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Please tick appropriate box: 

a) Evaluation/review managed by ADA/ADC Coordination Office  
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Please tick appropriate box: 

a) Mid-Term Evaluation b) Final Evaluation c) Mid-Term Review d) Final Review  

 

 

Others: please, specify: 

Project Outcome (Please, include as stated in the Logframe Matrix):  

The Logframe Matrix states a programme objective and a project purpose. No overall project outcome. 

Regarding the overall programme objective, no indicators were defined in the log frame matrix, which would 

enable a quantitative assessment on the impact of the programme. However, the log frame matrix offers 

two indictors to assess if the project’s purpose has been fulfilled: 

 Participant farmers (15% women) improved their overall agricultural productivity by 15% by the end of 

programme period 

 Beneficiaries capacitated in knowledge on improved technologies. 

According to the final report of the project, both were overachieved. 

x 

 x   

 



 

 

For Final Evaluation/Review1: Project Outcome: To what extent has the project already achieved its out-

come(s) according to the Logframe Matrix? Please, tick appropriate box  

Outcome(s) was/were: 

Fully achieved: 

x 

Almost achieved: 

 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, also explain your assessment: What exactly was achieved and why? If not achieved, why not? 

(Please, consider description of outcome and relevant indicators) 

A total of 348,513 farmers have improved their overall agricultural productivity, 23,6% (82,388) of these 

beneficiaries were women. That is more than expected, since the project targeted at 100,000 beneficiaries, 

of which 15% (25,000) should be women. According to the report on women“s participation and benefit 

sharing in LISRMP, 52 of the 78 respondents of a household survey were able to accumulate cash savings 

(see Melak, 2016: 33). The second indicator targets at 85,000 beneficiaries who should be capacitated in 

knowledge on improved technologies. According to the final report, this indicator was overachieved by 90% 

– 162,088 persons gained or enhanced their knowledge on improved technology. 

These achievements were mirrored by the beneficiaries in the case study woredas. Almost unanimously the 

contacted beneficiaries declared their household income has increased during the lifespan of the pro-

gramme. A quantification of this result by the evaluation team was not possible. The data mentioned above 

originates from the outcome assessment and the final report.  

For Mid-Term Evaluation/Review2: Project Outcome: To what extent do you think the project will most 

likely achieve its outcome(s) according to the Logframe Matrix Please, tick appropriate box 

NOT APPLICABLE 

Outcome(s) will most likely be: 

Fully achieved: 

 

Almost achieved: Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, also explain your assessment: (Please, consider description of outcome and relevant indicators) 

 

Project Outputs: To what extent has the project already achieved its outputs3 according to the Logframe 

Matrix ? Please, tick appropriate boxes 

As agreed upon with ADA head of evaluation Mrs. Jantscher, it is not sensible to describe each of the 

programme’s outputs in the pre-defined way of the result assessment form. Instead we agreed on a brief 

synopsis (cues) on each of the programme’s result areas based on the Logframe Matrix. The form has been 

altered accordingly. 

Result area 1: Integrated Watershed management enhanced 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

x 

Almost achieved: Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

The programme was very successful in its activities regarding integrated watershed management. The strong 

focus of the programme on these activities is visible. Almost all target values stated in the log frame matrix 

were overachieved. (e.g. 21 instead of 12 watersheds were implemented; the rehabilitation of degraded 
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  Please, only fill in in case this is a final project evaluation/review. 
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  Please, only fill in in case this is a mid-term evaluation/review. 

3
  In case there are more than three outputs, please, add them. 



 

 

land was far more successful than anticipated; the programme constructed a higher number of small scale 

irrigation schemes and water supply structures than planned, an immense success was the coverage of pro-

tected woodland, a higher number of fuel saving stoves as foreseen was distributed. All this measured lead 

to an increased income level.). Solely one indicator depicted minor success: of the people engaging in par-

ticipatory forest management, less than the targeted 15% were women.  

Result area 2: Park and Tourism management enhanced 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

 

Almost achieved: 

x 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

All in all the programme was successful in its activities regarding park and tourism management. Documents 

on community benefit sharing and a management plan for Altash Park were elaborated, a huge amount of 

money contributed to the resettlement of the Giche community. Furthermore Kebele park advisory commit-

tees were strengthened, 45 scouts were trained, overachieving the target substantially, and tourists are 

increasingly satisfied with the services provided in the national parks. Even more encouraging is the finding, 

that both indicators on women participation in eco-tourism are overachieved considerately.  

