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Key Findings

. Generally some positive progress is observed on the provision public agricultural services at
midterm period of AGP Il compared to the baseline situatnst, 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 throughtnaigi and demonstration,
day and advice, the story is different, and mixed results obsdresd. than half of the
beneficiaries reported that they are satisfied withgtradity of the servicesmplying the need

to improve quality of the selses.Secondthe change imdoption of improved technologies
moderate & differ by crop type and gender of household hBaidd, the use of irrigation
generally remained the same though ¢hex variation between new & previodsGPII
woredas

. We foundstrong evidence that agricultural productivity has significantly improved in AGP Il
areas at midterm period compared to the baseline situafiost, crop productivity, measured

in yield index (qt/ha), is significantly higher by 37 percentage pointsGi® A woredas at
midterm compared to the baseline situati®acond milk yield, honey yield and egg yield is
significantly higher by percentag@oints,53 percentag@oints and15 percentage poinia

AGP Il woredas at midterm period compared to the baseline situation, respectively.

. We found strong evidence that crop commercialization has significantly improved in AGP 1
woredas at its midterm period compared to the baseline situatmst, housebld
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 Il crop commodities, proportion sold incrdaga 11 types of
commodities at midterm compared to the baseline situation.

. We found strong evidence that livestock commercialization has significantly improved in AGP
Il woredas at its midterm period compared to the baseline situafimst, the numberof
households who sold all kinds of livestock, egg, honey and milk increased by 19, 40, 54 and
25 percentages, respectively, over the study peBedond real revenue from the sale of
cattle, shoat and chicken increased, respectively, by 45%, 68% %&nov25s the study period.
Third, real revenue from milk, honey and egg sales increased, respectively, by 205%, 45% and
43% over the study perio8ourth, AGP-Il increases real revenue from sale of livestock by
47% and sale of livestock product by 325%.

. Wefound strong evidence thhbusehold dietary diversity has significantly improved in AGP

Il woredas at its midterm period compared to the baseline situdfiost, the percentage of
households who consumed the Minimum Acceptable Diet (MAD) increased by about 19
percentage points (or around 29%gcond AGP-II increased the chance of children and
households to consume the MAD by 55% and 73% respectively, usin@4theurs
consumption recall datahird, while dietary diversity score (DDShymber of food type
consumejlfor children increased by 70 percentage points, the DDS for households increased
by 24 percentage pointsSourth, the chance of an average womameet a minimum dietary
diversity score (consuming 4 kinds of food out of eight) has significantly increased by 38
percentage points.

. Overall, the performance of the program is found toloelerateand, thus some improvement

is required in its implementain process® designso that it meets its intended objectives




Executive Summary

Dawdling growth in farm productivity caused by slow technological progress, inadequate irrigation
infrastructure, weak market functioning and recurrent drought are amongdjoe 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), togethwith 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 20Ibhe overall objectives of the second AGP (AGP Il) are
increasingagricultural productivity and commercialization of smallholder farmers targeted by the
Program and contributintp dietary diversity and consumption at HH levEhe program targets
smallholeer male and female farmensho crop an average area of somewhat less than 1 hectare
(ranging between 0.25 and 2.3 hectardes)rder to achieve its program objectives, AGP Il has multiple
interventions grouped in to five components. These are: (i) AgrialiPublic 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 therosscutting issues including gender; nutrition; and climate smart agriculture.
This report contains the quantitative evaluation of the program at its midterm period. The overall aim
of the evaluation study is to ass#ss degree to which AGP Il is oratk to achieve its intended impact

and outcomes. The majobjectives 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 lesss 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.

We generated a panel inforrtat 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 2019The study did not collect information from households who live ininprogramworedas.

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 olsémnwhe program areas, comparison is made
beforei andi 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 Il areas at midline
compard 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 thartlgram 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 he evaluatiorstudyis presented in Table below and is briefly described as follow.

Generally crop productivity has increased in AGP intervention areas after two years of the program
interventions compared to the year before the program statteickal yeld 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 éhbaseline situation. Overall crop productivity (measured in crop yield index
(quintal/hectare) increased by 16.5%. It is estimated that AGP Il contributed a maximum of 37% for
this increment.

Livestock productivity increased in AGP Il intervention aredier two years of the program
intervention compared to the baseline situatiGow milk yield (measured in liter/day/cow) increased

by 39% at midline compared to the baseline situation. It is estimated that AGP Il contributed a
maximum of 9.3% for this ikrement. Honey yield (measured in Kg/beehives/year) increased by 78%

in AGP Il intervention areas after two years of the program intervention compared to the baseline
situation. AGP Il contributed 53% for this increment. Egg yield (measured in numbeay/wkeg§/egg



laying chicken) increased by 39% at midline compared to the baseline situation. AGP Il contributed
15% for this change

6. Crop commercialization substantially improved in AGP Il intervention areas at midterm period
compared to the baseline situati 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 Il
intervention areas at midterm compared to the baseline. Crop commercializatioreithdreas37%
at baseline to 48% at midline, indicating an increase by 30% over the study period. Overall, AGP Il
contributed 13% for the increase in crop commercialization in AGP |l areas at its midterm period.

7. Livestock commercialization has improved inFAG woredas at midterm period compared to the
baseline situationProportion of cattle, shoat and chicken sold increased by 14%, 36% and 6% in AGP
Il woredas at midterm period of the program compared to the baseline. AGP Il contributed 13%, 29%
and 25% fo the increase, respectively. Proportion of egg sold increased by 30% at midline compared
to the baseline situation. AGP Il contributed about 18 percent for the increase in the proportion of egg
sold over the study period. However, proportion of milk aonddy declined by 54% and 4% in AGP
Il 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 AGHI 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,Ipiodaiating 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 chickeand 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 Il woredas at midterm period compared to the
baseline situabn. The percentage of households who reported that their household members have
attained the minimum acceptable diet has increased by 29% in AGP Il intervention areas at midterm
period compared to the baseline situation. AGP Il contributed about 73%sadhdhement. The
percentage of households who reported that their children have attained the minimum acceptable diet
increased by 93% in AGP Il intervention areas at midterm period compared to the baseline situation.
AGRP |l contributed at least for 55% tifis 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 Il intervention areas at midterm period compared to the baseline situation. Theageroént
households who reported that lactating women members of their family have attained the minimum
acceptable diet increased by 65% in AGP Il intervention areas at midterm period compared to the
baseline situation. The percentage of households whoteepthirat other women members of their
family have attained the minimum acceptable diet increased by 141% in AGP Il intervention areas at
midterm period compared to the baseline situation. AGP Il contributed about 70% of the improvement
in dietary diversityof women in AGP Il intervention areas.

9. Overall, based on théindings of the quantitative and qualitatiwaluation stuigs 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 indicatorsraréeratebecause (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 hdeéd) yat midterm compared to the
baseline situation; (ii) the contribution of AGP Il 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%).



Change in Program Development Objectival Intermediate Outcomes of AGP Il between program Midterm period
(2019) and Baseline Situation (2017)

PDO Sector PDO Indicator Percentage change at midlin
Indicator Unit compared to baseline
THH MHH FHH
Crop Crop yield | Cereals yield index (cereal and pulses) | Quintal per ha 18.0 17.2 19.7
Rroductl Vegetgbles yield index (vegetable and | Quintal per ha a4.4 46.4 36.8
vity fruit without coffee)
Crop yield index Quintal per ha 16.5 17.6 16.9
Crop diversity Percentage 1.3 -1.7 7.9
Livesto | Livestock | Milk yield Liter/day/cow 39.0 54.0 6.00
ck productivit | Honey yield Kg/beehivel/year 78.0 57.0 240.0
producti | y Egg yield Number/week/chicken 39.0 29.0 76.0
vity Livestock | Cattle Number slaughtered/hh 00 00 (100)
slaughterin | Shoat Number slaughtered/hh 84 91 50.0)
g Chicken Number slaughtered/hh| (2.0) 41 (61.0)
Animal Chicken Number die per hh 151 146 166
mortality Cattle Number per hh (-0.4) 1.9 (6.4)
Shoat Number per hh 9.7 6.0 21.9
Crop Cereals sold index (cereal and pulses) | Proportion sold 11.3 10.7 13.1
commercialization Vegetables sold index (vegetable and fi Proportion sold
) 1.03 0.1 2.4
without coffee)
Crop commercialization index index 11.1 10.5 13
Livesto | Livestock | Cattle Proportion sold 14 29 14
ck Shoat Proportion sold 36 30 47
commer Chicken Proportion sold 6 11.6 -8.5
cializati | Livestock | Milk Proportion sold (54.0) | (54.0) (62.0)
on products Honey Proportion sold (4.0) (2.0) (32.0)
Egg Proportion sold 30 33 27
Animal Chicken Number sold/hh 61 65 44
sold Cattle Number sold/hh 32 33 28
Shoat Number sold/hh 31 26 49
Househ | Production | HHs who achieved minimum productior] Percent (5.8) (1.6) (35.7)
old diversity diversity?
dietary | Households| HH reported that HH members meet Percent 29 26 32
diversit MAD
y Children HH reported that Children meet MAD | Percent 93.0 72.0 100
Women HH reported that Pregnant HH member| Percent
meet MAD 67.0 99.0 (47)
HH reported that lactating women HH | Percent
member meet MAD 59.0 48.0 176
HH reported that other women HH Percent
member meet MAD 143.0 | 138.0 176
Use of agreultural public service percent 39.3 54.38 19.0

I Cropdiversity is measured using percentage of households who producedr®maidnds of crop dring the stud

period.

2 Production diversity iscalculatedbased on the Minimum Dietary Diverstyo menés f gwhichigr oup s
achieved, as defined in the AGP Il Pli¥the household produces at least three crop varieties and two animal products

of the bllowing food groups: (i) all starchy staple food; (ii) beans and peas; (iii) nuts and seeds; (iv) dairy; (v) flesh
foods; (vi) eggs; (vii) vitamin Aich dark green leafy vegetables; (viii) other vitamifrigh vegetables and fruits;

(ix) other vegetableand (x) other fruits



Use of | extension | Farmers training and demonstration at | Percent
Public | services FTCs by DAs (7.6) (2.1) (26.3)
agricult Farmer field days; Percent 6.8 18.7 (31.4)
ural Advice/demonstrations by DAs (crops, | Percent
services livestock, NRM) on farmers plots and
other site) 9.7 9.4 10.2
Animal Farmers using animal health clinics and Percent
health animal health posts (47.3) | (41.9) (65.8)
services Farmers benefiting from insemination | Percent
services for their livestock (34.3) | (33.2) (40.2)

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 indicatoesq. 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 Il 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 procesghich are clearly singled out in theo evaluation studies.

10. ltis, therefore, essential for the program to give due considerations for the following recommendations
so that AGP Il successfully achieves its program development objectives within its remaining period.

10.1.Public service provision & institutional arrangement: three major issues worth to considérst,
in relation to public service provision, practical trainings should be intensified in a way that could
increase not only awareness about the program olgediivt 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 telanical 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 musthieéateer
the DAs are allowed to do demonstrations. Besides, incentive compatible and efficient institutional
and infrastructural arrangement should be plaSetond In relation to SSI, it is found to have
limited or no change at midterm. This is maitiig 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 aspect$hird, in relation to monitoring & evaluation, it is strongly
recommended that the reporting mechanism including data recording and periodic report
preparations and submission need to be modernized as there is huge tiep$ollow 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:

A 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 midpsmod 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 FHHSs. This is partly baase of shortage of supply of improved seed. It is, therefore,
strongly advisable to ensure: (1) adequate supply of improved seed; (2) ensure that Female



households are also equally beneficiary of improved seed; (3) Encourage the use of improved seed
use ot just in cereals crops but also in reereal AGP 1l crops.

A 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 especiaiteireaberps.

There is decline in the proportion of FHHs who adopts fertilizer either declined or it is much lower
than MHH in the norcereal crops. Therefore, it is strongly advisable not only to ensure the supply
of fertilizer but also that ensure married and umied female headed households adopt the
technology.

A 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
shortaye 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 contracsowall as binding of standards
by the world bank for dam height, which does not fit with the agemgraphical features of regions
are fundamental constraints to improve irrigation development. It is, therefore, strongly
recommended that the program slddoe redesigned to address these fundamental problems.

A 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
femak-headed households in the adoption of all the selected best practices. In the future
implementations, soil conservation, row planting, mianal household irrigation and use of farm
machineries require special attention especially in female headed hidsseho

A 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 effortdGP |l 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 #so0 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 stronglgvisable to
consider the following recommendations in the remaining period of the program:

A The findings of the evaluation study indicated that there is some positive change in relation to
public services provision related to livestock productiitgwever, 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 ad 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 intensifyettvece provision but also to make
it more relevant to local context.

A 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 yiedggyield
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 productivityi enhancing livestock farimg 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 substantialhigher after two years of the program interventions compared to the
baseline situation, implying increase in agricultural commercialization during AGP Il 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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A 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 househol tbhgrouppsar t i ci |
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.

A In relation to Common Interest Groups (CIG),piosi ng results are obse
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 CIGstil r e mai n AGP |1 86ds area of int
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 avisable. 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 amégimg to be

productive as well as how CIG needs to be organized.

A 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
smadlholder farmers need to travel on average 76 minutes to sale livestock, which is still not
easy for traditional smal | hol der f ar mer s. Be
the nearest market remained moderate. About 64% of the househotad aatisfied by the
quality of the road. It is, therefore, advisable to strengthen the investment to improve market
access so as to further enhance mar ket [ i nk
implementation period.

A Despite increase in memisdip 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 mar ket | inkage between producersbd
marketing chains;

10.5.Livestock commercialization With regard to improving livestock commercialization, the following
~ recommendations can be made

A

Support forage and other animal feed supply by, for example, encouraging and supporting the youth
and women common intest 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 i
animal feed market in their area.

Support agribusiness and farmer organizations, market infrastructure development and training
about commercializing livestock. Our study showed that these interventions have substantial
impact on livestock commercialitan. 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.

Marketing of milk remains critically low. Suitable transport facilities should be strengthening to
link milk producers with urban centers.

Though the number of cattle died decreased slightly, the number of chicken and shoats died
increased substantigjIsignaling the need for improving the health of livestock

Gender disparity remains high, and the AlBRPnpacts 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 hobséd 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 isetetyciversity 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 6 wh aadditibnthefpereentage di hioliseholds wiio recelived 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 Il 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. Moréog 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 I ntroduction

1.1 Background

Increasedsmallholder productivity and valtedded in the agricultural sector are core elements of
the Government of Ethiopiads apper gaowle rtnanemad Wesr
standing focus on smallholder farming and promotes stronger privdte sa®mlvement. This
emphasis and strategy is appropriate given the structure of the sector and its importance for the
economy, especially employment, poverty reduction and $eeodrity. The agriculture sector is
growing rapidly. Over the past 15 yedi® 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 (GTHhi).Second
Agricultural Growth Project AGP II) has been designed to be aligneith GTP Il, thereby
contributing to the achievement of targets set for agriculture sector growth.

The Second Agriculture Growth Program (AGPis a continuation of thérst AGP designed for

five years (20152020) and implemented in all the regions of AGP | 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 | Wasdnd the remaining are new Woredas. The
Woredas are distributed among the following national regional states and city administration:
Ambhara, Oromiya, SNNPR, Tigray, Benishan@umuz, Gambella, Harari and Dire Dawa city
administration. The expansion a@ntthe new national regional states and Dire Dawa city
administration would consist of two woredas in each of BenishaAgmuz and Gambella, and

one in each of Harari and Dire Dawa.

The second Agricultural growth Program Development Objective (PDO) is to inaigasdtural
productivity and commercialization of small holder farmers targeted by the Program and also
contributes to dietary diversity and consumption at HH leVee pragram 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 Institte of Agricultural Research (EIAR); Federal Cooperative
Agency (FCA); Ethiopian Agricultural Transformation Agency (ATAgven Regional Bureau of
Agricultures; and One city administration office of Agriculture; 35 Zone Agriculture and Natural
resource oftes 165 Woreda Agriculture and Natural resource offices (AGP woredas); 4105
Kebeles (Peasant Associations); Regional Water Resource Bureaus; Regional livestock & Fishery
agencies and number of farmer groups.

1.2 Objective of the Evaluation

It is indicated in the PAD and PIM that thogram will be evaluated twicea midterm
performance evaluatioafter two years of the program stari@ad a final impact evaluation in
after five years of the program implementation. Ministry of Agricultae tommissioned Policy
Studies Institute (PSI) to conductomprehensive mittrm performance evaluationhe midterm
evaluation iscomposed of 2 parts: (i) a qualitative evaluation of the implementation process,
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progress, effectiveness and efficiencytlod various components and subpaments of AGP |
interventions; andii) A quantitative midline evaluation of AGP Il using household survey data.

The overall objective of thenidterm quantitative evaluation studytesprovide a comprehensive
midline impact evaluation report for AGP that assesses the achievement of the program in
relation to the planed objectives and targeted outcomes and draw appropriate lessons and
recommendations.

Accordingly, he specific objectives of the AGRI midterm quantative evaluation study are the
following.

- Generate information on progress and performance of the-IAGRdate (based on
program implementation performance data and supported with the data collected for the
midline evaluation) focusing to each compahand sub component, and make prospective
review and understanding of the progragainst the indicators in theeRults Framework.

- Evaluate the outcomes and effects of the AGPNn agricultural production and
productivity measured in terms of percentage increasgap and livestock productivity
by targeted households for selected crops and animal products.

- Evaluate the immediate and total impact of the A@Rervention on the farm households
commercialization measured 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 AGHI on individual and houselsbdietary 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 studhill help to answer the question: has AGP 2 impacted
agiicultural productivity and commercializatio 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 aqueiskcto
agricultural services, technology adoptionarket accesstc, taking into account cross
cutting issuesncludinggender, nutrition and CSA?

