to the 

baseline situation. The percentage of households who reported that their household members have 

attained the minimum acceptable diet has increased by 29% in AGP II intervention areas at midterm 

period compared to the baseline situation. AGP II contributed about 73% of this increment. The 

percentage of households who reported that their children have attained the minimum acceptable diet 

increased by 93% in AGP II intervention areas at midterm period compared to the baseline situation. 

AGP II contributed at least for 55% of this increment. The percentage of households who reported that 

pregnant women members of their family have attained the minimum acceptable diet increased by 67% 

in AGP II intervention areas at midterm period compared to the baseline situation. The percentage of 

households who reported that lactating women members of their family have attained the minimum 

acceptable diet increased by 65% in AGP II intervention areas at midterm period compared to the 

baseline situation. The percentage of households who reported that other women members of their 

family have attained the minimum acceptable diet increased by 141% in AGP II intervention areas at 

midterm period compared to the baseline situation. AGP II contributed about 70% of the improvement 

in dietary diversity of women in AGP II intervention areas.  

 

9. Overall, based on the findings of the quantitative and qualitative evaluation studies, two major 

conclusions can be made which have important implications for its improvement in its remaining 

period:  

9.1. First, the changes in some of the PDO indicators are moderate because (i) on average, the overall 

percentage changes observed in all PDO indicators is 28 percentage points (with minimum of 3.05% 

in case of cereal sold and maximum of 232% in case of honey yield) at midterm compared to the 

baseline situation;  (ii) the contribution of AGP II for such change is on average 28% (with minimum 

of 9.3% in case of milk yield and maximum of reducing animal death by 151%). 
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Change in Program Development Objective and Intermediate Outcomes of AGP II between program Midterm period 

(2019) and Baseline Situation (2017)  

PDO Sector PDO Indicator Percentage change at midline 

compared to baseline Indicator  Unit  

THH MHH FHH 

Crop  

Producti

vity  

Crop yield  Cereals yield index (cereal and pulses) Quintal per ha 18.0 17.2 19.7 

Vegetables yield index (vegetable and 

fruit without coffee) 

Quintal per ha 
44.4 46.4 36.8 

Crop yield index Quintal per ha 16.5 17.6 16.9 

Crop diversity1   Percentage  1.3 -1.7 7.9 

Livesto

ck 

producti

vity  

 

Livestock 

productivit

y  

Milk yield Liter/day/cow 39.0 54.0 6.00 

Honey yield  Kg/beehive/year 78.0 57.0 240.0 

Egg  yield  Number/week/chicken 39.0 29.0 76.0 

Livestock 

slaughterin

g  

Cattle Number slaughtered/hh 00 00 (100) 

Shoat Number slaughtered/hh 84 91 50.0) 

Chicken  Number slaughtered/hh (2.0) 41 (61.0) 

Animal 

mortality 

Chicken  Number die per hh 151 146 166 

Cattle  Number per hh (-0.4) 1.9 (6.4) 

Shoat  Number per hh 9.7 6.0 21.9 

Crop 

commercialization 

Cereals sold index (cereal and pulses) Proportion sold  11.3 10.7 13.1 

Vegetables sold index (vegetable and fruit 

without coffee) 

Proportion sold 
1.03 0.1 2.4 

Crop commercialization index index 11.1 10.5 13 

Livesto

ck 

commer

cializati

on  

Livestock  Cattle Proportion sold 14 29 14 

Shoat Proportion sold 36 30 47 

Chicken Proportion sold 6 11.6 -8.5 

Livestock 

products   

Milk  Proportion sold (54.0) (54.0) (62.0) 

Honey  Proportion sold (4.0) (2.0) (32.0) 

Egg  Proportion sold 30 33 27 

Animal 

sold  

Chicken  Number sold/hh 61 65 44 

Cattle  Number sold/hh 32 33 28 

Shoat  Number sold/hh 31 26 49 

Househ

old 

dietary 

diversit

y  

Production 

diversity 

HHs who achieved minimum production 

diversity2  

Percent  (5.8) (1.6) (35.7) 

Households HH reported that HH members meet 

MAD 

Percent  29 26 32 

Children  HH reported that Children meet MAD Percent  93.0 72.0 100 

Women  HH reported that Pregnant HH member 

meet MAD 

Percent  

67.0 99.0 (47) 

HH reported that lactating women HH 

member meet MAD 

Percent  

59.0 48.0 176 

HH reported that other women HH 

member meet MAD 

Percent  

143.0 138.0 176 

 Use of agricultural public service percent 39.3 54.38 19.0 

                                                           
1 Crop diversity is measured using percentage of households who produced 3 and more kinds of crop during the stud 

period. 
2 Production diversity is calculated based on the Minimum Dietary Diversity-Womenôs food groups, which is 

achieved, as defined in the AGP II PIM, if the household produces at least three crop varieties and two animal products 

of the following food groups: (i) all starchy staple food; (ii) beans and peas; (iii) nuts and seeds; (iv) dairy; (v) flesh 

foods; (vi) eggs; (vii) vitamin A-rich dark green leafy vegetables; (viii) other vitamin A-rich vegetables and fruits; 

(ix) other vegetables and (x) other fruits. 
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Use of 

Public 

agricult

ural 

services 

extension 

services  

Farmers training and demonstration at 

FTCs by DAs 

Percent  

(7.6) (2.1) (26.3) 

Farmer field days; Percent  6.8 18.7 (31.4) 

Advice/demonstrations by DAs (crops, 

livestock, NRM) on farmers plots and 

other site) 

Percent  

9.7 9.4 10.2 

Animal 

health 

services 

Farmers using animal health clinics and 

animal health posts 

Percent  

(47.3) (41.9) (65.8) 

Farmers benefiting from insemination 

services for their livestock 

Percent  

(34.3) (33.2) (40.1) 

Note: THH = Total household; MHH = Male headed household; FHH = Female headed household; MAD = 

Minimum Acceptable Diet; HH (hh) = Household; ha = hectare; Kg = Kilogram; Figures in parenthesis show 

negative change.  

 

9.2. Second, for some of output indicators (e.g. irrigation), the change remained the same and yet for few 

others there is some decline (e.g. proportion of honey and milk sold) over the study periods. 

9.3. These conclusions imply that (a) AGP II should strengthen the implementation of the interventions 

which are responsible for the positive changes that are observed in its PDO indicators; and (b) the 

program should address the weaknesses, which are observed both in its program design as well as 

implementation process, which are clearly singled out in the two evaluation studies. 

 

10. It is, therefore, essential for the program to give due considerations for the following recommendations 

so that AGP II successfully achieves its program development objectives within its remaining period. 

 

10.1. Public service provision & institutional arrangement: three major issues worth to consider. First , 

in relation to public service provision, practical trainings should be intensified in a way that could 

increase not only awareness about the program objectives but also more importantly to improve skills 

and knowledge of implementing agents, experts and farmers on each program components. Many 

technologies are demonstrated at FTC. But farmers are not adopting them due to low service 

provision for which low technical capacity of the SMS & DAs as well as lack of motivation by SMS 

and DAs are among the many reasons. It is therefore important that Practical working modality to 

run and manage the FTCs and advanced technical guideline for each technology must be there before 

the DAs are allowed to do demonstrations.  Besides, incentive compatible and efficient institutional 

and infrastructural arrangement should be placed. Second, In relation to SSI, it is found to have 

limited or no change at midterm. This is mainly the difficulty of finding competent private sector has 

been constraining SSI projects both as consultants and construction businesses. It is advisable to 

consider public private partnership (PPP) than solely depending on private contractors which resulted 

in inefficiencies in many aspects. Third , in relation to monitoring & evaluation, it is strongly 

recommended that the reporting mechanism including data recording and periodic report 

preparations and submission need to be modernized as there is huge gaps in the follow up and 

monitoring of the program implementation. In this case, it is strongly advisable to create a network 

of periodic report and database among regions and within regions on the overall implementation 

process of the program 

10.2. Crop productivity : With regard to improving crop productivity, it is strongly advisable to consider 

the following: 

Á One of the major findings of the evaluation study is that adoption of improved technology such as 

improved seed significantly increased by about 5% at midterm period compared to the baseline 

situation. On the other hand, the proportion of FHHs who improved seed and the change in the 

midline is lower compared to MHH. Even there is a declining trends in the use of improved seed 

by married FHHs. This is partly because of shortage of supply of improved seed. It is, therefore, 

strongly advisable to ensure: (1) adequate supply of improved seed; (2) ensure that Female 
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households are also equally beneficiary of improved seed; (3) Encourage the use of improved seed 

use not just in cereals crops but also in non-cereal AGP II crops. 

Á The same patterns are observed in the use of chemical and organic fertilizer, which its adoption 

rate is also increased but with huge gap by gender of household head especially in non-cereal crops. 

There is decline in the proportion of FHHs who adopts fertilizer either declined or it is much lower 

than MHH in the non-cereal crops. Therefore, it is strongly advisable not only to ensure the supply 

of fertilizer but also that ensure married and unmarried female headed households adopt the 

technology. 

Á  Use of irrigation farming is still very low despite some progress. It remained 12%. The challenges 

are not only limited to adoption but also in terms of poor agricultural water management such as 

shortage of irrigation water and conflicts surrounding it. Besides, the delay in irrigation 

construction due to time taking procurement process and low capacity of private contractors, poor 

quality of irrigation infrastructure due to low capacity of contractor as well as binding of standards 

by the world bank for dam height, which does not fit with the agro - geographical features of regions 

are fundamental constraints to improve irrigation development. It is, therefore, strongly 

recommended that the program should be redesigned to address these fundamental problems. 

Á The adoption of selected best practices except soil conservation is: (1) generally low, the maximum 

being 37 percent in row planting at the midline; (2) there is huge gap between male headed and 

female-headed households in the adoption of all the selected best practices. In the future 

implementations, soil conservation, row planting, micro-and household irrigation and use of farm 

machineries require special attention especially in female headed households. 

Á The finding also shows that Labor shortage has significant influence on change in productivity. 

Mechanization is supposed to ease agricultural labor shortage but the rate of use is still very low 

even though it is increasing. It requires more efforts in AGP II implementation to achieve higher 

rate of adoption and area coverage.  It is absolutely essential to quickly do detail assessment on the 

drivers of adoption of mechanization including the kind of tools that fits to the local condition. It 

should also be essential that such mechanization considers creation of employment opportunity to 

the rural youth. This can be linked to supporting common interest groups.  

10.3. Livestock productivity : with regard to improving livestock productivity, it is strongly advisable to 

consider the following recommendations in the remaining period of the program: 

Á The findings of the evaluation study indicated that there is some positive change in relation to 

public services provision related to livestock productivity. However, the changes observed in public 

service provision such as support to start livestock production (poultry, dairy, meat, etc), obtaining 

inputs to start livestock production including credit, how to deal with livestock diseases, obtaining 

medicine and services at animal health is below 2% after two years of the program implementation. 

Besides, more than half of the households respond that they are not highly satisfied by the public 

services provided. This calls for the need not just to intensify the service provision but also to make 

it more relevant to local context. 

Á This finding is also indicated that the changes observed in livestock productivity particularly for 

milk yield and egg yield is low. Besides, though the percentage change in milk yield and egg yield 

is positive, the contribution of the program is not more than 9% for milk yield and 15% for egg 

yield. It is, therefore, essential to improve program intervention to enable beneficiaries to actually 

adopt productivity ï enhancing livestock farming technologies and services including startup 

capital, advice and to enable farmers to use available services related to livestock. 

10.4. Crop commercialization: Crop commercialization: In general, change in proportion of increase in 

crop sales is substantially higher after two years of the program interventions compared to the 

baseline situation, implying increase in agricultural commercialization during AGP II midterm 

implementation period. The findings show that commercialization is too bold and promising. 

However, in order to strengthening the results and improve its implementation, it is essential to 

consider the following in the remaining program period: 
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Á Increasing access to sufficient quantity and quality of agricultural inputs through private sector, 

farmer groups, cooperatives and public institutions are the key interventions of AGP II. 

Accordingly, the CBSPGs were established and strengthened. However, the findings of the 

study revealed that farm householdsô participation in crop and forage seed producers groups is 

very low (only 1.6% and 0.5%, respectively), implying negligible achievement compared to 

baseline status. Thus, it is essential to strengthen the services in the remaining period of the 

program. 

Á In relation to Common Interest Groups (CIG), promising results are observed in womenôs 

engagement in livestock and livestock products. On the other hand, youth and adult 

participation is very limited and beneficiaries lack satisfaction on the quality of the services. 

Since supporting productive CIGs will remain AGP IIôs area of intervention, the findings calls 

for the need to redesign the areas of interventions. In light of these findings, therefore, 

strengthening of the support for women CIGs engaged in the livestock and livestock products 

is strongly advisable. But with regard to youth CIGs, it is strongly advisable to redesign the 

interventions related to CIG based on detail evaluation on what worked and not worked so as 

to identify effective areas of interventions as well as types of CIG which are promising to be 

productive as well as how CIG needs to be organized.  

Á Change in the market access: the finding show that there is substantial improvement in the 

reduction of travel time to livestock market after two years of the program interventions. But 

smallholder farmers need to travel on average 76 minutes to sale livestock, which is still not 

easy for traditional smallholder farmers. Besides, householdsô satisfaction on road quality to 

the nearest market remained moderate. About 64% of the households are not satisfied by the 

quality of the road. It is, therefore, advisable to strengthen the investment to improve market 

access so as to further enhance market linkage of stallholders in the programôs remaining 

implementation period. 

Á Despite increase in membership to cooperatives, the change in proportion HHs sold to 

cooperative is negative, declining by 1 percentage point.  Hence, it is important to think how 

to enhance market linkage between producersô and cooperatives and as well as with alternative 

marketing chains; 

10.5. Livestock commercialization: With regard to improving livestock commercialization, the following 

recommendations can be made 

Á Support forage and other animal feed supply by, for example, encouraging and supporting the youth 

and women common interest groups to engage in forage and animal feed supply. The percentage 

of households who reported that their animals were affected by forage and grazing land problem 

increased from 33% in 2017 to 38% in 2019, and only 16% of households reported that there is 

animal feed market in their area.  

Á Support agribusiness and farmer organizations, market infrastructure development and training 

about commercializing livestock. Our study showed that these interventions have substantial 

impact on livestock commercialization. However, only 14% of households reported that they 

received training about commercializing livestock, and coverage of market infrastructure 

development and agribusiness and farmer organizations coverage have been only 7% and 61% 

respectively in 2019.  

Á Marketing of milk remains critically low. Suitable transport facilities should be strengthening to 

link milk producers with urban centers.   

Á Though the number of cattle died decreased slightly, the number of chicken and shoats died 

increased substantially, signaling the need for improving the health of livestock 

Á Gender disparity remains high, and the AGP-II impacts on commercialization indicator variables 

are mostly statistically insignificant for FHHs. This could be partly because female heads (who 

usually are single) are too busy to attend trainings, in that trainings should take this problem of 

women in to account. 
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10.6. Household dietary diversity: The evaluation study clearly indicates that though there is substantial 

change in the improvement of household dietary diversity, the findings show that it is still very low. 

It is, therefore, essential to consider the following recommendation to improve the current situation 

of household dietary diversity. One of the findings of the evaluation study is that dietary diversity of 

children remains critically low. It is only around 9% of children who found to fulfill the minimum 

acceptable diet in 2019. Besides, only 18% of the respondents correctly answered the question we 

asked about ówhat to feed childrenô. In addition, the percentage of households who received training 

about nutrition and feeding of children and household members is below 10%. The qualitative 

evaluation study not only indicated that most of the AGP II woredas do not have nutrition expert but 

also that households have limited other source of information about nutrition. It is, therefore, strongly 

advisable to provide effective training to households about the essential food groups that children 

aged between 6 and 24 months need to consume. Moreover, it is absolutely important to hire at least 

one nutrition experts at woreda level that is responsible to the nutrition aspect of the program 

interventions including training. 
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1 Introduction  
1.1 Background 

Increased smallholder productivity and value-added in the agricultural sector are core elements of 

the Government of Ethiopiaôs approach to poverty reduction. This has been the governmentôs long-

standing focus on smallholder farming and promotes stronger private sector involvement. This 

emphasis and strategy is appropriate given the structure of the sector and its importance for the 

economy, especially employment, poverty reduction and food security. The agriculture sector is 

growing rapidly. Over the past 15 years, the average rate of growth has been around 7 percent per 

year according to official statistics. Sources of growth have come from an increased area under 

cultivation and from increased productivity, the latter driven by large public investment in the 

sector, including agricultural extension, rural roads, and advances in public policy such as 

improvements in land tenure security. Further growth of the agriculture sector is expected to 

feature prominently in the second Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP II). The Second 

Agricultural Growth Project (AGP II) has been designed to be aligned with GTP II, thereby 

contributing to the achievement of targets set for agriculture sector growth.  

 

The Second Agriculture Growth Program (AGP-II) is a continuation of the first AGP designed for 

five years (2015- 2020) and implemented in all the regions of AGP I with an additional 3 regions 

and one City administrative council.  In general the program is under implementation in 165 

Woredas of which 96 are previous AGP I Woredas and the remaining are new Woredas. The 

Woredas are distributed among the following national regional states and city administration: 

Amhara, Oromiya, SNNPR, Tigray, Benishangul-Gumuz, Gambella, Harari and Dire Dawa city 

administration. The expansion into the new national regional states and Dire Dawa city 

administration would consist of two woredas in each of Benishangul-Gumuz and Gambella, and 

one in each of Harari and Dire Dawa. 

 

The second Agricultural growth Program Development Objective (PDO) is to increase agricultural 

productivity and commercialization of small holder farmers targeted by the Program and also 

contributes to dietary diversity and consumption at HH level. The program has entered into 

implementation and worked for a period of about 3 years since it was launched on November 

/2015.  

 

The institutions that are involved in project implementation to use project funds are: Ministry of 

Agriculture (MoA); Ethiopian Institute of Agricultural Research (EIAR); Federal Cooperative 

Agency (FCA); Ethiopian Agricultural Transformation Agency (ATA); Seven Regional Bureau of 

Agricultures; and One city administration office of Agriculture; 35 Zone Agriculture and Natural 

resource offices; 165 Woreda Agriculture and Natural resource offices (AGP woredas); 4105 

Kebeles (Peasant Associations); Regional Water Resource Bureaus; Regional livestock & Fishery 

agencies and a number of farmer groups.  

 

1.2 Objective of the Evaluation 

It is indicated in the PAD and PIM that the program will be evaluated twice: a mid-term 

performance evaluation after two years of the program started and a final impact evaluation in 

after five years of the program implementation. Ministry of Agriculture has commissioned Policy 

Studies Institute (PSI) to conduct a comprehensive mid-term performance evaluation. The midterm 

evaluation is composed of 2 parts: (i) a qualitative evaluation of the implementation process, 
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progress, effectiveness and efficiency of the various components and subcomponents of AGP II 

interventions; and (ii) A quantitative mid-line evaluation of AGP II using household survey data. 

The  overall objective of the midterm quantitative evaluation study is to provide a comprehensive 

midline impact evaluation report for AGP-II that assesses the achievement of the program in 

relation to the planed objectives and targeted outcomes and draw appropriate lessons and 

recommendations. 

 

Accordingly, the specific objectives of the AGP - II midterm quantitative evaluation study are the 

following.  

- Generate information on progress and performance of the AGP-II to-date (based on 

program implementation performance data and supported with the data collected for the 

midline evaluation) focusing to each component and sub component, and make prospective 

review and understanding of the program against the indicators in the Results Framework.  

- Evaluate the outcomes and effects of the AGP-II on agricultural production and 

productivity measured in terms of percentage increase in crop and livestock productivity 

by targeted households for selected crops and animal products. 

- Evaluate the immediate and total impact of the AGP-I intervention on the farm households 

commercialization measured in terms of percentage increase in total marketed value of 

targeted crops and livestock products sold by targeted households for selected crops and 

animal products. 

- Evaluate the impact of AGP - II  on individual and household dietary diversity measured in 

terms of percentage point increase in average number of food groups consumed at 

household and individual (including children) levels. 

 

1.3 Scope of the assignment 

The Mid Term quantitative Evaluation study will help to answer the question: has AGP 2 impacted 

agricultural productivity and commercialization? To answer this general question, the following 

specific questions will be answered from the quantitative midterm evaluation study: 

- Has AGP2 increased the delivery of key intermediate outcomes such as access to public 

agricultural services, technology adoption, market access, etc, taking into account cross-

cutting issues including gender, nutrition and CSA? 

- Has crop productivity of program targeted beneficiaries increased as a result of AGP2 

interventions? 

- Has livestock productivity of program targeted beneficiaries increased as a result of AGP2 

interventions? 

- Has crop commercialization of program targeted beneficiaries improved as a result of AGP2 

interventions? 

- Has livestock commercialization of program targeted beneficiaries improved as a result of 

AGP2 interventions? 

- Has dietary diversity of program targeted beneficiaries improved as a result of AGP II 

interventions? 

 

1.4  Organization of the report 

Including the introduction, the report is organized into seven chapters. Chapter two presents the 

design of the program and its implementation status on the ground since it started in 2017. The 

chapter aims to provide reader a brief summary of the theory of change of AGP II. It also provides 
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an overview of the implementation status in the survey sample woredas3. The evaluation approach 

and method is discussed in chapter three. This chapter contains five sections including data type 

and source used, sampling and sample size, data quality assurance used in the study, data analysis 

technique and brief overview of the distribution of sample households characteristics covered in 

the survey.  The results of the evaluation study are presented from chapter four to six. Chapter four 

presents the evaluation results on the impact of AGP II on agricultural productivity. This chapter 

contains three major sections. Each sections divided into subsections. The first section discusses 

the changes in intermediate outcome indicators of the program including changes in public 

agricultural services, satisfaction level of target beneficiaries on public services and advices, 

change in adoption of improved technologies by beneficiaries, change in irrigation practices and 

change in use of best agricultural practices. Section two discusses the impact of AGP II on crop 

productivity. It discusses the findings on changes in type of crop produced, the percentage changes 

in crop yield index as well as the estimated impact of AGP II on the change in crop yield. The 

impact of AGP II on livestock productivity is presented in section three of chapter four. It contains 

percentage changes in livestock productivity disaggregated by types of livestock products, 

constraints on livestock production as well as the estimated impact of AGP II on livestock yield. 

Chapter five contains the findings of the evaluation study on the impact of AGP II on agricultural 

commercialization including crop and livestock commercialization. After a brief introduction 

about the chapter, the second section presents the changes in the intermediate program outcome 

indicators including in public service provision related to commercialization, input supply 

services, market access as well as membership to agricultural cooperatives. Section three and four 

discussed the findings of the impact of AGP II on crop and livestock commercialization, 

respectively. Chapter six presents the findings on the impact of AGP II on household dietary 

diversity. The chapter contains four sections. Section one presents the intermediate outcome of the 

program related to household diet, followed by household and children dietary diversity in section 

two. Section three presents the impact of AGP II on householdsô and childrenôs minimum 

acceptable diet and dietary diversity score. The last section presents the impact of AGP II on 

dietary diversity of women, disaggregated by pregnant, lactating and non-lactating ï non pregnant 

women. The last chapter is devoted to summarize the key findings and conclusion as well as 

recommendations.  

 

 

2 Design and implementation of AGP II 
 

2.1 Design of AGP II 

This section briefly discusses the overall design of the second agricultural growth program (AGP 

II) so as to lay the foundation for the rest of the chapters. 

 

2.1.1 Overall objectives of AGP II 

AGP is a component of the Ethiopian Governmentôs broad policy approach of poverty reduction 

through increased smallholder productivity and value addition in the agricultural sector and has 

been implemented since 2011. Increasing agricultural productivity and market access for key crops 

and livestock products in targeted woredas with increased participation of women and youth are 

                                                           
3 See qualitative evaluation of AGP II report for the detail on the implementation status including the process, 
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of the program at its midterm period. 
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the main objectives of AGP. It was initially proposed as a five-year program. With the aim of 

further consolidating past achievements and strengthening capacities built during AGPI, AGPII is 

currently under implementation. AGP I targeted households in the four major regions, namely, 

Amhara, Oromia, SNNP and Tigray regions. The woredas selected for the program interventions 

in these regions are deemed to possess high agricultural growth potential that can be realized with 

appropriate interventions.  

 

2.1.2 The peculiar features of AGP  

 

The peculiar features of AGP II include: 

- Comprehensive: it includes production, marketing and irrigation infrastructure development 

components; 

- Value addition: dealing with stakeholders including producers, assemblers/traders, 

processors, distributors, exporters, retailers and final consumers; and  

- Decentralized and integrated as well as demand-driven approach: bottom-up planning 

process and equal participation of women and men in problem identification, planning, 

implementation and monitoring the activities. 

 

2.1.3 Components of AGP II 

 

AGP II has got five major components and 16 sub components. The major components of AGP 

are briefly discussed as follow.   

 

i. Public Agricultural Support Services  

The objective of the component is to increase access to public agricultural services for smallholder 

farmers: The program supports to strengthen and enhance capacity at the institutional level and 

building relevant skills and knowledge of key stakeholders. Support will also provide to 

mainstream cross cutting issues, which include climate smart agriculture, nutrition, and gender. 

This component has two major sub components and the activities conducted under these sub 

components since AGP II started is presented as follow. 

a. Institutional Strengthening and Development: The objective of this sub component is to 

improve public agricultural delivery services to make more effective, efficient and demand 

driven. Key intervention areas under this subcomponent include; Establishing and 

Strengthening ADPLACs, Agricultural Extension Service (FTCs upgrading to the 

intermediate level of functionality, demonstration, and CD training), Animal Production & 

Animal Health Services, Crop Production and Plant Health Services, Support to Natural 

Resources and Soil Fertility Management Services and Strengthening Promotion of 

Agricultural Mechanization Technologies 

b. Scaling up of best practices: As per the AGP design document, the objective of this sub 

component is to ensure the identification and wider use of best practices and proven 

technologies to enhance and intensify agricultural production. The key interventions of this 

subcomponent are identification and compilation of best practices; validation and 

implementation of best practices. Under these three interventions, the program has various 

activities that produces the expected output and meet the objective of the subcomponent. 

Accordingly, the program implemented activities under each of these interventions since it 

rolled in 2016. 
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ii.  Agricultural Research 

Agricultural Research is considered as one of the five major components of the program with the 

objective of adapting, generating and promoting technologies that enhance productivity and  

commercialization of the sector. Agricultural technology adaptation, generation and pre extension 

demonstration activities are envisaged to be implemented by taking into consideration principles 

of crosscutting issues such as nutrition, gender and climate smart agricultural (CSA). As indicated 

in the program document, the agricultural research component (Component 2) has four sub-

components that include: (a) technology adaptation and generation which intends to support 

release of pre-identified technologies in the pipe-line and enhance generation of demand driven 

technologies; (b) pre-extension demonstration and participatory research scheme that consists 

of    technologies  in  the  pre-extension  demonstration  and  popularization  of  such technologies 

among the smallholders including establishment of farmers research and  extension group 

commonly known as (FREG); (c) the other sub-component deals with source technology 

production majorly covering support extended to production of breeder and pre-basic seeds, 

planting materials, animal breeds that are inputs for further multiplication and technologies that 

enables intensifying land and water resources conservation, production of livestock and forage, 

mass-multiplication of tissue culture that are insect and disease free; and (iv) Capacity 

development to enhance technology adaptation and generation to enhance the capacity of 

technology adaptation, generation, maintenance and promotion that is focusing on the capacity 

development of National Agricultural Research Institutions located both at federal and regional 

levels.  

 

iii.  Smallholder irrigation development  

The objective of this component is to increase the access to and efficient utilization of irrigation 

water of smallholder farmers thereby increase area and productivity of irrigated agriculture and 

has Small Scale Irrigation Infrastructure Development and Improvement and Integrated Crop and 

Water Management sub components. The project design document and the PIM discuss the two 

sub components of the Small Irrigation (SSI) components of AGP II including (i) increased 

irrigation infrastructure development and improvement; and, (ii) introduction of improved 

irrigated farm management.  

 

iv. Agricultural Marketing and value Chain Development  

The overall objective of this component is to commercialize smallholder farmers through 

increased access to input and output markets. The Agriculture marketing and value chain 

component has four sub components; namely, (i) supporting agricultural input supply system, 

(ii) support to farmersô organizations (iii) supporting agribusiness development and (iv) 

supporting market infrastructure development and management. This component of the AGPII 

program aims to harness commercialization of small holder farmers, which is one of two major 

development objective of the Second Phase of the Agricultural Growth Program Project in 

Ethiopia. To achieve this objective, AGPII supports (i) the promotion and distribution of 

agricultural inputs, specifically seed through support to Community Based Seed Production 

Groups(CBSPGs) and the scale up of Direct Seed Marketing(DSM) and strengthening the input 

and output marketing regulation and certification (ii) Farmerôs organizations, including both 

formal farmer organizations (Unions,  Cooperatives) and informal commercially oriented women 

and youth common interest  groups (iii) the strengthening of selected livestock and crop value 
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chains  ,for example,  by providing  technical assistance to cooperatives and market buyers and 

by facilitating linkages between the value chain actors  and (iv)Market infrastructure 

development and management which  includes (a) construction and modernized management of 

market centers (b) the construction of warehouses, storage and grading facilities; and (c) foot and 

small  bridges which address critical market access bottlenecks for communities.  