The PCU mentions challenges with construction firms, which might be a reason for the under achievement in 

terms of construction of blocks for scouts, spring/well development and PV systems installed. However, the 

two- according to plan – missing blocks for scouts are already under construction. According to the final 

report, the lower number of traditional huts being constructed is the result of a decision made by the re-

gional steering committee. Therefore it is the lower number of spring/well developments and installation of 

PV systems that is the reason for judging this result area with “almost achieved”.  

Result area 3: Rural land administration strengthened 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

 

Almost achieved: 

x 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

In regard to issuing primary books of holding and providing training in land administration the programme 

achieved its target fully. The provision of secondary books of holding is lagging behind the targets set, by 10-

30%. A possible explanation for this underachievement is that the programme pioneered in the provision of 

this secondary book of holding and might have overestimated what can be achieved in three years. 

Result area 4: Livestock development 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

 

Almost achieved: 

x 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

In general the programme achieved its targets in regard to livestock development. A high percentage of 
participating farmers could increase their income by practicing at least two types of improve livestock 

management systems and engaging in poultry production, marketing. Farmers also benefited from small 
ruminant fattening, feed production and distribution as well as fish farming. The targeted number of 
cows/heifers artificially inseminated could not be reached (81%) due to an interruption of liquid nitrogen 

production and the unavailability of technicians. However, the programme overachieved its target of 
equipped and fully engaged households in backyard beekeeping activities. Further support for these user 
groups is advisable. Rather low was also the number of beneficiaries engaged in backyard feed production 

(50% of target was achieved). Reason given for this underachievement is that most of the livestock package 
participants are poor and have a shortage of land for forage development.  



 

 

Result area 5: Crop development 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

x 

Almost achieved: 

 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

The programme was able to reach a much higher number of HH in order to adopt productive crop 
technologies and also improved the productivity by 106% instead of the planned 40%. Although the 

programme reached more households and hence more women than targeted, the percentage of 25% 
women beneficiaries was not reached but stagnated at 19%.  

The programme also overachieved its targets regarding strengthening and establishing nurseries. However, 

the higher number of nurseries seems to have benefitted less HH than anticipated. Only 16.200 of the 
targeted 22.000 HH benefited from seedlings. According to the PCU this underachievement is explained by 
the low number of HHs that have permanent source of irrigation water. In the planning phase, the PCU 

expected that number to be higher. 

Result area 6: Marketing, entrepreneurship and alternative livelihood options enhanced 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

 

Almost achieved: 

x 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

LISRMP was very successful in establishing producer groups, cooperatives and user groups. Especially the 
high number of women benefitting from cooperatives and user groups is encouraging. The same can be said 

from the participants of the revolving fund which proved to be a well designed and targeted instrument. And 
end is in sight when it comes to constructing the honey processing plant – the last machines are ordered to 
be delivered. Solely the number of HH benefitting from identified livelihood options targeted was under-

achieved: 88.7%. To add on that, the available data does not allow to assess if the income increased by 50% 
as hoped-for. These two indicators are responsible for the “almost achieved” judgement. 

Result area 7: Capacity development 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

 

Almost achieved: 

x 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

The programme concentrated its activities in this result area on capacitating participant farmers and partner 

institution staff as well as on supporting watershed user associations with grant funds. In indicators relating 
to these target groups (including the target set for the share of women), the programme overachieved its 
targets considerately.  

In regard to research activities and making the result available to end users and experience sharing among 
NGOs or governmental organizations the programme did not live up to its expectations.  

Result area 8: Knowledge, Management and Communication enhanced 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

 

Almost achieved: 

x 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

The programme achieved its goals regarding documenting and disseminating best practices, supporting 



 

 

farmers training centers, documenting the programme’s achievements and publishing them. It was also 
planned to conduct experience sharing tours for 1,400 farmers and 50 partner staff to improve the 

watershed management through introduction of new technologies and methods. In this regard the LSRIMP 
achieved 89% respectively 64% of its target values. 

Result area 9: Gender and Development 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

 

Almost achieved: 

x 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

The Logframe Matrix shows overachievement in almost all indicators, targeting gender and development 

issues. Amongst them the share of women beneficiaries in income generation activities and in service provi-
sion as well as women user groups and HIV/AIDS affected groups engaging in income generating activities. 
Gender mainstreaming activities by means of training were not fully achieved (achievement 83%) in terms of 

the number of participating farmers, but overachieved in terms of participating women farmers and partner 
staffs. 