- Has crop productivity of program targeted beneficiaries increased as a resRP@f
intervention®

- Haslivestock productivityof program targeted beneficiaries increased as a resalGBR
intervention®

- Has crop commercialization of program targeted beneficiaries improved as a résbRDf
intervention®

- Has livestock commercialization of program taegebeneficiaries improved as a result of
AGP2intervention®

- Has dietary diversityof program targeted beneficiaries improved as a result of AGP I
intervention®

1.4 Organization of the report

Including the introduction, the report is organized into seveapters. 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 impleméation status in the survey sample woréd#ike 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 dié distribution of sample households characteristics covered in

the survey. The results of the evaluation study are presented from d¢baptersix.Chapter four
presents the evaluation results on the impact of AGP Il on agricultural productivischapter
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 bemafies 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 Il on crop
productivity. It discgses the findings on changes in type of crop produced, the percentage changes
in crop yield index as well as the estimated impact of AGP Il on the change in crop yield. The
impact of AGP Il on livestock productivity is presented in section three of ctfapteit contains
percentage changes in livestock productivity disaggregated by types of livestock products,
constraints on livestock production as well as the estimated impact of AGP Il on livestock yield.
Chapter five contains the findings of the evéiluastudy on the impact of AGP Il on agricultural
commercialization including crop and livestock commercializatidfter a brief introduction

about the chapterhé secondsection presents the changes in the intermediate program outcome
indicators incluthg in public service provision related to commercialization, input supply
services, market access as well as membership to agricultural coope&sotes threand four
discussed the findings of the impact of AGP Il on crop and livestock commeritadiza
respectively. Chapter six presents the findings on the impact of AGP Il on household dietary
diversity. The chapter contaifmur sections. Section one presents the intermediate outcome of the
program related to household diet, followed by housetwttichildren dietary diversity in section

t wo . Section three presents the i mpact of A (
acceptable diet and dietary diversity score. The last section presents the impact of AGP Il on
dietary diversity of women, diggregated by pregnant, lactating and4extatingi non pregnant
women. The last chapter is devoted to summarize the key findings and conclusion as well as
recommendations.

2 Desiagd | mpl eme AG#®t il d n

2.1 Design of AGP Il
This section brieflydiscusses 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 oAGP I

AGP is a component of t he (dppraachpfipeverty @dushe r n me n
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 increpaéttipation of women and youth are

3 See qualitative evaluation of AGP Il 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 aywar programWith the aim of

further consolidating past achievements and strengthening capacities built duringASBERIis
currently under implemenian. AGP | 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 wit
appropriate interventions.

2.1.2 The peculiar featuresf AGP

The peculiar features of AGP Il 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 dendingn approach: bottomp planning
process and equdgarticipation of women and men in problem identification, planning,
implementation and monitoring the activities.

2.1.3 Components of AGP Il

AGP Il has got five major components and 16 sub componémésmajor components of AGP
are briefly discussed as follo

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 thgéanatilevel 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 cethduncter these sub
components since AGP Il started is presented as follow
a. Institutional Strengthening and Developmehhe 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 ADPLACSs, 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 practice8s per the AGP design docuntgthe 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 compilatioh 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 adi®s under each of these interventions since it
rolled in 2016.
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il. Agricultural Research
Agricultural Research is considered as one of the five major @eemps 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 takingonsideration principles
of crosscutting issues such as nutrition, gender and climate smart agricultural AS 8alicated
in the program document, the agricultural research component (Component f@uhasib
components that include: (&§chnol@y adaptation and generatiorhich intends to support
release of prédentified technologies in the pigme and enhance generation of demand driven
technologies(b) pre-extension demonstration and participatory reseascheme that consists
of techndogies in the prextension demonstration and popularization of such technologies
among the smallholders including establishment of farmers research and extension group
commonly known as (FREG)cc) the other sultomponent deals witlsource technogy
productionmajorly covering support extended to production of breeder antbgwie seeds,
planting materials, animal breeds that are inputs for further multiplication and technologies that
enables intensifying land and water resources conservatioaugtion of livestock and forage,
massmultiplication of tissue culture that are insect and disease fmnd (iv) Capacity
development to enhance technology adaptation and genetatiemhance the capacity of
technology adaptation, generation, maintex@aand 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 teffement 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 compaite The project design document and the PIM discuss the two
sub components of the Small Irrigation (SSI) components of AGP Il including (i) increased
irrigation infrastructure development and improvement; and, (ii) introduction of improved
irrigated farmmanagement.

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 ingly sygtem,
(i) support to farmersd organizations (i i)
supporting market infrastructure development and management. This component of the AGPII
program aims to harnessmmercialization of small holder farmewghich 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 o to Community Based Seed Production
Groups(CBSPGs) and the scale up of Direct Seed Marketing(DSM) and strengthening the input
and output mar keting regulation and certifice
formal farmer organizations (Usms, 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 facilitie3;faot 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 wdl as a consistent and effective approach to capacity development. It has got 3 major sub
components namelyProgram management and institutional arrangements, Monitoring and
Evaluation (M&E)and Capacitpevelopment for Crossutting issuesThis componenhas 2 sub
components. The first sub componenA{SP Management at the Federal, Regional, Zonal, and
Woreda LevelsWith regard to the program management, AGP, being a government program,
follows the government structure for its implementation. The MoAdtiRederal 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 personszainal 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
managerant, reporting, procurement, communication, monitoring and evaluation of the project.

The institutional arrangement of AGP Il 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 fedegainal 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 denisikimgs process at federal levels,

the chairpersons of the regial 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 TCgiahat 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 AGPII Project Implementation Manual (PIM), the institutional arrangement of AGP

Il is rely on the existing Government structures for the coordination and implementation of the
project. The institutional arrangements of AGP Il include Steering Committees (SCs), Technical
Committees (TCs), and AGPoordination Units (CUs). The members are coredasd 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
Agricul tur al Research | nst ivities are coardinat¢dRhMoRghs ) .
these high level Steering Committee, Technical Committee and Program Coordination Units that
are established /strengthened at the federal, regional and Woreda levels.

The Steering committ ees 0verklleoyersight, degision makind andd e (i
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 implemation performance report prepared by the PCUs and overseeing the
implementation of corrective actions, and (iv) ensure is¢etoral coordination, harmonization

and alignment among donors; and (v) ensure cross cutting issues of gender, climate, andrition
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; (i) providing techniadliisory services on
implementation modalities; (iii) providing institutional capacity building to CUs and relevant

i mpl ementation entities; (iv) reviewing and a
responsibilities; (v) providing recommeriatgns 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 1l CUs
and focal pemns 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 p of project implementation; and overall knowledge management, and the strategic
staff Capacity Development and mobilization. At zonal and woreda levels, AGP Il is expected to
have a focal person who will coordinate AGP and liaison with implementingutnstis and

experts. Besides, at woreda level, AGP 1l is expected to have a finance focal person and
infrastructure specialist fully dedicated to AGP.

The second subomponent is Monitoring and Evaluatiothe 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 jrticipatory M&E, social accountability, and internal
learning The program has adopted a ddraized participatory approach spearheaded by
communityled initiatives, and also ensures the active involvement of the private sector,
cooperatives and financial institutions along agricultural value chains.

2.2 AGP Il 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 ingitgmented.Detail findings

of the implementation process of AGP Il at its midterm period are already discussed in the midterm
qualitative evaluation of therogram. Thus readers can refer the report to get a full picture on the
implementation processf éhe 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 Il interventions in all kebeles of the Fesauoredas
covered during the midline survélhe interventions are categorized into public service provision,
demonstrations, supporting afpisiness and farmers' organization, small scale irrigation
development, market infrastructure and provisiomygirioved 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 thon sample kebeles and sample keb&les i

sample kebeles are those kebeles which are not cbwerthe 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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mi dline householdsdé surveys. This means that
kebeles of the sample waxlas.

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

AGP interventions related to public institutional service support suefi@sipgrading, Training,

Cattle crash &animal house construction, animal clifgrading, 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 differee in the implementation of these interventidmstween

sample and noh sample kebeles in the AGP worediastelation to agri business development

and farmersd organizati on, the resul sampgehows t
kebeles obtained interventions related to dgdiusi ness and farmersoé or g
among others, supportingaod gani zi ng ClI G, Seed producing grc
cooperative, etc, respectively. There is no statistical difference in these interventions between the

two groups of kebele¥Ve also obtained similar findings in terms of AGP interventretested to
demonstrations of various kinds of agricultural@ct i ces i ncluding visit
in visit during field days, nutrition and gender sensitive technologies, and modern bee hives. There

is no statistical difference in these intemtions between sample and riosample 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 technologiestindlgoups of
kebelesWith regard to small scale irrigation schemes, at least 47% of thé sample kebeles

and 52% of sample kebeles obtained interventions related to small scale irrigation schemes
including, among otherspnstructions of schemes swhsurface 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 IWTA&e is significant
statistical difference betwedhe two groups of kebeles at least at one percent significance level.
Similar result is observetbr 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 markeéi\gtibeeonly

small proportions of kebeles obtained these interventions, there is significant statistical difference
between the two groups of kebel€kere is also signifemt difference (aeast at 1% significance

level) between sample and nénsample kebelesnithe implementation of AGkhterventions
related to improving access tmproved technologies including, among othengut supply
(Improved variety of crop olivestock, fertilizer or technology), providing improved seeds to
farmers, poultry service provision for women and improved mango distribution

Table 21 alsoshows a summary of tipgograminterventions implemented BGP status In this

study, AGP stats 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 theskas/avhich

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 talblgerventions related toublic service provision have been
implemented in the vast majority of the kebeles in the sampleda®r&ch interventions include,

among otherd-TC 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 cycleublic institutional service prasion is implemented both

in the old and New AGP woredas. There is no significant difference in the intensity of the
intervention among theample and nesamplekebeles.

In relation to supporting aghiusiness development and farmers' organizationpwsuactivities

have been implemented including, among others, supporting and organizing CIG, Seed producing
group, Strengthen Primafy a r maoaoperdtive, etcThe intervention is implemented in about

47% and 48% of kebeles in the new and old AGP woradapgectively.There is no statistical
difference between the sample and rniosample kebelesSimilarly, there is no statistically
significant difference in interventions related to demonstration between old AGP and new AGP
kebeles. About 80% and 77% dfbdeles in old and hew AGP obtained the program interventions
through various kinds of demonstration, respectivehys demonstratiomainly focuses on field

days visit, practical demonstration related to nutrition and gender sensitive technologies, improved
agricul tural practices at FTC and farmerso fi

On the other handnterventions related to smaitale irrigation schemesaluding constructios

of schemes such as surface irrigation, geo membrane pond, ground water development (Pond,
Hand dug well, Small Fish pongdstc), provision ofope & washer pump and water pump as well

as institutional support in IWUAS are also implertes in the sample woredasbout 51% and

43% of all kebeles irold AGP and New AGFample woredas obtained these interventions
respectively The result indicated that woredas in which the program started during its first phase
are benefited more compartxthose woredas where the program is enrolled in its second phase.
There isstatistically significant difference (at least at 1% significance level) in the intensity of
small scale irrigation related interventions between old and new AGP wordiasesult 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%) thidrAGP woredas (4%)mplementation

of interventions related to pvsion of improved technologies is betteniew AGP woredas (11%)
compared to old AGP woredas (6%)he difference is statistically significant at least at 1%
significance level.

Table 22 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 nbrsample kebeles. The secondegmlry 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 baselineSuniay pattern

is observed in the implementation intensifyall kinds of interventions among these groups of
kebeles, disaggregated by AGP status.

Table 21: kind of AGP interventions by kebele group and AGP status
| Kind of interventions | kebele group | AGP Status
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Non Sample | Statistical Old AGP | New AGP | Statistical

Sample | Kebele | difference difference

Kebele Chi 2 (pvalue) Chi 2 (pvalue)
Public service provisio; 90 93 1.567 (0.211) 89.9 91.6 1.603(0.303)
Supporting agFi 47 53 2.175 (0.140) 47.5 46.98 0.0429(0.836)
business and farmer
organization
Small scale irrigatior] 47.2 52 1.435 (0.231) 50.57 42.5 8.738 (0.003)***
development
Market infrastructure 4.9 8 3.0528 (0.081)* 3.76 7.99 12.0414 (0.001)***
Provision of improveq 7.6 10.3 1.468 (0.226) 6.17 11.31 12.0489 (0.001)***
technology
Demonstrations 77.9 85.7 5.622 (0.018)** | 79.62 77.39 1.009 (0.317)

SourceAGP Il midlinesurvey result

Table 22: kind of AGP interventions implemented in all kebeles of sam

ple woredas by AGP status

Kind of AGP AGP Status | Non sample Baseline & Baseline Total
Interventions kebele Midline covered
covered sample kebele
percen
N percent N percent | N t N percent
_ _ . Old AGP 755 | 89.45 70 100 36 |83.72 |861 |89.97
Public service provision P aGP | 413 |91.57 |39 |97.5 |18 |8182 |470 | 91.62
Supporting agebusiness Old AGP 401 | 47.51 41 58.57 13 |30.23 | 455 |47.54
and farmers' organization | New AGP 203 | 45.01 26 65 12 | 5455 |241 |46.98
Small scale irrigation Old AGP 427 | 50.59 42 60 15 |34.88 |484 |50.57
development New AGP 184 | 40.8 23 57.5 11 |50 218 | 425
Market infrastructure Old AGP 30 | 355 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 Old AGP 50 |5.92 6 8.57 3 6.98 59 6.17
technology New AGP 49 | 10.86 6 15 3 13.64 |58 11.31
Demonsirations Old AGP 664 | 78.67 66 94.29 32 | 7442 | 762 | 79.62
New AGP 345 | 76.5 37 92.5 15 |68.18 |397 | 77.39

Source’AGP Il midlinesurvey result
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3 Approach and Met hodol ogy

3.1 Datatype

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 implenergstimate the impact of the

AGP Il on the selected outcome indicatdfer 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 tisisiot possible. The second best option is to establish

a credit control group 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 databoth from beneficiary and nemeneficiary household$4oreover, two waves of

data both before and after the implementation of the program interventions should have been
collected froma sample of households drawn from both AGP andAGR Woreds. In this
respect, a baseline survey wadlected inMarch 2017.The Cetral Statistics Authority (CSA),
together witlthe Ethiopian Develapent Research Institute (EDRI) (now Policy Studies Institute)
designed andollectedthe baseline survey both from AGP amzhfi 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 noii AGP woredasindicating, 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 coveredudng the baseline surveyThis allowsusto track changes in the outcome
variables overtimeonly for program beneficiaries but naioth for beneficiaries and nen
beneficiaries of the program.

Accordingly, quantative data was collected fromsaib sample of households using structured
guestionnaireln this respect,isce the purpose and the overall design of the evaluation is highly
dependentn the maturity of the prograrthe survey instrument is structureased on the AGPII
PAD and PIM documestto capture the PDO indicators, other relevant RF indicasongell as to
generate the same information covered during the baseline surveyinfimeswith the PDO and
intermediate outcome indicators stigted in the AGP Idocument, the questionnaimcludes a
broad range of topics on top of detailed household demographic and tracking inforfation.
the baseline and midline data are collected uSiamputer Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI)
method. While some modifications were made at midlxaesjcally, the same questionnaire was
used inthe tworounds.

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 thattrévatable to AGP I
interventionsThat is, he study shall be structured based on AGPAD and PIM documents to
capture the stated key result indicators for all the programs and sub proBeased. on the
number of Woredas and Enumeration areastl@@mount 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 dhe 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 Xdd ard new baseline AGPII direct beneficiary
Woreda. In the present study the new AGPIlI 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. Acdingly, 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 threéfth (which is 96/157) of the 55 mid line AGPII Woredas will be selected
from the old basel@ AGPII direct beneficiary Woredas. During the AGPII baseline syuwey
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 Woredag. regional distribution of our
sample is determined based on the population distribution of the old akdGbeneficiaries.

See table 3 for number of sample woreda, EA and househdiktsibution by region used during

the midline survey.

Table 31: Distribution of Sample WeredanimerationArea (EA)and Household by region
covered during the midline survey

Region Number of sample Numbers of sample EA Number of sample
Woredas household
Oold New | Total | Number of Total Number of [Total sample
AGP AGP EAs/Woreda |[Number of | Household | household
EA per EA
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 seléuit thad

the baseline Enumeration Areas (EAs) of the selected Wor€dasis allAGPII intervention
regions, we will randomly select twAs in each of the midline sample woredas ouhefthree
baseline EA(five EAs in case of Tigraypf the EAs covered during the baseline survey
Maintaining the representativeness af #ample EAs to evaluatestimplementation report, we

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

as irrigation and market center development are implemeftedrdingly, major interventions

used as cteria to select EAs are irrigation developmestitengthening and support of FTC
establishment, strengthening or support provideBR&G (farmers research extension group)
interventions related to support or establishmenfedd Producing Grouommoninterest
Group; andmarket infrastructure such as road side market, market shade, and small bridged
development. Table.3 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 différ@nt 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 32: Criteria and weight used to seleciueration Areas (EAs) for theid line Survey

Criteria Weight (%)
A | Kebele/EA withirrigation scheme 38
B | Kebele/EA where activities related strengthening and support of FTG and 22

scaling up of best practices, are performed. These may inderdenstratiorof
technologies that may include crop, livestock, nutrition, gender and/or climate
sensitive technologies. In addition, activities relatedatdmal health service
natural resource manageme(watershed, soil and water conservation), etc
done.

C | Kebele/EA whereFREG (farmers research extension group is established 10
strengthened or supported (new technologies are demonstrated on FTC
farmerés field and/ or farmersoé exp
D | Kebele/EA where activities related to interventionsSeed Producing Groupare 5
done. These activities include establishment of community based crop and
seed producing groufCBSPQ and/or activities related to support Animal Inf
Supply and Disthution

E | Kebele/EA where activities related to interventionsGommon Interest Group 10
(CIG)i s done such as establishment o
these include establishing Farmers
them to link to RUSACCOs and MFls, etc

F | Kebele/EA wheranarket infrastructure such as road side market, market shg 15
and small bridged, etc are developed.

Total 100

At the third stagewe randomly selected 20 sample households out @@kample households
interviewed during thdaselinesurvey forAGP Il from each of the selected midline EAs and
WoredasIn selecting the 20 sample households from the 26 sample households covered during
the baseline, we randomly pick the first 20 househigdtid in the baseline datéhis makes the
midline household leel observation to be 2206 ((55* 2)*26). Table 3.3shows a summary of

the distribution of sample households by AGP stdiygegion. Of the total 2200 sample
households interviewed duriige 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, respectiveigre is a missing household
among thdirst 20 households selected, it is replaced by the nékt@lsehold in the roster, and
continue until the list in the roster is finishda. this study, ahousehold is considered as
missed/attrite if the household as a whole is changecesisiance rom rural to urbanthe
household is already dismantled or if not accessible due toeresst or missing of address
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Table 33: Distribution of the AGP and the ngkGP HHs used for analysis, by survey year

AGP Status Total
Old AGP New AGP

Region N % of % of N | % ofthe| % of N % of the % of
the | regional total regional total regional

total total total 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

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

3.3 Data quality assurance

Field organization and survey management

PSlconducedboth the qualitative and quantitative surve§mce there might be variation in the

kind and intensity of interventions by kebele due to their geographical location and other
unobservable factorshe qualitativesurvey aims to collect information on all kinds of AGP
interventions in all kebeles of the sample woredas. It also aims to selectntyle $8As 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 anasydone using household survey data.