 

v. Program Management, Monitoring, Evaluation and   Learning 

The objective of this component is to ensure program implementation, effective M&E of results 

as well as a consistent and effective approach to capacity development. It has got 3 major sub 

components namely; Program management and institutional arrangements, Monitoring and 

Evaluation (M&E) and Capacity Development for Cross-cutting issues. This component has 2 sub 

components. The first sub component is AGP Management at the Federal, Regional, Zonal, and 

Woreda Levels. With regard to the program management, AGP, being a government program, 

follows the government structure for its implementation. The MoANR at federal level and the 

sector Bureaus at regional and woreda level are responsible and accountable for the execution of 

the program.  The program is led by a Coordination Unit established at federal and regional levels, 

and by assigned focal persons at zonal and woreda levels guided by technical committees 

established at all levels, and steering committee established at federal, region and woreda levels 

responsible for overall management of the project including the planning, budgeting, financial 

management, reporting, procurement, communication, monitoring and evaluation of the project. 

 

The institutional arrangement of AGP II is organized to keep strong working linkages within and 

between the various Committees. As indicated in the PIM, there is a direct vertical institutional 

linkage among the Steering Committees structured at federal, regional and Woreda levels, and the 

same is true for Technical committees. Besides, to ease communication between the regional and 

federal SCs, and create transparent and participatory decision-makings process at federal levels, 

the chairpersons of the regional SCs are automatically the members of the federal SCs. Similarly, 

in order that the Regional SCs get up to date information about the project implementation 

performances, challenges and areas of support needed at Woreda levels, the Zonal chairs of the 

TCs are the members of the regional SCs. Moreover, the projects CUs are connected to the SC and 

TCs. The project coordinators at federal, regional and Woreda level are respectively the secretary 

of the FSC, RSC and WSC; and the chairperson of the TCs at regional and Woreda levels. Such 

arrangement is expected to create fast and up to date information flow all through federal, regional 

and Woreda levels.  

 

According to AGP-II Project Implementation Manual (PIM), the institutional arrangement of AGP 

II is rely on the existing Government structures for the coordination and implementation of the 

project. The institutional arrangements of AGP II include Steering Committees (SCs), Technical 

Committees (TCs), and AGP Coordination Units (CUs). The members are composed of members 

from different partnering offices, which can also be adapted to include the new implementing 

agencies such as the Ethiopian Institute of Agricultural Research (EIAR) and Regional 

Agricultural Research Institutions (RARIs).  The programôs activities are coordinated through 

these high level Steering Committee, Technical Committee and Program Coordination Units that 

are established /strengthened at the federal, regional and Woreda levels. 

The Steering committeesô key roles include (i) providing overall oversight, decision making and 

strategic guidance for project implementation; (ii) review and approve the Annual Work Plans and 
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Budgets (APW&Bs) submitted by the respective Project coordination Units (PCUs), (iii) review 

and approve annual implementation performance report prepared by the PCUs and overseeing the 

implementation of corrective actions, and (iv) ensure inter-sectoral coordination, harmonization 

and alignment among donors; and (v) ensure cross cutting issues of gender, climate, nutrition and 

youth are given enough support throughout the implementation process. The major responsibilities 

of the TCs include: (i) reviewing, providing recommendations and advising on improving the 

AWP&Bs submitted by the respective CUs; (ii) providing technical advisory services on 

implementation modalities; (iii) providing institutional capacity building to CUs and relevant 

implementation entities; (iv) reviewing and analyzing all documents prepared under the projectôs 

responsibilities; (v) providing recommendations and advising on general improvement to SCs on 

AGP2 activities; as well as to produce reports on implementation progress; (vi) support the 

program to integrate cross cutting issues in all program components; and (vii) support AGP II CUs 

and focal persons in technical backstopping and supervision.    

 

The major roles of the PCUs include to coordinate the overall project, consolidate AWP&Bs and 

progress reports; monitor and support crosscutting issues are mainstreamed and implemented; day 

to day follow up of project implementation; and overall knowledge management, and the strategic 

staff Capacity Development and mobilization. At zonal and woreda levels, AGP II is expected to 

have a focal person who will coordinate AGP and liaison with implementing institutions and 

experts. Besides, at woreda level, AGP II is expected to have a finance focal person and 

infrastructure specialist fully dedicated to AGP. 

 

The second sub-component is Monitoring and Evaluation: the main activities of this sub 

component are to regularly assess and conduct (a) the program outcomes and impact (b) the 

program inputs and out puts and (c) Participatory M&E, social accountability, and internal 

learning. The program has adopted a decentralized participatory approach spearheaded by 

community-led initiatives, and also ensures the active involvement of the private sector, 

cooperatives and financial institutions along agricultural value chains. 

 

2.2 AGP II implementation 

The second phase agricultural growth program (AGP II) started in almost all regions after mid of 

2016. At woreda level, the program started between the months of February and September 2016. 

Since the program enrolled, various interventions have been being implemented.  Detail findings 

of the implementation process of AGP II at its midterm period are already discussed in the midterm 

qualitative evaluation of the program. Thus readers can refer the report to get a full picture on the 

implementation process of the program including the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 

sustainability aspects of the program implementation. This section briefly discusses the results of 

the findings on the implementation of AGP II interventions in all kebeles of the 55 sample woredas 

covered during the midline survey. The interventions are categorized into public service provision, 

demonstrations, supporting agri-business and farmers' organization, small scale irrigation 

development, market infrastructure and provision of improved technology. 

 

Table 2.1 shows a summary of the intensity of AGP implemented by Kebele groups and AGP 

status. We classified the kebele group in to two: Non sample kebeles and sample kebeles. Non ï 

sample kebeles are those kebeles which are not covered in the household survey both at the 

baseline and midline. Sample kebeles are those kebeles which are covered both at the baseline and 
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midline householdsô surveys. This means that our sample households are those who live in sample 

kebeles of the sample woredas.  

 

As it can be seen from the table, 90% and 93% of the non ï sample and sample kebeles obtained 

AGP interventions related to public institutional service support such as FTC upgrading, Training, 

Cattle crash &animal house construction, animal clinic upgrading, natural resource management 

such as preparation of kebele level land use planning, community nursery, soil and water 

conservation; strengthen ADPLAC meeting; equipping new animal health; provision of motor 

cycle. There is no statistical difference in the implementation of these interventions between 

sample and non ï sample kebeles in the AGP woredas. In relation to agri - business development 

and farmersô organization, the result shows that 53% and 47% of the sample and non ï sample 

kebeles obtained interventions related to agri ï business and farmersô organization including, 

among others, supporting and organizing CIG, Seed producing group, Strengthen Primary farmersô 

cooperative, etc, respectively. There is no statistical difference in these interventions between the 

two groups of kebeles. We also obtained similar findings in terms of AGP interventions related to 

demonstrations of various kinds of agricultural practices including visit to farmersô participation 

in visit during field days, nutrition and gender sensitive technologies, and modern bee hives. There 

is no statistical difference in these interventions between sample and non ï sample kebeles in our 

sample woredas.  

 

On the other hand, there is substantial difference in interventions related to small scale irrigation 

development, market infrastructure and provision of improved technologies in the two groups of 

kebeles. With regard to small scale irrigation schemes, at least 47% of the non ï sample kebeles 

and 52% of sample kebeles obtained interventions related to small scale irrigation schemes 

including, among others, constructions of schemes such as surface irrigation, geo membrane pond, 

ground water development (Pond, Hand dug well, Small Fish ponds, etc), provision of rope & 

washer pump and water pump as well as institutional support in IWUAS. There is significant 

statistical difference between the two groups of kebeles at least at one percent significance level. 

Similar result is observed for interventions related to market infrastructure including, among 

others, small bridge construction, road construction, market center, Cooperatives, etc)), 

establishing honey collection and processing center and construction of market store. While only 

small proportions of kebeles obtained these interventions, there is significant statistical difference 

between the two groups of kebeles. There is also significant difference (at least at 1% significance 

level) between sample and non ï sample kebeles in the implementation of AGP interventions 

related to improving access to improved technologies including, among others, input supply 

(Improved variety of crop or livestock, fertilizer or technology), providing improved seeds to 

farmers, poultry service provision for women and improved mango distribution. 

 

Table 2.1 also shows a summary of the program interventions implemented by AGP status.  In this 

study, AGP status is defined in terms of period when the program interventions started to 

implement. The sample woredas are classified into two categories. The first category is old AGP, 

in which all woredas where AGP started in 2011 (i.e. this category includes those woredas which 

are included in the first phase of the program). The second category is New AGP in which all 

woredas where AGP started in 2016 (i.e. those woredas which are included in the second phase of 

the program).   
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As it can be seen from the table interventions related to public service provision have been 

implemented in the vast majority of the kebeles in the sample woredas. Such interventions include, 

among others, FTC upgrading, Training, Cattle crash &animal house construction, animal clinic 

upgrading, natural resource management such as preparation of kebele level land use planning, 

community nursery, soil and water conservation; strengthen ADPLAC meeting; equipping new 

animal health; provision of motor cycle. Public institutional service provision is implemented both 

in the old and New AGP woredas. There is no significant difference in the intensity of the 

intervention among the sample and non-sample kebeles.   

 

In relation to supporting agri-business development and farmers' organization, various activities 

have been implemented including, among others, supporting and organizing CIG, Seed producing 

group, Strengthen Primary farmersô cooperative, etc. The intervention is implemented in about 

47% and 48% of kebeles in the new and old AGP woredas, respectively. There is no statistical 

difference between the sample and non ï sample kebeles. Similarly, there is no statistically 

significant difference in interventions related to demonstration between old AGP and new AGP 

kebeles. About 80% and 77% of kebeles in old and new AGP obtained the program interventions 

through various kinds of demonstration, respectively. This demonstration mainly focuses on field 

days visit, practical demonstration related to nutrition and gender sensitive technologies, improved 

agricultural practices at FTC and farmersô field.   

 

On the other hand, interventions related to small scale irrigation schemes including constructions 

of schemes such as surface irrigation, geo membrane pond, ground water development (Pond, 

Hand dug well, Small Fish ponds, etc), provision of rope & washer pump and water pump as well 

as institutional support in IWUAS are also implemented in the sample woredas. About 51% and 

43% of all kebeles in old AGP and New AGP sample woredas obtained these interventions, 

respectively. The result indicated that woredas in which the program started during its first phase 

are benefited more compared to those woredas where the program is enrolled in its second phase. 

There is statistically significant difference (at least at 1% significance level) in the intensity of 

small scale irrigation related interventions between old and new AGP woredas. This result is also 

true in the implementation of interventions related to market infrastructure and provision of 

improved technologies. As the table shows, interventions related to market infrastructure are 

implemented better in the New AGP woredas (8%) than old AGP woredas (4%). Implementation 

of interventions related to provision of improved technologies is better in new AGP woredas (11%) 

compared to old AGP woredas (6%). The difference is statistically significant at least at 1% 

significance level. 

 

Table 2.2 shows the results on the implementation of the different kinds of AGP interventions 

disaggregated by AGP status by kebele groups. In this case, we classified the kebeles in to three 

groups. The first group consists of non ï sample kebeles. The second category includes those 

sample kebeles which are covered both during the midline and baseline surveys; and the third 

category includes those kebeles which are covered only during the baseline survey. Similar pattern 

is observed in the implementation intensity of all kinds of interventions among these groups of 

kebeles, disaggregated by AGP status.  

 
Table 2.1: kind of AGP interventions by kebele group and AGP status 

Kind of interventions kebele group AGP Status 
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Non 

Sample 

Kebele 

Sample 

Kebele 

Statistical 

difference  

Chi 2 (p-value) 

Old AGP New AGP Statistical 

difference  

Chi 2 (p-value) 

Public service provision 90 93 1.567 (0.211) 89.9 91.6 1.603(0.303) 

Supporting agri-

business and farmers' 

organization 

47 53 2.175 (0.140) 47.5 46.98 0.0429 (0.836) 

Small scale irrigation 

development 

47.2 52 1.435 (0.231) 50.57 42.5 8.738 (0.003)*** 

Market infrastructure 4.9 8 3.0528 (0.081)* 3.76 7.99 12.0414 (0.001)*** 

Provision of improved 

technology 

7.6 10.3 1.468 (0.226) 6.17 11.31 12.0489 (0.001)*** 

Demonstrations 77.9 85.7 5.622 (0.018)** 79.62 77.39 1.009 (0.317) 
Source: AGP II midline survey result 

 

Table 2.2: kind of AGP interventions implemented in all kebeles of sample woredas by AGP status 

Kind of AGP 

Interventions 

AGP Status Non sample 

kebele 

Baseline & 

Midline 

covered sample 

Baseline 

covered 

kebele 

Total 

N percent N percent N 

percen

t N percent 

Public service provision 
Old AGP  755 89.45 70 100 36 83.72 861 89.97 

New AGP  413 91.57 39 97.5 18 81.82 470 91.62 

Supporting agri-business 

and farmers' organization  

Old AGP  401 47.51 41 58.57 13 30.23 455 47.54 

New AGP  203 45.01 26 65 12 54.55 241 46.98 

Small scale irrigation 

development 

Old AGP  427 50.59 42 60 15 34.88 484 50.57 

New AGP  184 40.8 23 57.5 11 50 218 42.5 

Market infrastructure 
Old AGP  30 3.55 2 2.86 4 9.3 36 3.76 

New AGP  33 7.32 6 15 2 9.09 41 7.99 

Provision of improved 

technology 

Old AGP  50 5.92 6 8.57 3 6.98 59 6.17 

New AGP  49 10.86 6 15 3 13.64 58 11.31 

Demonstrations 
Old AGP  664 78.67 66 94.29 32 74.42 762 79.62 

New AGP  345 76.5 37 92.5 15 68.18 397 77.39 

Source: AGP II midline survey result 
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3 Approach and Methodology   
3.1 Data type  

The midterm quantitative evaluation study analyzes the major changes, implementation challenges 

and lessons observed in the program implementation areas as a result of the interventions of the 

major components and sub components of the program implemented to estimate the impact of the 

AGP II on the selected outcome indicators. For that we would ideally need to know how the 

participants of AGP would have fared in the absence of the program; i.e., should they not 

participate in the program. Unfortunately this is not possible. The second best option is to establish 

a credit control group ï a group of households whose outcomes would be similar to that of AGP 

households had the latter not been exposed to the program. This, to the minimum, requires 

collecting data both from beneficiary and non-beneficiary households. Moreover, two waves of 

data both before and after the implementation of the program interventions should have been 

collected from a sample of households drawn from both AGP and non-AGP Woredas. In this 

respect, a baseline survey was collected in March 2017. The Central Statistics Authority (CSA), 

together with the Ethiopian Development Research Institute (EDRI) (now Policy Studies Institute) 

designed and collected the baseline survey both from AGP and non ï AGP woredas. However, 

due to budget constraints and demand from the client, two major issues are missing from the 

midterm survey. First, the midline survey is conducted only in AGP woredas. So we did not collect 

information from the non ï AGP woredas, indicating, we have no control group. Second, we did 

not collect detail information from all sample households in AGP woredas covered during the 

baseline survey. That is, the midline survey covers only some portion of the total sample 

households covered during the baseline survey.   This allows us to track changes in the outcome 

variables overtime only for program beneficiaries but not both for beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries of the program. 

 

Accordingly, quantitative data was collected from a sub sample of households using structured 

questionnaire. In this respect, since the purpose and the overall design of the evaluation is highly 

dependent on the maturity of the program, the survey instrument is structured based on the AGPII 

PAD and PIM documents to capture the PDO indicators, other relevant RF indicators as well as to 

generate the same information covered during the baseline survey. Thus, in line with the PDO and 

intermediate outcome indicators stipulated in the AGP II document, the questionnaire includes a 

broad range of topics on top of detailed household demographic and tracking information. Both 

the baseline and midline data are collected using Computer Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI) 

method. While some modifications were made at midline, basically, the same questionnaire was 

used in the two rounds.  

 

3.2 Sampling and sample size 

The overall sample size is based on a balance of logistical constraints and the desired precision 

to measure the midline changes in the key outcome indicators that are attributable to AGP II 

interventions. That is, the study shall be structured based on AGP-II PAD and PIM documents to 

capture the stated key result indicators for all the programs and sub programs. Based on the 

number of Woredas and Enumeration areas and the amount of variance we can control; we aim 

to collect mid line data from 50% of the baseline AGPII intervention Woredas. That is, we will 

collect mid line data from the 55 of the 111baseline AGPII direct beneficiary Woredas using the 

reduced version of the survey instrument.  
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A three stage sampling technique will be implemented to select the midline evaluation 

households. At the first stage, a proportional random sampling technique will be implemented to 

select the 55 mid line Woredas from the 111 old and new baseline AGPII direct beneficiary 

Woreda. In the present study the new AGPII Woredas refers the 61 new Woredas who are 

included as additional AGP Woredas after 2015 while the old AGPII Woredas refers those 96 

Woredas covered by AGPI intervention. Accordingly, two -fifth (which is 61/157) of the 55 

midline Woreda will be selected from the baseline new AGPII direct beneficiary Woredas and 

the remaining three-fifth (which is 96/157) of the 55 mid line AGPII Woredas   will be selected 

from the old baseline AGPII direct beneficiary Woredas.  During the AGPII baseline survey, we 

collected data from 48 new AGPII and 63 old AGPII direct beneficiary Woredas. Accordingly, 

we will randomly select 22 midline Woredas from the 48 new AGPII baseline Woredas and the 

33 midline Woredas from the 63 old AGPII baseline Woredas. The regional distribution of our 

sample is determined based on the population distribution of the old and new AGPII beneficiaries. 

See table 3.1 for number of sample woreda, EA and households distribution by region used during 

the midline survey. 

 

Table 3.1: Distribution of Sample Wereda, Enumeration Area (EA) and Household by region 

covered during the midline survey 

Region Number of sample 

Woredas 

Numbers of sample EA Number of sample 

household  

Old 

AGP 

New 

AGP 

Total Number of 

EAs/Woreda 

Total 

Number of 

EA 

Number of 

Household 

per EA 

Total sample 

household 

Tigray 3 2 5 2 10 20 200 

Amhara 9 5 14 2 28 20 560 

Oromiya 13 7 20 2 40 20 800 

SNNP 8 4 12 2 24 20 480 

Benishangul 0 1 1 2 2 20 40 

Gambela 0 1 1 2 2 20 40 

Harari 0 1 1 2 2 20 40 

Dire Dawa 0 1 1 2 2 20 40 

Total 33 22 55  110 160 2200 

 

At the second stage again to balance budget constraints and the desired degree of precision to 

measure the midline changes in the key outcome indicators, we will randomly select two-third of 

the baseline Enumeration Areas (EAs) of the selected Woredas. That is all AGPII intervention 

regions, we will randomly select two EAs in each of the midline sample woredas out of the three 

baseline EAs (five EAs in case of Tigray) of the EAs covered during the baseline survey. 

Maintaining the representativeness of the sample EAs to evaluate the implementation report, we 

used weighted principles. That is we give more weight to EAs where the major interventions such 

as irrigation and market center development are implemented. Accordingly, major interventions 

used as criteria to select EAs are irrigation development; strengthening and support of FTC; 

establishment, strengthening or support provided to FREG (farmers research extension group); 

interventions related to support or establishment of Seed Producing Group; Common Interest 

Group; and market infrastructure such as road side market, market shade, and small bridged 

development. Table 3.2 shows the list of criteria and the weight given to each interventions used 
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to select sample EAs. The criteria are used based on the different components and sub components 

of the program whilst weighing of each interventions are given based on their budget requirement 

as indicated in the program document.  

 

 

Table 3.2: Criteria and weight used to select Enumeration Areas (EAs) for the mid line Survey 

 Criteria  Weight (%) 

A Kebele/EA with irrigation  scheme 38 

B Kebele/EA where activities related to strengthening and support of FTC, and 

scaling up of best practices, are performed. These may include demonstration of 

technologies that may include crop, livestock, nutrition, gender and/or climate smart 

sensitive technologies. In addition, activities related to animal health service, 

natural resource management (watershed, soil and water conservation), etc are 

done.  

22 

C Kebele/EA where FREG (farmers research extension group) is established, 

strengthened or supported (new technologies are demonstrated on FTC plots, 

farmerôs field and/or farmersô experience sharing, etc are performed: 

10 

D Kebele/EA where activities related to interventions on Seed Producing Group are 

done. These activities include establishment of community based crop and forage 

seed producing group (CBSPG) and/or activities related to support Animal Input 

Supply and Distribution 

5 

E Kebele/EA where activities related to interventions on Common Interest Group 

(CIG)  is done such as establishment of CIG, or supporting farmersô organization. 

these include establishing Farmersô Primary Agriculture Cooperative and/or support 

them to link to RUSACCOs and MFIs, etc 

10 

F Kebele/EA where market infrastructure  such as road side market, market shade, 

and small bridged, etc are developed. 

15 

 Total 100 

 

 

At the third stage, we randomly selected 20 sample households out of the 26 sample households 

interviewed during the baseline survey for AGP II from each of the selected midline EAs and 

Woredas. In selecting the 20 sample households from the 26 sample households covered during 

the baseline, we randomly pick the first 20 households listed in the baseline data. This makes the 

midline household level observation to be 2200 (= ((55* 2)*26). Table 3.3 shows a summary of 

the distribution of sample households by AGP status by region. Of the total 2200 sample 

households interviewed during the midline survey, 1400 (64%) and 800 (36%) are from old AGP 

and New AGP, respectively.  About 36% of the total sample households are from Oromiya whilst 

26% and 22% are from Amhara and SNNP regions, respectively. If there is a missing household 

among the first 20 households selected, it is replaced by the next 21st household in the roster, and 

continue until the list in the roster is finished. In this study, a household is considered as 

missed/attrite if the household as a whole is changed its residence from rural to urban, the 

household is already dismantled or if not accessible due to remoteness or missing of address.  
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Table 3.3: Distribution of the AGP and the non-AGP HHs used for analysis, by survey year 

Region  

AGP Status 
Total 

Old AGP New AGP 

N % of 

the 

total 

% of 

regional 

total 

N % of the 

total 

% of 

regional 

total 

N % of the 

total 

% of 

regional 

total 

Tigray 160 11 80 40 5 20 200 9.1 100 

Amhara 360 26 64 200 25 36 560 25.5 100 

Oromia 520 37 65 280 35 35 800 36.35 100 

Benishangul na na na 40 5 100 40 1.82 100 

SNNP 360 26 75 120 15 25 480 21.81 100 

Gambela na na na 40 5 100 40 1.82 100 

Harari na na na 40 5 100 40 1.82 100 

Dire Dawa na na na 40 5 100 40 1.82 100 

Total 1,400 100 64 800 100 36 2,200 100 100 

na means not applicable since AGP is newly introduced in the region. Source:  

 

3.3 Data quality assurance   

Field organization and survey management  

PSI conducted both the qualitative and quantitative surveys. Since there might be variation in the 

kind and intensity of interventions by kebele due to their geographical location and other 

unobservable factors, the qualitative survey aims to collect information on all kinds of AGP 

interventions in all kebeles of the sample woredas. It also aims to select two sample EAs for the 

midline survey out of the three EAs covered during the baseline survey. It is collected by the field 

supervisors. It is administered by semi structured checklists. This qualitative information is done 

to supplement the quantitative analysis done using household survey data.  

 

The household level data for Midline AGP II survey was collected using Computer Aided Personal 

Interview (CAPI) method to tidy up the program impact from methodology induced bias. PSI 

provided training to the quantitative household survey interviewers and supervisors on household 

and woreda questionnaires. In addition to this, extensive field level supervision was made both by 

principal researchers as well as woreda level AGP coordination office. While the supervision by 

the former included technical support and randomly checking of households interviewed, the 

supervision by the later was just randomly check the enumeratorsô field activities.  

 

Quality assurance  

Quality assurance is a crucial component of every evaluation project that uses survey data. In 

addition to the field level supervision, in order to ensure that we have high quality data, we 

introduced computer quality checks at field level, central computer-based monitoring of 

fieldworkers and field workers on-site supervision activities, which all work together at the same 

time during the data collection/survey time. This is described briefly as follow.  

 

As PSI and its researchers are often involved not only in the data generation processes but also in 

the analysis of the data, we understand that the quality of data-driven analyses is highly determined 

by the quality of the underlying data set. This is particularly true for impact evaluation projects, 

where data entry or measurement errors, or inadequate or inappropriate observations, could reduce 

the power of the study leading to biased or incorrect inference on the efficacy of the intervention.  
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Ensuring the collection of quality data is thus extremely important to identify the true effect of the 

AGP program on yield productivity, marketed agricultural output and other intermediate 

outcomes. PSI is, therefore, committed to devising ways of data verification and quality control as 

data is generated electronically in real time. 

 

The quality of data generated in surveys is as good as the quality of the enumerators collecting the 

data and the supervisors monitoring the data collection process. The first step in ensuring the 

collection of quality data is related with the recruitment of highly qualified and motivated 

enumerators. Hence, we recruited highly qualified enumerators and supervisors. To reduce 

learning costs associated with understanding project objectives, survey instrument and 

methodologies, we considered prior experience on household surveys, the use of CAPIs and have 

a good command of the local languages where the survey would be administered in recruiting the 

enumerators and supervisors.  While we rely on constant monitoring to ensure that high quality 

data is collected, the prospect of long-term and continued employment in PSI projects, which is 

conditional on performance, would solicit more desirable behavior from the survey team.     

  

Training is also a vital component of data quality improvement strategy.  We provided intensive 

ten days training, debriefing and protocol discussions on survey instruments and project aim and 

scopes. We believe that such discussions are very important to create understanding of the project 

objectives as well as the survey instrument. Additionally, there were several extra secessions of 

discussions with the survey team in the middle of the survey to take corrective actions on 

frequently observed mistakes and challenges. Our supervisors were also reporting to survey 

coordinator and project leaders to enabling seamless communication between the management 

team and the data collection team. During the course of the project, we strengthen these reporting 

schemes in order to understand problems in the field on timely basis and seek for their apt 

solutions. Since no strategy is impervious to human error, we have tried to use all means such as 

telephone conversation, traveling to field, etc whenever the need arose on the survey instrument 

during training, debriefing and survey implementation.  

 

The use of CAPIs allowed PSI to use effective supervision and quality control mechanisms. Two 

approaches of supervision were used for the project. The first one is field level supervision in 

which the supervisors oversee the enumeratorsô performance in the field directly. We 

institutionalized routine checks on data quality in parallel with data collection so that mistakes can 

be rectified during the course of the survey. Before uploading data to the survey servers, the 

supervisors went through a random set of completed interviews to make sure that the survey is 

completed to their satisfaction.   

 

The second is office level supervision. The RA receive the data once the enumerators/supervisors 

send it to the server and export it to STATA, and reviewed it to make sure that there are no errors 

or inconsistent responses. Whenever PSI discovered omissions, mistakes or data anomalies, it will 

send back a report to the supervisors with detailed comments on the variables that warrant 

corrective action and such corrections would be implemented straightaway. Another layer of data 

quality checking is provided by the useful services of data programmers. For this and to avoid 

delays in the data verification processes, we hired a data programmer who has satisfactory 

experience and proven dependability. While the data programmer is mainly tasked with designing 

the electronic version of the survey instrument, he was also responsible for managing the data flow 
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processes in real time. A data cleaning do-file was also prepared to ensure that the data is regularly 

checked for inconsistencies, outliers, non-responses and errors. We assign highly qualified 

research assistants to ensure that the data generated through the multitude of the surveys would be 

assessed and verified to attain acceptable levels of quality. The data programmer runs this do-file 

on STATA and report any data anomalies to the supervisors so as to make timely corrections on 

the data collection and entry procedures and thereby ensure the entered data is of acceptable 

quality.  

 

 Overall, to ensure the quality of the survey data, PSI core members engage in developing the 

survey instrument, ensure that conceptual questions raised in the questionnaire are answered, field 

supervision and are directly responsible for the overall technical quality of the assessment; deploy 

highly experienced survey team, provided intensive training, conducted piloting; use CAPI for the 

quantitative household survey; hired experienced research assistants, who are responsible for data 

management; hired a data programmer to receive data, check it, provide feedback and distributes 

to the core staff members for analysis.  

 

3.4 Data analysis technique 

The Midline evaluation of AGP-II  covers all program years after the baseline of 2016. Our 

analytical approach provided due attention for the variation in the AGPII intervention period across 

study areas. Especially it gives more emphasis for potential impact difference between the new 

and old AGPII Woredas. An in-depth analysis is made for the PDO, relevant RF indicators and 

nutrition indicators, intermediate outcome indicators. To measure the mid line changes in the PDO 

outcome and intermediate result indicators that could be attributed to the various AGPII 

interventions, we will use a quasi-experimental impact evaluation method. To identify the midline 

impact of the various components and subcomponents of AGPII, we need to discern the AGPII 

intervention impact from other confounders to provide evidence of the causal link between an 

intervention and outcomes. In the present case we need to estimate the average mid line effect of 

the various components and sub-components of AGPII for those who are exposed for AGPII 

program. This requires the need to compare outcomes for AGPII direct beneficiary households to what 

those outcomes would have been, had they not received the program. This, in turn, requires data to be 

collected from non ï beneficiaries, who have similar characteristics with the beneficiaries but differ only 

in not getting the program interventions.  But at the midline, we do not have data on the comparison groups. 

This raises difficulty in determining what would have happened to the household in the absence of AGPII. 

That is counterfactual is not observable. Hence, we need to ñmimicò or construct the 

counterfactual/comparison group. In the present study we used the outcome of AGPII households 

themselves before they benefit from AGPII as counterfactual to evaluate the impact of AGPII 

interventions that are implemented after the program enrolled in. Thus, in this study we can only 

estimate the changes in the outcome variables but not the pure impact of AGP II since there might be other 

factors that contribute to the outcome variables.  