Result area 10: Planning, monitoring and evaluation systems enhanced 

Outputs were: 

Fully achieved: 

 

Almost achieved: 

x 

Partially achieved: Not achieved: 

Please, explain your assessment:  

The programme achieved its physical performance and financial utilization targets. The baseline survey was 

conducted as planned as were the annual plans and progress reports. Lower achievements than targeted 
were reported in indicators assessing efficient monitoring, internal and external evaluation. The delay of the 
final evaluation (present paper) is one of these indicators. The lower achievements (between 75%-95%) also 

concern Zonal and Woreda steering committee meetings and field visits, field monitoring by PCU staff, per-
formance evaluation with all implementers and Woreda self-evaluation on annual basis. 

Impact/Beneficiaries:  

How many women, men, girls, boys and people in total have already benefited from this project directly and 
indirectly? Please, explain 

According to the programme final report several thousands of beneficiaries benefited from the programme. 

The split up by special target groups is not really quantifiable as the final report does not necessarily 
disentangle double counting of beneficiaries. Still according to the target levels of the outputs of the 
programme all target groups have been reached and thus a positive impact in the programming area can be 

assumed. 

What exactly has already changed in the lives of women, men, girls, boys and/or institutions from this pro-
ject? Please, explain: 

The quantification of the changes in the lives of the population and institutions is not possible due to the fact 
that no proper result assessment has been conducted and the evaluation itself has not been designed to 
collect comprehensive data in all the programming area. Thus from the analysis of the output of the 

programme as well as the observations in the field the following changes may be listed: 

 Marginal improvement of the livelihood conditions through a improved environmental situation, broader 

income opportunities, inclusion of target groups (women, youth) into the economic and decision making 
process 

 High ownership of both administration and communities – thus a very high identification with the pro-
gramme objectives and willingness to carry on even without programme support 
 



 

 

Which positive and/or negative effects/impacts in terms of gender can be possibly be attributed to the pro-
ject? Please, explain: 

The programme undertook serious attempts to empower women and other vulnerable groups and address 
the barriers for their participation. It did so with varying commitment and outcomes. In general women and 
other vulnerable groups were able to take part in planning and decision-making processes although there is 
definitely still air for improvement when it comes to the extent of their representation in the decisive body 
at local level. According to Melak’s (2016:27) assessment of women’s participation and benefit sharing in 
LISRMP, the data on the composition of watershed committees which she obtained from PCU indicates that 
13% of all watershed committee members are women. The share of female members in the watersheds 
committees visited during the field trips was 20% on average. If applicable, which institutions have benefitted 
from this project/programme and how? 

One of the biggest “success stories” of the LISRMP has been the establishment and accreditation of the 
Simien Mountain National Park under the UNESCO natural heritage. – thus the national park authorities 
certainly benefitted from the programme as well as the woreda authorities involved in the implementation 
of the programme – e.g. through capacity development. 

Mainstreaming cross-cutting issues: 

Gender: To what extent was gender mainstreaming included in the project? To what extent were the recom-
mendations – if any- from the ADA internal gender-assessment considered and implemented?  

The main target group of the programme are communities at grass root level, and emphasized on 
supporting women, poor-of-the-poor and other vulnerable groups. To ensure a certain share of women 
beneficiaries, the programme established indicators with set values.  

The gender assessment led to two recommendations. The first one recommended the development of a 
gender strategy for the programme, with defined objectives for each programme component. This gender 
strategy should then be subject to community level discussions, facilitated by a qualified personal. The sec-
ond recommendation asked for a gender analysis for the different components of the programme and as a 
prerequisite capacity development for the systematic collection and management of project relevant data 
(sex-disaggregated whenever possible). 

 Gender strategy: There are no references to a gender strategy in the revised programme document, the 
final report, the outcome assessment report nor was it mentioned in stakeholder consultations during the 
field trips. Missing objectives for each programme component are further indications that this 
recommendation was not followed. The revised programme document, and consequently all reports 
documenting the achievements, does however includes slightly more (and sometimes adapted) indicators 
on women beneficiaries, plus a separate section on outcome indicators for the result area “Gender and 
Development”. The reason behind these changes is not indicated in the documents available to the 
evaluators.  