The household level data for Midline AGP Il surwegscollected using Computer Aided Personal
Interview (CAPI) method to tidy up the program impact from methodology inducedRfis.
providedtraining to thequantitative household survey interviewers and supervisors on household
and woreda questionnairds.addition to this, extensive field level supervision was made both by
principal researchers as well as woreda level AGP coordination office. While theisapeby

the former included technical support and randomly checking of households interviewed, the
supevision by the laterwasjustandomly check the enumerator so

Quality assurance

Quiality assurance is a crucial component of ewsfluation project that uses survey data.
addition to the field level supervisiom order to ensure that we have high quality data, we
introduced computer quality checks at field level, central comyateed monitoring of
fieldworkers and field worrs onsite supervision activities, which all work together at the same
time during the data collection/survey time. This is described briefly as follow.

As PSland 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 etida&n 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 inadequatappropriate 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 pogram on yield productivity, marketed agricultural output and other intermediate
outcomesPSlis, thereforecommitted to devising ways of data verification and quality control as
data is generated electronically in real time.

The quality of data genert 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 andvated
enumerators. Henceye recruiied highly qualified enumerators and supervisors. To reduce
learning costs associated with understanding project objectives, survey instrument and
methodologieswe consideregrior experience on household surveys, the of CAPIs and have

a good command of the local languages where the survey would be administediting the
enumerators and supervisorg/hile we rely on constant monitoring to ensure that high quality
data is collected, the prospect of lelegm and continued employment 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 stratéfg/provided intensive

ten daydraining, 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. Addition#tigre wereseveral 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 superwisges also reporting to survey
coordinator and project leadetis enabling semless 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 namategy is impervious to human errare 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 alloed PSIto use effective supervision and quality control mechanisms. Two
approaches of supervisiamere usedor the project. The first one is field level supervision in

whi ch t he supervisors over see t he enumer at o
institutionalizedroutine 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
supervisorsventthrough a random set of completed interviewsnake 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 reeivto make sure that there are eors

or inconsistent respons&¥henever PSiliscoveedomissions, 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 implemesttagjhtaway. Another layer of data
quality checking is provided by the useful services of data programFAaarshis ando avoid

delays in the data verification processe& hireda data programmer who has satisfactory
experience and proven dependapiWhile the data programmer is mainly tasked with designing

the electronic version of the survey instrumentyvhe alsaesponsible for managing the data flow
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processes in real timA.data cleaning ddile was als@repared to ensure that the datagutarly

checked for inconsistencies, outliers, wresponses 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 levelsahitygurhe data programmer rathis dofile

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, toensure the quality ahe survey dataPSl core members engage in developing the
survey instrumenensure that conceptual questions raised in the questionnaire are anfeldred
supervision and are directly responsibletfer overall technical qualityf the assessment; deploy
highly experiencedurvey team, provided intensive training, conducted pilotisg;CAPI for tle
guantitative household surveyired experienced research assistants, who are responsible for data
management; hired@data programmer to receive data, check it, provide feedback and distributes
to the core staff members for analysis.

3.4 Data analysis technique

The Midine evaluation ofAGP-Il coves all program years after the baseline of 200&r
analytical approach provided dattention 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 AGPIl WoredasAn in-depth analysis is made for tRDO, relevant RF indicators and
nutrition indicatorsintermediate outcome indicatof® 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 quasxperimental impact evaluation meth 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 preseneaas need to estimate the average mid line effect of
the various components and stdmponents of AGPII for those who are exposed for AGPII
program. This requires the needctonpare outcomes for AGPII direct beneficiary households to what
those outcomes ould have been, had they not received the progfdms, in turn, requires data to be
collected from noni beneficiaries, who have similar characteristics with the beneficiaries but differ only

in not getting the program interventiorBut at the midlineywe do not have data on the comparison groups.
This raises difficulty irdetermining what would have happened to the household in the absence of AGPII.
That i S counterfactual i s not observabl e. Hen
counterfactual/comgrison group. In the present study weal the outcome ofAGPII households
themselves before they benefit from AGPII as counterfactual to evaluate the impact of AGPII
interventions that are implemented after the program enrnoll€thus, in this study weanonly

estimate the changes in the outcome variables but not the pure impact of AGP Il since there might be other
factors that contribute to the outcome variables.

Accordingly, we majorly used a reflexive change qliasvaluation approach in which theforei andi

after estimation approach is mainly used to estimate the change or the impact of AGP Il on the outcome
indicators.In this approachthe outcome of the treatment group is simply dbiécome of interest

(e.q. yield,revenug after the AGRII intervention, and the outcome of the counterfactual is
estimated using the pietervention otthe same households collectedhet baseline survey. That

is, we estimate the impact using the model given by:
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R, =aT +X &6 +/& +1éé. 3.1
where R is the program outcome of interest (yield, revenue, @ttjousehold i at time t, T is a
dummy variable taking the value one for the year 2019 {iptestvention) and zero otherwise, X
is a vector of exogenous variables including letnadds characteristics that may affénxe outcome
ofinteress U and b (a vector) ar e pidenaies @nteineriantp ar a m
unobserved househekip e ci f i ¢ h et edemopeena teimiwkich js assumed tddbe
White roise. Our variable of interest is T that shows whether the-A@GRervention has impact
onthe outcome of interesttR That i s, the magnitude of U sho
its statistical significance shows whether or not the magnituddeofimpact is statistically
significant; and its sign shows the direction of the impact (positive or negatte) however that
beforeandafter comparison assumes that if the program had never extbedprogram
development outcome (yield, revent®)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 problesnestimating different model specifications.

In some caseswe also estimated the impact of the intensity of the program impact by
disaggregating the data @nbld and new AGP Il to see whether or not there is difference in the
intensity of the impact since the program is enrolled in some woredas in 2011 anctiotkers

in 2017.

In addition to estimating the impact of the program on the different PDO outcome variables, a
much as data allowsve also did the analysis lrsaggregatinghe information by groups of
beneficiaries,including male headed householdHH), maried Female headed households
(MFHH), unmaried female headed households (UFHId)addition, whenever our data permits

we tried to estimate the difference in the impact of the program by kind of interveritiatss
analysis is made btype d AGP Il interventions(such as Extension service ,FREGs, CIGs,
irrigation, best practices, etc.) as the type of AGP Il impact might vary bas&&B Il type of
interventionsThe study mainly used random effect tobit model specification since the@age s
respondents who reported zero yield or revebegil 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 prograsmo 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 Il at its midterm period in the next
three chapters.

3.5 Householdcharacteristics

Table 3.4 and Table .8 showthe distribution of thedemographic 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 [EE6 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 midlinarsey, respectively. About 18% of the respondents are married
female households but not head in both surv@gs.table 3 for the gender and marital status of

the respondents participated at baseline and midline surveys.
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Table 34: Distribution of sampm@ households covered during baseline and midline surveys by marital
status

Treatment Type Survey Year
Baseline (2016/17) Midline (2019)

N % N %
Male headed ¢usehold MHH ) 1,534 69.68 1,534 69.7
Married female headedbseholdM FHH) 252 11.44 127 5.77
Unmarried female headedisehold(UFHH) 416 18.88 540 24.53
Married female buseholdM FH) 1,583 18.91 1,563 18.38

Source: Aut hor soé6 ctoompvessuaveyidatan based on t he

Table 35 shows the distribution of the age, occupation and family size of the households
participated at midline survepn average respondent is 47 years old, with 4.9 family size. About
84% of the respondents are family farm workers or farnidrs.oldest resgndent is unmarried
female headed household with about 55 yearw/bli$t the youngest respondent is married female
headed household with 43 years oMale headed households have the largest family size
compared to married and unmarried female headeseholds.

Table3.5: Age, family size and occupational status of sample households covered in the midline survey
by marital status

Occupation(1=Farmer/Family

Marital Age farm worker ) Family Size

status 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: Aut hor s 6 modlmesprveydatai on based on

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 respts(lL.5%) are at higher
education level.

Table 36: education level of sample households covered in the midline survey by marital status

High Higher Informal
No Education Primary School Education | 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 91 413 32 | 145] 1 |0.05] 1 0.05| 2 0.09| 127 | 5.77
uFHH 473 2149 42 | 191 | 4 |0.18| 1 0.05] 20 |0.91| 540 | 24.53
Total 1,292 | 58.7 | 639 | 29.03| 77 | 35| 32 |1.45| 161 |7.31]|2,201| 100
Source: Aut hor s 6 modlmesprveydatai on based on

Table 37 shows the sample households response for the question on their status of being benefited from
AGP Il interventions. While at least 56% of the sample households stated that they dtiadpérozh 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 frothe program (28%). About 13% stated that they do not see teétlrihe
program. See Table&for the other reasons stated by those who said they are not benefiting.

Table 37: sample households response on their status of benefiting from AGP Il interventions by marital
status

Are you AGP 2011
g
Beneficiary? [y MFHH | UFHH | Total
Yes (%) 45.29 2.21 8.73 56.23
No (%) 33.64 2.44 7.68 43.77
Source: Aut hor s 6 mdmesprveydathi on based on

Table 38: Reason for not benefiting from AGP interventions

Reason for not benefiting from AGP interventions Percent
| do not need it 3.72
| receive similar support from others (%) 2.93
Thepr ogram doesndét apply to me 6.65
| don't know that I'm one of the beneficiaries (%) 27.93
| don't see the benefits (%) 12.5
Others (%) 46.28
Source: Aut hor s 6 modlmesprveydatai on based on
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4 | mpact of AGP Hrlo douc tAiguwiitcywu |l t ur al

4.1 Changes in intermediate outcomes

4.1.1 Change in access to public institutional agricultural services

AGP aims to improve agricultural productivity through strengthekmginstitutions to deliver
improved services to farmers in targeted progreeasas 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 assess before and after the program is enrolled. A comparison is made between the
previousAGP and new AGP woredas for the project period in terms of institutional support and
services that have direct importance in improving intermediate program outconuesnigadrop

and livestock productivityEffort 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 ses/into these categories as they may have a cross
cutting benefit. The results areported 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.w®ver, 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 for66% 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%,
showirg, a 1% decline compared to 20Disaggregating the result by social ssatthere is no
change in the provision of training on new improved farming method for male headed households
(MHH) between the two periodsBut little decline has been observed flamale headed
householdsKHH). It declined froman averagé&3.6% in 2017 6 12% in2019, indicating a decline

by 1.6percentage pointsetween the two periods.

Supports onraining includeraining on the application of improved seed and fertilizer application,
which are strongly and positively associated with agriculturatlystivity. 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 ratedecline varies. A decline of about 5 percentage points is observed
for the female headed households whilst it.Bdercentage points fanale headed households
between the two periods. With regard to provision of training on fertilizer applicaiionar

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 by4lftercentge pointswhilst it declined by about 8
percentage point®r FHH between the two periods. There is also a decline in the provision of
demonstratiorbased training on new methods of farming in 2019 compared to 2017. It declined
from 19% in 2017 to 10% in@9. Establishment of horticultural nursery sites has also been
declined from 14% to 9% between the two periods, indicaifgercentage points decline. In
relation to participation of farmers in far me
periods. The percentage of farmers participated in field day remained tharsamédl1% 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 percentagts fp@tween the two periods. While

it declined from 11% in 2017 to 6% in 2019 for MHH, it declined from abo#3n 2017 to
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1.3% in 2019 foFHH. On the other hand, provision of training on feeding and nutrition remained
almost the same at 24% in b@8ee table 4.1 for the detdils

Since AGRis enrolledin two phases in which some woredas obtain the program interventions in
the first phase in 201peviousAGP 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 sevice 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 tahleere is some difference in the percertagf changesdhween

the two woredas. Howevethe changes varyby kind of interventions. For instance, the
percentages of households who received training on new methods of farming is dgckweouns

AGP woredashutit is increased in the new woredi@m 2019 compared to 2017. It is decreased by
about 8 percentage pointspreviousAGP woredas but increased byipercentage points in the

new AGP woredadDemonstratiorbased training on new methods of farmhasdecreasedthy

1.3 percentage points ithe new AGP woredas but 8ypercentage points in thgreviousAGP
woredas between the two study periods. On the other haRdpvision of training on the
application of improved seeds and fertilidecreasetly 4 and11 percentage points, respectively,

in previousAGP woredas, itleclinedonly by 2 and 8percentage points in the new AGP woredas
between the two periods.

Table 4.3 shows the results of the household survey on theeshamthe provision and support

of public institutional serviceselated to natural resource management. These include, among
others, soil and water conservation activities, rehabilitation of rti@tchments, establishment of

tree nurseries and planting of local drought resistant trees. Concerning backings onwateand
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% 9. 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 ohddslihigher for MHH compared

FHH. Moreover, there ialso 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 periodsjalyspec

We also analysed the changes in pubfistitutional 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 inteimestrelated to NRM iprevious

AGP woredas though the proportions of support is higheremiousAGP compared to in the new

AGP woredas in both before and after the program interventions. On the other hand, interventions
related to rehabilitation of mic-catchments have increasgliyhtly 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 prograntstarte
interventions.

Table 4.5 shows the results on the change in public service provelmeed toirrigation
infrastructure and scheme development, which is also one of the essential interventiens of
secondAGP to improve agricultural growth intlopia. 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 otommunity 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 intervenganept provision of advice

in irrigation practices between the tworipels. At the baseline, about @4of farm households

were reported to obtain support in ground water development. This figure declined to 13% in 2019,
indicating a decline in 21 percentageirgs. 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 thefigure for household$enefiting 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 dgcBéed

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 lssteitus, 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 Il statu® tnidline survey results show that there is a decline
in the implementation dll kinds ofinterventions related to small scale irrigation developrirent
both previous and new AGP Il woredaiter the implementation of the program compared to the
situaton before. However, the rate of decline is higher for the old AGP compared to new AGP
woredasSee Table 4.6 for the detail result.

Table 4.7 shows the detail results of the household surveybbbic institutional service supports
provided to househaoddthat 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, povision of improved variety of animals and importing exotic animadsstrution 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 Hige, there is a decline in the proportions of households
who reported they have participated in the demonstratimsed training on livestock production
between 2017 and 2019. The result shows that it declined from 15% in 2017 to 9% in 2019,
indicatinga 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 declioed14% to 10% in

2017 and 2019gsspectively. The proportion &HH 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 healtlctined from 25% in 2017 to 20% in 2019, showing a
decline in 5 percentage point. In this regard, two interesting results are observedandfiest,
decline is observed for MHIthan FHH. Second, th@roportions ofFHH participated in such
training is very mall comparedo MHH. It is less than 3% for FHH while/% 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 anima&1& @mpared
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 animealthcenters provision of medical tablets

for free and provision of animal health care serviddhile proportionsof households who
reported to benefit from construction of animal health center and medical tablet provision for free
declined by aboutZ% 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 andrnpeath 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 intervendidnt also that the proportions ¢fHH who are
benefiting from the available servica® very small compared to MHIS€e table 4.7 for the detall

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 miglils are important in easily

di sseminating agricultur al i nformationds whi c
production. In these regards, there have been some interventions implemented by the program. As
a result farmers have been benefjtirom 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 Il program in 2017 @ntil 201

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 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 reportthat 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 mainbénaads
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 batlerop and animal products. In both cases there

is a decline by 8 percentageints in 2019 compared to 201See table 4.8 for the details

Farm households may require credit for purchase of inputs like fertilizer, seed, agrochemicals, and
hired lator 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 b¥? A@ this regard our result
revealed that there is substantial decline in supporting to open new branches of credit and saving
institution. This knd of support decreased from%3n 2017 to2% in 2019, indicating about 11
percentage points decline.

Theother 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 onlgastgd 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 2@bmpared 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 variousiabgroups. Very few proportion ¢fHH obtained such
supportsas training cooperatives on administration, finance (e.g. book keeping), markéting,

and to be organized&IG in 2019 compared to 2017 (See tabldear.8ne detail resul)s

4.1.2 Satisfaction level of beneficiaries on public services provision

The previas 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 lihe gervices
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 fagmthe majority (54%) are
6satisfieddb. Similarly about 50% and 47% of t|
on applications of improved seed and fertilizer, respectively. On the other hand, at |é¢a$tlone

of the beneficiaries repted that they are not satisfied by such trainings. While about 32% of the
beneficiaries are O0hi ghl-pased tmaining dninewdmethdas of t h e
farmi ngod, 40% are Osatisfiedo. Whi |l e tebout L
horticulture nurseries established, at least 30% did not fully satisfied by the nurseries.  With
regard to the farmersdé evaluation of the bene
|l east 32% are 6highl yr esaddg stfii fdibedédh.d t he ot he
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Table 4.1: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to crop productivity between 2017 and 201

AGP-1l Supports 2017 (N=356) 2019 (N=483) Change (percentageoint)
MHH | FHH | Total | MHH | FHH | Total | MHH | FHH | Total
Use of public agricultural service 269 |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 8.43 |2.25 |10.67 | 9.32 1.65 |10.97 | 0.89 -06 |03
Demonstratiorbased 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 | 6.42 249 |89 -454 |-0.88|-5.43
Training on farming technologies/practices thatadicularly| 10.96 | 3.65 | 14.61 | 6.21 1.25 | 7.45 -4.75 | -24 |-7.16
relevant for women
Training on feeding and nutrition 1994 | 3.94 |23.88 |19.25 | 4.56 |23.81 |-0.69 |0.62 |-0.07

Source: AGP Il baseline and midline surveys

Table 4.2: change in AGP publitstitutional service provision and support related to crop productivity between 2017 and 2019

2017(N=356) 2019(N=483) Change (percentagaoint)
Previous | New Previous | New Previous | New
AGRII supports AGP AGP | Total AGP AGP Total | AGP AGP | Total

Provisionof 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 feftilize 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
Demonstrationbased 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 13.20f 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| 1461 5.80 1.66| 7.45 -7.41| 0.25| -7.15
Training on feedingnd nutrition 19.10| 4.78| 23.88 17.18 6.63| 23.81 -1.92| 1.85| -0.07

Source: AGP Il 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 béteuss 2200

AGRII Supports 2017 (N=356) 2019 (N=483) Change (percentageoint)
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 micrecatchments 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 treg  18.54| 4.21 22.75 7.04 1.04 8.07 -11.5 -3.17 -14.68

Source: AGP Il baseline and midline surveys

Table4.4: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to Natural Resource Management betwee@®17 and

2017(N=356) 2019(N=483) Change (percentagaoint)
New Oold New
AGP-Il Supports Old AGP | AGP | Total | AGP New AGP | Total | Old AGP | 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 micrecatchments 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 Il baseline and midline surveys

Table 4.5: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related tecat®llrigation development between 2017 and 2019

AGPII Supports 2017 (N=356) 2019 (N=483) Change (percentagaoint)
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 divery 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| 253| 15.17| 19.05| 3.32| 22.36 6.41| 0.79 7.19

Source: AGP Il baseline and midline surveys
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Table 4.6: AGP Institutional service related to SSI

2017(N=356) 2019(N=483) Change (percentagaoint)
Previous| New Previous| New Previous| New
AGRII supports AGP AGP | Total AGP AGP | Total AGP AGP Total

Ground water development 25.00f 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 1292 2.25 15.17 15.11| 7.25 22.36 2.19 5.00 7.19

Source: AGP Il baseline and midline surveys

Table 4.7: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to livestock productivity betweed 2019 an

AGPII Supports 2017(N=356) 2019 (N=483) Change (percentagaoint)
MHH | FHH| Total | MHH | FHH| Total | MHH | FHH | Total
Demonstratiorbased 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 servicq 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 angporting exotic animalg 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| -856| -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 Ibaseline and midline surveys
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Table 4.8: change in AGP public Institutional service provision and support related to market infrastructure and busiigEgardevelopment

betweer2017 and 2019

AGRII Supports

Change (percentage

2017 (N=356) 2019 (N=483) 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| -1466| -3.15| -17.81
Other infrastructure development 1.12 0 1.12| 455| 1.45 6 3.43| 145 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 crggoduction 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 keepi

marketing, etc. 8.43| 1.96| 10.39| 3.52| 0.83 435| -491| -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, Mixeq 10.39| 3.09| 13.48| 5.59| 1.45 7.04 -4.8| -1.64 -6.44

Source: AGP Ibaseline 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% & sihendents are
0highly satisfiedd by the training provided o
relevant for women and feeding and nutrition, respectively.