 

Accordingly, we majorly used a reflexive change quasi ï evaluation approach in which the before ï and ï 

after estimation approach is mainly used to estimate the change or the impact of AGP II on the outcome 

indicators. In this approach, the outcome of the treatment group is simply the outcome of interest 

(e.g. yield, revenue) after the AGP-II intervention, and the outcome of the counterfactual is 

estimated using the pre-intervention of the same households collected at the baseline survey. That 

is, we estimate the impact using the model given by:   
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 it it i itR T Xa b h e= + + +  éé. 3.1   

where Rit is the program outcome of interest (yield, revenue, etc) of household i at time t, T is a 

dummy variable taking the value one for the year 2019 (post-intervention) and zero otherwise, X 

is a vector of exogenous variables including households characteristics that may affect the outcome 

of interest, Ŭ and ɓ (a vector) are population parameters to be estimated, ɖi denotes time invariant 

unobserved household-specific heterogeneities, and Ůit denotes error term which is assumed to be 

White noise. Our variable of interest is T that shows whether the AGP-II intervention has impact 

on the outcome of interest, Rit. That is, the magnitude of Ŭ shows the economic impact of AGP II; 

its statistical significance shows whether or not the magnitude of the impact is statistically 

significant; and its sign shows the direction of the impact (positive or negative). Note however that 

before-and-after comparison assumes that if the program had never existed, the program 

development outcome (yield, revenue) for program participants would have been exactly the same 

as their preprogram situation. Unfortunately, in the vast majority of cases that assumption simply 

does not hold. We remedy this problem by estimating different model specifications.  

 

In some cases, we also estimated the impact of the intensity of the program impact by 

disaggregating the data into old and new AGP II to see whether or not there is difference in the 

intensity of the impact since the program is enrolled in some woredas in 2011 and in some others 

in 2017.  
 

In addition to estimating the impact of the program on the different PDO outcome variables, as 

much as data allows, we also did the analysis by disaggregating the information by groups of 

beneficiaries, including male headed households (MHH), married Female headed households 

(MFHH), unmarried female headed households (UFHH). In addition, whenever our data permits, 

we tried to estimate the difference in the impact of the program by kind of interventions. That is 

analysis is made by type of AGP II interventions (such as Extension service ,FREGs, CIGs, 

irrigation, best practices, etc.) as the type of AGP II impact might vary based on AGP II type of 

interventions. The study mainly used random effect tobit model specification since there are some 

respondents who reported zero yield or revenue. Detail on the estimation techniques will be described 

in each chapters since there might be variation among interventions and in the interest of the outcome 

variables for which the impact of the program is to be measured. 

 

After presenting the sample household characteristics covered in the midline survey in the next 

section, the report presents the findings on the impact of AGP II at its midterm period in the next 

three chapters.  

 

3.5 Household characteristics  

Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 show the distribution of the demographic characteristics of sample 

households covered during the baseline and midline surveys. About 70% of the respondents are 

male headed households in the two surveys. While at least 11% were married female headed 

households who participated during the baseline survey, it is about 6% in the midline survey. On 

the other hand, about 19% and 25% of the respondents are unmarried female headed households 

during the baseline and midline survey, respectively. About 18% of the respondents are married 

female households but not head in both surveys. See table 3.4 for the gender and marital status of 

the respondents participated at baseline and midline surveys. 
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Table 3.4: Distribution of sample households covered during baseline and midline surveys by marital 

status  

Treatment Type Survey Year 

Base-line (2016/17) Midline (2019) 

N % N % 

Male headed household (MHH ) 1,534 69.68 1,534 69.7 

Married female headed household (MFHH ) 252 11.44 127 5.77 

Unmarried female headed household  (UFHH ) 416 18.88 540 24.53 

Married female household (MFH) 1,583 18.91 1,563 18.38 

Source: Authorsô computation based on the two waves survey data  

 

Table 3.5 shows the distribution of the age, occupation and family size of the households 

participated at midline survey. An average respondent is 47 years old, with 4.9 family size. About 

84% of the respondents are family farm workers or farmers. The oldest respondent is unmarried 

female headed household with about 55 years old whilst the youngest respondent is married female 

headed household with 43 years old. Male headed households have the largest family size 

compared to married and unmarried female headed households.  
 

Table 3.5: Age, family size and occupational status of sample households covered in the midline survey 

by marital status  

Marital 

status 

Age 

Occupation(1=Farmer/Family 

farm worker ) Family Size 

N mean N mean N mean 

MHH 1534 45.037 1534 0.931 1534 5.444 

mFHH 127 43.126 127 0.591 127 4.732 

uFHH 540 54.519 540 0.619 540 3.248 

Total 2201 47.253 2201 0.835 2201 4.864 

Source: Authorsô computation based on midline survey data  

 

Table 3.6 shows the education level of sample households, disaggregated by gender of the 

household head. The majority (at least 59%) of the respondents have no any education and 19% 

are at primary education level. Only very small proportions of the respondents (1.5%) are at higher 

education level.  
 

Table 3.6: education level of sample households covered in the midline survey by marital status  

 No Education Primary 

High 

School 

Higher 

Education 

Informal 

Education Total 

  N % N % N % N % N % N % 

MHH 728 33.08 565 25.67 72 3.27 30 1.36 139 6.32 1,534 69.7 

mFHH 91 4.13 32 1.45 1 0.05 1 0.05 2 0.09 127 5.77 

uFHH 473 21.49 42 1.91 4 0.18 1 0.05 20 0.91 540 24.53 

Total 1,292 58.7 639 29.03 77 3.5 32 1.45 161 7.31 2,201 100 

Source: Authorsô computation based on midline survey data  
 

Table 3.7 shows the sample households response for the question on their status of being benefited from 

AGP II interventions. While at least 56% of the sample households stated that they are benefiting from the 

program interventions, about 44% of the respondents said that they are not benefiting from the program. 
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The most frequently stated reason for not benefiting from the program is that they do not know that they 

are entitled to get benefit from the program (28%). About 13% stated that they do not see the benefit of the 

program. See Table 3.8 for the other reasons stated by those who said they are not benefiting.   

 

Table 3.7: sample households response on their status of benefiting from AGP II interventions by marital 

status  

Are you AGP 

Beneficiary? 
2011 

MHH MFHH UFHH Total 

Yes (%) 45.29 2.21 8.73 56.23 

No (%) 33.64 2.44 7.68 43.77 

Source: Authorsô computation based on midline survey data  
 

Table 3.8: Reason for not benefiting from AGP interventions 

Reason for not benefiting from AGP interventions Percent 

I do not need it 3.72 

I receive similar support from others (%) 2.93 

The program doesnôt apply to me (%) 6.65 

I don't know that I'm one of the beneficiaries (%) 27.93 

I don't see the benefits (%) 12.5 

Others (%) 46.28 

Source: Authorsô computation based on midline survey data  
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4 Impact of AGP II on Agricultural Productivity 
4.1 Changes in intermediate outcomes 

4.1.1 Change in access to public institutional agricultural services  

AGP aims to improve agricultural productivity through strengthening key institutions to deliver 

improved services to farmers in targeted program areas as well as creating favorable opportunities 

to access technical support and inputs for smallholder farmers. In this regard, the study assesses 

the institutional supports and services provided. Change in the public institutional service 

provision is assessed before and after the program is enrolled. A comparison is made between the 

previous AGP and new AGP woredas for the project period in terms of institutional support and 

services that have direct importance in improving intermediate program outcomes including crop 

and livestock productivity. Effort is made to discuss the result in relation to type of supports 

provided to improve crop productivity and livestock productivity though it might be difficult to 

separate some of the institutional support or services into these categories as they may have a cross 

cutting benefit. The results are reported from Table 4.1 to 4.15. 

 

Overall use of public agricultural service has improved by at least 39%. It increased from 23% in 

the baseline to 32.7% in the midline. However, the result differs when we disaggregate by type of 

use. Table 4.1 presents the type of institutional supports that have direct influence in crop 

productivity. Training on new methods of farming such as provision of improved variety was 

provided for 66% of all farm households before the program started in 2017. After two years of 

the program implementation, little change has been observed. In 2019, the percentage is 65%, 

showing, a 1% decline compared to 2017. Disaggregating the result by social status, there is no 

change in the provision of training on new improved farming method for male headed households 

(MHH) between the two periods. But little decline has been observed for female headed 

households (FHH). It declined from an average 13.6% in 2017 to 12% in 2019, indicating a decline 

by 1.6 percentage points between the two periods.  

 

Supports on training include training on the application of improved seed and fertilizer application, 

which are strongly and positively associated with agricultural productivity. With regard to 

application of improved seed, there is a decline by at least 6 percentage points between the two 

periods. There has been similar patterns in the decline of this kind of training across the different 

social groups though the rate of decline varies. A decline of about 5 percentage points is observed 

for the female headed households whilst it is 1.3 percentage points for male headed households 

between the two periods. With regard to provision of training on fertilizer application, similar 

result is observed. It declined from 75% in 2017 to 56% in 2019, a decline in about 19 percentage 

points. The percentage of MHH, who obtained training on application of fertilizer declined from 

59% in 2017 to 48% in 2019, a decline by 11.4 percentage points whilst it declined by about 8 

percentage points for FHH between the two periods. There is also a decline in the provision of 

demonstration-based training on new methods of farming in 2019 compared to 2017. It declined 

from 19% in 2017 to 10% in 2019. Establishment of horticultural nursery sites has also been 

declined from 14% to 9% between the two periods, indicating a 5 percentage points decline. In 

relation to participation of farmers in farmersô field day, no change is observed between the two 

periods. The percentage of farmers participated in field day remained the same around 11% both 

in 2017 and 2019. With regard to provision of training on farming practices that are particularly 

relevant for women, there is also a decline by 7 percentage points between the two periods. While 

it declined from 11% in 2017 to 6% in 2019 for MHH, it declined from about 3.7% in 2017 to 
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1.3% in 2019 for FHH. On the other hand, provision of training on feeding and nutrition remained 

almost the same at 24% in both (See table 4.1 for the details). 

Since AGP is enrolled in two phases in which some woredas obtain the program interventions in 

the first phase in 2011 (previous AGP woredas) and some others in its second phase in 2017 (New 

AGP woredas), there may be difference in the intensity of implementation of the program 

interventions between the two groups of woredas. Thus, we analysed the changes in public 

institutional service provisions and support related to crop productivity before and after the 

program interventions by disaggregating the data into two groups. The results are shown in Table 

4.2. As it can be seen from the table, there is some difference in the percentages of changes between 

the two woredas. However, the changes vary by kind of interventions. For instance, the 

percentages of households who received training on new methods of farming is decline in previous 

AGP woredas, but it is increased in the new woredas in 2019 compared to 2017. It is decreased by 

about 8 percentage points in previous AGP woredas but increased by 6.4 percentage points in the 

new AGP woredas. Demonstration-based training on new methods of farming has decreased by 

1.3 percentage points in the new AGP woredas but by 8 percentage points in the previous AGP 

woredas between the two study periods. On the other hand,   Provision of training on the 

application of improved seeds and fertilizer decreased by 4 and 11 percentage points, respectively, 

in previous AGP woredas, it declined only by 2 and 8 percentage points in the new AGP woredas 

between the two periods.  

 

Table 4.3 shows the results of the household survey on the changes in the provision and support 

of public institutional services related to natural resource management. These include, among 

others, soil and water conservation activities, rehabilitation of micro-catchments, establishment of 

tree nurseries and planting of local drought resistant trees. Concerning backings on soil and water 

conservation, even if relatively large percentage of households are being part of the support in both 

years, there is little change in proportion households benefiting from the service between the two 

periods. It declined from 54% in 2017 to 51% in 2019. Similarly, there is a decline by about 5 

percentage points in the proportion of households benefiting from support in rehabilitation of 

micro-catchments between 2017 and 2019. And the rate of decline is higher for MHH compared 

FHH. Moreover, there is also substantial decline in the proportion of households benefiting from 

establishment of tree nurseries and planting local drought resistance tree. Support to both 

interventions declined by about 10 and 15 percentage points between the two periods, respectively. 

We also analysed the changes in public institutional service provision and support related to 

Natural Resource Management (NRM) by AGP status between 2017 and 2019. The results are 

reported in table 4.4. There is a decline in all kinds of interventions related to NRM in previous 

AGP woredas though the proportions of support is higher in previous AGP compared to in the new 

AGP woredas in both before and after the program interventions. On the other hand, interventions 

related to rehabilitation of micro-catchments have increased slightly in the new AGP woredas in 

2019 compared to 2017. However, there is a decline in AGP interventions on establishment of tree 

nurseries and planting of local drought resistance tree in the new AGP after the program started its 

interventions.  

 

Table 4.5 shows the results on the change in public service provision related to irrigation 

infrastructure and scheme development, which is also one of the essential interventions of the 

second AGP to improve agricultural growth in Ethiopia. In these regard, various interventions have 

been undertaken in the last two years since the start of the program. These include, among others, 
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ground water development, construction of new small scale irrigation and dam diversion, 

construction of community ponds and rainwater harvesting schemes as well as provision of advice 

on irrigation practices to targeted beneficiaries. However, our results show that there is a decline 

in proportions of households who are benefiting from all interventions except provision of advice 

in irrigation practices between the two periods. At the baseline, about 34% of farm households 

were reported to obtain support in ground water development. This figure declined to 13% in 2019, 

indicating a decline in 21 percentage points. The same trend is observed in the proportion of 

households who reported to obtain supports on construction of new small scale dam diversion 

based irrigation scheme, construction of rainwater harvesting schemes and community ponds. 

While the figure for households benefiting from community pond declined from 19% to 8%, the 

decline in the proportions of households benefiting from support related to construction of new 

small scale dam diversion irrigation scheme and rain water harvesting schemes declined by 3% 

and 8% between the two periods, respectively. On the other hand, provision of advices on irrigation 

practices has improved from 15% in 2017 to 22% in 2019, indicating a 7 percentage point increase 

from the baseline. Disaggregating the change by social status, the decline rate is higher for MHH 

compared to FHH. See table 4.5 for the detail result on the change in the support related to small 

scale irrigation scheme development.   

 

Disaggregating the result by AGP II status, the midline survey results show that there is a decline 

in the implementation of all kinds of interventions related to small scale irrigation development in 

both previous and new AGP II woredas after the implementation of the program compared to the 

situation before. However, the rate of decline is higher for the old AGP compared to new AGP 

woredas. See Table 4.6 for the detail result.  

 

Table 4.7 shows the detail results of the household survey for public institutional service supports 

provided to households that focus on improving livestock production and productivity since the 

start of the program in 2016. Some of the interventions provided by the program include, among 

others, provision of improved variety of animals and importing exotic animals; construction of 

animal health centers; provision of medical tablets for free; theoretical and practical training on 

livestock production services; and provision of animal health care services at health clinic, health 

center and health post. As it is shown in the table, there is a decline in the proportions of households 

who reported they have participated in the demonstration ï based training on livestock production 

between 2017 and 2019. The result shows that it declined from 15% in 2017 to 9% in 2019, 

indicating a decline of about 6 percentage point. This change is observed for all household groups 

though the proportion varies by group. Likewise, those households who participated in the 

theoretical and practical training on livestock production services declined from 14% to 10% in 

2017 and 2019, respectively. The proportion of FHH participated in such training is not only very 

small but also that it declined in 2019 compared to 2017. Besides, the proportions of households 

who obtained training on livestock health declined from 25% in 2017 to 20% in 2019, showing a 

decline in 5 percentage point. In this regard, two interesting results are observed. First, more 

decline is observed for MHH than FHH. Second, the proportions of FHH participated in such 

training is very small compared to MHH. It is less than 3% for FHH while 17% for MHH in 2019.  

 

There has been a substantial decline in the proportions of households who reported that they have 

been provided with improved variety of animals and importing exotic animals in 2019 compared 

to 2017. About 38% of households reported that they have benefited in obtaining such services in 
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2017. This figure declined to 26% in 2019, showing a decline in about 12%. The same rate of 

decline is also observed in the construction of animal health centers, provision of medical tablets 

for free and provision of animal health care services. While proportions of households who 

reported to benefit from construction of animal health center and medical tablet provision for free 

declined by about 12% in 2019 compared to 2017, the decline in obtaining animal health care 

services declined by about 5% between the same period. As a result of such decline, there was less 

proportions of households who used animal health services at health clinic and posts. In each of 

these services, the proportions of households declined by about 15 percentage points between the 

two periods. In all these public services, not only that there have been a decline in proportions of 

households benefiting from these interventions but also that the proportions of FHH who are 

benefiting from the available services are very small compared to MHH (See table 4.7 for the detail 

results by household group).  

 

Constructing new roads and maintaining the existing ones have also a great importance for farm 

households through easing access to agricultural inputs in their aim of having high rate of 

agricultural productivity. Moreover, supports which are related with roads are important in easily 

disseminating agricultural informationôs which have also its own significance on agricultural 

production. In these regards, there have been some interventions implemented by the program. As 

a result farmers have been benefiting from these interventions. Table 4.8 shows the result on the 

change in public institutions support and service provision related to market and road infrastructure 

development and business development since the start of the AGP II program in 2017 until 2019.  

In relation to infrastructure development, target beneficiaries reported that there are some supports 

from the program in the construction of new road, expansion and maintenance of existing roads as 

well as other infrastructure development. However, our result shows that even if farmers continue 

to benefit from these infrastructure, the proportions of households who reported that the support 

from the program in infrastructure development declined in 2019 compared to 2017. At least 23% 

of farmers reported that there was support in the construction of new roads in 2017. The percentage 

of farmers reported the same support decreased to 9% in 2019. Similarly, proportions of 

households who reported that they obtained support from the program in the maintenance of roads 

decreased from 32% to 15% between the two periods, indicating a decline by about 18 percentage 

points. In terms of support to market infrastructure development, our midline survey also indicated 

a decline in the preparation of market places both for crop and animal products. In both cases there 

is a decline by 8 percentage points in 2019 compared to 2017 (See table 4.8 for the details).   

 

Farm households may require credit for purchase of inputs like fertilizer, seed, agrochemicals, and 

hired labor in practicing their farming. In order to have credit for such purposes, the existence of 

credit institutions is a necessary condition, and supporting farm households via expanding credit 

institutions is among the institutional supports implemented by AGP. In this regard our result 

revealed that there is substantial decline in supporting to open new branches of credit and saving 

institution. This kind of support decreased from 13% in 2017 to 2% in 2019, indicating about 11 

percentage points decline.  

 

The other important intervention of the program is support in business development. In this regard, 

there have been support in providing training to cooperatives on administration, finance (e.g. book 

keeping), marketing, etc. Besides, the program not only supported the beneficiaries to organize 

Common Interest Groups (CIG) including women CIG, youth CIG and mixed CIG but also 
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provided advice to the group on business plan, business financing and marketing. However, 

support to these interventions is lower in 2019 compared to 2017. Not only that the support decline 

between the two study periods, there is also variation in the proportions of households reported to 

obtain the support among the various social groups. Very few proportion of FHH obtained such 

supports as training cooperatives on administration, finance (e.g. book keeping), marketing, etc 

and to be organized as CIG in 2019 compared to 2017 (See table 4.8 for the detail results). 

 

4.1.2 Satisfaction level of beneficiaries on public services provision 

The previous section discussed the results of the midline survey on the changes in public 

institutional services provided to targeted beneficiaries before and after the enrolment of the 

program. This section presents the satisfaction level of beneficiaries on the public services 

provided.  Tables 4.9 to 4.13 show the results from the midline survey.  

 

Table 4.9 shows the results about the satisfaction level of beneficiaries on the public service 

interventions provided to enhance crop productivity.  While about 28% of the beneficiaries are 

highly satisfied by the training provided on new methods of farming, the majority (54%) are 

ósatisfiedô. Similarly about 50% and 47% of the beneficiaries are satisfied by the training provided 

on applications of improved seed and fertilizer, respectively. On the other hand, at least one ï fifth 

of the beneficiaries reported that they are not satisfied by such trainings.   While about 32% of the 

beneficiaries are óhighly satisfiedô by the ódemonstration-based training on new methods of 

farmingô, 40% are ósatisfiedô. While about 42% of the beneficiaries are ósatisfiedô by the 

horticulture nurseries established, at least 30% did not fully satisfied by the nurseries.    With 

regard to the farmersô evaluation of the benefit of farmersô field day, our result indicated that at 

least 32% are óhighly satisfiedô and the other 43% are ósatisfiedô. 
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Table 4.1: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to crop productivity between 2017 and 2019 

AGP-II Supports  2017 (N=356)  2019 (N=483) Change (percentage point) 

MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total 

Use of public agricultural service 26.9 20.1 47 41.53 23.92 65.45 54.4 19 39.3 

Provision of training on new methods of farming 52.27 13.59 65.86 52.59 12 64.6 0.32 -1.59 -1.26 

Provision of training on the application of improved seeds 52.25 14.32 66.57 50.93 9.32 60.25 -1.32 -5 -6.32 

Provision of training on the application of fertilize 59.27 16.01 75.28 47.83 7.87 55.69 -11.44 -8.14 -19.59 

Support to participate in Farmersô Field Day 8.43 2.25 10.67 9.32 1.65 10.97 0.89 -0.6 0.3 

Demonstration-based training on new methods of farming 15.17 4.21 19.38 9.32 1.03 10.35 -5.85 -3.18 -9.03 

Established of Horticulture nurseries 10.96 3.37 14.33 6.42 2.49 8.9 -4.54 -0.88 -5.43 

Training on farming technologies/practices that are particularly 

relevant for women 

10.96 3.65 14.61 6.21 1.25 7.45 -4.75 -2.4 -7.16 

Training on feeding and nutrition 19.94 3.94 23.88 19.25 4.56 23.81 -0.69 0.62 -0.07 

Source: AGP II baseline and midline surveys 

 

Table 4.2: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to crop productivity between 2017 and 2019 

AGP-II supports 

2017(N=356) 2019(N=483) Change (percentage point) 

Previous 
AGP 

New 
AGP Total 

Previous 
AGP 

New 
AGP Total 

Previous 
AGP 

New 
AGP Total 

Provision of training on new methods of farming 54.68 11.18 65.86 47.00 17.60 64.60 -7.68 6.42 -1.26 

Provision of training on the application of improved 
seed 49.44 17.13 66.57 45.55 14.70 60.25 -3.89 -2.44 -6.32 

Provision of training on the application of fertilize 53.93 21.35 75.28 42.65 13.04 55.69 -11.28 -8.30 -19.59 

Support to participate in Farmer Field Day 8.15 2.53 10.67 9.52 1.45 10.97 1.38 -1.08 0.30 

Demonstration-based training on new methods of 
farming 14.33 5.06 19.38 6.63 3.73 10.35 -7.70 -1.33 -9.03 

Established of Horticulture nurseries 13.20 1.12 14.33 6.21 2.69 8.90 -6.99 1.57 -5.42 

Training on farming technologies/practices that are 
particularly relevant for women. 13.20 1.40 14.61 5.80 1.66 7.45 -7.41 0.25 -7.15 

Training on feeding and nutrition 19.10 4.78 23.88 17.18 6.63 23.81 -1.92 1.85 -0.07 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline surveys 
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Table 4.3: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to Natural Resource Management between 2017 and 2019 

AGP-II Supports 
  

 2017 (N=356)  2019 (N=483) Change (percentage point) 

MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total 

Undertaking soil conservation activity 44.38 9.55 53.93 43.48 7.45 50.93 -0.9 -2.1 -3 

Rehabilitation of micro-catchments  16.57 4.5 21.07 13.25 3.31 16.56 -3.32 -1.19 -4.51 

Establishment of tree nurseries 12.36 3.09 15.45 4.97 0.62 5.59 -7.39 -2.47 -9.86 

Planting local drought resistance tree 18.54 4.21 22.75 7.04 1.04 8.07 -11.5 -3.17 -14.68 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline surveys 

 
Table 4.4: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to Natural Resource Management between 2017 and 2019 

AGP-II Supports 

 2017 (N=356)  2019 (N=483) Change (percentage point) 

Old AGP 

New 

AGP Total 

Old 

AGP New AGP Total Old AGP 

New 

AGP Total 

Undertaking soil conservation activity 19.10 4.78 23.88 17.18 6.63 23.81 -1.92 1.85 -0.07 

Rehabilitation of micro-catchments  17.13 3.93 21.07 11.59 4.97 16.56 -5.54 1.04 -4.50 

Establishment of tree nurseries 13.76 1.69 15.45 3.93 1.66 5.59 -9.83 -0.03 -9.86 

Planting local drought resistance tree 39.04 14.89 53.93 37.47 13.46 50.93 -1.57 -1.43 -3.00 

Source: AGP II baseline and midline surveys 
 
Table 4.5: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to small scale irrigation development between 2017 and 2019 

AGP-II Supports 
 2017 (N=356)  2019 (N=483) Change (percentage point) 

MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total 

Ground water development 26.97 7.02 33.99 11.39 1.87 13.25 -15.58 -5.15 -20.74 

Construction of new small scale irrigation and dam diversion 10.96 2.53 13.48 9.11 1.66 10.77 -1.85 -0.87 -2.71 

Construction of community ponds 13.48 5.34 18.82 6.42 1.24 7.66 -7.06 -4.1 -11.16 

Construction of rainwater harvesting schemes 9.27 2.52 11.8 2.48 1.03 3.52 -6.79 -1.49 -8.28 

 Advise on irrigation practices 12.64 2.53 15.17 19.05 3.32 22.36 6.41 0.79 7.19 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline surveys 
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Table 4.6: AGP Institutional service related to SSI 

AGP-II supports 

2017(N=356) 2019(N=483) Change (percentage point) 

Previous 
AGP 

New 
AGP Total 

Previous 
AGP 

New 
AGP Total 

Previous 
AGP 

New 
AGP Total 

Ground water development 25.00 8.99 33.99 9.73 3.52 13.25 -15.27 -5.47 -20.74 

Construction of new small scale irrigation and  
dam diversion 12.64 0.84 13.48 6.63 4.14 10.77 -6.02 3.30 -2.72 

Construction of community ponds 15.73 3.09 18.82 5.80 1.86 7.66 -9.93 -1.23 -11.16 

Construction of rainwater harvesting  schemes 6.74 5.06 11.80 2.69 0.83 3.52 -4.05 -4.23 -8.28 

Advise on irrigation practices 12.92 2.25 15.17 15.11 7.25 22.36 2.19 5.00 7.19 
 Source: AGP II baseline and midline surveys 
 

Table 4.7: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to livestock productivity between 2017 and 2019 

AGP-II Supports 
 2017 (N=356)  2019 (N=483) Change (percentage point) 

MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total 

 Demonstration-based training on livestock production  10.96 3.66 14.61 7.66 1.24 8.9 -3.3 -2.42 -5.71 

Theoretical and practical Training on Livestock production services  12.08 2.24 14.33 8.28 1.45 9.73 -3.8 -0.79 -4.6 

Provision of training on livestock health 20.79 4.21 25 17.18 2.7 19.88 -3.61 -1.51 -5.12 

Provision of improved variety of animals and importing exotic animals 28.09 9.55 37.64 22.15 3.73 25.88 -5.94 -5.82 -11.76 

Construction of animal health centers 25.28 7.02 32.3 17.81 2.69 20.5 -7.47 -4.33 -11.8 

Provision of medical tablets for free 12.08 3.65 15.73 3.52 0.42 3.93 -8.56 -3.23 -11.8 

Provision of Animal health care services  18.82 4.78 23.6 16.36 2.49 18.84 -2.46 -2.29 -4.76 

Use of service provided at animal health clinics 25.84 7.3 33.15 15.53 2.48 18.01 -10.31 -4.82 -15.14 

Use of services provided at animal health posts 25.84 6.74 32.58 14.91 2.9 17.81 -10.93 -3.84 -14.77 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline surveys 
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Table 4.8: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to market infrastructure and business organization development 

between 2017 and 2019 

AGP-II Supports 
 2017 (N=356)  2019 (N=483) 

Change (percentage 
point) 

MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total MHH FHH Total 

New construction/ expansion of roads 17.98 5.06 23.03 7.66 1.45 9.11 -10.32 -3.61 -13.92 

Maintenance of existing roads 25.84 6.46 32.3 11.18 3.31 14.49 -14.66 -3.15 -17.81 

Other infrastructure development 1.12 0 1.12 4.55 1.45 6 3.43 1.45 4.88 

Preparing market places for animal product 11.24 3.93 15.17 5.18 1.04 6.21 -6.06 -2.89 -8.96 

Preparing market place for crop production 10.39 4.77 15.17 6.21 0.62 6.83 -4.18 -4.15 -8.34 

Opening new branches of credit and saving institution 10.39 2.24 12.64 2.07 0 2.07 -8.32 -2.24 -10.57 

Training cooperatives on administration, finance (e.g. book keeping), 
marketing, etc. 8.43 1.96 10.39 3.52 0.83 4.35 -4.91 -1.13 -6.04 

Advise on business plan, business financing and marketing 12.92 2.24 15.17 7.25 1.45 8.7 -5.67 -0.79 -6.47 

Organized under Common Interest Groups ( WCIG, YCIG, Mixed CIG) 10.39 3.09 13.48 5.59 1.45 7.04 -4.8 -1.64 -6.44 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline surveys 
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AGP Beneficiaries were also asked about their satisfaction level on Training on farming 

technologies/practices that are particularly relevant for women and Training on feeding and 

nutrition. Our midterm survey results revealed that about 39% and 28% of the respondents are 

óhighly satisfiedô by the training provided on farming technologies/practices that are particularly 

relevant for women and feeding and nutrition, respectively.  
 