 Gender analysis: in line with the assessment on the recommendation for a gender strategy, no evidence 
could be found that the advice on conducting a gender analysis was taken on board. In regard to the rec-
ommended capacity development, the final report (LISRMP, 2016:56) states that the programme provided 
7500 copies of data recording books and that the PCU and Woreda experts offered intensive training, field 
follow up and support on the utilization of these books. Over time, improvements of the data quality were 
observed. Considering the higher level actors, the output assessment report (LISRMP, 2015: 64) assessed 
that surveying and research methods trainings for PCU and zonal partners were not conducted. Looking 
upon the presentation of indicators, the recommendation was followed: in the outcome assessment report 
as well as in the final report, wherever possible indicators were presented in a sex-disaggregated manner 

Environment: To what extent was environmental mainstreaming included in the project? To what extent 
were the recommendations – if any- from the ADA internal environment-assessment considered and imple-
mented?  

Environmental considerations shaped the programme’s logic of intervention. The environment assessment 
recommended firstly to integrate measures strengthening climate change resilience of ecosystems as well as 
of local people during the implementation phase and secondly, to address the management of chemical and 
medical waste stemming from veterinarian activities. 

 Climate change resilience: Measures to strengthen climate change resilience were not explicitly men-



 

 

tioned in the programme’s final report nor in the outcome assessment report. Nonetheless, activities in 
integrated watershed management and participatory forest management can generally be judged as 
strengthening climate change resilience. The programme document also states to support “climate smart 
livestock developments”, like apiculture, small ruminant production and poultry (LISRMP, 2014: 25) or 
drought and disease resistant crop varieties (e.g. Habru chickpea) which are expected . to be more climate 
change resilient. In addition, short term trainings on the effects of climate change have been conducted 
(LISRMP, 2015: 52).   
Although those measures targeted at strengthening the resilience of the eco systems and people – evi-
dence that the implementation phase put more emphasis on that topic could not be found. It also should 
be noted, that the recommendation itself – strengthen climate change resilience – is rather vague and 
hence difficult to follow.  

 Chemical and medical waste: No reference to treatment of chemical or medical waste could be found in 

the final report nor in the outcome assessment report. Neither was it a topic of discussion during the field 

trips. However, the relevance of that recommendation in view of the scope of the project is questionable. 

Which positive and/or negative effects/impacts in terms of environment can be possibly be attributed to the 

project? Please, explain 

The programme initiated a watershed management development approach. As a result, various improved 

crop varieties, livestock interventions (veterinary, breeds and feeds), bee keeping and NRM activities 

(physical and biological SWC, irrigation, high value fruit trees, eucalyptus woodlots, area closure) 

implemented temporally and/or spatially in watersheds  

Field observations suggest some positive impacts of the interventions such as appearance of streams at mid 

and downstream parts of watersheds and recovery of gullies are emerging because of plantation of trees, 

area closure interventions and construction of SWC structures at various scales. According to the 

programme final report (2016), vegetative cover including perennial trees and shrubs and surface water (re-

emerging springs) have increased in rehabilitated watersheds by 70% and 50%, respectively.  

The natural resources management initiatives of the regional government in watersheds have received 

much attention by government officials, communities, government and non-governmental institutions to 

address land degradation issues. Drought is a concern that frequently affects livelihoods of communities in 

North Gonder and other neighbouring zones. The issue of water for human and livestock consumption and 

crop production has become critical in many areas. The physical and biological SWC interventions are playing 

an immense role to hold and foster infiltration of water, which recharges the hydrology and improves avail-

ability of water for agricultural and other uses. 

Social Standards: To what extent were the social standards monitored by relevant partners? Have any issues 

emerged? Please, explain 

As said before one of the main deficits has been the lack of result monitoring of the programme. Thus a 

comprehensive and transparent monitoring of the social standards did not happen. Moreover the 

programme did not establish a baseline condition on which any changes brought by programme activities 

may be assessed. 

Still from the observation in the field and the outcome reports of the programme it may be deducted that all 

in all social standards among the beneficiaries have been improved and spill over effects on communities 

and non-beneficiaries can be assumed. 

It has to be pointed out that the monitoring of social standards was not a specific requirement of ADA at the 

time of planning of LISRMP. Only environmental and gender issues were particularly addressed and ap-

praised. The manual of social and environmental standards was released by ADA in July 2015. 