Table 4.9: Satisfaction level of farmers on public institutional sepioeision related to crop
productivity in 2019

Satisfaction level
Highly More or less| Not Highly

AGP-II Supports Satisfied | Satisfied | satisfied satisfied | Dissatisfied
Provision of training on new
methods of farming 27.88 54.17 16.35 1.6
Provision oftraining 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 par |
Field Day 32.08 43.4 22.64 1.89
Demonstratiorbased training on
newmethods 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 nutritior 27.83 46.96 22.61 1.74 0.87

Source: AGP Imidline 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 comsenrv, planting of drought
resistance trees, rehabilitation of mi@atchments 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 drotg resistance trees. On the other hand, about 17% and 8% of the
respondents were not satisfactory for each of these activities, respectively. Abbfifthraf the
beneficiaries are highly satisfied by the establishment of tree nurseries whilst 31fighdye
satisfied by the rehabilitation of micaatchments. On the other hand, about 28% and 33% of the
beneficiaries are not fully satisfied by the rehabilitation of maatchments and establishment of

tree nurseries, respectively.
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Table 4.10Satisfaction level of farmers on public institutional service provision related Natural resource
management in 2019

Satisfaction level
More or
Highly less Not Highly
AGP-Il Supports Satisfied| Satisfied | satisfied | satisfied | Dissatisfied
Undertaking soitonservation activity 28.05 53.66 16.67 1.63
Rehabilitation of micrecatchments 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 Imidline Surveyresults

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 thagytlare highly satisfactory by the interventions
implemented on ground water development and construction of community ponds. But still about
onei fourth of the beneficiaries are not fully satisfactory by the interventions implemented on
construction of ommunity ponds, construction of new small scale irrigation and dam diversion
and construction of rainwater harvesting schemes. At leastthirel of the respondents were also

not fully satisfactory on the advices provided to them about irrigation peactiic 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 pulsigtitutional service provision related to small scale
irrigation development in 2019

Satisfaction level

Highly More or less| Not Highly
AGP-Il Supports Satisfied | Satisfied | satisfied satisfied | 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 Imidline 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 thaniofith of the
respondents are highly satisfied by demonstrab@ased traiing 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 % 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. Almostséme
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 ptapw 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 servicdagioo related to livestock

productivity in 2019

Satisfaction level
Highly More or less| Not Highly
AGP-II Supports Satisfied | Satisfied| satisfied satisfied | Dissatisfied

Demonstratiorbased training on livestock
production 18.6 44.19 34.88 2.33
Theoretical and practical Training on Livesto
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 clinf 21.84 45.98 27.59 4.6
Use of services provided at animal health pg 23.26 45.35 24.42 6.98

Source: AGP Imidline survey results

Table 4.13 shows the midline survey result

institutional service provisiorelated to market infrastructure and business development. While
21% of the beneficiaries are oO0highly satisfiei
of the beneficiaries are 6highly saterhahd,edd b
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 bemec i ari es are O0satisfied?d
branches of credit and saving institution. More thaniofeairth of the beneficiaries are not fully

satisfied by the training provided to the cooperatives on administration, finance (e.g. book
keeping), markting, etc as well as by the advice provided on business plan, business financing

and marketing. At least 32% of the beneficiaries are highly satisfigdebymplementation 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 (QIG
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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

Satisfaction level
Highly More or less| Not Highly
AGP-II Supports Satisfied | Satisfied| satisfied satisfied | 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 ( WC
YCIG, Mixed CIG) 32.35 32.35 26.47 2.94 5.88

Source: AGP Imidline 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 discussdantheof 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 institatia | advice and
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 preventiomyop 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 gofwing

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 engilivey 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%da24% 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, respaatly, 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 prograrmntiters to 37%

two years after the intervention, advices on the construction of irrigation or water harvesting
system increased from 6% to 8% between the studgdse(See table 4.1#r the detail. Table
4.15shows the results on the satisfaction lewdlthe beneficiaries othese advices. More than

onef ourth of the Dbeneficiaries are oOohighly s
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beneficiaries are also Osatisfi edOoesbhbyyypetohe adv
advices pruided 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 livestod 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 crexditrf@al 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 livestopkoduction and productivity between the two periods.
However, the changareless than 3 percentage points. More than 34% and less than 46% of the
beneficiaries reported that they are O6highly
benef i satisfaatian @agids 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 4.14Change in institutional advice related to crop productivity and small scale irrigation development before and after&dGP start

Kind of Advices on / Assistance 2017 (N=2192) 2019 (N=2200)) Change (percentaggoint)
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? 1793 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? 497| 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 85| 241 10.91 4.44 15 5.94
When you should harvest your crops? 5.25| 1.46 6.71 9| 341 12.41 3.75 1.95 5.7
How to market your crops? 3.06| 0.78 3.83 577 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 harvestir
systems? 506 1.05 6.11 6.5| 1.46 7.95 1.44 0.41 1.84

Source: AGP Ibaseline and midlineusvey results
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Table 4.15: Satisfaction Level on Advises and Assists related to crop produmigigmall scale irrigation development in 2019

Satisfaction Level
Highly More or less
Kind of Advices on / Assistance Satisfied Satisfied| satisfied Dissatisfied | Total(N)
Suggest growing hew crops 25.74 56.39 14.92 2.95 610
The best time to plant yogrops? 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 Il Survey results

a7



Table 4.16Change in institutional advice relatedlit@stock productivity

2017 (N=2192) 2019 (N=2200)) | Change (percentagaoint)
MH
Kind of Advices on / Assistance H FHH THH | MHH | FHH| THH | MHH | FHH | THH

Start or expand poultry production? 9.53 255(12.09| 9.41| 241| 11.82| -0.13| -0.14 -0.27
Helped you start or expand smaliock (goats, sheep) productiony 5.47 155| 7.03| 7.32| 2.04| 9.36| 1.84| 0.49 2.34
Start or expand largstock (cattle) production? 6.16 141 757| 7.91| 2.23| 10.14| 1.75| 0.81 2.56
Start or expand dairy production? 3.51 0.87| 4.38| 527|154 6.82| 1.76| 0.68 2.44
Start or expand honey production? 3.42 0.68| 4.11| 3.55| 091| 4.45| 0.12| 0.22 0.35
How to deal with diseases affecting your animals, poultry or beg¢ 5.29 159| 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, animg
dairy or honey production? 3.7 0.96| 4.65| 2.73| 0.91| 3.64| -0.97| -0.04 -1.02
Livestockelated hygiene and/or how to prevent the transmissior
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 Ibaseline and midlineusvey results

Table 4.17: Satisfaction Level on Advises and Assistanaeated to livestock productivity in 2019

Satisfaction Level

Kind of Advices on / Assistance 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 expangmallstock (goats, sheep) production? 37.86 46.12 13.11 1.94 206
Start or expand larggtock (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 orhoney production? 45.00 40.00 11.25 2.50 80
Livestock related hygiene and/or how to prevent the transmission
diseases from livestock to household members? 40.54 54.95 4.50 0.00 111

Source: AGP Imidline aurvey result
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4.1.4 Change imdoptionof improved technology

This section presents tishange in the adoption of improved technology after two years of AGP

Il interventions implemented compared to the years before it started in 2017. Among the
intermediate technologies contributing to therges 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 irengastatistically 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 respectively6.6 and 3.1 in all AGP Il households (Table. 4.18)he change in MHHSs
come from the baseline of 17.3 to 23.9 in midterm whereas in FHHs from the baselinetof 20.1
midterm of 23.2 percenin case of the FHHs the change varies by whether the FHH is mdrried o
unmarried. For example, the highest proportion of use during the baselingdvasy married
Female Headed households (mFHtskslightly declined to 31.3 percent during the midline, but
the change is statistically insignificant; the lowest proportion @& kg unmarried female
household heads (umFHHSs) 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 Il households is similar to the case of
all AGP Il households, but with slightarement compared to that of all AGP Il households except
that the change in all previous AGP Il households is 4.3 percent and still statistically significant at
1 percent level (Table 4.18). In case of new AGP Il 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 FHHSs, buttlsea tendency to decline in the
case of married female headed households. (2) Across the AGP Il status, the proportion of FHH
who used improved seedderealsis greater than that of MHHSs.
Unlike the case of cereals the use of improved seed use@sen af pulses, oilseeds, fruits,
vegetables, fruits and coffee as such not increasing from batelmilline for all, previous AGP
and now AGP Il householdboth MHHs and FHHdn the previous AGP households, the farmers
who were using improved seedthese 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 Il households never used improved seed in case of vegetables and fruits.

From these results 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 immesdd AGP Il. (2) The

rate of use of improved seed in Roereal crop categories is declinibg 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 usemgiroved 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

) Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status

S Crop All AGPs households Previous AGP Il HHs New AGPII HHS

©

g | CAIONY | Vi | mEHH | UFHH| FHH | THH '\H"H mFHh| uFHh | FHH | THH |'\_|"H EFH UFH | FHH | THH
Cereals 17.3| 34.3| 10.6| 20.1| 18.0| 205| 356 10.6| 22.7| 21.0| 12.2| 31.1| 10.8| 16.2| 13.2
Pulses 92| 29.2| 6.2 17.0] 108] 97| 39.4| 00| 226| 12.9] 88| 00| 122] 84| 89

o | Oilseeds 1.1 13| 08| 10| 1.0] 11| 13| 08| 10| 11| 00 . . .| 0.0

% Vegetable ; ; ; . ] . . : : : ) ) ) ) )

@ | Fruits 0.0 . . 0.0 . . . 0.0 . 0.0

@ | Coffee 17.5 .| 00| 00| 87 . . . . | 175 .| 0.0] 00| 88
Cereals 23.9| 31.3| 20.7| 23.2| 23.8| 25.0| 33| 24.1] 26.4| 25.3| 22.2| 28.4| 165]| 18.7| 21.4
Pulses 13.4 00| 62| 53| 11.4| 153| 00| 54| 45| 127| 111 0] 71| 6.2] 9.9
Oilseeds 1.7 00| 1.0]079] 15| 19| o0.0| 14| 10| 18] 00| 00| 00| 00] 00

2 | Vegetable . . . . . . . . . .

S | Fruits 0.0 0.0 . .| 00| 00] 00| 00 .| 00 . . . . .

= | Coffee 0.0 0.0 . .| 0.0] 00 . . .| 00| 00 . . .| 0.0
Cereals 66| 3| 101] 31|28 454 26| 136| 37| 437 100 27| 56| 25| 8%
Pulses 42| -29.2 0| ;7| 06| 56| -394/ 54|-180| -02| 23| 00| -51| 22| 113
Oilseeds 06| -13| 02| ,, | 05/ 09| -1.3| 05| 00| 07| 00 . . .| 0.0

S| Vegetable | 0.0 0.0[ 00| .| 00

8 | Fruits 0.0 0.0 0.0 .| 0.0 . . \ . ) . ) ) ) )

O [ Coffee -17.5 0.0] 0.0 -8.7 -17.5 . . .| -88

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019

b. Fertilizer

Similar to the case of improvagedthe role of fertilizer use in increasing productiviyeissential.

The midterm surveylata analysis indicates thakaple 4.19 in all household categories, the
average change in fertilizer use rate for cerealkg/ha) has increased comparedite baseline.

For all AGP Il households, previous AGP Il households and New AGP Il households, the average
fertilizer use rate in cereal crops hamereased by26.3kg/ha, 19.5kg/ha and 37.1kg/ha percent
respectively with a statistical significance of orexgent in all cased he positive changes are
observed in both MHHs and FHHs through insignificant. This has positit@dme for cereal
productivity. Among household categories, a declining rate of fertilizer application has been
observed in the case mfFHHscereal production in all AGP Il 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 Il status. Again similar to the case of ttereals,
increasing rate of fertilizer use is also statistically significant for all households except the new
AGP Il householdg¢Table 4.19. Increasing rate of fertilizer use rate is also observed in the case of
oilseeds but statistically significant only farevious AGP Il 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 Il household categoriesnilaus, si

to the case of improved seed, (1) the rate of fertilizer usenlcasased in the case of cereals,
vegetablesind oilseed#or all household categories except married households; (2) declined in the
case of fruits and pulses for all household caiegdiut largely statistically insignificant. (3) The
finding leads us to the point that AGP Il 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-cloamical fertilizersAGP has to encourage the

use of fertilizer in other crop categories and married female households

In addition to the chemical fertilizers, the AGP Il farmers have the alternativengf oigganic
fertilizer. In the survey data farmers were asked whether they are suing organic fertilizer on their
plots. The summargrganized ifrable 4.20ndicates that: (1) in all AGP Il households, on average
the percentage change is positive in the asorganic fertilizer but the change is statistically
insignificant; (2) declining percentage is observed largelynmarried and marrieBHHs. In

FHHSs, the changing is increasing is cereals and pulses, which are important cropgse (3) T
declining use ate tends to decline in the case of vegetables, pulses and oilseeds. (4) The use of
organic fertilizer in coffee has also a tendency to increaih is an encouraging sigih) The
tendency of declining coverage is observed in-cemeal cropsindprevious AGP Il households
thannew AGP Il households (Table 4)20
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Table 4.19 Application rates of chemical fertilizer by crop type

Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status

=
E Cactézgry All AGPs households PreviousAGP Il HHs New AGPIl HHS
w MHH | mFHH | UFHH | FHH | THH MHH | mFHH | umFHH| FHH | THH | MHH | mFHH | umFH | FHH | THH
Cereals | 157.8| 1422 1451| 143.9| 1545| 141.1| 157.9| 126.9| 141.9| 141.3| 1855| 102.8| 163.7| 146.8| 1759
Pulses 478| 965| 535| 737 532| 65.3| 126.7| 50.7| 944| 725| 322 10| 56.3| 420| 338
Oil crops 55 00| 00| 00 46| 56 0.0 00| 00 47| 00 . . . 0.0
£ | Vegetable | 188.2| 186.8| 164.3| 174.4| 185.6| 1955| 250.8| 139.0| 206.1| 197.4| 178.2| 33.33| 180| 139.2| 170.1
@ Fruits 298.0 . . | 2980/ 447.1 . . | 4471] 00 . . . 0.0
D Coffee 0.0 00| 00| 00 00| 00 0.0 00| 00 00| 00 00| 00| 00 0.0
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
, [ Puises 39.5 96| 26.4| 240| 358| 387 80| 251| 223| 348 407 12 28| 26.0| 371
2 [ Oilcrops | 131 6.6| 9.3| 865 122 151| 100| 120]| 115| 145 0 0.0 0| 00 0.0
S | Vegetable | 270.1| 144.2| 202 1046| 2552 285.7| 208.5| 281.8| 270.8| 283.1| 2483| 48.0| 122.3] 111.2] 2184
Fruits 34.0 00| 00| 00 242| 00 0.0 00| 00 0.0 113.3 1133
Coffee 0.0 00| 00| 00 00| 00 . 00| 00 00| 00 . . . 0.0
Cereals 265| -126| 335| 235| 263~ | 236| 58| 155| 30| 195" | 317| -156| 614| 52.1| 37.1~
Pulses 83| -86.9| -27.1| -49.7| -17.4* | -265| -118.7| -25.6| -72.1| 3% 85 2| -283| -16.0 3.3
S [ Oil crops 7.6 6.6| 9.3| 865 76| 95| 100| 120| 115| 9.7*| 00 00| 00 . 0.0
2| Vegetable | 81.9| -426] 37.0| 20.2| 69.6% | 90.2| -42.4| 142.7| 647|857+ | 70.1| 1467| 57.7| 280 483
Fruits 264 00| 00 | 2738+ | 4471 0.0 0.0 ) 1133 113.3
Coffee 0.0 00| 00| 00 00| 00 0.0 00| 00 00| 00 00| 00| 00 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

Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status

Evaluate Caf;‘;%ry All AGPs households Previous AGP Il HHs New AGPIl HHS
MHH | MFHH |UFHH | FHH | THH | MHH | MFHH |UFHH | FHH | THH | MHH | MFHH| UFHH | FHH | THH
Cereals 10.7 6.6| 12.6| 102| 106| 1076] 6.57| 1280 9.7| 1054 10.72| 6.74] 12.64| 10.9] 10.78
Pulses 135 219| 157 186| 14.6| 18.35| 10.00| 11.76| 10.75| 16.46| 9.28| 56.25| 19.44| 30.7| 12.77
Baselin |01 €1OPS 0 o| 166| 11.1] 1.6| o0.00| o000 16.67| 111 1.69| 0.00 . . .| 0.00
Vegetables | 15.2| 11.7| 23.3| 18.1| 158| 11.32| 1458 1500| 14.8| 11.91| 2085 5.00| 28.46| 21.9] 21.08
Fruits 16.6 . . .| 16| 25.00 . . .| 25.00] 0.00 . . .| 0.00
Coffee 6 0 3.7 30| 45| o000| o000 000 00| 0.0 10 .| s.00 5| 7.50
Cereals 123 117 126 12.4] 122] 12.03] 1268 1206| 122] 12.07| 12.59| 10.00| 13.30| 12.6| 12.61
Pulses 15.3 30| 21.6| 228 17.1| 18.93] 0.00| 21.09| 17.7] 18.65| 10.91| 75.00| 22.32| 28.9| 15.34
dine |01 €roPS 6.3 o| 111| 83| 67| 732] o000 o000 00| 600 000| 000 5000 33.3]|11.11
Vegetables 25 20 15| 15.6| 232 13.06] 000 059 05/ 1084| 42.05| 50.00] 29.41| 31.5] 39.71
Fruits 20 o| 416] 312 232| 2857 o000| 41.67| 31.2] 2955 0.00 . . .| 0.00
Coffee 18.7 . o] oo| 136| 833 . 0.00] 00| 5.56| 50.00 . . .| 50.00
Cereals 1.6 5.1 o| 22| 16| 127 611] -074| 25| 153 1.87| 326/ o066] 17| 1.83
Pulses 1.8 8.1 50| 42| 25| 058 -1000] 9.33] 6.95| 2.19| 1.63| 18.75| 2.88| -1.8| 257
Oil crops 6.3 0 55| 28| 51| 7.32] o000| -16.67| -11.1| 4.31] 0.00| 0.00| 50.00 1112
Vegetables 9.8 8.3 83| 25| 7.4| 1.74| -1458| -14.41| -143| -1.07| 21.19| 4500 095 9.6/ 18.62
Fruits 3.4 0 0 . 6.6| 3.57| 000 41.67 .| 455 o0.00 . . .| 0.00
Change | Coffee 12.7 0 37| -30 91| 833 0.00] 00| 556| 40.00] 0.00| -5.00 .| 4250

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 hagenerally 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 madl®@&P II. Accodingly, Table
4.21 indicates that there is declining tendency in agrochemicals use rate, with significant decline
in cereals in all household categories and AGP Il statuses. In cereals, the average rate application
of agrochemicals has declined by aboyie2cent 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

andinsect infestation that will be discussed in the constraint section.