Table 4.9: Satisfaction level of farmers on public institutional service provision related to crop 

productivity in 2019 

AGP-II Supports 

Satisfaction level  

Highly 

Satisfied Satisfied 

More or less 

satisfied 

Not 

satisfied 

Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Provision of training on new 

methods of farming 27.88 54.17 16.35 1.6 

 

Provision of training on the 

application of improved seeds 27.49 49.48 20.96 2.06 

 

Provision of training on the 

application of fertilize 30.86 47.21 20.07 1.86 

 

Support to participate in Farmersô 

Field Day 32.08 43.4 22.64 1.89   

Demonstration-based training on 

new methods of farming 32 40 26 2 

 

Established of Horticulture 

nurseries 20.93 41.86 30.23 4.65 2.33 

Training on farming 

technologies/practices that are 

particularly relevant for women 38.89 33.33 27.78 

  

Training on feeding and nutrition 27.83 46.96 22.61 1.74 0.87 
Source: AGP II midline Survey results 

 

Table 4.10 reports the satisfaction level of beneficiaries on the implementation of program 

interventions related to natural resource management.  Respondents were asked their satisfaction 

levels on four major interventions including soil and water conservation, planting of drought 

resistance trees, rehabilitation of micro-catchments as well as establishment of tree nurseries. 

Survey results show that about 28% of the respondents are highly satisfied by the soil conservation 

activities and planting of drought resistance trees. On the other hand, about 17% and 8% of the 

respondents were not satisfactory for each of these activities, respectively. About one ï fifth of the 

beneficiaries are highly satisfied by the establishment of tree nurseries whilst 31% are highly 

satisfied by the rehabilitation of micro-catchments. On the other hand, about 28% and 33% of the 

beneficiaries are not fully satisfied by the rehabilitation of micro-catchments and establishment of 

tree nurseries, respectively.    
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Table 4.10: Satisfaction level of farmers on public institutional service provision related Natural resource 

management in 2019 

AGP-II Supports 

Satisfaction level 

Highly 

Satisfied Satisfied 

More or 

less 

satisfied 

Not 

satisfied 

Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Undertaking soil conservation activity 28.05 53.66 16.67 1.63  

Rehabilitation of micro-catchments  31.25 38.75 27.5 1.25  

Establishment of tree nurseries 22.22 40.74 33.33 3.7  

Planting local drought resistance tree 28.21 38.46 25.64 7.69  
Source: AGP II midline Survey results 

 

Table 4.11 shows the results about the satisfaction level of farmers on public institutional service 

provision related to small scale irrigation development. As it can be seen from the table, only 28% 

and 35% of the beneficiaries reported that they are highly satisfactory by the interventions 

implemented on ground water development and construction of community ponds.  But still about 

one ï fourth of the beneficiaries are not fully satisfactory by the interventions implemented on 

construction of community ponds, construction of new small scale irrigation and dam diversion 

and construction of rainwater harvesting schemes. At least one ï third of the respondents were also 

not fully satisfactory on the advices provided to them about irrigation practices. In general, our 

result revealed that there is relatively less satisfaction level of beneficiaries on public institutional 

services related to small scale irrigation infrastructure and practices.   
 

Table 4.11: Satisfaction level of farmers on public institutional service provision related to small scale 

irrigation development in 2019 

AGP-II Supports 

Satisfaction level 

Highly 

Satisfied Satisfied 

More or less 

satisfied 

Not 

satisfied 

Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Ground water development 28.13 35.94 17.19 17.19 1.56 

Construction of new small scale 

irrigation and dam diversion 25 30.77 28.85 9.62 5.77 

Construction of community ponds 35.14 32.43 24.32 8.11  

Construction of rainwater harvesting 

schemes 11.76 64.71 23.53   

 Advise on irrigation practices 20.37 31.48 33.33 9.26 5.56 
Source: AGP II midline survey results 

 

Table 4.12 shows the results of the midline survey about the satisfaction level of farmers on public 

institutional service provided related to livestock productivity. Less than one ï fifth of the 

respondents are highly satisfied by demonstration-based training on livestock production, 

theoretical and practical Training on Livestock production services and provision of training on 

livestock health. While at least 28% of the beneficiaries are highly satisfied by the construction of 

animal health centers, only 17% of the beneficiaries are highly satisfied by the health care services 

provided at the health centers. At least 26% of the beneficiaries are also highly satisfied by the 

provision of improved variety of animals and importing exotic animals. Almost the same 

proportions of the beneficiaries (27%) are not fully satisfied by the same activity. About 37% and 

34% of the beneficiaries are not also fully satisfied by the provision of animal medical tablets for 
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free and animal health care services. Higher proportions of the beneficiaries are not fully satisfied 

by their use of animal health infrastructure compared to those who are highly satisfied by the 

service at the health centers.  

 
Table 4.12: Satisfaction level of farmers on public institutional service provision related to livestock 

productivity in 2019 

AGP-II Supports 

Satisfaction level  

Highly 

Satisfied Satisfied 

More or less 

satisfied 

Not 

satisfied 

Highly 

Dissatisfied 

 Demonstration-based training on livestock 

production  18.6 44.19 34.88  2.33 

Theoretical and practical Training on Livestock 

production services  19.15 40.43 34.04 4.26 2.13 

Provision of training on livestock health 18.75 56.25 19.79 5.21  

Provision of improved variety of animals and 

importing exotic animals 26.4 38.4 27.2 5.6 2.4 

Construction of animal health centers 28.28 44.44 21.21 5.05 1.01 

Provision of medical tablets for free 26.32 36.84 36.84   

Provision of Animal health care services  16.48 45.05 34.07 3.3 1.1 

Use of service provided at animal health clinics 21.84 45.98 27.59 4.6  

Use of services provided at animal health posts 23.26 45.35 24.42 6.98  
Source: AGP II midline survey results 

 

Table 4.13 shows the midline survey result on beneficiariesô satisfaction level on public 

institutional service provision related to market infrastructure and business development. While 

21% of the beneficiaries are óhighly satisfiedô by the construction or expansion of new roads, 30% 

of the beneficiaries are óhighly satisfiedô by the maintenance of existing roads. On the other hand, 

about 41% of the beneficiaries are not fully satisfied by the construction of new roads. About 37% 

and 27% of the beneficiaries are not satisfied by the market places prepared for livestock and crop 

products, respectively. At least 70% of the beneficiaries are ósatisfiedô by the opening of new 

branches of credit and saving institution. More than one ï fourth of the beneficiaries are not fully 

satisfied by the training provided to the cooperatives on administration, finance (e.g. book 

keeping), marketing, etc as well as by the advice provided on business plan, business financing 

and marketing. At least 32% of the beneficiaries are highly satisfied by the implementation of 

interventions related to organizing Common Interest Group (CIG). On the other hand, at least 26% 

of the beneficiaries are not also fully satisfied by the implementation of interventions related to 

organizing Common Interest Group (CIG).  
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Table 4.13: Satisfaction level of farmers on public institutional service provision related to market 

infrastructure and business development in 2019 

AGP-II Supports 

Satisfaction level 

Highly 

Satisfied Satisfied 

More or less 

satisfied 

Not 

satisfied 

Highly 

Dissatisfied 

Construction of new roads or expansion of roads 20.5 31.8 40.91 6.8  

Maintenance of existing roads 30 40 27.1 2.9  

Preparing market places for animal product 26.7 33.3 36.7  3.3 

Preparing market place for crop product  30.3 30.3 27.3 9.1 3.03 

Opening new branches of credit and saving 

institution 20 70 10 

  

Training cooperatives on administration, finance 

(e.g. book keeping), marketing, etc. 19.05 38.1 38.1 4.76 

 

Advise on business plan, business financing and 

marketing 21.43 47.62 28.57  2.38 

Organized under Common Interest Groups ( WCIG, 

YCIG, Mixed CIG) 32.35 32.35 26.47 2.94 5.88 
Source: AGP II midline survey results 

 

4.1.3 Change in public institutional advice and satisfaction level 

In addition to public service provision in terms of extension service provision, infrastructure 

development and business development, AGP also provides advices on various aspects of 

agricultural development and commercialization. This section discusses the kind of advises 

provided by the public institutions and the satisfaction levels of beneficiaries on the various 

advices. Tables 4.14 to 4.17 presents the results and are discussed as follow.  

 

The results on the change in the provision of public institutional advice and beneficiariesô 

satisfaction level related to crop productivity and small scale irrigation infrastructure are shown in 

Tables 4.14 and 4.15. The advices include growing of new crops, farming practices, crop disease 

protection and prevention, crop harvesting and marketing as well as irrigation water harvesting 

and soil conservation. The midline survey results revealed that there is positive changes in 

provision of advices on these agricultural development activities. Advices related to growing of 

new crop improved from 22% before the program started in 2017 to 28% two years after the 

program. This shows a 6 percentage point increase. In terms of advices where and how to get 

improved seed and fertilizers as well as when to apply them, the midline survey results revealed 

that advices on obtaining improved seed and fertilizer increased from 25% and 30% in 2017 to 

35% in 2019, respectively. The proportions of beneficiaries who obtained advices on when and 

how to apply fertilizer increased from 30% and 24% before the program started in 2017 to 35% 

and 31% two years after the program started, respectively. Advices related to crop diseases also 

increased by 7 and 6 percentage points on how best to deal with insect infestations and crop 

diseases, respectively, in 2019 compared to 2017. Advices related to time of crop harvest also 

increased by about 6 percentage points between the two periods. While advices related to how to 

construct bunds for soil conservation increased from 23% before the program interventions to 37% 

two years after the intervention, advices on the construction of irrigation or water harvesting 

system increased from 6% to 8% between the study periods (See table 4.14 for the detail). Table 

4.15 shows the results on the satisfaction levels of the beneficiaries on these advices. More than 

one-fourth of the beneficiaries are óhighly satisfiedô by these advices. At least half of the 
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beneficiaries are also ósatisfiedô by the advices though the level of satisfaction varies by type of 

advices provided (See the details in Table 4.15).  

 

Tables 4.16 and 4.17 show the results on the change in public institutional advice and satisfaction 

level of the beneficiaries related to livestock productivity, respectively. Some of the advices related 

to livestock production and productivity include to start or expand poultry production, shoat and 

cattle production, how to deal with animal disease and prevent transmission of diseases from 

livestock to household members as well as how to obtain inputs and credit for animal productions 

including production, dairy and honey productions. Except for advices on how to start/expand 

poultry production and how to obtain inputs for animal productions, there is a positive change in 

all kinds of advices that improve livestock production and productivity between the two periods. 

However, the changes are less than 3 percentage points. More than 34% and less than 46% of the 

beneficiaries reported that they are óhighly satisfiedô by these advices though the level of 

beneficiariesô satisfaction varies by the kinds of advices provided. See table 4.17 for the detail 

results on the level of satisfaction of beneficiaries by the kind of advices.    
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Table 4.14: Change in institutional advice related to crop productivity and small scale irrigation development before and after AGP started  

Kind of Advices on / Assistance 2017 (N=2192) 2019 (N=2200)) Change (percentage point) 

MHH FHH THH MHH FHH THH MHH FHH THH 

Advices on growing new crops 17.43 4.29 21.72 21.82 5.91 27.73 4.39 1.62 6.01 

The best time to plant your crops? 17.93 4.42 22.35 26.05 7.78 33.82 8.12 3.34 11.46 

Obtaining credit for agricultural production? 9.17 2.6 11.77 10.59 2.45 13.05 1.42 -0.15 1.28 

Obtaining improved seeds 20.21 5.02 25.23 28.27 6.82 35.09 8.06 1.8 9.86 

Obtaining fertilizer 24.18 5.98 30.16 28.45 6.81 35.27 4.28 0.85 5.12 

When to apply fertilizer 19.25 4.56 23.81 24.77 6.18 30.95 5.52 1.62 7.14 

How to apply fertilizer? 18.43 4.1 22.54 21.91 6.22 28.14 3.48 2.12 5.6 

How best to deal with insect infestations? 4.97 1.37 6.34 10.05 3.27 13.32 5.07 1.91 6.98 

How best to deal with crop diseases? 4.06 0.91 4.97 8.5 2.41 10.91 4.44 1.5 5.94 

When you should harvest your crops? 5.25 1.46 6.71 9 3.41 12.41 3.75 1.95 5.7 

How to market your crops? 3.06 0.78 3.83 5.77 2.22 8 2.72 1.45 4.17 

How to construct bunds for soil conservation? 18.61 4.89 23.49 30.18 7.13 37.32 11.57 2.26 13.82 

 The construction of irrigation or water harvesting 
systems? 5.06 1.05 6.11 6.5 1.46 7.95 1.44 0.41 1.84 

Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey results 
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Table 4.15: Satisfaction Level on Advises and Assists related to crop productivity and small scale irrigation development in 2019 

Kind of Advices on / Assistance 

Satisfaction Level  

Highly 

Satisfied Satisfied 

More or less 

satisfied Dissatisfied Total(N) 

Suggest growing new crops 25.74 56.39 14.92 2.95 610 

The best time to plant your crops? 26.75 58.87 13.84 0.54 744 

Obtaining credit for agricultural production? 38.68 47.04 12.20 1.39 287 

obtaining improved seeds 33.94 51.30 11.79 2.46 772 

obtaining fertilizer 29.38 54.12 14.56 1.29 776 

when to apply fertilizer 33.19 55.36 10.57 0.88 681 

How to apply fertilizer? 35.06 53.63 10.82 0.48 619 

How best to deal with insect infestations? 30.38 53.92 14.33 1.02 293 

How best to deal with crop diseases? 32.50 53.33 12.92 1.25 240 

When you should harvest your crops? 35.16 53.48 10.62 0.73 273 

How to market your crops? 38.07 46.59 13.64 1.70 176 

 How to construct bunds for soil conservation? 32.64 55.79 11.45 0.12 821 

Construction of irrigation or water harvesting systems? 33.71 46.29 13.14 5.14 175 
Source: AGP II Survey results 
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Table 4.16: Change in institutional advice related to livestock productivity 

Kind of Advices on / Assistance 

2017 (N=2192) 2019 (N=2200)) Change (percentage point) 

MH
H FHH THH MHH FHH THH MHH FHH THH 

Start or expand poultry production? 9.53 2.55 12.09 9.41 2.41 11.82 -0.13 -0.14 -0.27 

Helped you start or expand small-stock (goats, sheep) production? 5.47 1.55 7.03 7.32 2.04 9.36 1.84 0.49 2.34 

Start or expand large-stock (cattle) production? 6.16 1.41 7.57 7.91 2.23 10.14 1.75 0.81 2.56 

Start or expand dairy production? 3.51 0.87 4.38 5.27 1.54 6.82 1.76 0.68 2.44 

Start or expand honey production? 3.42 0.68 4.11 3.55 0.91 4.45 0.12 0.22 0.35 

How to deal with diseases affecting your animals, poultry or bees? 5.29 1.59 6.89 7.32 2 9.32 2.03 0.4 2.43 

Obtaining credit for livestock production? 2.87 0.82 3.7 3.18 0.96 4.14 0.31 0.13 0.44 

Obtaining inputs, materials or animals needed for poultry, animal, 
dairy or honey production? 3.7 0.96 4.65 2.73 0.91 3.64 -0.97 -0.04 -1.02 

Livestock related hygiene and/or how to prevent the transmission 
of diseases from livestock to household members? 3.88 1.14 5.02 3.91 1.14 5.05 0.03 0 0.03 

Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey results 

 

Table 4.17: Satisfaction Level on Advises and Assistances related to livestock productivity in 2019 

Kind of Advices on / Assistance 

Satisfaction Level  

Highly Satisfied Satisfied More or less satisfied Dissatisfied Total(N) 

Start or expand poultry production? 34.23 47.69 13.08 4.23 260 

Start or expand small-stock (goats, sheep) production? 37.86 46.12 13.11 1.94 206 

Start or expand large-stock (cattle) production? 32.74 52.02 11.21 3.14 223 

Start or expand dairy production? 36.00 52.00 10.67 1.33 150 

Start or expand honey production? 35.71 50.00 10.20 3.06 98 

How to deal with diseases affecting your animals, poultry or bees? 39.51 46.34 12.68 1.46 205 

Obtaining credit for livestock production? 41.76 39.56 12.09 5.49 91 

Obtaining inputs, materials or animals needed for poultry, animal, 

dairy or honey production? 45.00 40.00 11.25 2.50 80 

Livestock related hygiene and/or how to prevent the transmission of 

diseases from livestock to household members? 40.54 54.95 4.50 0.00 111 
Source: AGP II midline survey result 
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4.1.4 Change in adoption of improved technology 

This section presents the change in the adoption of improved technology after two years of AGP- 

II interventions implemented compared to the years before it started in 2017. Among the 

intermediate technologies contributing to the changes in productivity, the major ones include use 

of improved seed, fertilizer, pesticide, herbicide, the use of farm machineries (mechanization) and 

adoption of other technologies.  

 

a. Improved seed 

The descriptive analysis of survey data in Table 4.18 indicates that the proportion of households 

using improved seed in cereals has increased from 18 percent during the baseline (March 2017) to 

23.8 percent at midterm (March 2019). The 5.8 percent increase is statistically significant at 5 

percent level of significance. This positive change in the use of improved seed in cereals, however, 

varies between household heads and AGP status. Accordingly, the change in case of MHH and 

FHH is respectively 6.6 and 3.1 in all AGP II households (Table. 4.18). The change in MHHs 

come from the baseline of 17.3 to 23.9 in midterm whereas in FHHs from the baseline of 20.1 to 

midterm of 23.2 percent. In case of the FHHs the change varies by whether the FHH is married of 

unmarried. For example, the highest proportion of use during the baseline was 34.3 by married 

Female Headed households (mFHHs) was slightly declined to 31.3 percent during the midline, but 

the change is statistically insignificant; the lowest proportion of use by unmarried female 

household heads (umFHHs) of 10.6 percent has doubled to 20.7 percent during the midline. The 

pattern of use of improved seed for cereals in previous AGP II households is similar to the case of 

all AGP II households, but with slight increment compared to that of all AGP II households except 

that the change in all previous AGP II households is 4.3 percent and still statistically significant at 

1 percent level (Table 4.18). In case of new AGP II households, the proportion of improved seed 

use has grown from 13.2 percent to 21.4, statistically significantly changing by 8.2 percent. 

Overall, (1) the rate of change of improved seed use in cereals is positive and encouraging with an 

overall average of 5.8 percent for both MHH and FHHs, but there is a tendency to decline in the 

case of married female headed households. (2) Across the AGP II status, the proportion of FHH 

who used improved seed in cereals is greater than that of MHHs.   

Unlike the case of cereals the use of improved seed use, in case of pulses, oilseeds, fruits, 

vegetables, fruits and coffee as such not increasing from baseline to  midline for all, previous AGP 

and now AGP II households, both MHHs and FHHs. In the previous AGP households, the farmers 

who were using improved seed in these crop categories started by and large seem to abandon the 

use of improved seed in pulses and coffee except the case of male headed households (MHHs). 

AGP II households never used improved seed in case of vegetables and fruits.  

 

From these results, it is possible to conclude that: (1) The proportion of farmers using improved 

seed in cereals has significantly increased in all AGP categories by 5.8 percent in cereals and it is 

essential to increase effort to reach at the target of the supply of improved seed in AGP II. (2) The 

rate of use of improved seed in non-cereal crop categories is declining by household categories 

other than the MHHs and this requires attention especially in the case of FHHs.  (3) In case of 

pulses, oilseeds and coffee, the use of improved seed is lowest and declining whereas in case of 

fruits vegetables the proportion of farmers using improved seed is almost nil. Again this may limit 

their productivity and requires strengthening interventions in these crop categories.   
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Table 4.18: Application rates of improved seed by crop type 

E
v
a

lu
a

te
 

Crop 

category 

  Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status  

All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs  New AGPII HHS 

MHH  mFHH uFHH FHH THH  
MH

H 
mFHh uFHh FHH THH  

MH

H 

mFH

H 
uFH FHH  THH  

B
a

s
e
li
n

e 

Cereals 17.3 34.3 10.6 20.1 18.0 20.5 35.6 10.6 22.7 21.0 12.2 31.1 10.8 16.2 13.2 

Pulses 9.2 29.2 6.2 17.0 10.8 9.7 39.4 0.0 22.6 12.9 8.8 0.0 12.2 8.4 8.9 

Oilseeds 1.1 1.3 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.3 0.8 1.0 1.1 0.0 . . . 0.0 

Vegetable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Fruits  0.0 . .   0.0  . .   . 0.0  .   0.0 

Coffee 17.5 . 0.0 0.0 8.7 . . . . . 17.5 . 0.0 0.0 8.8 

M
id

li
n

e
 

Cereals 23.9 31.3 20.7 23.2 23.8 25.0 33 24.1 26.4 25.3 22.2 28.4 16.5 18.7 21.4 

Pulses 13.4 0.0 6.2 5.3 11.4 15.3 0.0 5.4 4.5 12.7 11.1 0 7.1 6.2 9.9 

Oilseeds 1.7 0.0 1.0 0.79 1.5 1.9 0.0 1.4 1.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Vegetable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Fruits 0.0 0.0 . . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 . . . . . 

Coffee 0.0 0.0 . . 0.0 0.0 . . . 0.0 0.0 . . . 0.0 

C
h

a
n

g
e 

Cereals 6.6 -3 10.1 3.1 
5.8**

*  
4.54 -2.6 13.6 3.7 

4.3**

*  
10.0 -2.7 5.6 2.5 

8.2**

*  

Pulses 4.2 -29.2 0 
-

11.7 
0.6 5.6 -39.4 5.4 -18.0 -0.2 2.3 0.0 -5.1 -2.2 1.13 

Oilseeds 0.6 -1.3 0.2 
-

0.21 
0.5 0.9 -1.3 0.5 0.0 0.7 0.0 . . . 0.0 

Vegetable 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 . . . . . . . . . . 

Fruits 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 . . . . . . . . . . 

Coffee -17.5 0.0 0.0 . -8.7 . . . . . -17.5 . . . -8.8 

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

b. Fertilizer  

Similar to the case of improved seed, the role of fertilizer use in increasing productivity is essential. 

The midterm survey-data analysis indicates that (Table 4.19) in all household categories, the 

average change in fertilizer use rate for cereals (in kg/ha) has increased compared to the baseline. 

For all AGP II households, previous AGP II households and New AGP II households, the average 

fertilizer use rate in cereal crops have increased by 26.3kg/ha, 19.5kg/ha and 37.1kg/ha percent 

respectively with a statistical significance of one percent in all cases. The positive changes are 

observed in both MHHs and FHHs through insignificant. This has positive outcome for cereal 

productivity. Among household categories, a declining rate of fertilizer application has been 

observed in the case of mFHHs cereal production in all AGP II categories.   

 

The descriptive analysis also indicates that the average fertilizer use rate is also increasing in case 

of vegetables for almost all households in the AP II status. Again similar to the case of cereals, the 

increasing rate of fertilizer use is also statistically significant for all households except the new 

AGP II households (Table 4.19). Increasing rate of fertilizer use rate is also observed in the case of 

oilseeds but statistically significant only for previous AGP II households. A statistically significant 

declining rate of fertilizer use by all households is observed in the case of pulses and fruits, with a 

highest rate in case of fruits, except in the case of new AGP II household categories. Thus, similar 

to the case of improved seed, (1) the rate of fertilizer use has increased in the case of cereals, 

vegetables and oilseeds for all household categories except married households; (2) declined in the 

case of fruits and pulses for all household categories but largely statistically insignificant. (3) The 

finding leads us to the point that AGP II has increased fertilizer use in cereals and vegetables which 
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may contribute to increasing productivity. However, given the average change is insignificant and 

even declining, unless households shift to the non-chemical fertilizers, AGP has to encourage the 

use of fertilizer in other crop categories and married female households. 

In addition to the chemical fertilizers, the AGP II farmers have the alternative of using organic 

fertilizer. In the survey data farmers were asked whether they are suing organic fertilizer on their 

plots. The summary organized in Table 4.20 indicates that: (1) in all AGP II households, on average 

the percentage change is positive in the use of organic fertilizer but the change is statistically 

insignificant; (2) declining percentage is observed largely in unmarried and married FHHs. In 

FHHs, the changing is increasing is cereals and pulses, which are important crops. (3) The 

declining use rate tends to decline in the case of vegetables, pulses and oilseeds. (4) The use of 

organic fertilizer in coffee has also a tendency to increase, which is an encouraging sign. (5) The 

tendency of declining coverage is observed in non-cereal crops and previous AGP II households 

than new AGP II households (Table 4.20). 
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Table 4.19:  Application rates of chemical fertilizer by crop type  

E
v
a

lu
a

t

e
 Crop 

category 

  Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status  

All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs   New AGPII HHS 

MHH  mFHH uFHH FHH THH  MHH  mFHH umFHH FHH THH  MHH  mFHH umFH FHH THH  

B
a

s
e

lin
e 

Cereals 157.8 142.2 145.1 143.9 154.5 141.1 157.9 126.9 141.9 141.3 185.5 102.8 163.7 146.8 175.9 

Pulses 47.8 96.5 53.5 73.7 53.2 65.3 126.7 50.7 94.4 72.5 32.2 10 56.3 42.0 33.8 

Oil crops 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.6 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 0.0 . . . 0.0 

Vegetable 188.2 186.8 164.3 174.4 185.6 195.5 250.8 139.0 206.1 197.4 178.2 33.33 180 139.2 170.1 

Fruits  298.0 . . . 298.0 447.1 . . . 447.1 0.0 . . . 0.0 

Coffee 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

M
id

li
n
e

 

Cereals 184.3 129.6 178.6 167.4 180.8 164.7 152.1 142.5 144.9 160.7 217.2 87.21 225.2 198.9 213 

Pulses 39.5 9.6 26.4 24.0 35.8 38.7 8.0 25.1 22.3 34.8 40.7 12 28 26.0 37.1 

Oil crops 13.1 6.6 9.3 8.65 12.2 15.1 10.0 12.0 11.5 14.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 

Vegetable 270.1 144.2 202 194.6 255.2 285.7 208.5 281.8 270.8 283.1 248.3 48.0 122.3 111.2 218.4 

Fruits  34.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 113.3 . . . 113.3 

Coffee 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . . . 0.0 

C
h
a

n
g

e 

Cereals 26.5 -12.6 33.5 23.5 26.3***  23.6 -5.8 15.5 3.0 19.5***  31.7 -15.6 61.4 52.1 37.1***  

Pulses -8.3 -86.9 -27.1 -49.7 -17.4** -26.5 -118.7 -25.6 -72.1 
-37.6 

***  8.5 2 -28.3 -16.0 3.3 

Oil crops 7.6 6.6 9.3 8.65 7.6 9.5 10.0 12.0 11.5 9.7* 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 

Vegetable 81.9 -42.6 37.0 20.2 69.6** 90.2 -42.4 142.7 64.7 85.7** 70.1 14.67 -57.7 -28.0 48.3 

Fruits  -264 0.0 0.0 . -273.8** -447.1 0.0 0.0 . 
 -447.1 

***  
113.3 . . . 113.3 

Coffee 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019
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Table 4.20:  Percentage of cultivated land size covered with organic fertilizer by crop type 

Evaluate 
Crop 

category 

   Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status  

 All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs  New AGPII HHS 

MHH  MFHH UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH UFHH FHH THH  

Baseline 

Cereals 10.7 6.6 12.6 10.2 10.6 10.76 6.57 12.80 9.7 10.54 10.72 6.74 12.64 10.9 10.78 

Pulses 13.5 21.9 15.7 18.6 14.6 18.35 10.00 11.76 10.75 16.46 9.28 56.25 19.44 30.7 12.77 

Oil crops 0 0 16.6 11.1 1.6 0.00 0.00 16.67 11.1 1.69 0.00 . . . 0.00 

Vegetables 15.2 11.7 23.3 18.1 15.8 11.32 14.58 15.00 14.8 11.91 20.85 5.00 28.46 21.9 21.08 

Fruits  16.6 . . . 16.6 25.00 . . . 25.00 0.00 . . . 0.00 

Coffee 6 0 3.7 3.0 4.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 10 . 5.00 5 7.50 

Midline  

Cereals 12.3 11.7 12.6 12.4 12.2 12.03 12.68 12.06 12.2 12.07 12.59 10.00 13.30 12.6 12.61 

Pulses 15.3 30 21.6 22.8 17.1 18.93 0.00 21.09 17.7 18.65 10.91 75.00 22.32 28.9 15.34 

Oil crops 6.3 0 11.1 8.3 6.7 7.32 0.00 0.00 0.0 6.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 33.3 11.11 

Vegetables 25 20 15 15.6 23.2 13.06 0.00 0.59 0.5 10.84 42.05 50.00 29.41 31.5 39.71 

Fruits  20 0 41.6 31.2 23.2 28.57 0.00 41.67 31.2 29.55 0.00 . . . 0.00 

Coffee 18.7 . 0 0.0 13.6 8.33 . 0.00 0.0 5.56 50.00 . . . 50.00 

Change 

Cereals 1.6 5.1 0 2.2 1.6 1.27 6.11 -0.74 2.5 1.53 1.87 3.26 0.66 1.7 1.83 

Pulses 1.8 8.1 5.9 4.2 2.5 0.58 -10.00 9.33 6.95 2.19 1.63 18.75 2.88 -1.8 2.57 

Oil crops 6.3 0 -5.5 -2.8 5.1 7.32 0.00 -16.67 -11.1 4.31 0.00 0.00 50.00 . 11.11 

Vegetables 9.8 8.3 -8.3 -2.5 7.4 1.74 -14.58 -14.41 -14.3 -1.07 21.19 45.00 0.95 9.6 18.62 

Fruits  3.4 0 0 . 6.6 3.57 0.00 41.67 . 4.55 0.00 . . . 0.00 

Coffee 12.7 0 -3.7 -3.0 9.1 8.33 . 0.00 0.0 5.56 40.00 0.00 -5.00 . 42.50 

 Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 
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c. Pesticide  

The preliminary analysis of the survey data also indicates (note depicted here) the number of crop 

infestation by insects has generally increased from 2017 to 2019. Consistent to these overall 

patterns, it is expected that the rate of pesticide application should increase. Contrary to this, the 

rate of pesticide use has declining from the baseline to the midline of AGP II. Accordingly, Table 

4.21 indicates that there is declining tendency in agrochemicals use rate, with significant decline 

in cereals in all household categories and AGP II statuses. In cereals, the average rate application 

of agrochemicals has declined by about 2 percent between the AGP Midterm and the baseline. 