Overall/Other Comments: 
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1. Executive Summary 

In Ethiopia, the most populated landlocked country in the world, one experiencing a rapid eco-

nomic growth with real GDP averaging 10.9% over the last decade, the “Livelihood Improvement 

through Sustainable Resource Management” (LISRM) programme operating in North Gonder, has 

demonstrated a good overall performance in meeting the diverse challenges faced by the region. 

With an overall total project budget of just over 6.0 million euros between 2013 and 2016, the 

LISRM programme aims to provide livelihood opportunities and ensure food security through a 

series of locally-based participatory interventions. This report represents the final evaluation of 

the LISRM programme. The purpose of the evaluation is to systematically and objectively assess 

the programme logic, its implementation and results gained, as well as document lessons learnt 

and provide recommendations for possible future cycles of the programme. 

The LISRM programme was first initiated as a response to a long series of challenges facing the 

region. The high rate of population growth paired with an important agricultural sector have led 

to fierce competition over resources and space between managed and protected areas and the 

local population. Intensive pressure on the land caused by overgrazing and a strong dependency 

on biomass fuels culminated in land degradation, deforestation and consequently to an altered 

ecosystem with a low productivity, in turn contributing to low household incomes and food 

insecurity. 

LISRM was implemented in twelve woredas (districts) and two national parks between May, 2013 

and December, 2016, with the aim of improving the livelihood opportunities and food security of 

selected rural communities through introducing more productive and sustainable resource man-

agement practices. The programme is supported by the Austrian Development Cooperation 

(ADC) which provided the majority of the budget, and implemented by the Bureau of Finance and 

Economic Development (BoFED) of Amhara National Regional State (ANRS) that also contributed 

financially to the programme. The predecessor to LISRM is the “Sustainable Resource 

Management Programme in North Gonder” (SRMP) which was implemented in two phase 

between 2008 and 2013 by the same stakeholders. 

According to the LISRM programme monitoring documentation, 348,513 farming households 

(82,544 of which were female-headed) benefited from the programme and a further 162,088 

beneficiaries were capacitated, exceeding targets by more than double1. While programme 

documentation provides information on regular monitoring of LISRM, a detailed and systematic 

evaluation process, combining several evaluation methods and on-site visits is required to 

provide an adequately robust picture of the real impacts of the programme.  

The Development Assistance Committee (DAC) evaluation criteria questions form the basis of the 

evaluation process. Relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, impact/outcome, and 

cross-cutting issues such as poverty, gender and the environment are addressed through 23 

evaluation questions answered through a mixed methodology, which allows for a triangulation of 

results and forms a sound basis for discussing the programme results. The information and data 

collection was conducted through a combination of on-site visits and desk research. The data 

 
1
  One needs to be aware of the fact that data quality in this regard is affected by double counting 
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collection involved all major stakeholders including, but not limited to regional, zonal and woreda 

institutions, beneficiary individuals and communities, as well as the Programme Coordinating 

Unit. The main data collection methods included desk review of strategic documents, field visits, 

workshops, interviews and focus group discussions. 

Two workshops were undertaken covering the entire North Gonder district. Document reviews 

enhanced the understanding of programme specifics, local contexts, national strategies, and 

previous evaluation findings. Case study regions were selected for further data collection. The 

selection of the case study woredas was based on several factors including: programme history, 

livelihood zones, budget received through the programme, the coverage of result areas of the 

programme, and accessibility. Considering the 5 selection criteria, the evaluation team and the 

client agreed on three case study woredas: Debark, Dabate, and East Belessa. 

Two field visits were conducted in the case study areas to physically assess the effects of the 

programme interventions including, but not limited to, watershed units created, infrastructure 

developed, and villages where financial and other services were being provided. During the field 

visits a series of (semi-) structured interviews with beneficiary communities and individuals in-

cluding women was conducted. In total 115 beneficiaries (40 of which were women) and 9 non-

beneficiaries were consulted. In addition, on focus group discussion per case study woreda was 

conducted. In total 17 participants took part, 30% of which were female, including woreda 

steering committee members, local administration, and others. 