Table 4.21 Application rates of agro chemicals by crop type

2| Ccrop Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status
E categor All AGPs households Previous AGP Il HHs New AGPII HHS
L%’ y MHH | MFH | UFHH| FHH | THH MHH | MFH| UFHH| FHH | TH | MHH | MFH | UFHH| FHH | THH
H H H
Cereals 2.9 3.8 46| 43| 3.2|2.36|4.98| 4.71 48| 292| 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
Corl(l)p 1.4 0| 0.16(0.11| 1.2|1.43|0.00| 0.17| 0.11|{1.22| 0.00 0.00
g Veges. 3.1 2.1 19| 20| 290|5.13| 2.89| 4.25 341483 053| 0.27| 0.50| 0.43 0.51
§ Fruits 0 . 1 0.00 ; .| 0.00 . .| 0.00
@ | Coffee 0 . ¢ 0.0 | 0.00| 0.00 . . . | 0.00 0 .| 0.00 0 0.00
Cereals 0.9 1.7 25| 23| 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|] 04|050|[161] 0.00| 0.25|0.44| 0.62| 0.00| 0.24| 0.21 0.52
Corl(l)p 0.7 0 0| 00| 0.6|0.88|0.00| 0.00 0| 0.72| 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 0 0.00
o | Vege. 1.4 10 15| 25| 16| 187|167 | 3.02 5.0| 2.45| 0.76| 0.00| 0.00 0 0.59
S | Fruits 0 0| 0.00 0.00 0| 0.00 ) .
2 | Coffee 0 . . . 0] 0.00 . . .| 0.00] 0.00 . . .| 0.00
Cereals -2 21| 21| -20|-2.0~| -16 | -3.4| -4.01| -39 |-2.1=| -2.60| 1.32| 0.44 0.9 -1.8
Pulses -1.4 0.3|-20.6|-11.1| -3.5| -27]0.87| -42.2| -181 | -65| -0.30 0 323 -0.27| -0.25| -0.33
corI<I)p -0.7 0| -0.16| -0.1| -0.6| -06 | 0.00| -0.17| -0.11| -05| 0.00 0.00
g Vege. -1.7 79| -04| 05| -1.3| -3.3| 138 -1.23 16| -24 0.23 02_7 -0.50| -0.43 0.08
3 [ Fruits 0| o] o o] I . .
O | Coffee 0 0 0 0| 0.00 48| 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 Il PIM (MoANR, 2015) supporting
mechanization i®ne of the subcomponents of services that is encouraged by AGP Il. For the
encouragement by AGP Il and other factors, the survey data from the sample woredas indicates
that the use of mechanization has increased in AGP Il households from 116 in the badelkh
in the midline; from 86 to 87 in previous AGP Il households; and from 30 to 58 in new AGP I
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 pocesmall 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 Il

Year | Use All AGP Il Households Previous AGP lhouseholds New AGP Il households
modality | 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

SourceAuthors computation based on survey data in March 2012Gi@i

e. Adoption of improved technology
AGP Il has a target of increasing the adoptioAGP Il 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 ofating@le householdsrom 68.3 to
74.4 percent in all AGP 1l households; by 6.4 percent in previous AGP Il households, and by 5.6
percent in new AGP Il households. (2) Decline in the proportion of households adopting chemical
fertilizer has decreased maintycase of married FHHSs in all AGP Il categories, but not in FHHSs.
(3) Even though the changes are positive in FHHSs, they are negligible compared to that of MHHSs.
(4) In case of MHHSs, the adoption of chemical fertilize reached 57.7% from 51.6 in thedaseli
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 FHHSs.
In case of organic fertilizer, the highest change is observed in previous AGP éhbtuiss with
45.2 percent of households reached in the midterm, whereas all AGP Il households are at 41.8
percent. Similar to the case of chemical fertilizer the proportion of MFHHs and UFMMs low and
that of the MFHHSs is yet declining whereas that of FhiHslightly increasing. This means that
there is gap between the MHHSs (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 ofchgmicals
reached at 45.6% during theidierm (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 Il households
arriving at 47.0 percent. In case of adoption of improved seed, there is nearly 5 percese micrea
midterm compared to the baseline in all AGP Il households, reaching 38.5 percent at midterm
period. Compared to the case of MHHSs, the proportion of married and unmarried FHHs use lower
rate of improved seed, with a declining proportion of adoptidhercase of married FHHs at the
midterm period compared to the base line. The adoption rate and the change is better among the
new AGP Il households (Table 4.23).
Though it is still low, the proportion of all AGP Il households who use hired labor hesged
at midterm period compared to the baseline though it is statistically insignificant. About 13 percent
of all AGP Il households employ hired labor (Table 4.23). The proportion of previous AGP I
households is slighter higher than that of new AGRUideholds. On the other hand, when we see
the average labor use per hectare, the maximum is observed in unmarried households for all AGP
Il households and previous AGP Il households, with increasing tendency at midterm compared to
the baseline. Interestityg however, per hectare labor use has declined in all categories of AGP |,
but not for unmarried FHHSs.
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Table 4.23 Percentage change in adoption of improved technologies

Evaluate Technologies Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status
All AGP Il households Previous AGP Il 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 | 156 676 | 51.1 5.42 | 13.0 | 18.42| 69.5
Organic Fertilizer (user=1) 27.3 420 4.90 9.1| 36.40| 28.40 540| 4.20| 9.6| 38.10| 25.40 220| 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| 26.03 468| 3.25| 7.93| 33.97| 23.75 250| 6.39| 8.89| 32.64
Hired labor (%) 9.3 1.90| 150 3.4| 12.70| 11.65 1.90| 1.43| 3.33| 14.98| 353 206| 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| 575 42 | 122 | 164| 740 | 559 3.0 | 16.1 19.1| 751
Organic Fertilizer (user=1) 31.0 190 8.90| 10.8| 41.80| 33.87 228| 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| 92| 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| 31.58 167 594| 761| 39.19| 27.64 190 691| 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| 5.08 056| 2.26| 2.82| 7091
Labor (days per hectare) 124.8| 114.10| 184.0| 169.4| 136.7| 129.6| 129.1| 189.5 1770 | 141.8| 116.2 91.2| 175.3| 157.| 127.8
Change | Chemical Fertilizer(user=1) 54| -3.30| 4.10 0.8 6.10 550| -3.92| 4.72| 08 6.40| 4.80 242| 3.10| 552| 5.60
Organic Fertilizer (user=1) 3.7| -2.30| 4.00 1.7| 5.40 5.47| -3.12| 4.86| 174 7.11| 0.60| -1.00| 2.49| 1.49| 2.20
Agro Chemicals (user=1) 53| -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) 49| -210| 1.90| -0.2] 4.70 5.55| -3.01| 2.69| -0.32 522| 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| 155 -150| 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

SourceAuthors computation based on sureita in March 2017 arD19

56




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 irrigattwout

40 percent of the total project cost. The component aims teaedte 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 Il project in the sampleavedas.

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 TaWle4). The proportiorof all AGP Il farmers who use irrigation during

the baseline was 12.3 percent and it stays at 12.1 peiweng the midterm, with a insignificant
decline of 0.2. Interestingly, however, the proportion of households who use irrigation in previous
AGP Il households (12.9 percent) is higher than that of the all AGP Il 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 arigin and it takes longer time for
farmers to access these irrigation schemes. The survey also shows that the number of new AGP I
households who accessed irrigatame 69 and 67 in 2017 and 20E3pectively; (2the decline

in the number of userduld possiblybebecausef: (a)decrease the irrigatedlea or the decreased
sample size of the previous AGP households who most likely can access irrigation; and, (b) some
of the household beneficiaribave moved for a reason of expansion of sugar fastaiges, and
towns,and other factors. (3) Except in irrigated area, in many of the irrigation indicators, MHH
exceed compared to FHHs in All AGP |l categoriesTable 4.24the proportion of married and
unmarried FHHs who are using irrigation botloid AGP Il and new AGP Il woredas is generally

low. That is less than one percent in MFHH and slightly greater than 2 percent in UFHHSs at the
midterm period. The proportions are either declining or remain constant with statistically
insignificant differene 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 Il and previous AGP II household but tending to increase in new AGP I
households with variations ae®the MHHs and FHHs. The decline in average irrigated area in

all and previous AGP Il 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 I
woredas. Similarly, the average frequency of irrigation per season has also declined in the sample
households.

Sample households were also asked whethey obtained training related to irrigation
development. The result in Tab#e24 shows that the proportion of households who obtained
training has increased to 20% in all AGP Il woredas and 19% in new AGP Il woredas. The change
in the proportion of FHH Wo 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 surmedaim Tabled.24. The
comparison of the midterm figure with that of the base line indicates that the proportion of

57



members of IWUA in all AGP Il households is slightly declining but the decline is statistically
insignificant. However, increased proportion of membership is observed by large percentage in
new AGP Il households but with no change in previous AGP Il haldgh

Access to irrigation water is one of the challenges observed against increasing crop productivity.
The sample AGP Il farmers were asked whether they aacksgiate amount of water in their
irrigation practicesand summarized in Table 4.2®n awerage the proportion ofall AGP Il

farmers accessingdequate 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 Il households, nearly 53
percent of the houselds 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 midtermedompa

to the baseline situation but in case of FHHs and MFHHSs increased by 1.6 and 2.8 percent
respectively. Overall, there is no statistically significant difference in accessing adequate irrigation
water by AGP Il households between the midterm and In@sskuation.
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Table 4.24 Changes in irrigation use and itgractices

Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status

(—g Irrigation practice All AGPs households Previous AGP Il HHs New AGPIlI HHS

@ MHH | MFHH | UFHH | FHH | THH | MHH | MFHH | UFHH | FHH | THH | MHH | MFHH | UFHH | FHH THH
Irrigation use (% user=1) 95| 07| 20| 27| 123| 1022] 086| 214| 30| 132| 843| o038 201| 24| 1082
Area covered with irrigation (ha) 0.9 1.4 12| 1.28 10| 1.09| 1.85| 0.80| 114 11| 0.67 0.12 1.90 1.6 0.80
Frequency of irrigation used per seas 7.1 7.2 6.8 6.9 71| 7.07| 8.00| 3.40| 491 66| 7.40 460 13.41| 11.6 8.25
Training given on irrigatiorfYes=1) 23 0.8 1.3 21| 252| 25.16| 1.29| 1.94| 3.23 28.4| 18.67 0.00 0.00 0.0 18.67

2| Proportion of water users association| 5701 56| 73| 99| 47.8| 39.35| 3.87| 7.10| 1097| 503| 3467| 000| 800 80| 4267

% | (member=1)

0 S—

8| Adequate availability of irrigation 378| 17| 52| 69| 448| 39.35| 258| 581| 839| 47.7| 3467| 000| 4.00| 40| 3867
water (Sufficient=1)
Irrigation use (% user=1) 95| 03| 21| 24| 121] 1018] 0.36] 233| 269| 129| 849 o038 190 23| 1077
Area covered with irrigation (ha) 07| 055| 064 062 069] 060| 042| 045| 044| 06| 094| o087 100 1.05| 0.96
Frequency of irrigation used per seas 4.6 2.8 4.1 3.9 43| 538| 3.40| 4.25| 412 51| 2.51 1.50 4.00 3.6 2.73
Training on irrigation (Yes1) 370| 26| 57| 83| 453| 3871 258| 6.45| 903| 47.7| 3333 278 4.17| 695 4028

o| Proportion of water users association| - s, g| 3| 79| 92| 440| 39.35| 1.29| 9.68| 1097| 503| 5556 1.39| 1250| 13.89| 69.44

£| (member=1)

= S—

2 | Adequate availability of irrigation 370| 22| 70| 92| 462| 41.94| 194| 903| 1097| 529| 2639| 278 278 556 31.94
water (Sufficient=1)
Irrigation use (% user=1) 00| -04| 01| 03| -02| -004] -050| 0.19| -031] -04| 006| o000 -011| -011| -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 seas| -2.5 4.4 -2.7| -30| -2.8~ | -1.69| -4.60| 0.85| -0.79 -15| -4.89| -3.10| -941 -8.0 | -5.52**
Training given on irrigatiorfYes=1) 140| 18| 44| 62| 201| 1355 1.29| 451| 58| 194| 1466 278| 417 6.95| 21.61

o| Proportion of water users association) 5| 33| 06| 07| -38| 000| -258| 258 00| 00| 2089 139 450| 589 2677

= (member=1)

& | Adequate availability of water 08| 05| 18| 23| 14| 259| -064| 322| 258 52| -828| 278| -122| 156| -6.73
(Sufficient=1)

SourceAuthors computation based on survey data in March 2012Gi&i
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4.1.6 Change in theuse of agricultural bestpractices

One of the objectives of AGP Il 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 ofsoil conservation, micro ankdousehold irrigation practices, replanting and

modern farm machineries. The results are shown in Table 4.25. Thewittdsses thathe
proportion ofhouseholds in all AGP 1l who participated in soil conservation practices was 54% at
the baseline. Dunig the same period, 54% and 55% of households from old and new AGP II
woredas participated in soil conservation, respectiviélg. proportion increased to 61%, 64%d

55.% in the sample househol@d midterm period, respectively. Disaggregating the tdsul

gender of household head, the midterm result shows that there is high and increased gap among
MHH and FHHSs, from the baseline 40.4 and 13.6 percent to the midline 45.9 and 15.1 respectively
(Table 4.25).

Another best practice identifiedNdicro andhousehold irrigationin all AGP I, previous AGP I

and new AGP lithe proportion of households who participatetioro and household irrigation
was 13.86, 13.46 and 14.% before the program intervention started, respectilying the
midline, the @rresponding figuredecrease 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 MHHSs and this requires special attention.

The third best practicelentified isrow planting. The analysis indicates that during the midterm,
the proportion of households adopting row planting in almost all caésgof households has
increasedSimilar to the previous two best practices, however, the proportiBriidé (married

& unmarried adopting row planting is extremely low compared to MHHdsing the baseline &
midterm, which again requires attention similar to the case of micro and household irrigation
The fourth best practice identifieduse ofmodern farm rachineriesither by owning or renting

The baseline data shows that all AGP I, previous AGP Il and new AGP Il the proportion of
households whaise modern machineries was only 5% in all AGP Woredas, 6% in old AGP
woredas and 4% in new AGP Il woredas befdhe program started its operation. The
corresponding figures slightly increased to 7%, 6% & m@spectively at the midterm. There is
also variation in the use of modern machinery by gender of householdTheagdroportion of
FHHs is extremely low andedining in some of them. Overalhdoption of best practices except
conservatiorand machinery adoptias low and that of FHHss incomparable to that of MHHS,
urging the need for strengthening theerventiondor the case of FHHSs.
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Table 4.25 percentage change in best agriculturgbractices

Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status

Evaluate Irrigation practice All AGPs households Previous AGP Il HHs New AGPIlI HHS
MHH | MFHH | UFHH [ FHH | THH | MHH | MFHH [ UFHH | FHH | THH | MHH | MFHH | UFHH | FHH | THH
Soil conservation (practiced=1 40.4 52| 83| 135| 54.1| 39.9| 6.37| 7.30| 13.7| 53.58| 41.44| 3.40| 1020| 136| 55.04
m‘ggﬂigg:hlc;use“o'd Imgation) 44 4 1.0 15| 25| 13.8| 11.2| 1.00| 1.14| 2.14| 134| 11.71| 0.88| 2.14| 3.02 147
Baseline : ’
Row planting (practiced=1) 22.4 27| 54| 81| 305| 193] 263| 359| 6.22| 2552| 27.89] 2.79| 865| 11.44| 39.33
Modern farm machineries 4.2 04| 06| 10| 52| 52| 036 057 093] 62| 252| 050| 075 1.25 3.8
(owned/ hire=1)
Soil conservation (practiced=1  45.9 30| 121] 15| 61.0] 479| 336| 128| 16.2] 64.00| 42.50| 2.38| 11.00] 13.38] 5509
Micro and household irrigation| 04| 16| 20| 94| 79| 050| 1.64| 2.14| 101| 6.63| 025| 150| 1.75 8.4
Midline (practiced=1)
Row planting (practiced=1) 28.1 1.6 72| 88| 37.0| 284| 1.85| 6.34| 8.19| 36.60| 27.71| 1.27 8.72 9.99 37.69
Modern farm machineries 4.9 06| 10| 16| 66| 50| 043| 079| 1.22| 62| 488| 1.00| 1.38| 2.38 7.3
(owned/hire=1)
Soil conservation (practiced=1 55| -2.2| 38| 16| 69| 79| -301| 549| 248| 104| 106| -1.02| o080| -022] o084
Micro and household irrigation o | o6 | 01| 05| -44| -33| -050| 050| 0] -331| -5.08| -063| -0.64| -127| -6.36
(practiced=1)
Row planting (practiced=1) 57| -11| 18| 07| 65| 91| -078| 275| 1.97] 11.08] -0.18| -1.52| 0.07| -1.45| -1.64
Modern farm maclrieries 07| 02| 04| 06| 14| -02| 007 022] 029| 006| 236| 050| 063 1.13| 348
Change | (owned/hire=1)

SourceAuthors computation based on survey data in March 2012Gi&i
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4.2 Impact of AGP Il on crop productivity

4.2.1 Change in types of crops produced

The summary oftheresults on the change in crop diversity, measured in terms of average number
crops produced biiouseholdscategorized by AGP status and household category between the
midterm period of the program and the baseline situation is presented in Tablehé Qémnmary
showsthat on average a household in AGP Il 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 houdedtadhe midterm period. Disaggregating the
results by AGP staand previous AGP Il 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 A® Il woredas. In the new AGP Il 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 isdecligat

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 Il woredas for the three groups of households. In MHHs andHsF#uring midterm the
diversification has declined but statistically insignificant. This general decline in number of crop
grown by households in AGP Il may indicate that the households tepettalize depending on

the risk they face, their food andstecrop 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 Il HHs New AGPIlI HHS
MHH | MFHH | UFHH | THH MHH | MFHH | UFHH| THH MHH | MFHH | UFHH | THH
Basdine 5.21 401| 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

SourceAuthors computation based on survey data in March 2012Gii

Beyond thdype 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 decréased3.5 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] 835 65.4| 79.0] 821 706] 10| -16| 5.2
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4.2.2 Change incrop productivity

a. Change in individual crop yield
This subsection presents the results on the analysis made to evaluate the change in crop vyield
between the baseline and midline. As stated in the AGP Il PIM document, the change in crop
productivity is evaluated for the AGP Il crops includingff, Barely, Maize, Wheat, Sorghm,
Chickpea, Horse bean, Sesamemato, Onion, Potato, Banana, Mango, and Coffeble 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 baselm870 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 t01887 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 ktjlbaratiterm
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 increased3#o 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 thehange in yield for individual crops between the midterm periods of the
program compared to the baseline situation by AGP Il status. In old AGP Il woredas, the highest
yield among cereals is observed for maize, which increased by 28% at midterm periotedompa
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 Il woredas, which increabgdB7% 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 Il wedas. In the new AGP Il 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 Il woredas. It declined by 43 percentage points
between the two study periods.