This could indicate the challenges related to the access/ supply or prices of agrochemicals and it 

requires the need to enhance a related intervention. This is consistent to the increasing plant disease 

and insect infestation that will be discussed in the constraint section. 

 

  Table 4.21:  Application rates of agro chemicals by crop type 

E
v
a

lu
a

te
 

Crop 

categor

y 

Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status 

All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs  New AGPII HHS 

MHH  MFH

H 

UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFH UFHH FHH TH

H 

MHH  MFH

H 

UFHH FHH THH  

B
a

s
e
li
n

e 

Cereals 2.9 3.8 4.6 4.3 3.2 2.36 4.98 4.71 4.8 2.92 3.88 0.82 4.51 3.5 3.79 

Pulses 1.9 0.6 20.7 11.3 3.9 3.17 0.74 42.2 18.3 6.95 0.92 0.33 0.52 0.46 0.85 

Oil 

crop 
1.4 0 0.16 0.11 1.2 1.43 0.00 0.17 0.11 1.22 0.00 . . . 0.00 

Veges. 3.1 2.1 1.9 2.0 2.90 5.13 2.89 4.25 3.4 4.83 0.53 0.27 0.50 0.43 0.51 

Fruits  0 . . . 0.00 . . . . . 0.00 . . . 0.00 

Coffee 0 . . 0.0 0.00 0.00 . . . 0.00 0 . 0.00 0 0.00 

M
id

li
n

e
 

Cereals 0.9 1.7 2.5 2.3 1.2 0.80 1.58 0.70 0.92 0.83 1.27 2.14 4.95 4.4 1.99 

Pulses 0.5 0.9 0.1 0.23 0.4 0.50 1.61 0.00 0.25 0.44 0.62 0.00 0.24 0.21 0.52 

Oil 

crop 
0.7 0 0 0.0 0.6 0.88 0.00 0.00 0 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 

Vege. 1.4 10 1.5 2.5 1.6 1.87 16.7 3.02 5.0 2.45 0.76 0.00 0.00 0 0.59 

Fruits  0 . . . 0 0.00 . 0.00 0 0.00 . . . . . 

Coffee 0 . . . 0 0.00 . . . 0.00 0.00 . . . 0.00 

C
h

a
n

g
e 

Cereals -2 -2.1 -2.1 -2.0 - 2.0***  -1.6 -3.4 -4.01 -3.9 -2.1***  -2.60 1.32 0.44 0.9 -1.8 

Pulses -1.4 0.3 -20.6 -11.1 -3.5 -2.7 0.87 -42.2 -18.1 -6.5 -0.30 
-

0.33 
-0.27 -0.25 -0.33 

Oil 

crop 
-0.7 0 -0.16 -0.1 -0.6 -0.6 0.00 -0.17 -0.11 -0.5 0.00 . . . 0.00 

Vege. -1.7 7.9 -0.4 0.5 -1.3 -3.3 13.8 -1.23 1.6 -2.4 0.23 
-

0.27 
-0.50 -0.43 0.08 

Fruits  0 0 0  0 . . . . . . . . . . 

Coffee 0 0 0  0 0.00 . . 4.8 0.00 0.00 . .  0.00 

  Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

d. Mechanization 

Under the public agricultural support services in the AGP II PIM (MoANR, 2015) supporting 

mechanization is one of the subcomponents of services that is encouraged by AGP II. For the 

encouragement by AGP II and other factors, the survey data from the sample woredas indicates 

that the use of mechanization has increased in AGP II households from 116 in the baseline to 145 

in the midline; from 86 to 87 in previous AGP II households; and from 30 to 58 in new AGP II 

households (4.22). An interesting pattern of the adoption of mechanization is that for a reason that 
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is not clear (probably due to high unaffordable price or small scale holding), both FHH MHH 

sample households rent machineries rather than owning them (Table 4.22). 

 

Table 4.22 Mechanization and use modality in the baseline and midline AGP II  
Year Use 

modality 

All AGP II Households Previous AGP II households New AGP II households 
MHH  MFHH  UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH  UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH  UFHH FHH THH  

2017   Owned 7 2 2 4 11 7 2 1 3 10 0 0 1 1 1 

Rented 86 7 12 19 105 66 3 7 10 76 20 4 5 9 29 

Total 93 9 14 23 116 73 5 8 13 86 20 4 6 10 30 

2019   Owned 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Rented 108 14 22 36 144 69 6 11 17 86 39 8 11 19 58 

Total 109 14 22 36 145 70 6 11 17 87 39 8 11 19 58 

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

e. Adoption of improved technology  

AGP II has a target of increasing the adoption of AGP II technologies. Accordingly, when we see 

the case of chemical fertilizer (table 4.23): (1) the rate of adoption of chemical fertilizer has 

increased from baseline to midterm by about 6 percent of the sample households- from 68.3 to 

74.4 percent in all AGP II households; by 6.4 percent in previous AGP II households, and by 5.6 

percent in new AGP II households.  (2) Decline in the proportion of households adopting chemical 

fertilizer has decreased mainly in case of married FHHs in all AGP II categories, but not in FHHs. 

(3) Even though the changes are positive in FHHs, they are negligible compared to that of MHHs. 

(4) In case of MHHs, the adoption of chemical fertilize reached 57.7% from 51.6 in the baseline. 

In case of FHHs, it has reached only 17.7 from 16.6%. This could show that the effect of chemical 

fertilizer is too low to increase the average productivity in FHHs.  

In case of organic fertilizer, the highest change is observed in previous AGP II households, with 

45.2 percent of households reached in the midterm, whereas all AGP II households are at 41.8 

percent. Similar to the case of chemical fertilizer the proportion of MFHHs and UFMMs low and 

that of the MFHHs is yet declining whereas that of FHHs is slightly increasing. This means that 

there is gap between the MHHs (positive change of 5.4%) and the FHHs in chemical and organic 

fertilizer adoption in that the increase in FHHs is only 0.8%. The adoption of agro-chemicals 

reached at 45.6% during the Midterm (Table 4.23), with a six percent change in the proportion 

compared to the baseline. The highest adoption rate is again in the previous AGP II households 

arriving at 47.0 percent. In case of adoption of improved seed, there is nearly 5 percent increase at 

midterm compared to the baseline in all AGP II households, reaching 38.5 percent at midterm 

period. Compared to the case of MHHs, the proportion of married and unmarried FHHs use lower 

rate of improved seed, with a declining proportion of adoption in the case of married FHHs at the 

midterm period compared to the base line. The adoption rate and the change is better among the 

new AGP II households (Table 4.23).  

Though it is still low, the proportion of all AGP II households who use hired labor has increased 

at midterm period compared to the baseline though it is statistically insignificant. About 13 percent 

of all AGP II households employ hired labor (Table 4.23). The proportion of previous AGP II 

households is slighter higher than that of new AGP II households. On the other hand, when we see 

the average labor use per hectare, the maximum is observed in unmarried households for all AGP 

II households and previous AGP II households, with increasing tendency at midterm compared to 

the baseline. Interestingly, however, per hectare labor use has declined in all categories of AGP II, 

but not for unmarried FHHs. 
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Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.23: Percentage change in adoption of improved technologies 

Evaluate Technologies 

 
Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status 

All AGP II households Previous AGP II HHs New AGPII HHS 

MHH  MFHH UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH UFHH FHH THH  

Baseline Chemical Fertilizer(user=1)  51.6 7.10 9.50 16.6 68.30 52.0  8.12  7.48  15.6 67.6  51.1  5.42  13.0  18.42 69.5  

Organic Fertilizer  (user=1) 27.3 4.20 4.90 9.1 36.40 28.40 5.40 4.20 9.6 38.10 25.40 2.20 6.11 8.31 33.70 

Agro Chemicals  (user=1) 30.9 4.00 4.70 8.7 39.60 33.84 5.00 4.58 9.58 43.43 25.74 2.35 4.85 7.2 32.94 

Improved seed (user=1) 25.2 3.80 4.40 8.2 33.50 26.03 4.68 3.25 7.93 33.97 23.75 2.50 6.39 8.89 32.64 

Hired labor (%)  9.3 1.90 1.50 3.4 12.70 11.65 1.90 1.43 3.33 14.98 3.53 2.06 1.76 3.82 7.35 

Labor (days per hectare) 135.8 136.70 173.7 158.7 142.3 138.5 141.9 189.6 167.3 146.5 131.1 123.4 153.7 144.5 135.0 

Midline  Chemical Fertilizer(user=1)  57.0 3.80 13.60 17.4 74.40 57.5  4.2  12.2  16.4 74.0  55.9  3.0  16.1  19.1 75.1  

Organic Fertilizer  (user=1) 31.0 1.90 8.90 10.8 41.80 33.87 2.28 9.06 11.3 45.21 26.00 1.20 8.60 9.8 35.90 

Agro Chemicals  (user=1) 36.2 2.30 7.00 9.3 45.60 37.81 2.62 6.58 9.2 47.00 33.71 1.99 7.68 9.67 43.39 

Improved seed (user=1) 30.1 1.70 6.30 8 38.20 31.58 1.67 5.94 7.61 39.19 27.64 1.90 6.91 8.81 36.45 

Hired labor (%)  8.0 0.90 2.80 3.7 12.40 10.26 1.05 3.16 4.21 14.47 5.08 0.56 2.26 2.82 7.91 

Labor (days per hectare) 124.8 114.10 184.0 169.4 136.7 129.6 129.1 189.5 177.0 141.8 116.2 91.2 175.3 157. 127.8 

Change  Chemical Fertilizer(user=1)  5.4 -3.30 4.10 0.8 6.10 5.50 -3.92 4.72 0.8 6.40 4.80 2.42 3.10 5.52 5.60 

Organic Fertilizer  (user=1) 3.7 -2.30 4.00 1.7 5.40 5.47 -3.12 4.86 1.74 7.11 0.60 -1.00 2.49 1.49 2.20 

Agro Chemicals  (user=1) 5.3 -1.70 2.30 0.6 6.00 3.97 -2.38 2.00 -0.38 3.57 7.97 -0.36 2.83 2.47 10.45 

Improved seed (user=1) 4.9 -2.10 1.90 -0.2 4.70 5.55 -3.01 2.69 -0.32 5.22 3.89 -0.60 0.52 -0.08 3.81 

Hired labor (%)  -0.7 -1.00 1.30 0.3 -0.30 -1.39 -0.85 1.73 0.88 -0.51 1.55 -1.50 0.50 -1.0 0.56 

Labor (days per hectare) -11.0 -22.60 10.30 10.7 -5.60 -8.86 -12.81 -0.15 9.7 -4.68 -14.9 -32.13 21.57 12.8 -7.15 
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4.1.5 Change in use of irrigation and its practices 

The PIM (2015) discusses that irrigation is one of the four major components of the AGP II. 

Moreover, in terms of investment in high potential woredas of AGP, the share of irrigation is about 

40 percent of the total project cost. The component aims to reduce the risk of rainfall variability 

and shortage which has been the longtime constraint of Ethiopian smallholder farmers (Dercon 

and Christiansen, 2011). In this section we assessed the use of irrigation during the midterm of 

AGP II project in the sample woredas.  

 

The analysis of the irrigation related question in the sample woredas indicate that the proportion 

of farmers who use irrigation does not show statistically significant changes from what it was 

during the baseline (see Table 4.24). The proportion of all AGP II farmers who use irrigation during 

the baseline was 12.3 percent and it stays at 12.1 percent during the midterm, with a insignificant 

decline of 0.2. Interestingly, however, the proportion of households who use irrigation in previous 

AGP II households (12.9 percent) is higher than that of the all AGP II households (12.1 percent). 

Perhaps, the slight decline could be because: (1) the qualitative report of the midterm evaluation 

report indicates that many of the irrigation projects are on construction and it takes longer time for 

farmers to access these irrigation schemes. The survey also shows that the number of new AGP II 

households who accessed irrigation are 69 and 67 in 2017 and 2019 respectively; (2) the decline 

in the number of users could possibly be because of: (a) decrease the irrigated area or the decreased 

sample size of the previous AGP households who most likely can access irrigation; and, (b) some 

of the household beneficiaries have moved for a reason of expansion of sugar factories, cities, and 

towns, and other factors. (3) Except in irrigated area, in many of the irrigation indicators, MHH 

exceed compared to FHHs in All AGP II categories. In Table 4.24, the proportion of married and 

unmarried FHHs who are using irrigation both in old AGP II and new AGP II woredas is generally 

low. That is less than one percent in MFHH and slightly greater than 2 percent in UFHHs at the 

midterm period. The proportions are either declining or remain constant with statistically 

insignificant difference between the two periods.   

 

Similar to the case of proportion of farmers who use irrigation, the average irrigated area has been 

decreasing for all AGP II and previous AGP II household but tending to increase in new AGP II 

households with variations across the MHHs and FHHs. The decline in average irrigated area in 

all and previous AGP II households are on average by only 0.4 and 0.5 hectares respectively, but 

statistically significant at 10 percent and 1 percent again, respectively. The average change in 

irrigated area is declining for all household categories except for the married FHH in new AGP II 

woredas. Similarly, the average frequency of irrigation per season has also declined in the sample 

households.    

 

Sample households were also asked whether they obtained training related to irrigation 

development. The result in Table 4.24 shows that the proportion of households who obtained 

training has increased to 20% in all AGP II woredas and 19% in new AGP II woredas. The change 

in the proportion of FHH who obtained training in irrigation is 6.2 percent whereas that of MHHs 

is greater than 10 percent.  

 

Also, in the midterm survey the sample households were asked whether they are member of 

Irrigation Water Users Associations/WUAs and the outcome is summarized in Table 4.24. The 

comparison of the midterm figure with that of the base line indicates that the proportion of 
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members of IWUA in all AGP II households is slightly declining but the decline is statistically 

insignificant. However, increased proportion of membership is observed by large percentage in 

new AGP II households but with no change in previous AGP II households.    

 

Access to irrigation water is one of the challenges observed against increasing crop productivity. 

The sample AGP II farmers were asked whether they access adequate amount of water in their 

irrigation practices and summarized in Table 4.24. On average, the proportion of all AGP II 

farmers accessing adequate irrigation water during the baseline was 44.8 percent and this percent 

has increased to 46.2, increasing by 1.4 percent. In case of previous AGP II households, nearly 53 

percent of the households are accessing adequate irrigation water compared to 47.7 percent during 

the baseline, which is indicating improvement. The percentage of MHH and UFHH in new AGP 

woredas who stated that there is adequate irrigation water declined during the midterm compared 

to the baseline situation but in case of FHHs and MFHHs increased by 1.6 and 2.8  percent 

respectively. Overall, there is no statistically significant difference in accessing adequate irrigation 

water by AGP II households between the midterm and baseline situation.            
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  Table 4.24: Changes in irrigation use and its practices 

E
v
a

lu
a

te
 

Irrigation practice  

  Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status  

All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs  New AGPII HHS 

MHH  MFHH  UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH  UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH  UFHH FHH THH  

B
a

s
e

lin
e 

Irrigation use (% user=1) 9.5 0.7 2.0 2.7 12.3 10.22 0.86 2.14 3.0 13.2 8.43 0.38 2.01 2.4 10.82 

Area covered with irrigation (ha) 0.9 1.4 1.2 1.28 1.0 1.09 1.85 0.80 1.14 1.1 0.67 0.12 1.90 1.6 0.80 

Frequency of irrigation used per season 7.1 7.2 6.8 6.9 7.1 7.07 8.00 3.40 4.91 6.6 7.40 4.60 13.41 11.6 8.25 

Training given on irrigation (Yes=1) 23 0.8 1.3 2.1 25.2 25.16 1.29 1.94 3.23 28.4 18.67 0.00 0.00 0.0 18.67 

Proportion of water users association 

(member=1) 
37.8 2.6 7.3 9.9 47.8 39.35 3.87 7.10 10.97 50.3 34.67 0.00 8.00 8.0 42.67 

Adequate availability of irrigation 

water (Sufficient=1) 
37.8 1.7 5.2 6.9 44.8 39.35 2.58 5.81 8.39 47.7 34.67 0.00 4.00 4.0 38.67 

M
id

li
n

e
 

Irrigation use (% user=1) 9.5 0.3 2.1 2.4 12.1 10.18 0.36 2.33 2.69 12.9 8.49 0.38 1.90 2.3 10.77 

Area covered with irrigation (ha) 0.7 0.55 0.64 0.62 0.69 0.60 0.42 0.45 0.44 0.6 0.94 0.87 1.00 1.05 0.96 

Frequency of irrigation used per season 4.6 2.8 4.1 3.9 4.3 5.38 3.40 4.25 4.12 5.1 2.51 1.50 4.00 3.6 2.73 

Training on irrigation (Yes =1) 37.0 2.6 5.7 8.3 45.3 38.71 2.58 6.45 9.03 47.7 33.33 2.78 4.17 6.95 40.28 

Proportion of water users association 

(member=1) 
34.8 1.3 7.9 9.2 44.0 39.35 1.29 9.68 10.97 50.3 55.56 1.39 12.50 13.89 69.44 

Adequate availability of irrigation 

water (Sufficient=1) 
37.0 2.2 7.0 9.2 46.2 41.94 1.94 9.03 10.97 52.9 26.39 2.78 2.78 5.56 31.94 

C
h

a
n

g
e 

 

Irrigation use (% user=1) 0.0 -0.4 0.1 -0.3 -0.2 -0.04 -0.50 0.19 -0.31 -0.4 0.06 0.00 -0.11 -0.11 -0.05 

Area covered with irrigation (ha) -0.2 -0.85 -0.56 -0.66 -0.4* -0.49 -1.4 -0.35 -0.7 -0.5***  0.27 0.75 -0.90 -0.55 0.16 

Frequency of irrigation used per season -2.5 -4.4 -2.7 -3.0 -2.8** -1.69 -4.60 0.85 -0.79 -1.5 -4.89 -3.10 -9.41 -8.0 -5.52** 

Training given on irrigation (Yes=1) 14.0 1.8 4.4 6.2 20.1 13.55 1.29 4.51 5.8 19.4 14.66 2.78 4.17 6.95 21.61 

Proportion of water users association 

(member=1) 
-3.0 -1.3 0.6 -0.7 -3.8 0.00 -2.58 2.58 0.0 0.0 20.89 1.39 4.50 5.89 26.77 

Adequate availability of water 

(Sufficient=1) 
-0.8 0.5 1.8 2.3 1.4 2.59 -0.64 3.22 2.58 5.2 -8.28 2.78 -1.22 1.56 -6.73 

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019
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4.1.6 Change in the use of agricultural best practices 

One of the objectives of AGP II is to increase crop productivity through adoption of agricultural 

best practices. In this evaluation study, we assessed the use of best practices in agriculture 

including use of soil conservation, micro and household irrigation practices, row-planting and 

modern farm machineries. The results are shown in Table 4.25. The table witnesses that the 

proportion of households in all AGP II who participated in soil conservation practices was 54% at 

the baseline. During the same period, 54% and 55% of households from old and new AGP II 

woredas participated in soil conservation, respectively. The proportion increased to 61%, 64% and 

55.9% in the sample households at midterm period, respectively. Disaggregating the result by 

gender of household head, the midterm result shows that there is high and increased gap among 

MHH and FHHs, from the baseline 40.4 and 13.6 percent to the midline 45.9 and 15.1 respectively 

(Table 4.25). 

 

Another best practice identified is Micro and household irrigation. In all AGP II, previous AGP II 

and new AGP II, the proportion of households who participated in Micro and household irrigation 

was 13.8%, 13.4% and 14.7% before the program intervention started, respectively. During the 

midline, the corresponding figures decreased to 9.4, 10.1 and 8.4 percent. The table also shows 

that the proportion of participation of FHHs in Micro and household irrigation is very low than 

that of MHHs and this requires special attention.   

   

The third best practice identified is row planting. The analysis indicates that during the midterm, 

the proportion of households adopting row planting in almost all categories of households has 

increased. Similar to the previous two best practices, however, the proportion of FHHs (married 

& unmarried) adopting row planting is extremely low compared to MHHs during the baseline & 

midterm, which again requires attention similar to the case of micro and household irrigation. 

The fourth best practice identified is use of modern farm machineries either by owning or renting. 

The baseline data shows that all AGP II, previous AGP II and new AGP II the proportion of 

households who use modern machineries was only 5% in all AGP Woredas, 6% in old AGP 

woredas and 4% in new AGP II woredas before the program started its operation. The 

corresponding figures slightly increased to 7%, 6% & 7%, respectively, at the midterm. There is 

also variation in the use of modern machinery by gender of household head. The proportion of 

FHHs is extremely low and declining in some of them. Overall, adoption of best practices except 

conservation and machinery adoption is low and that of FHHs is incomparable to that of MHHs, 

urging the need for strengthening the interventions for the case of FHHs.          
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Table 4.25:  percentage change in best agricultural practices  

 Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

 

 

Evaluate Irrigation practice  

Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status 

All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs  New AGPII HHS 

MHH  MFHH  UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH  UFHH FHH THH  MHH  MFHH  UFHH FHH THH  

Baseline 

Soil conservation (practiced=1) 40.4 5.2 8.3 13.5 54.1 39.9 6.37 7.30 13.7 53.58 41.44 3.40 10.20 13.6 55.04 

Micro and household irrigation 

(practiced=1) 
11.4 1.0 1.5 2.5 13.8 11.2 1.00 1.14 2.14 13.4 11.71 0.88 2.14 3.02 14.7 

Row planting (practiced=1) 22.4 2.7 5.4 8.1 30.5 19.3 2.63 3.59 6.22 25.52 27.89 2.79 8.65 11.44 39.33 

Modern farm machineries 

(owned/ hire=1) 
4.2 0.4 0.6 1.0 5.2 5.2 0.36 0.57 0.93 6.2 2.52 0.50 0.75 1.25 3.8 

Midline  

Soil conservation (practiced=1) 45.9 3.0 12.1 15.1 61.0 47.9 3.36 12.8 16.2 64.00 42.50 2.38 11.00 13.38 55.9 

Micro and household irrigation 

(practiced=1) 
7.4 0.4 1.6 2.0 9.4 7.9 0.50 1.64 2.14 10.1 6.63 0.25 1.50 1.75 8.4 

Row planting (practiced=1) 28.1 1.6 7.2 8.8 37.0 28.4 1.85 6.34 8.19 36.60 27.71 1.27 8.72 9.99 37.69 

Modern farm machineries 

(owned/hire=1) 
4.9 0.6 1.0 1.6 6.6 5.0 0.43 0.79 1.22 6.2 4.88 1.00 1.38 2.38 7.3 

Change 

Soil conservation (practiced=1) 5.5 -2.2 3.8 1.6 6.9 7.9 -3.01 5.49 2.48 10.4 1.06 -1.02 0.80 -0.22 0.84 

Micro and household irrigation 

(practiced=1) 
-4.0 -0.6 0.1 -0.5 -4.4 -3.3 -0.50 0.50 0 -3.31 -5.08 -0.63 -0.64 -1.27 -6.36 

Row planting (practiced=1) 5.7 -1.1 1.8 0.7 6.5 9.1 -0.78 2.75 1.97 11.08 -0.18 -1.52 0.07 -1.45 -1.64 

Modern farm machineries 

(owned/hire=1) 
0.7 0.2 0.4 0.6 1.4 -0.2 0.07 0.22 0.29 0.06 2.36 0.50 0.63 1.13 3.48 
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4.2 Impact of AGP II on crop productivity  

4.2.1 Change in types of crops produced 

The summary of the results on the change in crop diversity, measured in terms of average number 

crops produced by households, categorized by AGP status and household category between the 

midterm period of the program and the baseline situation is presented in Table 4.26. The summary 

shows that on average a household in AGP II woredas produced 4.83 numbers of crops before the 

program started (i.e. at the baseline). After two years of the program intervention, there is little 

change. It only increased to 4.84 crops per household at the midterm period. Disaggregating the 

results by AGP staand previous AGP II sample households mainly because of the diversity in 

umFHHs.us, there is a slight increase from 4.72 numbers of crops at the baseline to 4.76 at the 

midterm period in old AGP II woredas. In the new AGP II woredas, average number of crop type 

grown by a household slightly decreased from 5.01 at the baseline to 4.97 numbers of crops at the 

midterm period. Disaggregating the results by gender of household head, there is a slight decline 

in average number of crop type grown by MHH and MFHH but a slight increase for UFHH 

between the midterm period and the baseline situation.  Similar results are shown in old and new 

AGP II woredas for the three groups of households. In MHHs and mFHHs, during midterm the 

diversification has declined but statistically insignificant. This general decline in number of crop 

grown by households in AGP II may indicate that the households tend to specialize depending on 

the risk they face, their food and cash-crop demands, and other endowment and interventions 

factors (Heifner et al. 1999). 
 

Table 4.26: Average number of crops produced at household level 
Evaluate Average number of crops produced at household level  

All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs  New AGPII HHS 

MHH  MFHH UFHH THH  MHH  MFHH UFHH THH  MHH  MFHH UFHH THH  

Baseline 5.21 4.01 3.65 4.83 5.06 4.01 3.48 4.72 5.47 3.98 3.84 5.01 

Midline  5.13 3.65 4.09 4.84 5.03 3.78 3.98 4.76 5.32 3.45 4.24 4.97 

Change -0.08 -0.35 0.44 0.02 -0.04 -0.23 0.49 0.05 -0.16 -0.53 0.40 -0.04 

 Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 
 

Beyond the type of crops produced, a PDO indicator is the proportion of households producing three or 

more crops. The comparison between the baseline and the midterm indicates that in MHH, the proportion 

of households producing three or more crops slightly decreased from 83.5 to 82.1 percent whereas in case 

of FHHs it increased by 5.2 percent from 65.4 in the baseline to 70.6 at the midline as indicated below. In 

THHs, the change is only one percent from 78 percent to 79 percent, as the table below shows.  

 

Proportion of households producing three or more types of crops during the baseline and the 

change (in percentage) 

Outcome variables Baseline Midline Change 

THH MHH FHH THH MHH FHH THH MHH FHH 

Crop diversity 78.0 83.5 65.4 79.0 82.1 70.6 1.0 -1.6 5.2 

 

 



 

63 
 

4.2.2 Change in crop productivity  

 

a. Change in individual crop yield  

This subsection presents the results on the analysis made to evaluate the change in crop yield 

between the baseline and midline. As stated in the AGP II PIM document, the change in crop 

productivity is evaluated for the AGP II crops including Teff, Barely, Maize, Wheat, Sorghum, 

Chickpea, Horse bean, Sesame, Tomato, Onion, Potato, Banana, Mango, and Coffee. Table 4.27 

shows the results on the change in crop yield for all crop types between the study periods. Teff 

yield increased from 775 kg/ha at baseline to 870 kg/ha at the midterm period of the program. This 

shows that teff yield increased by 12% at midterm compared to the baseline situation. Among 

cereals, the highest yield increase is observed for wheat, which increased from 1512 kg/ha at the 

baseline to 1887 kg/ha at the midterm period, showing, an increase by 25% at the midterm 

compared to the baseline yield. Among cereals, barely and sorghum yields are the least with 

insignificant increment. It increased from 2365 kg/ha at the baseline to 5316 kg/ha at the midterm 

period, registering 125% increase at the midterm period compared to the baseline situation. Among 

fruit crops, banana registered 68% increase in yield at the midterm compared to the baseline, 

followed by coffee (dry cherry), which increased by 51% during the study periods. The only crop 

that registered decline in yield is tomato, which reduced by 28% at midterm compared to the 

baseline. Detail result in the change in yield for individual crops is shown in Table 4.27. Table 

4.27 also shows the change in yield for individual crops between the midterm periods of the 

program compared to the baseline situation by AGP II status. In old AGP II woredas, the highest 

yield among cereals is observed for maize, which increased by 28% at midterm period compared 

to the baseline. The least change in yield among cereal is observed for barely, which declined by 

3% at midterm period compared to the baseline situation. Among vegetable crops, onion registered 

the highest yield in old AGP II woredas, which increased by 87% at midterm compared to the 

baseline. Among fruit crops, banana registered the highest yield, which increased by 59% at 

midterm compared to the baseline. Coffee registered 59 percentage point increase in yield between 

the two periods in old AGP II woredas. In the new AGP II woredas, wheat registered the highest 

yield among cereal crops, which increased by 28 percentage points at midterm compared to the 

baseline. Sesame crop registered the highest yield among all crop type in new AGP woredas. It 

increased by 131 percentage points at midterm period compared to the baseline.  Enset crop is the 

least yield registered among all crops in new AGP II woredas. It declined by 43 percentage points 

between the two study periods.  

 

Table 4.28 shows the result for the change in crop yield disaggregated by gender of household 

head. In all AGPII woredas, average productivities of teff, maize, wheat, chickpea, house bean 

(fava bean), onion, potato, banana, mango, coffee and enset increased in both MHHs and FHHs at 

various percentage points (Table 4.28). Among these crops, MHHs scored higher change in 

productivity in teff, maize, wheat, house bean (fava bean), onion, banana, mango and coffee 

whereas FHHs have scored higher productivity changes in chickpeas, potato and enset. In barely, 

sorghum and sesame MHHs scored positive productivity changes whereas FHHs scored negative. 