The intervention scope of the programme includes 10 important result areas: 1) integrated 

watershed management; 2) park and tourism development; 3) rural land administration; 4) 

livestock development; 5) crop development; 6) marketing, entrepreneurship and alternative 

livelihoods; 7) capacity building; 8) knowledge, management and communication; 8) gender and 

development and planning; 10) monitoring, and evaluation. Within these areas, many new 

activities, capacity development initiatives, infrastructure developments, and resources were 

made available as a result of the programme. For example, bee keeping, grafted apple 

production and sale, potato and vegetable farming around homesteads, egg laying chicken 

programmes, weavery and bakery activities, all found to be the most important for women, 

vulnerable groups and youth, were supported. Interventions for vet clinics and in poultry 

production also played a significant role in the programme. Watershed development focusing on 

providing potable water for residents and livestock, and irrigation, was the cornerstone of the 

first pillar. The provision of short-term trainings for experts and some model farmers on soil and 

water conservation, livestock husbandry, bee keeping, irrigation and high value crops aimed at 

emphasising knowledge transfer, and were paired with general capacity building initiatives such 

as trainings, visits and field days. In terms of infrastructure, the programme supported the 

construction of vet clinics, Farmer Training Centers, fruit and vegetable marketing infrastructures 

and shops, land administration offices, potable water and irrigation facilities, modern and 

traditional cloth making facilities, bakeries, modern beehives, feed processing plants, scout 

houses, marketing shops for fruits and other commodities, and tree nurseries. The programme 

interventions targeted women, vulnerable groups and youth from poorest of the poor, poor and 

better off farm social categories. Each of the farm types participated in one or more of the 

programme interventions based on interest and priorities of the community.  
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In regard to the DAC criteria the evaluations conclusions can be summarised as stated below: 

Relevance: The programme’s goal, purpose, objectives and interventions are in line with many of 

the national, regional and woreda level development priority issues: improved livelihood, 

creating employment opportunities, NRM, climate change and income diversification have 

regional and federal government priority focuses. A lot of effort has been made to reach the 

poor, women and other social groups within and outside watersheds and benefit them 

accordingly. Furthermore, the selection of beneficiaries was transparent and participatory. 

Although the programme did well to address priority community issues, the magnitude of 

farmers and area coverage is a limiting factor within the programme operational action sites. 

There is also a need to mentor and support the communities organized into different groups 

such as youth to make them stand on their feet and relay on their resources. 

Effectiveness: Generally stated, the programme proved to be effective. It initiated different 

capacity development schemes to farmers, zonal and woreda level practitioners, and executed 

them accordingly. It established a revolving fund favouring women that was very well received 

(but struggles with the return rate). The programme interventions in one way or another 

contributed to confront the recent drought and benefit communities within and outside the 

programme target areas. The programme invested and made tremendous effort to minimize 

human and livestock pressure on Simien Mountain National Park, create conducive environment 

for the valuable wildlife species, foster regeneration of indigenous plant and tree species and 

minimize communities’ park area encroachment activities. Furthermore, the watershed 

development approach of the programme has been found effective in terms of coordination and 

enhancing synergies as it integrates various focus areas such as livestock, crops, NRM, market, 

institutions and infrastructure interventions. It also helped to address several problems through 

multiple activities and foster communities to work together in a collective action approaches. 

Monitoring and evaluation has been conducted by communities, watershed committee mem-

bers, experts, focal person, woreda, zonal and regional steering committee members at various 

times. Proper and scientific M&E system on the impacts of the various programme interventions 

such as income and nutrition of households, hydrology, soils, biodiversity and environment is 

lacking. More trainings could be thought of for various groups on how to design functional M&E 

systems, implement and integrate outcomes to the different programme components. 

Despite the general assessment of being an effective programme, mutual dissatisfaction is 

evident regarding the implementation of roles of the different stakeholders: Complaints 

concerning the RSC regard their limited engagement; the PCU has been criticised not to follow up 

RSC decisions (e.g. hiring of experts); and ADA was expected to offer more support in the 

programme’s implementation (e.g. field visits).  

Efficiency: The programme resources are fairly and efficiently utilized to change the lives of 

different target groups and manage natural resources. In many cases the programme 

implemented more activities than anticipated (e.g. water points) and in the majority of cases 

fulfilled its targets. In general, beneficiaries are using the facilities supported by the programme 

efficiently although there still issues that require support and follow-ups.  
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The programme running costs were a minimum as compared to other projects, especially due to 

the low overhead costs. These are due to the programme set up, in which the programme 

activities have been considered part of the regular extension activities. Overall the programme 

can be assessed as efficient, considering the inputs provided and outputs achieved. 