Table 4.28 shows the result fdret 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 FHHSs at
various percentage points (Table 4.28). Among these crops, MHHs scored tingimgre in
productivity in teff, maize, wheat, house bean (fava bean), onion, banana, mango and coffee
whereas FHHs have scored higher productivity changes in chickpeas, potatoeanthdyesely,
sorghum and sesame MHHSs 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 MHHSs.
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Table 4.27: Change in cropyield between AGP Il midterm period (2019) and baseline (2017) by

AGP Status
crop type All AGP Il HH Old AGP Il HH New AGP Il 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 basmasurvey 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 thaghest 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 baselmzeased 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 tha tem survey data compared to the baseline of
AGP Il is that crop productivity has increased in the sample woredas, consistent to the report of
gualitative study. In this sectios discussed the change in productivity of individual AGP Il crops
(Table 428.2).Fromthetable,it is easyto draw into five the change in productivity in the 55
sample woredagom wheat and onion in all, previous and new AGP Il households, the change in
productivity are positive and statistically significant at least at fimecent significant levels
category one to a case where ther@masevidence shows statistically significant productivity
increment in barely, sorghum, tomato, potato, and mangbe fifth category
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Table 4.28.1: change irvarage crop yield bjrousehold categoridsetween the midterm period
of AGP Il and baseline (All AGP Il households)

Crop Baseline midline change
type MHH | MFHH LHJFH fud | Tay | MHH | MFHH EFH FuH | THH | MHH [ MFHH LHJFH FHH | THH
*kk
Teft 766.4| 759.7| 840.8| 809.6| 774.9| 872.2 5052' 817.3 | 858.3| 869.8| 105.8| 292.6| -23.5 g3.4 | 949
Barely 1303.| 1701.4| 1113.| 1421.| 1329.6| 1376.| 1183.| 1329.| 1275.| 1352.| 73.0| -518.0| 216.6 -54.5 22.5
4 3 0 4 4 9 1 1
Maize 1784.| | og0 0| 1398 1393.| [ 2038. | 1175. | 1898. | 1748.| 1968.| ool 5079 4998 731 | 292.9%
8 5 4 1 9 3 2 0
*kk
Wheat 1490. | 1440 4| 1721 1593.| o o] 1917. | 1817. | 1755. | 1769.| 1886.| ,,o-| gego| 557 se60| 374
2 5 4 9 7 2 2 9
i}orgh“ 10391 7781| 19121 a209| 10150 2080 | 1133 1 g0a7 | m707| 17| a09| 3ssa| 2006| TF| S
1 *%*
gh'Ckpe 757.8| 10778/ 742.2| 0100| 7786 ;0% | 1006|1320 2R 30| gug5) 11| s779|  avan| PO
Kk
HorseB. | gy34| 768.3| 7865| 778.0| 812.9 1100' 885.7 | 994.9 | 980.7 1062‘ 276.7| 117.4| 208.4| 167.8| 2°°°
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 | ,, 0.0 | 4255 | 4327 | o .00 | 1131 | 1555 | 611Q | 4592 | 2284 | -1783| -2844| 1855 1430d 8749
0 4 7 2 6 8 3 9 4
Onion 2236. 5641.| 3781. 5345, 5210. | 5210.| 5316.| 3109. 295+
5 63.9 0 o | 23650/ o 1 " 5 . -430.9 2845
Potato 5581. 2488.| 3663. 6192. | 6727. | 5792. | 5921.| 6143. 1636.| 3303. 977.3
4 | 50908 ; g | 5165.7| ¢ h 5 1 o | 6114 4 5 755.4
Banana | 3621. 1729.| 1871. 6046. | 3482. | 3651. | 3622.| 5317.| 2424.| 1349.| 1922. 2145.4*
o | 21336 3 5| 31718 , b 7 0 3 9 1 4 450.2
Mango | 3053.| .., | 5030.| 4258.| .. _  |4303. | 3456. | 3456. | 3456.| 4093.| 1249.| o .| ., logg| 7463
6 6 9 4 8 3 3 7 8
*kk
Coffee 889.6| 702.7| 613.2| 644.8| 825.3 ;297' 733.6 ;169' 110; 1243‘ 408.3| 30.9| 556.7 276.6| 424
Enset 4102. 6386.| 5434. 5438. | 2793. | 7794. | 6661.| 5800.| 1336. 1407. 1 13021
1| 47445 4 S| 44983 - 1 0 5 o| 1951 . 2162.
Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019
Table 4.28.2 Yield changes between 2017 and 2019
Category of yield chang{ Change in Yield categories All AGP I Previous AGP Il New AGP I
Wheat 373.70*** 352.10*** 411,30+
| Onion 2951.10*** 2261.40** 6581.03*
Il Teff 95.00*** 169.30*** -21.06
Maize 292.90*** 440.80*** 40.2
Banana 2145.40** 2056.80* 1964.55
Coffee 424.40%** 496.10*** 220.72
" Horse bean 255.50*** 193.20 326.04**
Chickpea 358.10** 205.70 282.68**
v Sesame 97.10* 82.10 262.46
Enset 1302.10 2135.90*** -3592.44
Barely 22.50 -43.71 119.35
\ Sorghum 24.80 -35.90 151.6
Tomato -874.90 -1704.10 -272.99
Potato 977.30 1292.20 641.85
Mango 746.30 1118.50 -302.58

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019
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c. Change in crop yield index
Crop productivity index is the major PDO indicator in AGP Il crops categorized into cereals and
pulses, vegetables, oilseeds fruits and coffeaddition 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 cropaygpd
on the proportion of ctivated land area allotted to a specdiop to the total household cultivated
land allocated to thaggregatedrops.Then, thanean yield of eachggregatedrop is multiplied
with the respective attached weight amusnmed ugor each household able4.29 presents the
result on the change in tlaggregatedrop yield indexfor cereals, pulses, vegetables and fruits
between the baseline and midline periods. The result showauwhitge aggregated crop yield
index has been gendyaimproved Besides, e table indicates that for all AGP Il 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 shHmt$ouseholds 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 Il woredas though the percentage
increase varies.

To state it by crop cageries, cereal yield indelxas shown a 16.3% growth over the two study
periods. Pulsgield indexincreased fron815.6Q/han 2017 t01104.70Q/hain 2019, indicatinga
35.4% growthbetween the two study periodehe yield index for vegetables has also increased
from 4311 Q/ha in 2017 to 5744.5Q/ha in 20A9more substantial change is observedfifoit yield
index. It increased fron8163.07Q/hain 2017 t04645.30Q/hain 2019, indicatinga 47% growth
over the two study periods.

Table 4.29: Change inproductivity index by crop categories between 2017 and 2019

Crop by All AGP I Previous AGP Il New AGP I
Category Percentagq Statistical | Percentagg Statistical| Percentage Statistical
Significance Significance 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 V 28.0| Significant 44.0 >>
Fruits 46.9 i 48.0 > 45.0 ”
Coffee 51.4 >> 59.4 >> 277 =
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 I, to estimate the impact of AGP Il 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 changgipraductivity 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 aige at midterm period compared to the baseline. However, the change

is only statistically significant in old AGP Il woredas but not in new AGP Il woredas. while crop
yield index increased from 1357.2 kg/ha at the baseline to 1586.5 kg/ha at the midiedninper

66



all AGP Il woredas, it increased from 1364 kg/ha at the baseline to 1685 kg/ha at midterm period
in old AGP Il woredas. In new AGP Il woredas, it increased from 1345 kg/ha at the baseline to
1419.2 kg/ha at the midterm period. The increase isstatiy significant only in old AGP I
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 1l woredas, the chagags 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 I Previous AGP Il New AGP I
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 Il 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 Il HHs New AGPIl HHS
MHH FHH THH MHH FHH THH MHH FHH

16.54 17.6 16.91 22.75 25.46 23.54 5.36 5.72

THH
5.51

In Table 4.31.1, thelmnge in crop yield indexor all crops by AGP statusis indicated for
comparison along the AGP status. For example, for all AGP Il households, previous and New AGP
Il 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, itidgalight advantage of FHHs over
MHHs unlike the case of individual crop yield possibly because FHHs grow crops over smaller
areas compared to that of MHHSs.

Table 4.31.1 Change incrop yield index by household categories (kg/ha)

AGP Il group | Perbd | MHH MFHH UFHH FHH THH
All AGP Il 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 Baseline 1383.2 1243.2 1370 1311.3 1363.99
AGP Il Midline 1698 1419.2 1708.1 1645.12 1685.03
Change 314.8 176 338.1 333.82 321.04
% 230 0.14 0.25 25.5 23.5
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 indexand changeby AGP status and household

categories
Midterm Estimation by household categories and AGP status
Evaluate| Crop category All AGPs households Previous AGP Il HHs New AGPIl 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| 36345 | 3883.53| 3676.01| 3837.41| 3622.87| 2332.42| 3296.3
o Cereals 1510.2| 1443.89| 14942 | 1567.64| 1530.40| 1559.23| 1413.30| 1327.73| 1390.3
Midline Vegetables 5547.1| 4282.89| 52495 | 5609.57| 4677.33| 5398.57| 5413.81| 3559.75| 4942.4

Cerealdpulses 221.8| 237.46| 227.6| 265.90, 313.21| 279.34| 147.36| 137.55| 1457
Change % 17.2 197 180 20.4 25.7 21.8 116 116 11.7

VegetablegFruit | 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 stdfliable 4.31.2)positive changdas also registered all
aggregated crop yield indem both new angreviousAGP Il households. In between the two

study periods, change in cereal/pulses and vegetable/fruits yield index in previous AGP Il is more
pronounced for female headed households (FHH) than theaiterparts in all AGP Il households.
However, Cereal/pulses yield index has been increased substantially for male headed households
(MHH) in the new AGP Il than female headed households (FHHs). For FHHs, the change in
vegetable/fruit yield index is high#dran that for MHHs. Note also that cereal and fruit yield index

has been increased considerably for previous AGP Il households than new AGP Il houSeholds.

the other hand, new AGP Il households have shown higher yield index increment for pulses,
vegetabds and oil crops than old AGP Il households between 2017 and 2019 of the study periods

4.2.3 Constraints in crop production

AGP Il 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.)asitimeliness 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 thesernsiraints 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 (windfrost), 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, inseditinfegtcreased 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

Type of damage in any No. of hougholds who faced it in | Severity over years: 1=increased; 25

crop Baseline Midterm (2019) | decreased (lost equal to more than 1
(2017) of the crop)

Wind 1141 951 2

Frost 1664 447 2

Flooding/water logging 375 231 2

Plant disease 702 1097 1

Insectinfestation 446 580 1

Bird attach 226 235 1

Wild animals attack 604 452 2

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019

These prenarvest damages to crop were analyzed by AGP Il status and household categories (see
Table 4.32and 4.33). As table 4.33 indicates, among these-daopage factors, wd, storm or

hail and frost decreased in the midline relative to that of the baseline in previous AGP I
households, whereas plant disease and Insect infestation increased in alrhosteitfolds.
Different from FHHs and unFHHSs, the crop fields of unmarried households are victims to all these
damaging factors.

b. Poor use of improved echnology (improved seed, fertilizer, related challenges)
Crop productivity in AGP Il 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 I, previd@P Il and new AGP I
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 te #xtension services, demonstrations and field days
of the sample AGP Il households including MHHs and FHHs except unmarried households. In
unFHHSs, the level of ignorance is increasing and this requires strengthening the AGP Il
interventions not only in a& of unmarried but in all AGP Il household categories.

c. Land related disputed
Land related dispute is the one of the least faced constraint among the AGP Il 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 andatecfactor 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. Compad to the baseline, during the midline there is a tendency of
decreasing labeshortage in the sample households. For example in all AGP Il woredas, the
number of proportion of households facing labor shortage decreased from nearly 14 percentto 5.7
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percent. In previous AGP Il households, this percentage has decreased from about 13.2 percent to
nearly 4 percent whereas in new AGP Il households the labor shortage deceased from 16.1 percent
to 10.5 percent which is higher compared to the case of previouslAG&seholds possibly due

to the increased use of mechanization in previous AGP Il 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 Il households,
both MHHs and FHHSs, the proportion of farmers who are facinghtbeage is decreasing while
it is increasing new AGP Il households from 52 percent during the baseline to 58 percent during
the midline.

f. Conflict in irrigation water
AGP Il households were asked whether they faced conflict over irrigation water. Togtjom
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 Il households, the
tendency of increasing conflict is observable whereasage ©f new AGP Il 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 theneasell 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 MHHSs reported input prices adlehges in all the three AGP 1l categories. In addition,
less than 10 percent of the MFHHs and UFHHSs reported these challenges possibly because of the
improvement of these services and the supplies to them compared to the MHHSs.

Overall, the challengeglating crop production in both MHHs and FHHSs 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 caisstoain

crop productivity are still severing even though they are decreasing especially in previous AGP Il
households.
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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 Il 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 79| 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| 89| 31.95| 22.02 4.61 4,13| 8.74| 30.76| 24.86| 3.61 556 9.17| 34.03
Plant disease (yes=1) 16.89| 1.87 243| 43| 21.18| 16.53 2.46 2.38| 4.84| 21.38| 17.5| 0.83 25| 3.33| 20.83
Insect infestation (yes=1) 10.16| 0.81 192 27| 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 yes5 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| 3241
Non availability of improved tech yes=| 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) 459 0.93 148 2.4 7 5.25 1.38 1.24| 2.62| 7.87| 3.44| 0.13 191| 2.04| 5.48
Shortage of labor (yes=1) 11.44| 1.59 0.95| 25| 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 17| 7.83 6.45 0.65 1.94| 259| 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| 0.51 229| 28| 13.11| 10.49 0.56 20| 256| 13.05| 9.97| 0.42 281 3.23| 13.2
Plant disease (yes=1) 23.0| 1.38 581| 7.2| 30.19 22.9 1.52 568| 7.2| 30.1| 23.17| 1.12 6.04| 7.16| 30.34
Insect infestation (yes=1) 16.01| 1.22 3.06| 43| 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 yes5 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) 255 0.23 237| 26| b5.15 3.01 0.21 243| 2.64| 5.65| 1.76| 0.25 226| 251| 4.27
Shortage of labor (yes=1) 4.41| 0.13 1.14| 13| 5.69 2.92 0.18 0.82 1 3.93 8.5 0.0 2.0 20| 105
Shortage of irrigation water, yes=1 348 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| -15| -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| -149| -3.19 -2.75| -5.94| -20.8
Plant disease (yes=1) 6.11| -0.49 3.38 29| 9.01 6.37 -0.94 33| 2.36| 8.72| 5.67 0.29 354| 3.83| 951
Insect infestation (yes=1) 5.85| 041 1.14 16| 741 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=} -5.92 | -5.71 274 -29| -8.89 -6.01 -6.44 294| -3.5| -951| -5.78| -4.44 2.39| -2.05| -7.83
High price of inputs -2.88| -1.92 099 -09| -3.83 -2.36 -2.36 15| -09| -3.22| -3.83| -1.14 0.07| -1.07| -491
Non availability of improved techyes=|  10.9| -0.28 435| 4.1| 14.99 8.79 -0.93 3.87| 294 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| -14| -924| -472| -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) 14| -0.43 -0.86| -1.3 0.1 3.87 -0.65 -1.29| -19| 1.94| -3.94 0 0 0| -3.94

Source: Authors computation based on survey data in March 2017 and 2019

71




4.2.4 Impact of AGP Il 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 genecedase 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 contributioof AGP Il 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 Il crops was estimated for all households
separately for the baseline and the midtermlokohg 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 mddél, ®¢
cropproductivity computed for the baseline and "O 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 lementions.