On the other hand, in case of tomato, the change in productivity is high and positive in  FHHs but 

is negative in MHHs. 
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Table 4.27: Change in crop yield between AGP II midterm period (2019) and baseline (2017) by 

AGP Status 
crop type All AGP II HH Old AGP II HH New AGP II HH 

Baseline Midline Change  Baseline Midline Change  Baseline Midline Change  

Teff 774.86 869.83 0.12 726.35 895.63 0.23 851.18 830.12 -0.02 

Barely 1329.6 1352.1 0.02 1373.29 1329.58 -0.03 1269.09 1388.45 0.09 

Maize 1675.1 1968 0.17 1601.22 2041.99 0.28 1801.68 1841.99 0.02 

Wheat  1513.2 1886.9 0.25 1531.25 1883.3 0.23 1481.82 1893.19 0.28 

Sorghum 1015 1039.8 0.02 1160.63 1124.78 -0.03 773.61 925.22 0.20 

Chickpea 778.62 1136.69 0.46 1170.31 1376.02 0.18 480.93 763.62 0.59 

Horse bean 812.89 1068.46 0.31 777.15 970.3 0.25 852.84 1178.89 0.38 

Sesame  291.06 388.11 0.33 292.63 374.72 0.28 200 462.46 1.31 

Tomato 3159.85 2284.94 -0.28 5156.32 3452.22 -0.33 1624.1 1351.11 -0.17 

Onion  2365.02 5316.2 1.25 2602.33 4863.74 0.87 1178.46 7759.49 5.58 

Potato 5165.71 6142.96 0.19 5640.63 6932.81 0.23 4627 5268.86 0.14 

Banana 3171.82 5317.26 0.68 3480.73 5537.53 0.59 2446.24 4410.79 0.80 

Mango 3347.37 4093.71 0.22 3113.5 4231.99 0.36 3758.66 3456.08 -0.08 

Coffee 825.26 1249.7 0.51 835.84 1331.96 0.59 797.61 1018.33 0.28 

Enset 4498.34 5800.46 0.29 3809.64 5945.6 0.56 8355.05 4762.61 -0.43 

 Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

 

Among cereals, teff yield increased by 14% for MHH, 39% for MFHH and it declined by 3% in 

uFHH during the study periods. While wheat yield registered the highest yield for MHH, it is 

sorghum yield that registered the highest yield for MFHH. The respective yield increases are 29 

and 46 percentage points. On the other hand, it is maize yield which registered the highest yield 

among cereal crops for UFHH at midline compared to the baseline. Among vegetable crops, onion 

registered the highest yield for MHH but declined by 8 percentage points for UFHH at midline 

compared to the baseline. Among fruit crops, banana fruit registered the highest yield for the three 

groups of households at midterm period compared to the baseline. it increased by 67%, 63% and 

110% for MHH, MFHH and UFHH, respectively, indicating the highest yield is registered for 

UFHH. See the detail results in Table 4.28. 

 

b. Change in crop productivity by crop category 

The overall outcome from the analysis of the mid tem survey data compared to the baseline of 

AGP II is that crop productivity has increased in the sample woredas, consistent to the report of 

qualitative study. In this section is discussed the change in productivity of individual AGP II crops 

(Table 4.28.2). From the table, it is easy to draw into five the change in productivity in the 55 

sample woredas from wheat and onion in all, previous and new AGP II households, the change in 

productivity are positive and statistically significant at least at five percent significant levels in 

category one to a case where there is no evidence shows statistically significant productivity 

increment in barely, sorghum, tomato, potato, and mango, in the fifth category.  
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Table 4.28.1: change in average crop yield by household categories between the midterm period 

of AGP II and baseline (All AGP II households) 
Crop 

type  
Baseline midline change 

MHH MFHH UFH

H 
FHH THH  

MHH MFHH UFH

H 
FHH THH  

MHH MFHH UFH

H 
FHH THH 

Teff 
766.4 759.7 840.8 809.6 774.9 872.2 

1052.
3 

817.3 858.3 869.8 105.8 292.6 -23.5 83.4 
94.9***  

Barely 1303.
4 

1701.4 1113.
3 

1421.
0 

1329.6 1376.
4 

1183.
4 

1329.
9 

1275.
1 

1352.
1 

73.0 -518.0 216.6 -54.5 22.5 

Maize 1784.
8 

1383.8 
1398.

5 
1393.

4 
1675.1 

2038.
1 

1175.
9 

1898.
3 

1748.
2 

1968.
0 

253.3 -207.9 499.8 73.1 
292.9***  

Wheat  1490.
2 

1449.4 
1721.

5 
1593.

4 
1513.2 

1917.
9 

1817.
7 

1755.
2 

1769.
2 

1886.
9 

427.7 368.3 33.7 256.0 
374***  

Sorghu

m 

1039.
5 

778.1 
1014.

3 
922.9 1015.0 

1080.
4 

1133.
3 

804.7 879.7 
1039.

8 
40.9 355.2 -209.6 

-135 24.8 

Chickpe

a 
757.8 1077.8 742.2 910.0 778.6 

1106.
1 

1066.
7 

1320.
2 

1272.
6 

1136.
7 

348.3 -11.1 577.9 494.0 
358.1** 

Horse B. 
823.4 768.3 786.5 778.0 812.9 

1100.
1 

885.7 994.9 980.7 
1068.

5 
276.7 117.4 208.4 167.8 

255.5***  

Sesame  282.3 213.3 403.3 340.0 291.1 422.0 274.4 249.1 255.4 388.1 139.7 61.0 -154.3 -35.7 97.0* 

Tomato 2914.
0 

4400.0 
4255.

4 
4327.

7 
3159.9 

1131.
2 

1555.
6 

6110.
8 

4592.
3 

2284.
9 

-1783 -2844 1855.
4 

1432.5 
-874.9 

Onion  2236.
2 

63.9 
5641.

0 
3781.

9 
2365.0 

5345.
9 

. 
5210.
1 

5210.
1 

5316.
2 

3109.
7 

. 
-430.9 2845.1 

2951***  

Potato 5581.
4 

5090.8 
2488.

7 
3663.

8 
5165.7 

6192.
8 

6727.
2 

5792.
2 

5921.
1 

6143.
0 

611.4 
1636.

4 
3303.

5 
755.4 

977.3 

Banana 3621.
5 

2133.6 
1729.

3 
1871.

3 
3171.8 

6046.
4 

3482.
7 

3651.
7 

3622.
0 

5317.
3 

2424.
9 

1349.
1 

1922.
4 

450.2 
2145.4**  

Mango 3053.
6 

2522.6 
5030.

6 
4258.

9 
3347.4 

4303.
4 

3456.
8 

3456.
3 

3456.
3 

4093.
7 

1249.
8 

934.2 -1574 108.9 
746.3 

Coffee 
889.6 702.7 613.2 644.8 825.3 

1297.
9 

733.6 
1169.
8 

1101.
9 

1249.
7 

408.3 30.9 556.7 276.6 
424***  

Enset 4102.
1 

4744.5 
6386.

4 
5434.

7 
4498.3 

5438.
1 

2793.
3 

7794.
1 

6661.
0 

5800.
5 

1336.
0 

-1951 
1407.

7 
2162.7 

1302.1 

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

 

Table 4.28.2 Yield changes between 2017 and 2019 

 Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

Category of yield change  Change in Yield categories All AGP II  Previous AGP II New AGP II  
 

I 
Wheat  373.70*** 352.10*** 411.30***  

Onion  2951.10*** 2261.40** 6581.03* 

II  Teff 95.00*** 169.30*** -21.06 

Maize 292.90*** 440.80*** 40.30 

Banana      2145.40** 2056.80* 1964.55 

Coffee 424.40*** 496.10*** 220.72 

III  Horse bean 255.50*** 193.20 326.04** 

Chickpea 358.10** 205.70 282.68** 

IV  Sesame  97.10* 82.10 262.46 

Enset 1302.10 2135.90*** -3592.44 
 

V 

Barely 22.50 -43.71 119.35 

Sorghum 24.80 -35.90 151.60 

Tomato -874.90 -1704.10 -272.99 

Potato 977.30 1292.20 641.85 

Mango 746.30 1118.50 -302.58 
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c. Change in crop yield index  

Crop productivity index is the major PDO indicator in AGP II crops categorized into cereals and 

pulses, vegetables, oilseeds fruits and coffee. In addition to the productivity (yield) index made for 

each crop type, a separate index is developed for cereals, pulses, vegetables and fruits on aggregate 

basis. The aggregated crop yield index is calculated by attaching weights to each crop type - based 

on the proportion of cultivated land area allotted to a specific crop to the total household cultivated 

land allocated to the aggregated crops. Then, the mean yield of each aggregated crop is multiplied 

with the respective attached weight and summed up for each household. Table 4.29 presents the 

result on the change in the aggregated crop yield index for cereals, pulses, vegetables and fruits 

between the baseline and midline periods. The result shows that average aggregated crop yield 

index has been generally improved. Besides, the table indicates that for all AGP II households, the 

change in crop productivity is all positive and statistically significant at least at 5% significance 

level with the only weakly significant case of oilseeds. The result shows that households in the 

intervention areas registered significant increase in yield at midterm compared to the baseline 

situation. The same result holds true for both old and new AGP II woredas though the percentage 

increase varies. 

 

To state it by crop categories, cereal yield index has shown a 16.3% growth over the two study 

periods. Pulse yield index increased from 815.6Q/ha in 2017 to 1104.70 Q/ha in 2019, indicating a 

35.4% growth between the two study periods. The yield index for vegetables has also increased 

from 4311 Q/ha in 2017 to 5744.5Q/ha in 2019. A more substantial change is observed for fruit yield 

index. It increased from 3163.07 Q/ha in 2017 to 4645.34Q/ha in 2019, indicating a 47% growth 

over the two study periods.  
 

Table 4.29: Change in productivity index by crop categories between 2017 and 2019 

Crop by 

Category  
All AGP II  Previous AGP II New AGP II 

Percentage Statistical 

Significance 

Percentage Statistical 

Significance 

Percentage Statistical 

Significance 

Cereals  16.3 Significant 20.0 Significant 11.0 Significant 

Pulses 35.4 >> 
28.0 

>> 
44.0 >> 

Oilseed 35.6 >> 
30.0 insignificant 131.0 insignificant 

Vegetables 33.2 >> 
28.0 Significant 44.0 

>> 

Fruits 46.9 >> 
48.0 

>> 
45.0 

>> 

Coffee 51.4 >> 59.4 >> 27.7 >> 

Average 36.5 >> 35.6 >> 50.5 >> 

Crop yield index 17.0 >>     

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

As stated in the PIM of AGP II, to estimate the impact of AGP II on crop productivity, crop yield 

index should be used in addition to the changes observed in individual crop. Accordingly, we 

computed yield index and analyzed the results on the change in crop productivity using crop yield 

index between the midterm period of the project and the baseline situation. The results are reported 

in Table 4.30. As shown in Table 4.30, crop productivity, measured in terms of crop yield index, 

has shown substantial change at midterm period compared to the baseline. However, the change 

is only statistically significant in old AGP II woredas but not in new AGP II woredas. while crop 

yield index increased from 1357.2 kg/ha at the baseline to 1586.5 kg/ha at the midterm period in 
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all AGP II woredas, it increased from 1364 kg/ha at the baseline  to 1685 kg/ha at midterm period 

in old AGP II woredas. In new AGP II woredas, it increased from 1345 kg/ha at the baseline to 

1419.2 kg/ha at the midterm period. The increase is statistically significant only in old AGP II 

woredas. Table 4.30 also shows the change in crop yield index disaggregated by gender of 

household head. While crop yield index is generally increased for all categories of households in 

all AGP II woredas, the change is statistically significant at least at 1% significance level only for 

UFHH.  

 
Table 4.30.1 Change in Average Crop Yield Index by AGP status  

 Period  All AGP II  Previous AGP II New AGP II 

Baseline (2017) 1357.1 1364 1345 

Midline (2019) 1586.5 1685 1419.2 

Change  229.5 321***  74.2 

Percentage 17 0.24 0.06 

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

The gender comparison of the index (Table 4.30.2) indicates that the average crop yield index in FHHs is 

greater than that of MHH consistently in all AGP II categories.    

 

Table 4.30.2 Change in Average Crop Yield Index by AGP status  

Percentage change in average yield index  

All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs  New AGPII HHS 

MHH  FHH THH  MHH  FHH THH  MHH  FHH THH  

16.54 17.6 16.91 22.75 25.46 23.54 5.36 5.72 5.51 

 

In Table 4.31.1, the change in crop yield index for all crops by AGP status is indicated for 

comparison along the AGP status. For example, for all AGP II households, previous and New AGP 

II households, the change in the crop productivity index between MHHs and FHHs is 17% vs 

17.6%, 23% vs 25.5%, and 5 vs 5.7%, respectively, indicating slight advantage of FHHs over 

MHHs unlike the case of individual crop yield possibly because FHHs grow crops over smaller 

areas compared to that of MHHs.     
 

Table 4.31.1: Change in crop yield index by household categories (kg/ha) 
 AGP II group  Period MHH MFHH UFHH FHH THH 

All AGP II  

 

 

 

Baseline 1375.8 1278.8 1327.3 1307.63 1357.08 

Midline 1603.4 1287.8 1606.7 1537.8 1586.53 

change  227.5 9.1 279.5 230.17 229.45 

% 17.0 0.7 21.1 17.6 16.9 

previous  

AGP II 

 

 

Baseline 1383.2 1243.2 1370 1311.3 1363.99 

Midline 1698 1419.2 1708.1 1645.12 1685.03 

Change 314.8 176 338.1 333.82 321.04 

% 23.0 0.14 0.25 25.5 23.5 

New AGP II 

 

 

 

Baseline 1362.6 1364.4 1273.3 1301.7 1345.03 

Midline 1435.6 1086.1 1455.02 1376.22 1419.19 

Change  73 -278.4 181.71 74.52 74.16 

% 5.0 (20.0) 14.0 5.7 5.5 
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Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

In addition to the aggregated crop index, it is informative to disaggregate the index by crop categories 

(Table 4.31.2). 

 

 

Table 4.31.2: Aggregated crop yield index and change by AGP status and household 

categories 

Evaluate Crop category 

Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status 

All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs New AGPII HHS 

MHH  FHH THH  MHH  FHH THH  MHH  FHH THH  

Baseline 
Cereals/pulse 1288.4 1206.42 1266.5 1301.73 1217.19 1279.88 1265.94 1190.18 1244.6 

Vegetable/Fruit 3788.2 3130.59 3634.5 3883.53 3676.01 3837.41 3622.87 2332.42 3296.3 

Midline  
Cereals 1510.2 1443.89 1494.2 1567.64 1530.40 1559.23 1413.30 1327.73 1390.3 

Vegetables 5547.1 4282.89 5249.5 5609.57 4677.33 5398.57 5413.81 3559.75 4942.4 

Change 

Cereals/pulses 221.8 237.46 227.6 265.90 313.21 279.34 147.36 137.55 145.7 

%  17.2 19.7 18.0 20.4 25.7 21.8 11.6 11.6 11.7 

Vegetables/Fruit  1758.9 1152.30 1615.0 1726.04 1001.32 1561.15 1790.94 1227.33 1646.2 

% 46.4 36.8 44.4 44.4 27.2 40.7 49.4 52.6 49.9 

Source: Computed by Authors based on survey data 

 

Disaggregating the results by AGP status (Table 4.31.2), positive change has also registered in all 

aggregated crop yield index in both new and previous AGP II households. In between the two 

study periods, change in cereal/pulses and vegetable/fruits yield index in previous AGP II is more 

pronounced for female headed households (FHH) than their counterparts in all AGP II households. 

However, Cereal/pulses yield index has been increased substantially for male headed households 

(MHH) in the new AGP II than female headed households (FHHs). For FHHs, the change in 

vegetable/fruit yield index is higher than that for MHHs. Note also that cereal and fruit yield index 

has been increased considerably for previous AGP II households than new AGP II households. On 

the other hand, new AGP II households have shown higher yield index increment for pulses, 

vegetables and oil crops than old AGP II households between 2017 and 2019 of the study periods 

 

4.2.3 Constraints in crop production 

AGP II woredas are high agricultural potential areas. However, these woredas face a number of 

constraints to crop production. For example crop damage, lack of and in appropriate use of 

production technologies (e.g. in improved seed, fertilizer, etc.) such as timeliness and inadequacy 

of supply, land related dispute, labor storage, irrigation related challenges, and so on. In this 

section, the level of these constraints are discussed based on the proportion of crop growing sample 

farmers affected by these constraints and the data is summarized in table 4.32.  

 

a. Crop damage  

Crops are damaged by number damaging agents before and after harvests. Before harvests, bad 

weather (wind, frost), plant disease, insect infestation, wild animals and birds are some of them. 

The survey data collected from shows that the crop damaging factors that are faced by most 
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households include wind, frost, insect infestation, plant disease and wild animals attack. Among 

them the severity of damage caused by plant disease, insect infestation increased whereas that of 

the others has decreased between the baseline and the midline.   

 

Table 4.32 Number of households facing crop damage due to several cases and change in 

severity between study periods    

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 

 

These pre-harvest damages to crop were analyzed by AGP II status and household categories (see 

Table 4.32 and 4.33). As table 4.33 indicates, among these crop-damage factors, wind, storm or 

hail and frost decreased in the midline relative to that of the baseline in previous AGP II 

households, whereas plant disease and Insect infestation increased in almost all households. 

Different from FHHs and unFHHs, the crop fields of unmarried households are victims to all these 

damaging factors.  

  

b. Poor use of improved technology (improved seed, fertilizer, related challenges)  

Crop productivity in AGP II households is also affected by the ignorance in using improved 

technologies. The highest proportion of households reported this challenge as a constraint to crop 

productivity (See table 4.33). For example, in all AGP II, previous AGP II and new AGP II 

respectively 65.1 percent, 64.1 percent and 66.8 percent of the households reported unawareness 

as a challenge to crop productivity. The ignorance reported by the interviewed households, 

however, is declining most probably due to the extension services, demonstrations and field days 

of the sample AGP II households including MHHs and FHHs except unmarried households. In 

unFHHs, the level of ignorance is increasing and this requires strengthening the AGP II 

interventions not only in case of unmarried but in all AGP II household categories.    

 

c. Land related disputed 

Land related dispute is the one of the least faced constraint among the AGP II households in crop 

production. Only less than 5 percent of the households face this challenge and the problem is. This 

means that dispute over land is a less important and declining factor in affecting crop productivity 

and increasing only in FHHs, unmarried and married households.       

 

d. Labor shortage 

Crop production is a labor intensive agricultural activity and inadequate family labor could 

constrain crop productivity.  Compared to the baseline, during the midline there is a tendency of 

decreasing labor-shortage in the sample households. For example in all AGP II woredas, the 

number of proportion of households facing labor shortage decreased from nearly 14 percent to 5.7 

Type of damage in any 

crop 

No. of households who faced it in Severity over years: 1=increased; 2= 

decreased (lost equal to more than 1/3 

of the crop)  
 Baseline 

(2017)  

 Midterm (2019) 

Wind 1141 951 2 

Frost 1664 447 2 

Flooding/water logging 375 231 2 

Plant disease 702 1097 1 

Insect infestation 446 580 1 

Bird attach 226 235 1 

Wild animals attack 604 452 2 
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percent. In previous AGP II households, this percentage has decreased from about 13.2 percent to 

nearly 4 percent whereas in new AGP II households the labor shortage deceased from 16.1 percent 

to 10.5 percent which is higher compared to the case of previous AGP II households possibly due 

to the increased use of mechanization in previous AGP II households.  In terms of gender, in both 

MHHs and FHHs, labor shortage is decreasing except the case of unmarried female household 

heads.     

 

e. Shortage in Irrigation water 

Relatively larger proportion of households faces the shortage of irrigation water as a factor 

constraining crop production and productivity. However, in ALL and previous AGP II households, 

both MHHs and FHHs, the proportion of farmers who are facing the shortage is decreasing while 

it is increasing new AGP II households from 52 percent during the baseline to 58 percent during 

the midline.   

 

f. Conflict in irrigation water  

AGP II households were asked whether they faced conflict over irrigation water. The proportion 

of household facing dispute over irrigation water is less than 11 percent and largely decreasing 

proportion is reported by many of the households. In ALL and previous AGP II households, the 

tendency of increasing conflict is observable whereas in case of new AGP II households the 

reported conflicts are decreasing.    

 

g. High input prices  

High input prices discourage the use of modern inputs. About 29.9, 28.5 and 32.4 percent of the 

households reported high input price as a challenge during the baseline and the respective 

proportion during the midline 26.1, 25.3 and 27.5 indicating improvements in the access of the 

supply of inputs compared to the baseline. When we see the midline pattern, more proportion of 

the sample MHHs reported input prices as challenges in all the three AGP II categories. In addition, 

less than 10 percent of the MFHHs and UFHHs reported these challenges possibly because of the 

improvement of these services and the supplies to them compared to the MHHs.   

 

Overall, the challenges relating crop production in both MHHs and FHHs tend to decrease in the 

mid line compared to the baseline, but by household categories the increasing tendencies of the 

proportion facing is reported in many of them in case of UFHHs. In addition, the constraints to 

crop productivity are still severing even though they are decreasing especially in previous AGP II 

households. 



 

71 
 

Table 4.33 Constraints in crop production  
Table 2: Constraints in crop production  

Evaluate Major crop production constraints   Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status  

All AGPs households Previous AGP II HHs  New AGPII HHS 

MHH  mFHH umFHH FHH THH  MHH  mFHH umFHH FHH THH  MHH  mFHH umFHH FHH THH  

Baseline Wind, storm or hail(yes=1) 20.48 3.34 4.6 7.9 28.41 17.57 3.9 4.29 8.19 25.76 25.56 2.36 5.14 7.5 33.06 
Frost (yes=1) 23.05 4.25 4.65 8.9 31.95 22.02 4.61 4.13 8.74 30.76 24.86 3.61 5.56 9.17 34.03 
Plant disease (yes=1) 16.89 1.87 2.43 4.3 21.18 16.53 2.46 2.38 4.84 21.38 17.5 0.83 2.5 3.33 20.83 
Insect infestation (yes=1) 10.16 0.81 1.92 2.7 12.89 8.35 0.64 1.83 2.47 10.81 13.33 1.11 2.08 3.19 16.53 
Ignorance to use improved techs yes=1 45.18 8.35 11.55 19.9 65.08 44.49 9.16 10.44 19.6 64.09 46.41 6.94 13.49 20.43 66.83 

High price of inputs  21.31 3.33 5.29 8.6 29.94 20.03 3.79 4.72 8.51 28.54 23.58 2.52 6.31 8.83 32.41 
Non availability of improved tech yes=1 27.57 3.42 5.89 9.3 36.88 28.76 3.86 5.36 9.22 37.98 25.47 2.65 6.81 9.46 34.93 
Dispute on land (yes=1) 4.59 0.93 1.48 2.4 7 5.25 1.38 1.24 2.62 7.87 3.44 0.13 1.91 2.04 5.48 
Shortage of labor (yes=1) 11.44 1.59 0.95 2.5 13.98 10.76 1.87 0.55 2.42 13.17 13.22 0.86 2.01 2.87 16.09 
Shortage of irrigation water yes=1 37.83 3.04 7.39 10.4 48.26 37.42 2.58 6.45 9.03 46.45 38.67 4.0 9.33 13.33 52 
Conflict related to irrig water (yes=1) 6.09 0.43 1.3 1.7 7.83 6.45 0.65 1.94 2.59 9.03 5.33 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.33 

Midline  Wind, storm or hail(yes=1) 19.17 1.27 5.2 6.5 25.65 260 20 64.0 84.0 344.0 16.29 0.7 5.34 6.04 22.33 
Frost (yes=1) 10.3 0.51 2.29 2.8 13.11 10.49 0.56 2.0 2.56 13.05 9.97 0.42 2.81 3.23 13.2 
Plant disease (yes=1) 23.0 1.38 5.81 7.2 30.19 22.9 1.52 5.68 7.2 30.1 23.17 1.12 6.04 7.16 30.34 
Insect infestation (yes=1) 16.01 1.22 3.06 4.3 20.3 14.73 1.12 2.64 3.76 18.49 18.26 1.4 3.79 5.19 23.46 
Ignorance to use improved techs yes=1 39.26 2.64 14.29 16.9 56.19 38.48 2.72 13.38 16.1 54.58 40.63 2.5 15.88 18.38 59 
High price of inputs  18.43 1.41 6.28 7.7 26.11 17.67 1.43 6.22 7.65 25.32 19.75 1.38 6.38 7.76 27.5 
Non avail of improved techs, yes=1 38.49 3.14 10.24 13.4 51.87 37.55 2.93 9.23 12.2 49.71 40.13 3.5 12 15.5 55.63 
Dispute on land (yes=1) 2.55 0.23 2.37 2.6 5.15 3.01 0.21 2.43 2.64 5.65 1.76 0.25 2.26 2.51 4.27 
Shortage of labor (yes=1) 4.41 0.13 1.14 1.3 5.69 2.92 0.18 0.82 1 3.93 8.5 0.0 2.0 2.0 10.5 
Shortage of irrigation water, yes=1 34.8 0.44 6.61 7.1 41.85 28.39 0.65 5.16 5.81 34.19 48.61 0.0 9.72 9.72 58.33 

Conflict related to irrig wateryes=1 7.49 0.0 0.44 0.4 7.93 10.32 0.0 0.65 0.65 10.97 1.39 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.39 

Change  Wind, storm or hail (yes=1) -1.31 -2.07 0.6 -1.5 -2.76 242.43 16.1 59.71 75.8 318.2 -9.27 -1.66 0.2 -1.46 -10.7 
Frost (yes=1) -12.7 -3.74 -2.36 -6.1 -18.8 -11.53 -4.05 -2.13 -6.2 -17.7 -14.9 -3.19 -2.75 -5.94 -20.8 
Plant disease (yes=1) 6.11 -0.49 3.38 2.9 9.01 6.37 -0.94 3.3 2.36 8.72 5.67 0.29 3.54 3.83 9.51 
Insect infestation (yes=1) 5.85 0.41 1.14 1.6 7.41 6.38 0.48 0.81 1.29 7.68 4.93 0.29 1.71 2 6.93 
Ignorance to use improved tech, yes=1 -5.92 -5.71 2.74 -2.9 -8.89 -6.01 -6.44 2.94 -3.5 -9.51 -5.78 -4.44 2.39 -2.05 -7.83 
High price of inputs  -2.88 -1.92 0.99 -0.9 -3.83 -2.36 -2.36 1.5 -0.9 -3.22 -3.83 -1.14 0.07 -1.07 -4.91 
Non availability of improved tech yes=1 10.9 -0.28 4.35 4.1 14.99 8.79 -0.93 3.87 2.94 11.73 14.66 0.85 5.19 6.04 20.7 
Dispute on land (yes=1) -2.04 -0.7 0.89 0.2 -1.85 -2.24 -1.17 1.19 0.02 -2.22 -1.68 0.12 0.35 0.47 -1.21 
Shortage of labor (yes=1) -7.03 -1.46 0.19 -1.3 -8.29 -7.84 -1.69 0.27 -1.4 -9.24 -4.72 -0.86 -0.01 -0.87 -5.59 
Shortage of irrigation water, yes=1 -3.03 -2.6 -0.78 -3.4 -6.41 -9.03 -1.93 -1.29 -3.2 -12.3 9.94 -4 0.39 -3.61 6.33 
Conflict related to irrigation (yes=1) 1.4 -0.43 -0.86 -1.3 0.1 3.87 -0.65 -1.29 -1.9 1.94 -3.94 0 0 0 -3.94 

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019 
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4.2.4 Impact of AGP II on crop productivity  

In the previous subsections of this chapter, we discussed the results on the changes in crop 

productivity mainly using crop diversity and crop productivity for individual crop as well as for 

crop yield index. The findings revealed that there is a general increase in crop productivity at 

midterm period compared to the baseline situation. There may be various factors that contributed 

to this increase in crop productivity in the program areas over the study periods. The study tries to 

estimate the contribution of AGP II for the increase in crop productivity. This subsection presents 

the results of the evaluation study.  

 

To do this, first the productivity index of the AGP II crops was estimated for all households 

separately for the baseline and the midterm. Following this, the changes in the crop productivity 

index for all the panel households is computed. The computed change in crop productivity is used 

as a dependent variable in the estimation of the model specified below. In the model, let ὅὖὍ be 

crop productivity computed for the baseline and ὅὖὍ be the crop productivity index after two-

year period. In panel data analysis, the change in crop productivity index can be modeled as the 

function of the explanatory variables including all AGP II interventions. 

 

ἍἜἓἱἼ  ἍἜἓἱἼ  Ἦ  ἦȠ   éééééééééééééééééé.. (4.1)  

Where ὢ  are vector of explanatory variables and   is the coefficient of each explanatory variable. 

Assuming that the AGP II interventions targeting crop productivity are dominating the time period 

between the midline and the baseline, we can estimate equation as: 

  

ЎἍἜἓ ἷ   ἷἼ  В ἱἦἱἼἱ ἾἱἼ  ἭἱἼ     ééééééééé éé.. (4.2)   

For i=1,,,,, n panels; where ὸ =1,é, n;    is constant term, t is the time variable year with 

coefficient ♫▫; ♫░ is the coefficient of the explanatory variables; ○ ░◄ and ▄░◄ is identically 

independently distributed, ὔ πȟ„) and ▄░◄ are i.i.d., ὔ πȟ„).  

 

In the model, the most important explanatory variable is the time variable t, which is supposed to 

capture all the AGP II interventions. In addition to this variable, households could also vary in 

social economic variables such as age, gender, and formal education, marital status (male, married 

female and unmarried female), land size, whether the households faced, closeness or remoteness 

to market, labour shortage, various unexpected weather shocks and damages to crops (including 

wind, frost, flood, insect infestation, bird and wild animals). Moreover, regions can vary in 

administrative and project implementation capacity, unrest, etc and this may affect crop 

productivity. Thus, we add regional dummies to control for the effect of regional difference. Other 

issue considered in the estimation is that there are many numbers of households who reported zero 

crop yields. Thus, we also take this into consideration when we estimate the model. Accordingly, 

we used random effect tobit model specification to estimate the model.  We conducted two 

estimations. First we run the model using time dummy only. In the second model, we add other 

variables including individual specific factors, covariate factors and regional dummies. Third, 

since the program is enrolled in phases since there are some program woredas that obtain the 

program interventions since 2011 and some others obtain the program interventions in the second 

phase in 2017, we run the model by including AGP status to control for the effect of the period of 

program enrollment on crop productivity. The estimation results are shown in Table 4.34.  
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In Table 4.34 the estimation results of the impact of AGP II on crop productivity is shown. Four 

models are estimated. In the first model, we estimated crop yield index on time dummy. In the 

second model, we estimated crop yield index on time dummy and controlling for individual 

specific factors as well as region effect. In the third model, we add crop damage and disput over 

land to control for their effect. In model four, we estimated crop yield index by including all 

variables including AGP status. In all the estimation models, the result for the coefficient of time 

dummy, which shows the effect of AGP II on crop productivity, is positive and significant at least 

at one percent significance level. Our preferred model is model three, in which we controlled for 

individual, covariate and regional effect to estimate the impact of AGP II on crop productivity. As 

shown in column three of the table, crop productivity is significantly higher by 37 percentage 

points at midterm period of the program compared to the baseline situation in AGP II woredas. 

Assuming that there is no other development intervention with substantial resourceful intervention 

or factors that affect crop productivity in the woredas, the result can be interpreted as the effect of 

AGP II on crop productivity. in model four, we can see that the both the coefficient for AGP status 

and the interaction terms of AGP status and time dummy is found to have positive but statistically 

insignificant at conventional statistical significance level, indicating that there is no statistical 

significant difference between old AGP and new AGP II at midterm period of the program.  

 

Table 4.34: Impact of AGP II on crop productivity (log of crop yield index): random effect tobit 

estimation.  

Variables  
Model one Model Two Model three Model four 

coef/se coef/se coef/se coef/se 

Time dummy 

 

0.376*** 0.373*** 0.366*** 0.298*** 

(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.079) 

Family size 

 

 0.011 0.012 0.011 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Marital status (married=1) 

 

 -0.163* -0.150* -0.153* 

 (0.089) (0.089) (0.089) 

Farmer or family farm worker (=1) 

 

 0.328*** 0.323*** 0.325*** 

 (0.085) (0.085) (0.085) 

Gender of household head (Male=1, 

female=0) 

 

 0.184** 0.166* 0.167* 

 (0.086) (0.086) (0.086) 

Educational status of household head 

 

 0.084 0.076 0.078 

 (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) 

Region 

 

 -0.076*** -0.074*** -0.070*** 

 (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) 

Households with at least one type of crop 

damage 

 

  -0.020 -0.023 

  (0.053) (0.053) 

Households who face disputes over their 

land 

 

  0.016 0.015 

  (0.082) (0.082) 
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AGP II status (Old AGP==1 and  New 

AGP==0) 

 

   0.042 

   (0.074) 

Interaction term for time dummy and 

AGP status( t_AGP_S) 

 

   0.108 

   (0.099) 

_cons 

 

6.537*** 6.506*** 6.521*** 6.484*** 

(0.035) (0.108) (0.115) (0.127) 

/sigma_u 

 

0.511*** 0.443*** 0.424*** 0.419*** 

(0.062) (0.070) (0.072) (0.073) 

/sigma_e 

 

1.455*** 1.453*** 1.446*** 1.447*** 

(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) 

N 3766 3766 3724 3724 

Note that ***, **, * signify statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels respectively 

 

 

4.3 Impact of AGP II on livestock productivity  

This section presents the results on the impact of AGP II on livestock productivity. It contains two 

subsections. In the first subsection, the changes in livestock productivity is analysed in which we 

compared livestock productivity before and after two years of the program interventions. This will 

be followed by estimating the impact of the program attributed to the change in livestock 

productivity.  

 

4.3.1 Change in livestock production and productivity  

To analyze the changes in livestock productivity, households were asked various questions about 

their livestock productivity. Key livestock products used to analyze livestock productivity are 

cattle milk, honey and egg. We measure cattle milk using milk output in liter per day per milking 

cow. Honey productivity is measured using kilogram per year per beehives. Number of eggs laid 

per week per chicken is used to assess the changes in poultry productivity. Table 4.35 shows the 

results on the changes in livestock productivity measured in terms of daily cow milk productivity, 

meat productivity, honey yield and egg yield after two years of the program interventions started 

to be implemented. Average livestock productivity over the two study periods is 0.54 liter per day 

per cow for cow milk, 1.01 number of egg per week per chicken, 11.0 KG per year for meat and 

4.49 KG per year per beehive for honey. Cow milk yield was 0.44 liter per cow before the program 

started in 2017. It increased to 0.61 liter per milking cow after two years of the program 

interventions in 2019. Honey yield increased from 2.99 Kg per year per traditional beehive in 2017 

to 5.31 Kg per year per traditional beehive in 2019, indicating a change in more than double 

between the two study periods. A more substantial change is observed for honey productivity from 

modern beehives. It increased from 3.77 Kg per year per modern beehive in 2017 to 15.09 Kg per 

year per modern beehive in 2019, indicating about five times change two years after the program 

started. With regard to poultry productivity, it can be seen that there has been some positive change 

between the two study periods. It increased from 0.8 number of egg per week per egg ï laying hen 

in 2017 to 1.11 number of egg laid per week per egg ï laying hen in 2019.  

 

Disaggregating the results by AGP status, there is also positive change in all kinds of livestock 

products in both new and old AGP between the study periods. Table 4.36 shows the change in 
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livestock productivity disaggregated by AGP status. For instance, cow milk yield was 0.45 and 

0.41 liter per milking cow in previous and new AGP in 2017, respectively. This has increased to 

0.68 and 0.47 liter per milking cow in previous and new AGP in 2019, respectively. Substantial 

change is also observed in honey yield both from traditional and modern beehive in both new and 

previous AGP between the two study periods. While honey yield from traditional beehive in new 

AGP is increased from 3.11 Kg per year per traditional beehive in 2017 to 6.84 Kg per year per 

traditional beehive in 2019, it increased from 2.84 Kg per year per traditional beehive to 4.07 in 

previous AGP between the two periods. Egg productivity also increased from 0.72 number of egg 

per week per chicken in the new AGP woredas in 2017 to 1.01 number of egg per week per chicken 

in new AGP woredas in 2019. The corresponding figures for egg productivity in previous AGP 

are 0.85 and 1.17. See table 4.35 for the detail results. 
 

Table 4.35: Change in livestock productivity between the period 2017 and 2019 

Livestock product type Baseline (2017) Midline (2019) Total 

N mean N mean N mean 

Milk yield (liter/day/cow) 515 0.44 734 0.61 1249 0.54 

Egg yield (number/week/hen) 318 0.80 611 1.11 929 1.01 

Honey yield (kg/year/beehive) 105 2.99 189 5.31 294 4.49 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey results 

 

Table 4.36: Change in livestock productivity between the period 2017 and 2019 by AGP status 

Livestock product type Baseline (2017) Midline (2019) 

Previous AGP New AGP Previous AGP New AGP 

N mean N mean N mean N mean 

Milk yield (liter/day/cow) 364 0.45 151 0.41 490 0.68 244 0.47 

Egg yield (number/week/hen) 202 0.85 116 0.72 406 1.17 205 1.00 

Honey yield (kg/year/beehive) 45 2.84 60 3.11 104 4.07 85 6.84 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey results 

 

Table 4.37 shows the change in livestock productivity disaggregated by sex of household head and AGP 

status before the program started in 2017 and after two years of the program intervention in 2019. Milk 

yield for male headed households (MHH) has increased in both previous and new AGP between the two 

study periods. It increased from 0.42 liter per day per cow in previous AGP and 0.40 liter per day per cow 

in new AGP woredas before the program intervention to 0.7 liter per day per cow in previous AGP and 

0.48 liter per day per cow in new AGP woredas after two years of the program interventions in 2019. For 

female headed households (FHH), milk yield declined in previous AGP woredas and remained the same in 

new AGP woredas after two years of the program interventions. Our result shows that even though milk 

yield was higher for FHH than for MHH in previous AGP before the AGP-II started, there is a decline in 

milk yields for FHH whereas it increased for MHH after the program interventions. The table also shows 

changes in poultry productivity by sex of the household head. In this case, there is an increase in number 

of egg per week per chicken for MHH and FHH between the two periods. Egg yield was 0.96 and 0.53 

number of egg per week per chicken for MHH and FHH before the program started in previous AGP in 

2017, respectively. This increased to 1.14 and 1.28 number of eggs per week per chicken after two years of 

the program intervention in 2019. We can see that MHH had a higher productivity in previous AGP woredas 

compared to FHH before AGP-II started. After two years of the program intervention, egg yield became 

slightly higher for FHH in the same woredas. On the other hand, egg yield was higher for FHH in new AGP 

woredas (0.95 number of egg per week per chicken) compared to the egg yield for MHH (0.62) before the 

program intervention. After two years of the program intervention, egg yield for FHH and MHH is 1.16 
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and 0.95 number of egg per week per chicken, respectively. Note that the percentage increase in egg yield 

is higher for MHH compared to the increase for FHH though egg yield is still higher for the latter. 

Honey productivity shows a positive change for all kinds of household head in previous AGP woredas. It 

increased from 3.05 and 1.85 KG per year per beehive for MHH and FHH in previous AGP woredas before 

AGP-II started in 2017, respectively, to 3.28 and 10.07 KG per year after two years of the program 

intervention in 2019. In new AGP woredas, honey productivity also substantially increased for MHH and 

FHH between the two study periods (See Table 4.37 for the detail results on the change in livestock 

productivity by sex of household head and AGP status before and after two years of the program 

intervention).  

 

Table 4.37: Change in livestock productivity between the period 2017 and 2019 by AGP status and Sex of 

household head 

Livestock product type 

  Sex of 
household 

head 

Baseline (2017) Midline (2019) 

Previous AGP Old AGP 
Previous 

AGP Old AGP 
N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean 

 Milk yield 

(liter/day/cow) 

MHH 279 0.42 99 0.40 389 0.70 191 0.48 

FHH 85 0.55 52 0.42 101 0.59 53 0.41 

 Honey yield 

(kg/year/beehive) 

MHH 37 3.05 48 3.32 92 3.28 72 7.27 

FHH 8 1.85 12 2.28 12 10.07 13 4.49 

 Egg yield 

(number/week/hen) 

MHH 152 0.96 81 0.62 324 1.14 150 0.95 

FHH 50 0.53 35 0.95 82 1.28 55 1.16 

Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey results 

 

4.3.2 Constraints in livestock production 

The previous section discussed the change in livestock productivity after two years of the program 

interventions compared to before it started in 2017. Before estimating the impact of the program 

on this change, a brief outline on the major constraints of livestock production as reported by the 

sample respondents will be discussed in this section. Table 4.38 presents the change in the major 

challenges in livestock production before and after two years of the program intervention. 

Households were asked to state the major constraints in livestock production and rank their 

severity as sever, moderate and not a problem at all. The major constraints stated are lack of 

livestock water, livestock disease, and lack of grazing land. As shown in Table 4.38, about 18% 

and 11% of the respondents stated that lack of livestock drinking water was moderately and sever 

problem before the program started in 2017, respectively. While about 21% stated as it is now a 

moderate problem, at least 9% stated that it is still a severe problem after two years of the program 

intervention. At least 84% of the respondents stated that gendi disease was not at all their major 

problem before the program started. The proportion of respondents who stated the same increased 

by about 3% after two years of the program intervention in 2019. Lack of grazing land was a severe 

problem for at least 12% of the respondents at the baseline. The proportion of respondents who 

stated the same has marginally declined to 11% after two years of the program intervention. See 

table 4.38 for the detail results. 
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Table 4.38: change in major constraints for livestock production before and after two years of the 

program interventions started (Between the baseline and midline program period) 

Challenges Severely 

Baseline  

(N=2193) 

Midline  

(N=2200) Change (%age point) 

Old 

AGP 

New 

AGP Total 

Old 

AGP 

New 

AGP Total 

Old 

AGP 

New 

AGP Total 

Lack of 

drinking 

water 

Moderately 10.44 7.39 17.83 13.18 7.36 20.55 2.74 -0.03 2.72 

Severely 5.84 4.7 10.53 5.09 4.36 9.45 -0.75 -0.34 -1.08 

Not at all 47.47 24.17 71.64 45.36 24.64 70 -2.11 0.47 -1.64 

Gendi  

Moderately 7.34 3.74 11.08 7.27 2.86 10.14 -0.07 -0.88 -0.94 

Severely 3.1 1.78 4.88 1.95 1.05 3 -1.15 -0.73 -1.88 

Not at all 53.31 30.73 84.04 54.41 32.45 86.86 1.1 1.72 2.82 

Lack of 

grazing 

land 

Moderately 12.4 8.16 20.57 18.18 8.73 26.91 5.78 0.57 6.34 

Severely 6.75 5.61 12.36 6.18 4.68 10.86 -0.57 -0.93 -1.5 

Not at all 44.6 22.48 67.08 39.27 22.95 62.23 -5.33 0.47 -4.85 

Other 

animal 

diseases 

Moderately 8.34 4.47 12.81 10.73 6 16.73 2.39 1.53 3.92 

Severely 2.69 1.78 4.47 3.64 2.23 5.86 0.95 0.45 1.39 

Not at all 52.71 30 82.72 49.27 28.14 77.41 -3.44 -1.86 -5.31 

Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey results 

 

 

4.3.3 Impact of AGP on livestock productivity 

From policy perspective, the fundamental issue of an impact evaluation is estimating the true 

impact of the second Agricultural Growth Program (AGP II), on those who benefit from the 

program intervention. If the true impact of the program is low, then the policy question is to 

distinguish whether the low effect of the program intervention is due to low compliance rates or a 

consequence of small treatment effects among compliers. Obtaining the right answer for this policy 

question is essential for policy decision on ñnot just how to scale-up the program but also whether 

or not to scale-up the programò. Thus, the main objective of this section is to present the results 

from the estimation of the true impact of AGP II on livestock productivity. The estimation is made 

for three kinds of livestock products including cow milk yield, honey yield and poultry yield. We 

estimated the impact of AGP II on livestock productivity using two methods. The first method is 

based on the unconditional mean based estimation of the impact of AGP II on livestock 

productivity, which does assumes that it is only the interventions of the program that affect 

livestock productivity in the program areas. In the second method, we estimated by relaxing this 

assumption and consider factors that affect livestock productivity other than the program 

interventions. We will first discuss the results from the estimation of the impact of AGP II on 

livestock productivity using the first method.  

Table 4.39 provides the simple (unconditional) means of the key livestock productivity outcome 

variables stated in AGP II PIM document including meat yield, milk yield, honey yield and egg 

yield for the two survey rounds: baseline (2017) and midline (2019). The results show that there 

is significant difference in mean milk yield between the midline and baseline. The difference in 

milk yield is at least 17 percentage points between the midline and baseline. It means that milk 

yield per day per cow is higher two years after the program intervention in 2019 compared to 

before the program started in 2017. This difference is statistically significant at least at 5% 

significance level. Similarly, there is also substantial difference in honey yield between the 

baseline and midline. The (unconditional) mean difference in honey yield is about 232 percentage 
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points. It means that honey yield in KG per year per traditional beehive is 232 percentage points 

higher after two years of the program intervention compared to before the program started in 2017. 

This difference is statistically significant at least at 5 percent significance level. The same result is 

obtained for poultry productivity, measured in egg yield (number of egg per week per chicken). 

The results shows that egg yield is higher by at least 31 percentage points after two years of the 

program intervention compared to before AGP II started in 2017. The difference is also statistically 

significance at least at 5 percent significance level. 

 

 

Table 4.39: Unconditional mean difference in livestock productivity between the baseline and 

midline period of AGP program  

Livestock 

product type 

Baseline Midline  Difference (Baseline - Midline)  

N Mean N Mean Mean Dif. t-value 

 Milk yield  515 0.436 734 0.609 -0.172 -2.25** 

 Honey yield  105 2.993 189 5.314 -2.321 -1.9** 

 Egg yield  318 0.802 611 1.114 -0.311 -2.45** 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey results 

 

The above paragraph discussed the unconditional mean difference in livestock productivity before 

and after two years of the program started in 2017. It does not show us whether or not there is 

difference in livestock productivity between the new and old AGP woredas, which obtained the 

program intervention at different point in time. Table 4.40 shows the simple (unconditional) means 

of the key livestock productivity outcome variables stated in AGP II PIM document including 

meat yield, milk yield, honey yield and egg yield disaggregated by AGP status for the two survey 

rounds: baseline (2017) and midline (2019). As it can be seen from the table, while there is 

statistically significance difference in milk and egg yield in old AGP before and after two years of 

the program started, this case is different in the new AGP woredas. In the later groups of woredas, 

there is statistically significance difference in honey and egg yield between the two study periods. 

Moreover, while there is significant difference in milk yield by at least 23 percentage points in old 

AGP, the difference is only 6 percentage points in new AGP woredas between the two study 

periods. In sum, AGP II had no any significant effect in honey yield in old AGP woredas and milk 

yield in new AGP woredas. On the other hand, AGP II has significant effect on milk yield and egg 

yield in old AGP woredas whilst it has significant effect on honey yield and egg yield in new AGP 

woredas at midline compared to the baseline situation.  

 

Table 4.41 shows the unconditional mean difference in livestock productivity, measured in meat, 

milk, honey and egg yield by AGP status disaggregated by sex and status of household head.  
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Table 4.40: Unconditional mean difference in livestock productivity between the baseline and 

midline period of AGP program by AGP status 

AGP 

Status 

Livestock product 

type 

Baseline Midline  

Difference (Baseline - 

Midline)  

N Mean N Mean Mean Dif. t-value 

 Milk yield  364 0.448 490 0.679 0.232 2.25** 

 Honey yield  45 2.838 104 4.065 1.227 0.9 

 Egg yield by  202 0.851 406 1.169 0.318 1.9* 

New AGP 

 Milk yield  151 0.407 244 0.466 0.059 0.6 

 Honey yield  60 3.109 85 6.843 3.734 1.85* 

 Egg yield  116 0.718 205 1.005 0.286 1.6* 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey results 

 
Table 4.41: Unconditional mean difference in livestock productivity between the baseline and midline 

period of AGP program by sex of household head and AGP status 

AGP 

status 

Livestock 

product 

type 

Sex & 
status of 

Household 
head   

Baseline (2017) Midline(2019) 

Difference 
(Baseline - 
Midline)  

N Mean N Mean 
Mean 
Dif. t-value 

Previous 
AGP 

 Milk yield  

THH 364 0.448 490 0.679 -0.232 -2.25**  

MHH 279 0.417 389 0.704 -0.286 -2.6***  

FHH 85 0.547 101 0.587 -0.039 -0.15 

 Honey 
yield 

THH 45 2.838 104 4.065 -1.227 -0.9 

MHH 37 3.051 92 3.282 -0.231 -0.25 

FHH 8 1.854 12 10.07 -8.216 -1.05 

 Egg yield 

THH 202 0.851 406 1.169 -0.318 -1.9*  

MHH 152 0.958 324 1.142 -0.184 -0.95 

FHH 50 0.526 82 1.278 -0.751 -2.05 

NEw 
AGP 

 Milk yield  

THH 151 0.407 244 0.466 -0.059 -0.6 

MHH 99 0.399 191 0.481 -0.083 -0.65 

FHH 52 0.423 53 0.411 0.012 0.1 

 Honey 
yield 

THH 60 3.109 85 6.843 -3.734 -1.85*  

MHH 48 3.316 72 7.269 -3.954 -1.65*  

FHH 12 2.284 13 4.486 -2.201 -0.95 

 Egg yield 

THH 116 0.718 205 1.005 -0.286 -1.6*  

MHH 81 0.617 150 0.95 -0.333 -1.65*  

FHH 35 0.954 55 1.156 -0.202 -0.55 

Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey result 

 

 

Since for some household heads, our data contains small number of observation for some livestock 

product type, the table reports results only for observations greater or equal to twenty so that we 

can conduct t statistic test for the productivity difference between the two study periods for the 

particular household head. As shown in the table, there is no statistically significant difference in 
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most of the livestock product type used in this analysis for most household head type between the 

two periods. Milk yield productivity in previous AGP woredas has increased significantly between 

2017 and 2019. This significant increase is due to the high productivity change in MHH as the 

positive increase in FHH is not statistically significant. Even if there is some improvement in milk 

yield for MHH in new AGP woredas, it is not statistically significant. Like milk yield in previous 

AGP woredas, egg and honey yield have also significantly increased for MHH in new AGP 

woredas between the two study periods.  

 

The above discussion on the impact of AGP II on livestock productivity is made based on the 

simple comparison of productivity using unconditional means, which assumes that the observed 

differences in the key livestock productivity outcome variables are due solely to the program 

interventions; and no other factors are responsible for the yield differences. This is not true in the 

real world since there may be other influencing factors that have positive or negative effect on 

agricultural yield. The true impact of the program may be biased upward or downward unless these 

factors are controlled in the estimation. Thus, we attempt to single out the true impact of AGP II 

on livestock productivity by estimating the econometric model 3.1 shown in chapter three of this 

report. In the model we tried to control factors that have influence on livestock productivity other 

than those related to the program interventions. Table 4.43 shows the variables included as 

controlling variables and their descriptive statistics.    

 

We estimated the model to single out the impact of AGP II  on its key outcome variables using 

random effect tobit model specification since substantial numbers of respondents reported zero 

yield in all kinds of livestock products included in the analysis during the survey year. We 

estimated three kinds of specifications. First, we estimated yield for the three kinds of livestock 

products separately by regressing on time dummy, the coefficient of which shows the impact of 

AGP II on livestock productivity. Second, we estimated the same model by including demographic 

variables and regional dummy to control for their effect on livestock yield. Third, we estimated 

the same model by including time dummy, demographic factors and other covariate factors that 

negatively affect livestock productivity including livestock disease, lack of water and grazing land. 

While the detail results of the model estimation are reported in Table 4.44, the summary of the 

results is shown in Table 4.424.  

 

As can be seen from the Table 4.42, milk yield index is significantly higher at midline compared 

to the yield before the program intervention started in 2017 by 9.3 percentage points. Similarly, 

honey yield is significantly higher at midline compared to the yield before the program 

intervention started in 2017 by 52.8 percentage points. Moreover, egg yield is significantly higher 

at midline compared to the yield before the program intervention started in 2017 by 15 percentage 

points. Assuming that AGP II is the only program that provide livestock productivity enhancing 

development interventions in the study woredas, these effects can be attributed to the program 

since we controlled for other covariate and individual specific factors that are expected to have 

effect on livestock yield. If this assumption is wrong, then we cannot conclude that the change is 

solely attributed from the program interventions. This is one of the limitations of this study since 

we do not have comparison groups that have similar characteristics with households in the 

intervention woredas but differ in obtaining the program intervention.  

                                                           
4 In Table 4.44, the first three columns show the results for milk yield. The next three columns show the results for 

honey yield whilst the last three columns show the results for egg yield. 
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Table 4.42: The impact of AGP II on livestock productivity at midline compared to the baseline (Random 

effect ï tobit model estimation) 

Program 

Outcome 

variable 

Mid -line  

compared to 

baseline 

Statistical significance Interpretation 

Milk Yield  0.093*** 
Statistically significant at 

least at 1% significance level 

AGP II has statistically significant impact 

on milk yield if implemented well 

Honey Yield 0.528*** 
Statistically significant at 

least at 1% significance level 

AGP II has statistically significant impact 

on honey yield if implemented well 

Egg Yield 0.150** 
Statistically significant at 

least at 5% significance level 

AGP II has statistically significant impact 

on egg yield if implemented well 
Source: AGP II baseline and midline surveys result 
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Table 4.43: Descriptive statistics for variables used in the estimation of impact of AGP II on livestock productivity (Random effect tobit model) 
Variable  Variables definition baseline midline Total 

N min mean sd max N min mean sd max N min mean sd max 

Age  Age in year 2199 17 45.25 14.53 100 2201 18 47.25 14.71 100 4400 17 46.25 14.65 100 

Educatio

n level  

0 = no education; 1 = 

primary education; 

2=secondary school; 

3=higher education; 4 

informal education 

2201 0 0.48 0.67 3 2201 0 0.50 0.68 3 4402 0 0.49 0.67 3 

Gender  Male head = 1 

Female head = 0 
2201 0 0.70 0.46 1 2201 0 0.70 0.46 1 4402 0 0.70 0.46 1 

Family 

Size 

Number of family members 
2199 1 4.81 2.14 14 2201 1 4.86 2.14 12 4400 1 4.84 2.14 14 

Marital 

status  

If Married = 1  

Otherwise = 0 
2199 0 0.78 0.41 1 2201 0 0.72 0.45 1 4400 0 0.75 0.43 1 

Occupati

on  

Farmer/family farm worker 

= 1; Otherwise = 0 
2199 0 0.88 0.32 1 2201 0 0.83 0.37 1 4400 0 0.86 0.35 1 

Milk 

yield in  

Litter/day/lactating cow 
515 0 0.44 1.10 16 734 0 0.61 1.47 18 1249 0 0.54 1.33 18 

Honey 

yield in  

kg/year/bee hive 
105 0 2.99 4.08 22.5 189 0 5.31 12.24 133.33 294 0 4.49 10.16 133.33 

Egg yield 

in  

numbers/week/egg laying 

chicken 
318 0 0.80 1.47 10.38 611 0 1.11 1.99 14.77 929 0 1.01 1.83 14.77 

Meat 

yield  

kg/year 
2193 0 11.85 87.80 2500 2200 0 10.35 62.47 1500 4393 0 11.10 76.17 2500 

Water 

problem 

Lack of livestock water is a 

problem =1 
2201 0 0.28 0.45 1 2201 0 0.30 0.46 1 4402 0 0.29 0.45 1 

Livestoc

k disease  

Livestock disease is a 

problem = 1 
2201 0 0.16 0.37 1 2201 0 0.13 0.34 1 4402 0 0.15 0.35 1 

Lack of 

grazing 

land  

Lack of grazing land is a 

problem 2201 0 0.33 0.47 1 2201 0 0.38 0.48 1 4402 0 0.35 0.48 1 

Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey result 
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Table 4.44: Estimation of impact of AGP II on livestock productivity at midline (Random Effect Tobit 

Estimation)   
Variables  

  
lnMilk yield  lnHoney yield lnEgg yield 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

coef/se coef/se coef/se coef/se coef/se coef/se coef/se coef/se coef/se 

Year 

Dummy 

  

0.090*** 0.089*** 0.093*** 0.449*** 0.542*** 0.528*** 0.153*** 0.153** 0.150** 

(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.148) (0.151) (0.154) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) 

Age in year 

  

 0.000 0.000  -0.001 -0.001  -0.003 -0.003 

 (0.001) (0.001)  (0.005) (0.005)  (0.002) (0.002) 

Education 

Level 

 0.011 0.010  0.050 0.050  -0.027 -0.028 

 (0.015) (0.015)  (0.068) (0.068)  (0.028) (0.028) 

Gender of 

HHH 

 -0.052 -0.055  -0.280 -0.267  -0.082 -0.062 

 (0.057) (0.057)  (0.275) (0.276)  (0.103) (0.102) 

Household 

Size 

 0.014 0.014  0.023 0.019  0.041*** 0.034** 

 (0.009) (0.009)  (0.040) (0.041)  (0.015) (0.015) 

Marital 

status 

(married=1) 

 0.105 0.108*  0.176 0.145  0.021 0.008 

 (0.064) (0.064)  (0.324) (0.326)  (0.110) (0.109) 

Main 

Occupation 

 0.024 0.024  0.573** 0.557*  0.016 0.011 

 (0.059) (0.059)  (0.291) (0.291)  (0.098) (0.097) 

Region  0.005 0.008  0.081*** 0.082***  0.001 -0.001 

 (0.007) (0.008)  (0.026) (0.026)  (0.012) (0.012) 

Lack of 

livestock 

water 

  -0.102**   0.180   -0.182** 

  (0.042)   (0.197)   (0.081) 

Livestock 

disease 

  

  -0.010   -0.016   0.185** 

  (0.044)   (0.185)   (0.082) 

Lack of 

grazing land 

  0.038   -0.025   0.217*** 

  (0.039)   (0.186)   (0.075) 

Constant  0.128*** -0.067 -0.061 0.704*** -0.344 -0.322 0.178*** 0.140 0.133 

N 1249 1249 1249 294 294 294 929 929 929 

Source: AGP II baseline and midline survey results



 

84 
 

5 Impact of AGP II on agricultural commercialization 

5.1 Introduction  

The overall objective of agricultural commercialization in the AGP is to increase participation of 

smallholder farmers through increased access to input and output markets. In light of this, 

agricultural commercialization (which is component 4 of the program) has four sub-components 

namely (1) support agricultural input supply system, (2) support farmer organizations, (3) support 

agribusiness development, (4) support market infrastructure development and management. 

Hence, the quantitative assessment of AGP II MTR is to delineate the degree to which AGP II is 

on track to achieve its intended impact and outcomes and provide a comprehensive midterm 

program evaluation report to enable the Government and other key stakeholders to take the 

necessary measures on the future orientation and emphasis of the program during its remaining 

period.  