A'EE AEE, THAN ééééééeéééeééeéeeééeé. . (4.1)

Where are vector of explanatory variables gnds the coefficient of each explanatory variable.
Assuming that the AGP Il interventions targeting crop productivity are dominating the time period
between the midline and the baseline, we can estimate equation as:

YA'EE ¢ 1 By i by Hiééééééééeé éé.. (4.2)

For i=1,,,,, n panels; where@= 1, € ,| I8 ¢onstant term, t is the time variable year with
coefficient i.; 5. is the coefficient of the explanatory variables; gnd g Js identically
independently distributed) T, ) andg grei.i.d.b T, ). " "

In the model, the most important explanatory variable is the time variable t, which is supposed to
capture all the AGP Il interventions. In addition to this variable, households alzald/ary 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 unexpectedther 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 adgkgional 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 vyields. Thus, we also take this into consideration when we estimate the nuondetidgly,

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, covariatetdex 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 modglibcluding 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 Il 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 adddermpge 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 AGIRon 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 1l on crop produets/ity
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 Il woredas.
Assuming that there is no other development interventionsuitistantial resourceful intervention

or factors that affect crop productivity in the woredas, the result can be interpreted as the effect of
AGP Il on crop productivity. in model four, we can see that the both the coefficient for AGP status
and the interaen 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 Il at midterm gh@fithe program.

Table 4.34: Impact of AGP Il 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, 0.184** 0.166* 0.167*
female=0
) (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 crq -0.020 0.023
damage
(0.053) (0.053)
:—|0Lé|seholds who face disputes over the 0.016 0.015
an
(0.082) (0.082)
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AGP Il status (Old AGP==1 and New
G0} ( 0.042
(0.074)
Interaction term for time dummy and 0.108
AGP status(t_AGP_S) (0.099)
_cons 6.537*** 6.506*** 6.521*** 6.484*+*
(0.035) (0.108) (0.115) (0.127)
/sigma_u 0.517%** 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 Il on livestock productivity

This section presents the results on the impact of AGP 1l 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 twargef 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, houlsisheere asked various questions about
their livestock productivity. Key livestock products used to analyze livestoclugtiody are

cattle milk, honey andgg. We measure cattle milk using milk output in liter per day per milking
cow. Honey productivitys measured using kilogram per year per beehives. Number of eggs laid
per week per chicken is used to assess the changes in poultry productivity4.Baklegows the

results on the changes in livestock productivity measured in terms of daily cow nailicpvity,

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 Weer 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 201%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\pty thocti

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 candeen that there has been some positive change
between the two study periods. It increased from 0.8 number of egg per week p&yagg hen

in 2017 to 1.11 number of egg laid per week perielgying hen in 2019.

Disaggregating the results by AGRitsis, there is also positive change in all kinds of livestock
products in both new and old AGP between the study periods. Fé@fishows 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 ipreviousandnew AGP in 2017, respectively. This has increased to
0.68 and 0.47 liter per milking cow previousand new AGP in 2(8, respectively. Substantial
change is also observed in honey yield both from traditional and modern beehive in both new and
previousAGP between the two study periods. While honey yield from traditional beehive in new
AGP is increased from 3.11 Kg per yqeer 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
previousAGP 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 productiptewousAGP

are 0.85 and 1.17. See ta#l85for the detail results.

Table4.35 Chamge 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 Il 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)
PreviousAGP New AGP PreviousAGP New AGP
N mean | N mean | N mean | N mean
Milk yield (liter/day/cow) 364 045 | 151 | 041 490 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 Il baseline and midline survey results

Table4.37 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 indrethiousand new AGFbetween the two

study periods.tlincreased from 0.42 liter per day per covwpraviousAGP and 0.40 liter per day per cow

in new AGP woredas before the program intervention to 0.7 liter per day per gueviousAGP and

0.48 liter er day per cow in new AGP woredas after two years of the program interventions in 2019. For
female headed householdsHH), milk yield declined irpreviousAGP woredas and remained the same in
new AGP woredas after two years of the program interventiomsr&3ult shows that evenaigh milk

yield was higher foFHH than for MHH inpreviousAGP before theAGP-Il started,there isa decline in

milk yieldsfor FHH whereas it increased for MH&fter the program intervention§he table also shows
changes in qultry productivity by sex of the household head. In this case, there is an increase in number
of egg per week per chiek for MHH andFHH between thewo periods. Egg yield was 0.96 a@d3

number of eg per week per chicken for MHH aitHH before the mrgram started ipreviousAGP in

2017, respectively. This increased to lahdi1.28 number ofeggsper week per chicken after two years of

the program intervention in 2019. We can see that MHH haghathproductivityin previous AGP woredas
compared td~HH before AGRII started. After two years of the program intervention, egg Yoelthme
slightly higher for FHH in the same woredas. On the oltlad, egg yield was higher for FHH in new AGP
woredas (0.9%umber of egg per week per chicken) comparetiécetg yield for MHH (0.6pbefore the
program intervention. After two years of the pramgrintervention, egg yield fdfHH and MHH is 116
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and 0.95 number of egg per week per chicken, respectively. Note that the percentage incegg yield

is higherfor MHH compared to the increa® FHH though egg yield is still higher for the latter.

Honey productivity shows a positive change for all kinds of household hemdvimusAGP woredas. It
increased from 3.05 and 1.B%5 per year per beehive for MHH@&RHH in previousAGP woredas before
AGP-II startedin 2017, respectively, to 3.28 and 10.HG per year after two years of the program
intervention in 2019. In new AGP woredas, honey productivity also antirty increased for MHH and

FHH between the tw study periodsSee Table4.37 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).

Table4.37 Change in livestock productivity between the pg2017 and 2019 by AGP status and Sex of
household head

Sex of Baseline (2017) Midline (2019)
household Previous

Livestock product type head .

Previous AGP Old AGP AGP Old AGP

N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
Milk yield MHH 279 0.42 99 0.40 389 0.70 191 0.48
(liter/day/cow) FHH 85 0.55 52 | 0.42 | 101 | 0.59 53 0.41
Honey yield MHH 37 3.05 48 | 332 | 92 | 328 72 7.27
(kg/year/beehive) FHH 8 1.85 12 | 2.28 12 | 10.07 13 4.49
Egg yield MHH 152 0.96 81 | 062 | 324 114 | 150 0.95
(number/week/hen) FHH 50 0.53 35 | 095 | 82 1.28 55 1.16

Source: AGP Il 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 starte@@17. Before estimating the impgaxf the program

on this changea brief outline on the major constraints of livestock production as reported by the
sample respondents will be discussed in this section. fiadBgresents 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 constraimtsastalack of
livestock water, livestock diseassdlack of grazing landAs shown in Tabld.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, retopely. While about 21% stated &ss 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
problembefore the program started. The proportion of respondents who stated the same increased
by about 3% after two years of the program intervention in 2% of grazing land was a severe
problem for at least 12% of the respondents at the baseline. Thatmomf respondents who

stated the same has marginally declined to 11% after two years of the program inter&emtion.
table4.38for the detail results.
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Table4.38 change in major constraints for livestock production before and after two yehes of
program interventions started (Between the baseline and midline program period)

Baseline Midline
(N=2193) (N=2200) Change (%age point)
Challenges| Severely old New old New old New
AGP AGP Total | AGP | AGP Total | AGP | AGP Total
Lack of Moderately 10.44 7.39 |17.83| 13.18| 7.36 | 20.55| 2.74 | -0.03 2.72
drinking Severely 5.84 4.7 10.53( 5.09 436 | 945 | -0.75 | -0.34 | -1.08
water Not at all 4747 | 24.17 | 71.64| 45.36| 2464 | 70 | -2.11 0.47 -1.64
Moderately 7.34 3.74 |11.08| 7.27 2.86 |[10.14| -0.07 | -0.88 | -0.94
Gendi 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 Moderately 12.4 8.16 |20.57| 18.18| 8.73 |26.91| 5.78 0.57 6.34
grazing Severely 6.75 5.61 |12.36| 6.18 4.68 |10.86| -0.57 | -0.93 -1.5
land Not at all 44.6 22.48 | 67.08| 39.27 | 22.95 | 62.23| -5.33 0.47 -4.85
Other Moderately 8.34 447 |12.81| 10.73 6 16.73| 2.39 1.53 3.92
animal Severely 2.69 178 | 4.47 | 3.64 2.23 | 5.86 | 0.95 0.45 1.39
diseases | Not at all 52.71 30 82.72| 49.27 | 28.14 | 77.41| -3.44 | -1.86 | -5.31

Source: AGP Il baseline and midline survey results

4.3.3 Impact of AGP onivestockproductivity

From policy perspective, the fundamental issue of an impact evaluation is estimating the true
impact of the second Agricultural Growth Program (AGP II), on theke 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 effeat®ag compliers. Obtaining the right answer for this policy
guestion is essential for qumwtheiprogyamdd also whetben
ornottoscalen p t he phug the mam @bjective of this section is to present thetsesul
from the estimation of the true impact of AGP Il 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 Il on livestock productiwising two methods. The first method is
based on the unconditional mean based estimation of the impact of AGP Il on livestock
productivity, which does assumes that it is only the interventions of the program that affect
livestock productivity in the progma 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 Il on
livestockproductivity using the first method.

Table 4.3%rovides the simple (unconditional) means of the key livestock productivity outcome
variables stated in AGP Il PIM document including meat yield, milk yield, honey yield and egg
yield for the two survey rauds: 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 meéamtktha

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 substantiafedénce in honey yield between the
baseline and midline. The (unconditional) mean difference in honey vyield 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 tifie 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 @&k 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 Il started in 2017. The difference is also statistically
significance at least at 5 percentrsfggance level.

Table 4.39 Unconditional mean difference in livestock productivity between the baseline and
midline period of AGP program

Livestock Baseline Midline Difference (Baseline- Midline)
product type 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 Il 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 oldPA@redas, which obtained the
program intervention at different point in time. Ta#lé0shows the simple (unconditional) means

of the key livestock productivity outcome variables stated in AGP Il PIM document including
meat yield, milk yield, honey yieldnd 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 myikld 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 Il had no any significant effect in honey yield in old AGP woredas and milk
yield in new AGP woreda On the other hand, AGP Il 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.

Table4.41shows 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 productivityvieeen the baseline and
midline period of AGP program by AGP status

Difference (Baseline-
Livestock product Baseline Midline Midline)

type N Mean N Mean Mean Dif. t-value

Milk yield 364 0.448 490 0.679 0.232 2.25**
AGP Honey yield 45 2.838 104 4.065 1.227 0.9
Status Egg yield by 202 0.851 406 1.169 0.318 1.9*
Milk yield 151 0.407 244 0.466 0.059 0.6

New AGP | 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 Il baseline and midlisarvey 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

Sex & Difference

Household . - (Baseline

Livestock head Baseling2017) Midline(2019) Midline)

AGP product Mean

status type N Mean N Mean Dif. t-value
THH 364  0.448 490  0.679] -0.232] .25~
Milk yield | MHH 279 0.417 389 0.704 -0.286| -2.@**
FHH 85 0.547 101 0.587 -0.039 -0.15
_ THH 45| 2.838 104  4.065 -1.227 0.9
Prz‘c’;%“s ymey MHH 37| 3.051 92| 3.282[ -0.231] -0.25
FHH 8 1.854 12| 10.07| -8.216] -1.05
THH 202 0.851 406 1.169] -0318] 19
Egg yield | MHH 152 0.958 324 1.142] -0.184] -0.95
FHH 50 0.526 82 1.278 -0.751 -2.05
THH 151 0.407 244 0.466 -0.059 -0.6
Milk yield | MHH 99 0.399 191 0.481 -0.083 -0.65
FHH 52| 0.423 53| 0.411] 0012 0.1
THH 60| 3.109 85| 6.843| -3.734| -1.8%
22"; y';';gey MHH 48| 3316 72| 7.269] -3.954| 165
FHH 12 2.284 13 4.486 -2.201 -0.95
THH 116 0.718 205 1.005 -0.286 -1.6*
Egg yield | MHH 8L| 0.617 150 095 -0.333] -1.65
FHH 35 0.954 55 1.156 -0.202 -0.55

Source: AGP Il baseline and midline survey result

Since for some household heanls; 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 deritids
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 periodsMilk yield productivity in previousAGP 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 significdften if there is some improvement in milk

yield for MHH in new AGP woredas, it is not statistically significant. Like milk yielghiavious

AGP woredas, egg and honey yield have also significantly increased for MHH in new AGP
woredas between the tvetudyperiods.

The above discussion on the impact of AlBBn 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; andio 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 upwdodvomvard unless these
factors are controlled in the estimatidihus, we attempt to single out the true impact of AGP Il

on livestock productivity by estimating the econometric model 3.1 shown in chapter three of this
report. In the model we tried to cooltfactors that have influence on livestock productivity other
than those related to the program interventioreble 4.43 shows the variables included as
controlling variables and their descriptive statistics.

We estimated thenodel to single out thempact of AGPII 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 threkinds 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 Il on livestock productivity. Second, we estimated the same model bglimgdemographic
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 includjhivestock disease, lack of water and grazing land.
While the detail results of the model estimatare reported in Tablé.44 the summary of the
results is shown in Table 442

As can be seen from the Tadlel2 milk yield index is significanthhigher 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 pertegye 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 Il is the only program that provide livestock productivity enhancing
develgment 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 dacmaclude that the change is
solely attributed from the program interventions. This is one of the limitatiotihis study since

we do not have comparison groups that have similar characteristics with households in the
intervention woredas but differ wbtaining the program intervention.

41n 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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Table4.42 The impact of AGP Il on livestock productivity at midline compared to the baseline (Random
effecti tobit model estimation)

Program Mid -line Statistical significance I nterpretation
Outcome compared to
variable baseline
S - Statistically significantat | AGP Il has statistically significant impac
Milk Yield 0.093 - o= N
least at 1%significance level on milk yield if implemented well
Honey Yield 0.528#* Statistically _S|g_n_|f|cant at | AGP I has_stat!s'glcally significant impad
least at 1¥significance level on honey yield if implemented well
Egg Yield 0.150% Statistically _S|g_n_|f|cant at | AGP I hgs st_afustlcally significant impag
least at 5%significance level on egg yield if implemented well

Source AGP Il basehe and midline surveyesult
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Table 4.43 Descriptive statistics for variables used in the estimation of impact of AGP |l on livestock productivity (Randomlsffextdel)

Variable Variablesdefinition 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 | 0 = no education; 1 =
n level primary education;
2=secondary school: 2201 | 0 | 048 | 067 | 3 | 2201| 0 | 050 | 0.68 3 4402 | 0 | 049 | 067 3
3=higher education; 4
informal education
Gender | Male head = 1 2201 | 0 | 070 | 046 | 1 | 2201| o | 0.70 | 0.46 1 4402 | 0 | 070 | 0.46 1
Female head = 0
g‘ﬁzrg”y Number of family members| o 99 | 1 | 481 | 214 | 14 | 2201 | 1 | 486 | 214 | 12 | 4400 | 1 | 484 | 224 | 14
Marital | If Married = 1 2199 | 0 | 078 | 041 | 1 | 2201| o | 072 | 045 | 1 4400 | 0 | 075 | 043 | 1
status Otherwise = 0
Occupati | Farmer/family farm worker | »,49 | o | 0gg | 032 | 1 | 2200| o | 083 | 037 | 1 | 4400 | o | 086 | 035 | 1
on = 1; Otherwise = 0
)'\/’I'g:‘d o Litter/day/lactating cow 515 | 0 | 044 | 110 | 16 | 734 | o | 061 | 147 | 18 | 1240 | o | 054 | 133 | 18
;:glréei{] kgfyear/bee hive 105 | 0 | 299 | 408 | 225 | 189 | 0 | 531 | 12.24| 133.33| 294 | 0 | 4.49 | 10.16| 133.33
:igg yield gr‘:{é‘f;r:S/WGek/egg laying | 315 | o | 0.80 | 1.47 | 1038| 612 | 0 | 1.11 | 1.99 | 1477 | 929 0 | 1.01| 1.83 | 14.77
;’i';zt kglyear 2193 | 0 | 11.85| 87.80| 2500 | 2200 | 0 | 10.35| 62.47| 1500 | 4393 | 0 | 11.10]| 76.17| 2500
Water | Lack of livestock waterisa| 01 | o | 028 | 045 | 1 | 2200| 0 | 030 | 046 | 1 4402 | 0 | 029 | 045 | 1
problem | problem =1
Livestac | Livestock diseasce 2201 | 0 | 016 | 037 | 1 | 2201| 0 | 013 | 034 | 1 4402 | 0 | 0.15 | 0.35 1
k disease| problem =1
Lack of | Lack of grazing land is a
grazing | problem 2201 | 0 | 033 | 047 | 1 | 2201| o | 038 | 048 1 4402 | 0 | 0.35 | 0.8 1
land

Source: AGP Il baseline and midline survey result
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Table 4.44 Estimation of impact of AGP Il on livestock productivity at midline (Random Effect Tobit

Estimation)

Variables InMilk yield InHoney yield InEgg yield

Model 1 | Model 2 | Model 3 | Model1 | Model 2 | Model 3 | Model 1 | Model 2 Model 3

coef/se coef/se | coeflse coef/se coef/lse | coef/lse | coeflse | coef/se coef/se
Year 0.090*** | 0.089*** | 0.093*** | 0.449*** | 0.542*** | 0.528** | 0.153*** | 0.153** 0.150**
Dummy (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 0.011 0.010 0.050 0.050 -0.027 -0.028
Level (0.015) | (0.015) (0.068) | (0.068) (0.028) (0.028)
Gender of -0.052 -0.055 -0.280 -0.267 -0.082 -0.062
HHH (0.057) | (0.057) (0.275) | (0.276) (0.103) | (0.102)
Household 0.014 0.014 0.023 0.019 0.041*** 0.034**
Size (0.009) | (0.009) (0.040) | (0.041) (0.015) (0.015)
Marital 0.105 0.108* 0.176 0.145 0.021 0.008
status (0.064) | (0.064) (0.324) | (0.326) (0.110) (0.109)
(married=1)
Main 0.024 0.024 0.573** 0.557* 0.016 0.011
Occupation (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 -0.102** 0.180 -0.182**
livestock (0.042) (0.197) (0.081)
water
Livestock -0.010 -0.016 0.185**
disease (0.044) (0.185) (0.082)
Lack of 0.038 -0.025 0.217***
grazing land (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 Il baseline and midlisarvey results
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5 | mpact of AGP Il on agricultural comm

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 markeght lof this,
agricultural commercializadn (which is component 4 of the program) has furcomponents
namely (1) support agricultural input supply system, (2) support farmer organizations, (3) support
agribusiness development, (4) support marketagtfucture development and management.
Hence, the quantitative assessment of AGP Il MTR is to delineate the degree to which AGP Il is
on track to achieve its intended impact and outcomes and provide a comprehensive midterm
program evaluation report to emalthe Government and other key stakeholders to take the
necessary measures on the future orientation and emphasis of the program during its remaining
period.