Accordingly, this chapter of the report deals assessing the changes in the intermediary and PDO 

outcomes related to agricultural commercialization occurred in AGP II woredas over the past two 

years since commencement of its implementation. Including this introductory section, the chapter 

has four sections. The first deals with changes in the intermediary outcomes at midterm period 

compared to the baseline situation. The second section discusses the results of the analysis made 

on the impact of AGP II on crop commercialization. Section four presents the results on the impact 

of AGP II on crop commercialization.  

 

5.2 Change in intermediate outcomes  

5.2.1 Change in the public service provision  

Building capacity of smallholders requires introducing innovative ways of production and 

marketing practices. Training on how to market, manage finance for crop production, business 

plan development, and advices on different forms of extension services for both crop and livestock 

production and marketing have great importance. Table 5.1 provides the changes in seven different 

public services provisions (training, advice, technical supports) at midterm period of AGP II 

compared to the baseline situation. First, the table shows the changes in proportion of HHs received 

advice on how to market. In all AGP II woredas, the proportion of householdôs received advice on 

how to market their products have increased by 4.17% compared with the baseline situation, 

indicating some positive improvement over the study period. The result also revealed that there is 

a variation by AGP status. The change in number of HHs received advice were higher in old AGP 

II woredas (5%) compared to new AGP woredas (2.7%). Second, there is also an overall change 

in the proportion of households who received training on financial management for crop 

production. But the change is insignificant. It only increased by less than one percentage points 

over the study period. The change is higher in old AGP II compared to new AGP II woredas. Third, 

proportion of households who received training on business plan development for crop production 

has decline with less than one percentage points over the study period.   Fourth, regarding livestock 

related services, the overall change shows that the proportion of households who received advice 

on how to market poultry, diary and/or honey production, has registered positive change (1.1%) 

over the two periods.   Similarly, the overall change in the proportion of HHs received training on 
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financial management and business plan development for poultry, dairy or honey production is 

remained below 1% depicting minimal achievements (5.1e and f). The change in the proportion of 

households received advice on how to market livestock products, it is above 1% (see table 5.1g).  

 

Table 5.1: Change in public service provision (2019-2017) 

  AGP Old  New AGP All AGP HHs 

  

Baseline 

 (2017) 

 

Midli

ne  

(2019

) 

 

Change  

(2019-

2017) 

 

Basel

ine  

(2017

) 

 

Midli

ne 

 

(2019

) 

 

Chan

ge  

(2019

-

2017) 

 

Baseline 

(2017) 

 

Midline 

(2019) 

 

Change  

(2019-

2017) 

 

a. Proportion of households received advice on how to market crops 

MHH 3.15 6.43 3.28 2.9 4.63 1.73 3.06 5.77 2.71 

FHH 1 2.72 1.72 0.38 1.38 1 0.72 3.72 3 

THH 4.15 9.14 4.99 3.27 6 2.73 3.83 8 4.17 

N 1,398 
1,40

0   794 800   

   

b. Proportion of households received training on financial management for crop production 

MHH 1.5 3 1.5 2.39 2.38 -0.01 2.42 2.77 0.35 

FHH 0.79 0.93 0.14 0.25 0.76 0.51 0.68 0.86 0.18 

THH 2.29 3.93 1.64 2.64 3.13 0.49 3.31 3.64 0.33 

N 1398 1400   794 800      

c. Proportion of households received training on business plan development for crop production 

MHH 1.6 1.5 -0.1 1.76 1.13 -0.63 1.6 1.36 -0.24 

FHH  0.72 0.43 -0.29 0.63 0.5 -0.13 0.72 0.45 -0.27 

THH 2.33 1.93 -0.4 2.39 1.63 -0.76 2.33 1.82 -0.51 

N 1398 1400   794 800      

d. Proportion of households received advice on how to market poultry, diary or honey production 

MHH 2.29 2.93 0.64 1.26 2.25 0.99 1.92 2.68 0.76 

FHH 0.79 1.08 0.29 0.38 0.75 0.37 0.64 0.95 0.31 

THH 3.08 4 0.92 1.64 3 1.36 2.55 3.64 1.09 

N 1398 1400   794 800      

e. Proportion of HHs received training on financial management for poultry, dairy or honey 

production 

MHH 1.86 3.14 1.28 2.02 2 -0.02 1.92 2.05 0.13 

FHH 0.71 0.93 0.22 0.76 0.76 0 0.73 0.64 -0.09 

THH 2.58 4.07 1.49 2.77 2.75 -0.02 2.1 2.68 0.58 

N 1398 1400   794 800      

f. Proportion of HHs received training on business plan development for poultry, dairy, honey 

production 

MHH 1.79 2.29 0.5 1.39 1.63 0.24 1.64 2.05 0.41 

FHH 0.57 0.86 0.29 0.25 0.25 0 0.46 0.64 0.18 

THH 2.36 3.14 0.78 1.64 1.88 0.24 2.1 2.68 0.58 

N 1398 1400   794 800      

g. Proportion of households received advice on how to market and sell animals 

MHH 2.22 3.5 1.28 2.52 2.25 -0.27 2.33 3.05 0.72 
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  AGP Old  New AGP All AGP HHs 

  

Baseline 

 (2017) 

 

Midli

ne  

(2019

) 

 

Change  

(2019-

2017) 

 

Basel

ine  

(2017

) 

 

Midli

ne 

 

(2019

) 

 

Chan

ge  

(2019

-

2017) 

 

Baseline 

(2017) 

 

Midline 

(2019) 

 

Change  

(2019-

2017) 

 

FHH 0.86 1 0.14 0.13 0.88 0.75 0.59 0.95 0.36 

THH 3.08 4.5 1.42 2.64 3.13 0.49 2.92 4 1.08 

N 1398 1400   794 800   2192 2200 

Source: Computed by author using AGP II midterm household survey data, March 2019 

 

5.2.2 Change in the agricultural input support services 

The existence of well-functioning, effective and efficient agricultural input supply system is critical for 

promoting production and productivity of agriculture. In this regard, increasing access to sufficient quantity 

and quality of agricultural inputs through private sector, farmer groups, cooperatives and public institutions 

one key intervention areas. Accordingly, the CBSPGs are established and strengthened. 

 

(a) Proportion of Households member of CBSPGs 

Figure 5.1 shows results from AGP II midterm household survey that depicts change in proportion of 

households that are member of community based seed and forage producer group (CBSPG) disaggregated 

by AGP status. The overall household who were reported his/her participation in two groups found 2.1%. 

Out of these 1.6% in crop seed producing group and the remaining 0.5% in forage seed producing groups.  

When we consider participants by AGP status, AGP old and AGP new accounts for 1.46 and 0.63 

percentage shares, respectively.  The lesson that we can draw from this result is that participation of HHs 

in the two groups is negligible compared to expectation of the program.  

 

Figure 5.1. Proportion of householdôs who are a member of community based crop and forage seed 

producing groups (CBSPGs) in 2019 

Source: Authorsô computation from AGP II mid-term HH survey data, March 2019 
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(b) Proportion of household members of common interested groups (CIG)  

The sub-component 2 of commercialization envisages to ñsupport farmers organizationsò with aim 

to raise famersô organizations collective bargaining power thereby to raise their gains. This in turn 

include establishment and strengthening of farmers group with common interest (CIG) which will 

engage in the different productive business activity such as production of cereals, oil crops, diary, 

cattle fattening, beekeeping, honey production and processing, multiplication and distribution of 

seedlings, vegetable production and marketing, etc.  The formation of CIG was commenced since 

launching of AGP 1. Since then new CIGs were established and the old were strengthened. As 

stated in the PIM, AGP II based on lessons learnt from AGP I envisaged to establish on the 

different agri-business activities. CIGs are organized in the three different groups (i.e., women, 

youth and adult groups).  On the basis of this background, table 5.2 explore change in the 

proportion of HHs who are member of different CIGs over the two periods. The proportion of 

women CIG groups reported to participate in the livestock and livestock products increased from 

5% in the baseline to 31% in the midline depicting 26% increase (change) participate in livestock 

and livestock products. This shows promising progress made over the last two years. Growing 

demand for livestock and livestock products couples with lucrative prices motivated engagement 

of women CIGs in the livestock and livestock products production and marketing (see Table 5.2).  

 

Table 5.2: Proportion of households who are a member of different CIGs  

  

  

Old AGP New AGP All AGP HHs 

Baseline 

(2017) 

Midlin

e 

(2019) 

Chang

e 

(2019-

2017) 

Basel

ine 

(201

7) 

Midli

ne 

(201

9) 

Chan

ge 

(2019

-

2017) 

Baseli

ne 

(2017

) 

Midli

ne 

(201

9) 

Chang

e 

(2019-

2017) 

Common interested groups 

Women engaged in livestock & 

livestock products  4.41 0.86 -3.55 1.96 0.23 

-

1.73 5.09 31 22.00 

Common interested groups 

Women engaged in crops, fruits 

& vegetables 3.73 0.86 -2.87 1.36 0.14 

-

1.22 3.23 1.09 -4.00 

Common interested groups 

Youth engaged in livestock & 

livestock products 2.36 0.23 -2.13 0.86 0.18 

-

0.68 0.00 1.00 -2.23 

Common interested groups 

Youth engaged in crops, fruits 

and vegetable  0.73 0.73  0.05 0.05 

 

0.41 0.41 

Common interested groups 

adults (men& women) engaged 

in livestock& livestock 

products  0.27 0.27  0.27 0.27 

 

0.77 0.77 

Common interested groups 

adults (men& women) engaged 

in crops, fruits and vegetable  0.32 0.32  0.18 0.18 

 

0.55 0.55 

N 2,802 1598 

2199 220

0 

 

Source: Result from AGP II MT HHs survey data, March 2019 
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The change in proportion of women CIGs engaged in crops, fruits & vegetables marketing is 

decreased by 4% in the mid-term compared to baseline period. The change in proportion of youth 

and adult CIGs engaged in the same activity is less than 1% implying weak engagement of both 

groups. The change in proportion of youth CIGs engaged in the livestock and livestock product 

marketing are declined in the mid-term compared to its baseline. The change in proportion of adult 

CIG participation in the livestock and livestock product is low but registered positive change 

(Table 5.3).  

CIGs are similar to that of business enterprise. It is less likely for all CIGs to register success in 

their business initiative. There are successful CIGs made substantive progress and also large 

number of CIGs dissolved before first year birthday. The Table 5.8 shows perception of survey 

respondents on performance of GIGs over the last two years and since its initiation in 2011 as one 

of AGP I interventions. The perception varies across AGP status. Out of total respondents, 40.5%, 

19%, and 59.4 % of AGP old, AGP-new and all AGP HHs respectively believe that CIG 

interventions are productive/highly productive when they consider interventions over the last two 

years.  Perception on overall performance of CIGsô since its launching in 2011, about 40 % of 

respondents believes it as productive intervention, while the same proportion believe it is ónot-

badô or unsatisfactory. The remaining 20% believe it is poor or extremely poor. We can deduce 

that the perception is mixed.  This is indeed, consistent with findings AGP II MT qualitative 

assessment results.  

 

Table 5.3: Perception on performance of CIGS 

Performance of CIGôs for the last two years  

  Old  AGP New AGP All AGP HHs 

o Highly productive 13.92 11.39 25.31 

o Productive  26.58 7.59 34.17 

o Somewhat productive 20.25 6.33 26.58 

o Not productive  11.39 2.53 13.92 

Perception on overall  performance of CIG's 

o Highly productive 5.06 3.8 8.86 

o Productive  25.32 6.33 31.65 

o Not bad (fair) 26.58 13.92 40.5 

o Poor 7.59 3.8 11.39 

o Extremely poor 7.59 0 7.59 

Source: Result from AGP II MT HHs survey data, March 2019 

 

5.2.3 Change in the market access 

(a) Distance traveled and time taken to the nearest market 

As the result from the survey on distance traveled to get to the nearest market (kms) by AGP status 

and all AGP households covered in the survey indicate substantial progresses over the mid-term 

compared to baseline by all clusters of analysis. Average distance travelled by total households 

(THHs) declined from 24.5 kms in the baseline to 16.5 kms in the mid-term. This indicate distance 

to the nearest market declined by 8 kms or 32% compared to the baseline. Although it is difficult 

to account for AGP contribution, rural road expansion by AGP and non- AGP related investment 

on road network made visible contribution for market access. The t-test made to check significance 

of the change also depicts high significance (Table 5.4).   
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Table 5.4: Distance to the nearest market (Km)  
 Old AGP New AGP All AGP HHôs 

 

Baseline 

(2017) 

Midli

ne 

(2019

) 

Change 

(2019-

2017) 

t-

value 

Base

line 

(201

7) 

Midl

ine 

(201

9) 

Change 

(2019-

2017) 

t-

valu

e 

Basel

ine 

(201

7) 

Midli

ne 

(201

9) 

Change 

(2019-

2017) 

t-

valu

e 

MHH 
25.7 16.7 

-

9.0***  
5.3 23.7 17.7 -6.03***  3.1 25.0 17.1 -7.9***  26.4 

FHH  22.8 15.1 -

7.7***  

12.8 23.8 15.0 8.8***  13.4 23.2 15.0 -8.17***  18.0 

THH 
24.8 16.2 

-

8.6***  
6.0 23.8 16.9 -6. 9***  4.3 24.5 16.5 -8.0***  31.9 

N 2798  1594  2193 2200   

Source: Result from AGP II mid-term review HHs survey data, March 2019 

Time taken to the nearest livestock market is usually more compared to crop markets. Table 10 

shows the change in time spend to access the nearest livestock sales market. The overall result for 

all AGP HHs indicate decline in time to the nearest livestock market from 83 minutes to 76minutes 

(decline by -3.4%) in between two periods. The t-test also confirms significant change in between 

the two time. However, still travelling 76 minutes to sale livestock is for easy for traditional 

smallholder farmers that need more work by AGP II in the remaining period.  

 
Table 5.5: Time taken to the nearest livestock market (minutes) 

   Old AGP New AGP All AGP HHs 

 

Baseline 

(2017) 

Midline  

(2019) 

Change  

(2019-

2017) 

t-

value Baseline 

(2017) 

Midline 

 (2019) 

Change  

(2019-

2017) 

t-

value Baseline 

(2017) 

Midline 

 (2019) 

Change  

(2019-

2017) 

t-

value 

MHH 
76.8 74.0 

2.8 .75 97.3 85.6 11.7***  2.2 84.2 78.2 -

6.0***  

1.99 

FHH 69.49 62.66 -6.83* 1.75 99.79 88.06 -11.73* 1.9 80.58 72.15 -

8.423* 

2.45 

THH 
83.1 76.3 

6.8***  2.85 83.1 76.38 6.761**

*  

2.85 83.2 76.3 -

3.4***  

2.87 

N 2798 1594 2193 2200   

                  Source: Result from AGP II mid-term review HHs survey data, March 2019 

 

(b) Satisfaction of HHs on road quality to the nearest market   

Rural markets centers are locations where agricultural producers, traders and consumers come 

together for commercial purposes: supplying, selling and buying goods. The road quality from 

householdsô residential place to market centers usually characterized by dirt poor quality, dry 

season roads. Knowing this problem, one of the key interventions of AGP II is to improve access 

to rural road. AGP and other partners have made large amount of investment on small roads and 

bridges to improve smallholder linkage to markets. Given this, the study assesses the quality of 

the road. The results are reported in Table 5.6. Overall, the result shows that householdsô 

satisfaction level on road quality to the nearest market remained moderate over the study period.   

In all AGP II woredas, there is insignificant change (0.5%) in the proportion of households 

reported that they are highly satisfied. When we consider absolute share of respondents of THHs 

12.3, 29.8, 23.6, 19.7, and 14.6 percent are reported highly satisfied, satisfied, more or less 
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satisfied, dissatisfied and highly dissatisfied, respectively from mid-term households. In other 

words, about 42 percent of the respondents have reported as they are comfortable with road quality 

(highly satisfied plus satisfied) while 34% are dissatisfied and the remaining about 30% reported 

as tolerable. When we consider satisfaction on road quality by AGP status, the change in 

proportion of  households who reported highly stratified, satisfied, more or less satisfied, 

dissatisfied, and highly dissatisfied are -2.4, -1.7, -1.5, 2.4, and 3.1 respectively implying 

satisfaction of households on road quality declined in the midterm compared to baseline.  This 

may account for poor road construction and lack of timely maintenance.  

 

(c) Change in the place of sales by AGP status 

AGP envisage to improve availability and access to markets building market facilities, information 

access, credit services, etc. When transaction costs are low and price margins are high between 

markets, producers prefer to ship their product to place where they can generate more revenue. In 

light of this, table 5.6 explores place of sales of households covered in the survey by AGP status. 

As results from overall AGP HHs indicate, proportion of households who sale in their own village 

or another nearby village declined in the mid-term compared to baseline. On the other hand, change 

in proportion of households sale at local town market and woreda market increased.   For instance, 

total households who reported sold for local town market increased from 55% in the baseline to 

61.7% in the midterm registering 6.7% change. Similarly, proportion of households who sold their 

product at woreda capital also increased 7.3 to 13.3 in between two periods registering 6% change. 

However, proportion of households supplied their product to distance market to regional capital or 

Addis Ababa are negligible or non-existent implying still thin nature of marketing with limited 

opportunity. 

 
Table 5.5: Satisfaction of HHs with road quality to the nearest market  

Households level of perceived satisfaction on road quality 

  

  

  

  

Highly satisfied Satisfied More or less satisfied Dissatisfied Highly Dissatisfied 

Baseli

ne 

(2017
) 

Midli

ne 

(2019
) 

Change 

(2019-
2017) 

Baselin

e 
(2017) 

Midli

ne 

(2019
) 

Chang
e 

(2019

-
2017) 

Baseli

ne 

(2017
) 

Midli

ne 

(2019
) 

Chang
e 

(2019

-
2017) 

Baseli

ne 

(2017
) 

Midli

ne 

(2019
) 

Chang

e 

(2019-
2017) 

Baseli

ne 

(2017
) 

Midli

ne 

(2019
) 

Change 

(2019-
2017) 

Old 

AGP 

MHH 11.73 9.5 -2.23 23.03 

21.6

4 -1.39 14.52 13.86 -0.66 11.8 13.79 1.99 8.8 11.43 2.63 

FHH 4.22 4.07 -0.15 10.59 
10.2

9 
-0.3 6.58 5.79 -0.79 4.58 5 0.42 4.15 4.64 0.49 

THH 15.95 13.57 -2.38 33.62 

31.9

3 -1.69 21.1 19.64 -1.46 16.38 18.79 2.41 12.95 16.07 3.12 

N 1398 1400 2.0 1398 1400  1398 1400  1398 1400  1398 1400  

New 

AGP 

MHH 2.64 6 3.36 18.39 

18.2

5 -0.14 15.24 21.5 6.26 17.51 14.12 -3.39 15.62 9 -6.62 

FHH 1.76 4 2.24 8.57 7.76 -0.81 5.8 9.01 3.21 7.93 7.25 -0.68 6.55 3.13 -3.42 

THH 4.41 10 5.59 26.95 26 -0.95 21.03 30.5 9.47 25.44 21.38 -4.06 22.17 12.13 -10.04 

N 794 800  794 800  794 800  794 800  794 800  

All 

AGP 

HHs 

MHH 8.44 8.23 -0.21 21.35 

20.4

1 -0.94 14.78 16.64 1.86 13.87 13.91 0.04 11.27 10.55 -0.72 

FHH 3.33 4.04 0.71 9.86 9.37 -0.49 6.3 6.95 0.65 5.8 5.82 0.02 5.01 4.09 -0.92 

THH 11.77 12.27 0.5 31.2 

29.7

7 -1.43 21.08 23.59 2.51 19.66 19.73 0.07 16.29 14.64 -1.65 

N 2192 2200  2192 2200  2192 2200  2192 2200  2192 2200  

Source: Result from AGP II mid-term review HHs survey data, March 2019 
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Table 5.6: Change in place of sales by AGP status  

Source: Result from AGP II mid-term review HHs survey data, March 2019 

 

Place of 

sales Category 

Old AGP New AGP All AGP HHôs 

Baseline 

(2017) 

Midline 

(2019) 

Change 

(2019-

2017) Baseline Midline 

Change 

(2019-

2017) Baseline Midline 

Change 

(2019-

2017) 

Respondents 

village 

MHH 23.02 12.28 -10.74 11.42 16.26 4.84 19.65 13.56 -6.09 

FHH 6.76 3.28 -3.48 5.8 5.64 -0.16 6.49 4.04 -2.45 

THH 29.78 15.56 -14.22 17.22 21.9 4.68 26.14 17.6 -8.54 

Another 

village 

MHH 7.63 4.74 -2.89 4.39 2.18 -2.21 6.69 3.92 -2.77 

FHH 1.87 0.85 -1.02 1.05 1.66 0.61 1.63 1.11 -0.52 

THH 9.5 5.59 -3.91 5.45 3.84 -1.61 8.32 5.03 -3.29 

Local market 

town 

MHH 39.78 49.36 9.58 46.75 43.41 -3.34 41.81 47.44 5.63 

FHH 12.3 14.41 2.11 15.64 13.83 -1.81 13.27 14.22 0.95 

THH 52.09 63.77 11.68 62.39 57.23 -5.16 55.08 61.67 6.59 

Regional 

center/capital 

MHH 1.73 0.18 -1.55 3.69 1.79 -1.9 2.3 0.7 -1.6 

FHH 0.29 0.06 -0.23 1.58 1.02 -0.56 0.66 0.37 -0.29 

THH 2.01 0.24 -1.77 5.27 2.82 -2.45 2.96 1.07 -1.89 

Woreda 

Capital 

MHH 4.96 9.6 4.64 7.21 10.24 3.03 5.62 9.81 4.19 

FHH 1.44 3.46 2.02 2.11 3.46 1.35 1.63 3.47 1.84 

THH 6.4 13.07 6.67 9.31 13.7 4.39 7.25 13.27 6.02 

Addis Ababa 

MHH  0.06 0.06   0 0 0.04 0.04 

FHH 0 0.06 0.06 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.04 

THH  0.06 0.06   0 0 0.04 0.04 

Other 

MHH 0.07 1.09 1.02 0.35 0.38 0.03 0.15 0.87 0.72 

FHH 0.14 0.61 0.47 0 0.13 0.13 0.1 0.45 0.35 

THH 0.22 1.7 1.48 0.35 0.51 0.16 0.26 1.32 1.06 

N 1390 1645  569 781  1959 2426  
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(d)Availability and usage of roadside markets 

Table 5.7 resents results on availability and usage of road side market shades. Out of all AGP 

households covered in the survey, 25.2 % are reported road side market shades are available in 

their locality.  From these respondents, about 60 % are expressed their use of road side markets in 

their area. The proportion of HHs reported availability of roadside market shades their locality is 

more or less similar for old-AGP and new-AGP.  Although there has been improvement on 

construction and access to roadside market shades, still it is at its infant stage.  

 

Table 5.7: The availability and usage of road side market shades by community (2019) 

  

 AGP Status 

Availability of road side market shades in the 

locality (2011) 

Proportion of HHS used road 

side market shades 

Category Yes (%) Yes (%) 

Old-AGP 

 

 

MHH 16.79 42.65 

FHH 7.42 17.28 

THH 24.2 59.93 

N 1376 333 

 New AGP 

 

 

MHH 18.37 30.33 

FHH 20.54 33.17 

THH 26.91 40.76 

N 784 211 

All AGP HHs 

 

MHH 17.36 42.65 

FHH 7.82 17.28 

THH 25.19 59.93 

N 2160 544 

 Source: Result from AGP II mid-term review HHs survey data, March 2019 

 

It is also important to know whether or not change in the access and utilization of market 

information has change over the midterm period. Table 5.8 exhibits change in the proportion of 

HHs who get information on marketing and price of agricultural products from three different 

sources of information mainly include radio, newspaper and Bulletin board. As can be seen from 

the table, radio is the only information source by AGP status.   For instance, for AGP-old the 

proportion of HHs get information from radio has increased from 17.6% in the baseline (2017) to 

23.6 % in the midterm (2019) increasing by about 6 percent.  The proportion of radio users as 

means of information has declined for AGP-new.  When we consider all AGP HHs, the proportion 

of radio users increased from 18.7% to 21.7 percent registering 3% change.  

   

 Table 5.8: Change in proportion of HHs by market and price information sources 

 AGP  status 

 Source of 

Information Category 

Baseline 

(2017) 

Midline 

(2019) 

Change 

(2019-2017) 

 

 

 

Old AGP  

 

 

 

Radio 

 

 

MHH 14.81 19.29 4.48 

FHH 2.79 4.28 1.49 

THH 17.6 23.57 5.97 

Newspaper 

 

 

MHH 2.36 1.57 -0.79 

FHH 0.28 0.07 -0.21 

THH 2.65 1.64 -1.01 

Bulletin board 

 

MHH 0.72 0.93 0.21 

FHH 0.14 0.14 0 
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 AGP  status 

 Source of 

Information Category 

Baseline 

(2017) 

Midline 

(2019) 

Change 

(2019-2017) 

THH 0.86 1.07 0.21 

New AGP 

 

Radio 

 

MHH 17.88 15.5 -2.38 

FHH 2.64 2.88 0.24 

THH 20.53 18.38 -2.15 

 

Newspaper 

 

 

MHH 1.39 1.75 0.36 

FHH 0.25 0.26 0.01 

THH 1.64 2 0.36 

Bulletin board 

 

 

MHH 0.88 1.63 0.75 

FHH 0 0.13 0.13 

THH 0.88 1.75 0.87 

All AGP HHôs 

Radio 

 

 

MHH 15.92 17.91 1.99 

FHH 2.73 3.77 1.04 

THH 18.66 21.68 3.02 

Newspaper 

 

MHH 2.01 1.64 -0.37 

FHH 0.28 0.14 -0.14 

THH 2.28 1.77 -0.51 

Bulletin board 

 

 

MHH 0.78 1.18 0.4 

FHH 0.09 0.14 0.05 

THH 0.87 1.32 0.45 

N 2192 2200  

 Source: Result from AGP II mid-term review HHs survey data, March 2019 

 
 

5.2.4 Change in householdsô membership in agricultural cooperative  

 

Agricultural growth require well-functioning market system benefit all participants in the market, 

especially smallholders. However, smallholder farmers face high production and transaction costs 

because of underdeveloped basic infrastructure, such as transport and market facilities, and limited 

access to productive resources. Increasing smallholder productivity and strengthening market 

access is severely constrained as a result of pervasive market imperfections and coordination 

problems (Poulton, Kydd, & Dorward, 2006).  

Smallholder farmers can benefit from market-oriented agriculture when they get support from 

various institutions and operate in organized groups such as cooperatives. Cooperatives have the 

potential to penetrate high value markets or better paying markets to improve their living standards. 

Collective action has the potential to reduce transaction costs and improve bargaining power of 

farmersô vis-a-vis the market forces alone. 

Knowing this importance of cooperatives, there has been efforts to strengthen both primary and 

secondary cooperatives thereby to secure proper share of benefit from the market for producers. 

AGP has been made multiple supports to strengthen cooperatives in one side and also increase 

participation/membership of smallholders to buy and sell through cooperatives. Figure 5.2 shows 

change in the proportion of householdôs membership in the agricultural cooperatives. The 

proportion of AGP-old HHs who reported their membership has increased from 17.3% baseline to 

22.3% changing by 5 %.  The change in proportion of AGP-new HHs was 1.5% and for all AGP 

HHs the change in the membership increased by 3.2%.  We can deduce that there is increasing 

membership and participation of AGP HHs in the cooperative during AGP II midterm 

implementation.  
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Figure 5.2: Change in proportion of householdôs who are a member of agricultural cooperatives  

 
              Source: Result from AGP II mid-term review HHs survey data, March 2019 

 

The decision whether to be member of cooperatives or not depends on expected benefit to be 

generated from being cooperative member. Common benefits include easy access to market, better 

price, easy access to agricultural inputs, reliable weighing machines, etc. are some key aspects. As 

depicted in Table 5.9, the change in proportion of all AGP HHs joined cooperative because of 

benefit related to easy access increased from 29 to 38 % increasing by 9%. However, AGP-old 

members rated better price and easier access to inputs as an important benefit.  

 

Table 5.9: The types of benefits received from being a member of agricultural cooperatives  

Types of benefits 

received 

 

 

Old AGP New AGP All AGP HHs 

Baseline 

(2017) 

Midline 

(2019) 

Change 

(2019-

2017) 

Baselin

e 

(2017) 

Midlin

e 

(2019) 

Chang

e 

(2019-

2017) 

Baseline 

(2017) 

Midline 

(2019) 

Change 

(2019-

2017) 

Easy market 

access 29.64 17.84 -11.8 8.49 4.75 -3.74 29.2 38.13 8.93 

Better price 11.09 13.48 2.39 2.77 3.47 0.7 15.63 13.86 -1.77 

Easier input 

access 19.58 29.53 9.95 11.09 11.94 0.85 36.87 30.68 -6.19 

Not benefited 10.57 10.27 -0.3 4.85 1.41 -3.44 14.97 15.42 0.45 

Other 0.69 2.95 2.26 1.21 4.36 3.15 3.36 1.19 -1.41 

N 577 779  577 779  577 729  

Source: Result from AGP II mid-term review HHs survey data, March 2019 

Building long-term business relationships matters for success rather than ad hock relationship 

between producers and buyers.  As shown in the Table 5.10 shows 71 percent of all AGP HHs sold 

their crops for private traders in the village or local markets.  For all crops and about 6.6 percent 
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