Accordingly, thischapterof the report deals assessing the changes in the intermediary and PDO
outcomes related to agricultural commercialization occurred in AGP 1l woredas over the past two
years since commencement of its implementatimeiuding this introductory sectiorhé chapter

has four sections. The first deals with changes in the intéanyedutcomesat midterm period
compared to the baseline situatiommelseconaectiondiscusses the results of the analysis made

on the impact of AGP Il on crop commercialization. Section four presents the results on the impact
of AGP Il 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 foofresxtension services foolth crop and livestock
production and marketing have great importance. Table 5.1 psafidehanges in seven different
public services provisions (training, advice, technical suppaitshidterm period oAGP Il
compared to the baseline situatibirst, thetable shows the changesproportion of HHs received
advice on how to markein all AGP llworedast he proportion of househol
how to market their products have increased by 4.t@ftpared with the baselirgtuation,
indicating some positive improvement over the study pefibe. result also revealed that there is

a variation by AGP status. The change in number of HHs received advice werdmgbekGP

Il woredas(5%) compared toew AGP woredaf2.7%).Second, there is s anoverall change

in the proportion of household&ho received training on financial managemdot crop
production. But the change is insignificant. It only increased by less than one percentage points
over the study period. The change is higher inA@kP || compared to new AGP Il 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. Egartling livestock
related serices, the overall changdows that th@roportion of householdsho received advice

on how to market poultry, diary and/or honey production, has registered positive chdsge (1
over the two periods Similarly, the overall change in the proportiorH¥s receivedraining 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 malikestock products, it is above 1% (see table 5.19).

Table 5.1: Change in public service provision (2Q097)

AGP Old New AGP All AGP HHs
Midli | Chan Change
Midli Basel | ne ge (2019
ne Change | ine (2019 2017)
Baseline | (2019 | (2019 | (2017 | (2019 | - Baseline | Midline
(2017) |) 2017) |) ) 2017) | (2017) (2019)
a. Proportion of households received advice on how to market crops
MHH 3.15| 6.43 3.28| 29| 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| 9.14 499| 3.27 6| 2.73 3.83 8|4.17
1,40
N 1398 7o 794| 800
b. Proportion of households received training on financial management for crop production
MHH 15 3 15| 2.39| 2.38| -0.01 2.42 2.77| 0.35
FHH 0.79 093 | 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 prodl
MHH 16| 15 -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 prod
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, hor
production
MHH 1.79| 2.29 0.5| 1.39| 1.63| 0.24 1.64 2.05| 0.41
FHH 0.57 086 | 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 | 222| 35| 1.28] 252| 2.25]-027] 233] 3.05/0.72
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AGP Old New AGP All AGP HHs

Midli | Chan Change
Midli Basel | ne ge (2019
ne Change | ine (2019 2017)
Baseline | (2019 | (2019 (2017 | (2019 - Baseline | Midline
(2017) ) 2017) |) ) 2017) | (2017) (2019)
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 2.92 411.08
N 1398| 1400 794| 800 2192 | 2200

Source: Computed by author using AGP Il midterm household survey data, March 2019

5.2.2 Change in the agricultural input support services

The existence of wefunctioning, effective and efficient agricultural input supply system is critaral
promoting production and productivity of agriculturethis regard,iicreasing access to sufficient quantity
and quality of agricultural inputiitough 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 Il midterm housghsurvey 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 ofthese 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 drathisowsult is that participation of HHs

in the two groups is negligible compared to expectation of the program.

Figure 5.1. Proportion of householdds who are
producing groups (CBSPGS) in 2019
1'2 159
| .
“ =5 %
% 0 513 % % % gr%gnlg;ét)érlz)aspesd seed for crof
& 0.6 % 0.45 %0.50 Crcc))rzjwlTCLijr:]ity rti)absed forage
ou %0.32 % % p g group
. ‘T TR
Old AGP New AGP All AGP HH'S
Axis Title

Source:Aubor s®6 comput at i-term HH suway dataGviarcH 2019 mi d
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(b) Proportion of household membersooimmon interested groupSIG)
il zati
t o r ai somanizaiong collediive bargaining power thereby to raise their gains. This in turn
include establishment and strengthening of farmers group with common interest (CIG) which will

Thesubc o mponent

engage in the different productive business activity such as productiereafs; oil crops, diary,

2 0

f commer Cci

a l

on

envi

sages

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 Gl@ere established and the old were strengthened. As
stated in the PIM, AGP Il based on lessons learnt from AGP | envisaged to establish on the
different agribusiness activities. CIGs are organized in the three different groups (i.e., women,
youth and adti groups). On the bas of this background, table 5&xgdore changen the
proportion of HHs who are member of different CIGs over the two periods. The propafrtion
women CIG groups reported to participate in the livestock and livestock productsatcfieam
5% in the baseline to 31% in the midline depicting 26% increase (change) participate in livestock

and livestock products. This shows promisinggoess made over the last twears. Growing

demand for livestock and livestock products couples lithative 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
Chan
Chang | Basel | Midli | ge Baseli | Midli | Chang
Midlin | e ine ne (2019 | ne ne e
Baseline | e (2019 | (201 | (201 | - (2017 | (201 | (2019
(2017) | (2019) | 2017) | 7) 9) 2017) | ) 9) 2017)
Common interested groups
Women engaged in livestock & -
livestock products 4.41 086 |-3.55]1.96|0.23|1.73 |5.09 |31 |22.00
Common interested groups
Women engaged in crops, frui -
& 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
Commoninterested 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) engage
in livestock& livestock
products 0.27 |0.27 0.27] 0.27 0.77 ] 0.77
Common interested groups
adults (men&vomen) engaged
in crops, fruits and vegetable 0.32 |0.32 0.18 ] 0.18 0.55 | 0.55
2199 | 220
N 2,802 1598 0

Source: Result from AGP Il 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 mierm 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 thedokeahd livestock product
marketing are declined in the miierm compared to its baseline. The change in proportion of adult
CIG participation in the livestock and livestock product is low but registered positive change
(Table5.3).

CIGs are similar to @t 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 pamcepsurvey
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, AGrew and all A® HHs respectively believe that CIG
interventions are productive/highly productive when they consider interventions over the last two

year s. Perception on overall performance of
respondents believesitaspducti ve I nterventi on, whil e the
badd or wunsatisfactory. The remaining 20% bel

that the perception is mixed. This is indeed, consistent with findings AGP 1l MT qualitative
assessment results.

Table 5.3: Perception on performance of CIGS

Performance of ClI G6s for the | ast two yea
Old AGP New AGP All AGP HHs
0 Highly productive 13.92 11.39 25.31
o0 Productive 26.58 7.59 34.17
0 Somewhat productive 20.25 6.33 26.58
o0 Not productive 11.39 2.53 13.92
Perception on overall performance of CIG's
0 Highly productive 5.06 3.8 8.86
o Productive 25.32 6.33 31.65
o0 Not bad (fair) 26.58 13.92 40.5
o Poor 7.59 3.8 11.39
0 Extremely poor 7.59 0 7.59

Source: Result from AGP Il MHHs 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 thevey indicate substantial progresses over thetenid
compared to baseline by all clusters of analysis. Average distance travelled by total households
(THHSs) declined from 24.5 kms in the baseline to 16.5 kms in théemal 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 andAGR related investment

on road network made visible contribution for market access.-tésermade to check significance

of the change also degps$ high significance (Table 5.4
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Table 5.4: Distance to the nearest market (Km)

Old AGP New AGP Al | AGP HH
Midli t- Base | Midl t- Basel | Midli t-
ne Change | value | line ine Change | valu | ine ne Change valu
Baseline| (2019 | (2019 (201 | (201 | (2019 e (201 | (201 | (2019 e
(2017) |) 2017) 7) 9) 2017) 7) 9) 2017)
MHH 25.7 16.7 9 0-*** 53 | 23.7 | 17.7| -6.03*** | 3.1 | 25.0 | 17.1 | -7.9** 26.4
FHH 22.8 151 | - 12.8 | 23.8 | 15.0 | 8.8*** 13.4| 23.2 | 15.0 | -8.17*** | 18.0
7.7***
THH -
24.8 16.2 8.6+ 6.0 | 23.8| 16.9| -6. 9*** 43 | 245 | 16.5| -8.0%* 31.9
N 2798 1594 2193 | 2200

Source: Result from AGP Il miterm 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 livestoakket from 83 minutes to 76minutes
(decline by-3.4%) in between two periods. Theest also confirms significant change in between

the two time. However, still travelling 76 minutes to sale livestock is for easy for traditional
smallholder farmers thateed more work by AGP Il in the remaining period.

Table 5.5: Time taken to the nearest livestock market (minutes)

Old AGP New AGP All AGP HHs
Change| t- Change | t- Change| t-
Baseline| Midline | (2019 | value | Baseline| Midline | (2019 value | Baseline| Midline | (2019 | value
(2017) | (2019) | 2017) (2017) (2019) | 2017) (2017) (2019) | 2017)
*k%k -
MHH 76.8 74.0 2.8 .75 97.3 85.6 | 11.7 2.2 84.2 78.2 1.99
6.0***
FHH 69.49 62.66 | -6.83* | 1.75 | 99.79 88.06 | -11.73* | 1.9 80.58 72.15 - 2.45
8.423*
KKk *k _
THH 83.1 76.3 6.8 2.85 83.1 76.38 6.791 2.85 83.2 76.3 o 2.87

N 2798 1594 2193 2200
Source: Result from AGP Il miterm 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
househol dsdé residenti al p | a c eby dirb poangualikyedry c e nt ¢
season roads. Knowing this problemng of the key interventions of AGP Il 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 marké&s/en this, the study assesses the quality of

the road. The results are reported in Table 5.6. Overall, the result shows dhats e ho | ds 6
satisfactiorlevel on road quality to the nearest market remained modevatethe study period.

In all AGP Il woredasthere is insignificant change (0.5%) in the proportion of households
reported that they are highly satisfied. When wesader absolute share of respondents of THHs

12.3, 29.8, 23.6, 19.7, and 14.6 percent are repduigguy satisfied, satisfied, more or less
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satisfied, dissatisfied and highly dissatisfied, respectively fromtenid households. In other
words, about 42 peent of the respondents have reported as they are comfortable with road quality
(highly satisfied plus satisfied) while 34% are dissatisfied and the remairong 3@ reported

as tolerable When we consider satisfaction on road quality by AGP statés,chiange in
proportion of households whaeported highly stratified, satisfied, more or less satisfied,
dissatisfied, and highly dissatisfied ar2.4, -1.7, -1.5, 2.4, and 3.1 respectively implying
satisfaction of households on road quality declinechenrhidterm 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, informatio
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 moee hevenu
light of this, table 5.@&xplores place of sales of housealstovered 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 stedm compared to baseline. On the other hand, change

in proportion of hoseholds 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 housetioddsold 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 naxistentimplying 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
Chang Chang
Baseli | Midli Midli | e Baseli | Midli e Baseli | Midli Chang | Baseli | Midli
ne ne Change | Baselin | ne (2019 | ne ne (2019 | ne ne e ne ne Change
(2017 | (2019 | (2019 | e (2019 | - (2017 | (2019 | - (2017 | (2019 | (2019 | (2017 | (2019 | (2019
) ) 2017) | (2017) |) 2017) | ) ) 2017) | ) ) 2017) |) ) 2017)
21.6
MHH 11.73| 9.5 -2.23 | 23.03 4 -1.39 | 1452 | 13.86| -0.66 | 11.8 | 13.79| 1.99 8.8 | 1143| 2.63
FHH 4.22 | 407 | -0.15 10.59 30'2 -0.3 6.58 | 579 | -0.79 | 458 |5 0.42 4.15 | 4.64 | 0.49
31.9
Oold THH 15.95| 1357 | -2.38 | 33.62 3 -1.69 | 21.1 | 19.64| -1.46 | 16.38| 18.79| 2.41 | 12.95] 16.07| 3.12
AGP 1398 | 1400 2.0 1398 | 1400 1398 | 1400 1398 | 1400 1398 | 1400
18.2
MHH 2.64 6 3.36 18.39 5 -0.14 | 15.24| 215 | 6.26 | 17.51| 14.12| -3.39 | 15.62 9 -6.62
FHH 1.76 4 2.24 8.57 7.76 | -081| 5.8 9.01 ] 321 | 793 | 725 | -0.68 | 6.55 | 3.13 -3.42
New | THH 4.41 10 5.59 26.95 26 -0.95 | 21.03| 305 | 947 | 2544 | 21.38| -4.06 | 22.17| 12.13| -10.04
AGP | N 794 800 794 800 794 800 794 800 794 800
204
MHH 844 | 8.23 | -0.21 | 21.35 1 -0.94 | 14.78| 16.64| 1.86 | 13.87| 13.91| 0.04 | 11.27| 10.55| -0.72
ﬁl(lgp FHH 3.33 | 4.04 0.71 9.86 9.37 | -049| 6.3 6.95 | 0.65 5.8 5.82 0.02 5.01 | 4.09 -0.92
29.7
HHs THH 11.77| 12.27 0.5 31.2 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 Il miterm review HHs survey data, March 2019
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Table 5.6: Change in place of sales by AGP status

Old AGP New AGP Al'l AGP HHO6s
Change Change Change
Place of Baseline| Midline | (2019 (2019 (2019
sales Category| (2017) | (2019) | 2017) | Baseline| Midline 2017) Baseline Midline | 2017)
MHH 23.02 | 12.28 | -10.74 | 11.42 16.26 4.84 19.65 13.56 -6.09
Respondents FHH 6.76 3.28 -3.48 5.8 5.64 -0.16 6.49 4.04 -2.45
village THH 29.78 | 15,56 | -14.22 | 17.22 21.9 4.68 26.14 17.6 -8.54
MHH 7.63 4.74 -2.89 4.39 2.18 -2.21 6.69 3.92 -2.77
Another FHH 1.87 0.85 -1.02 1.05 1.66 0.61 1.63 1.11 -0.52
village THH 9.5 5.59 -3.91 5.45 3.84 -1.61 8.32 5.03 -3.29
MHH 39.78 | 49.36 | 9.58 46.75 43.41 -3.34 41.81 47.44 5.63
Local market| FHH 12.3 14.41 2.11 15.64 13.83 -1.81 13.27 14.22 0.95
town THH 52.09 | 63.77 | 11.68 | 62.39 57.23 -5.16 55.08 61.67 6.59
MHH 1.73 0.18 -1.55 3.69 1.79 -1.9 2.3 0.7 -1.6
Regional FHH 0.29 0.06 -0.23 1.58 1.02 -0.56 0.66 0.37 -0.29
center/capita| THH 2.01 0.24 -1.77 5.27 2.82 -2.45 2.96 1.07 -1.89
MHH 4.96 9.6 4.64 7.21 10.24 3.03 5.62 9.81 4.19
Woreda FHH 1.44 3.46 2.02 2.11 3.46 1.35 1.63 3.47 1.84
Capital THH 6.4 13.07 6.67 9.31 13.7 4.39 7.25 13.27 6.02
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
Addis Ababa| THH 0.06 0.06 0 0 0.04 0.04
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
Other N 1390 1645 569 781 1959 2426

Source: Result from AGP Il miterm review HHs survey data, March 2019
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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 exptbssedse 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 oGP and newAGP. Although there has been improvement on
construction and access to roadsitgrket shades, still it is at its infant stage.

Table 5.7: The availability and usage of road side market shades by community (2019)

Availability of road side market shades in tf Proportion of HHS used roa
locality (2011) side markeshades

AGP Status Category Yes (%) Yes (%)

MHH 16.79 42.65
Old-AGP FHH 7.42 17.28

THH 24.2 59.93

N 1376 333

MHH 18.37 30.33
New AGP FHH 20.54 33.17

THH 26.91 40.76

N 784 211

MHH 17.36 42.65
All AGP HHs FHH 7.82 17.28

THH 25.19 59.93

N 2160 544

Source: Result from AGP |l mitkrm 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 predfrom 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, feolA@ke
proportion of HHs get information from radhas 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 A@GBw. When we consider all AGP HHs, the proportion

of radio usersncreased from 18.7% to 21.7 percent registering 3% change.

Table 5.8: Change in proportion of HHs by market and price information sources

Source of Baseline Midline Change
AGP status Information Category (2017) (2019) (20192017)
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
Old AGP 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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Source of Baseline Midline Change
AGP status Information Category (2017) (2019) (20192017)
THH 0.86 1.07 0.21
MHH 17.88 15.5 -2.38
New AGP Radio 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
Radio MHH 15.92 17.91 1.99
FHH 2.73 3.77 1.04
THH 18.66 21.68 3.02
MHH 2.01 1.64 -0.37
Al | A GP | Newspaper 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 thid-term review HHs survey data, March 2019

524 Change i n meanbesaipiodgucsltaral cooperative

Agricultural growth require welfunctioning 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 apdraand 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, & @&ward, 2006).

Smallholder farmers can benefit from markeented 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 bpaging markets to improve their living standards.
Collective action has the potential to reduce transaction costs and improve bargaining power of
f ar me 4agisdthe marlst forces alone.

Knowing this importance of cooperatives, there has been eftoasengthen 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 smallheld to buy and sell through cooperatives. Figure 5.2 shows
change in the proportion of househol déds memt
proportion of AGPold HHs who reported their membership has increased from 17.3% baseline to
22.3% changindpy 5 %. The change in proportion of A@ew 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 Il midterm
implemenétion.
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Figure 5.2: Change in proportion of househol
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Source: Result from AGP Il miterm 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 mackineare some kegspects. As
depicted in Table 5,%he change in proportion of all AGP HHs joined cooperative because of
benefit related to easy access increased from 29 to 38 % increasing by 9%. Howevetd AGP
members rated better price and easiees€ to inputs as an important benefit.

Table 5.9: The types of benefits received from being a member of agricultural cooperatives

Types of benefits Old AGP New AGPCh All AGP HHs
. ang

received Change | Baselin | Midlin | e Change
Baseline | Midline | (2019 | e e (2019 | Baseline | Midline | (2019
(2017) | (2019) | 2017) | (2017) | (2019) | 2017) | (2017) (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| 295 226 1.21| 4.36| 3.15 336 119] -141

N 577 779 577| 779 S7Tr| 729

Source: Result from AGP Il miterm review HHs survey data, Mar2d19

Building longterm business relationships matters for success rather than ad hock relationship
between producers and buyers. As shown in the Tatllsbows 71 percent of all AGP HHs sold
their crops for private traders in the village or local merkd-or all crops and about 6.6 percent
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