Output and Impact: Analysis points to an overall positive impact of the programme. The 

evaluation suggests that the programme has fulfilled its overall programme objective (improve 

food security and nutrition at household level) and the project’s purpose (improve household 

level income). The programme also had an overall positive impact on the environment: A large 

area of protected and well managed woodland is one of the results. The biodiversity of both 

national parks has improved and the pressure on the park has decreased. 

What can be observed however is, that cross effects of single measures within the LISRMP have 

not been taken into account. Despite the fact that this has already been criticised in the previous 

programming period such counter effects of single measures on the environment still remain 

(especially outside the explicit nature protection zones in the Simiens and Alitash). 

Sustainability: The analysis shows that the programme had positive effects on the resilience of 

household and on the ecosystem and even had an impact on the mind-set of the local 

community level, especially in regard to integrated watershed practice but also in appreciating 

collaboration and the valuing the national parks. This being said, it is important to note, that the 

extent of the (net) effects of the programme in that regard cannot be answered in the scope of 

this evaluation. 

Another puzzle stone to sustainability is ownership of the local community. The participatory 

approach of the LISRMP was taken seriously and included the capability of the local population to 

play a part in setting the frame: what is the challenge, what is needed and who needs it most. 

The local, zonal and regional institutions also show high commitment of sustaining and up-scaling 

the programme activities, especially those that are part of the national rural development 

agenda. However, due to limited resources the continuing support for resource intensive activi-

ties, like support for user groups or revolving funds, are questionable.  

The sustainability of positive changes induced by the LISRMP can be safeguarded through keep-

ing the set-up and shared decision making structure of the programme in the sense of a mix of 

bottom-up and top-down approaches, taking stock of “success stories” – showcasing and making 

successful initiatives, projects people known. Improvements may be achieved in the fields of 

concentration of resources in order to match the budget/size of the programme with the possi-

bilities and potential beneficiaries, continuous support by experts and feedback on beneficiaries’ 

activities and visualisation of progress through result assessment. 

Cross-cutting issues: The programme has a clear emphasis on women and other vulnerable 

groups, although this emphasis is not reflected properly in the programme documents. 

Nevertheless, the programme undertook serious attempts to empower women and other 

vulnerable groups and address the barriers for their participation. It did so with varying 

commitment and outcomes. In general women and other vulnerable groups were able to take 

part in planning and decision-making processes although there is definitely still air for 

improvement when it comes to the extent of their representation in the decisive body at local 
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level. An elaborated gender strategy and analysis as recommended by ADA might be good 

starting point for further activities. 

The lessons learned and recommendations are presented along the three crucial pillars of the 

programme: Natural resource Management; Livelihood improvement; Programme management 

and capacity building. 

Natural resource management  

Integrated watershed management was a breakthrough in the provision of water for human 

consumption and livestock, as well as for agricultural production through the introduction of new 

irrigation canals. However, proper design and maintenance of the physical components and the 

implementation of important biological interventions is lacking. In some parts of the watershed 

areas, the bunds and trenches constructed are not maintained, while gully rehabilitation could be 

strengthened with biological interventions (grasses and trees and shrubs) to stop land sliding that 

are currently missing. In addition, more could be done on micro basin, bench terraces, gabions, 

ponds, and water percolation tanks. Free grazing has been seen as a major challenge for the 

implementation of the biological interventions in most of the watershed sites. Some of the wa-

tershed communities respect the bylaws, whereas others freely graze in restricted watersheds 

areas. A follow-up discussion with communities should be held to identify solutions and imple-

ment enforceable bylaws. Gullies managed by communities or by farmers who have nearby land 

can be one good model to circumvent these issues. In addition, the formation of water-use 

committees that collect minimal financial contributions per user – as demonstrated in some 

programme villages – is a good practice example to contribute to sustainable water supply. This 

approach should be scaled up to more areas. 

Park and tourism development was positively impacted through the establishment of the Simien 

Mountain National Park and its accreditation by UNESCO. This has to be considered as the big-

gest achievement of the LISRM programme in the field of nature protection. On the basis of this 

success it may be considered that further support for this specific field of intervention will no 

longer be necessary, and resources can be channelled to other aspects of the programme. 

The improvement of land management and more specifically the introduction of property rights 

on land, a main objective of the LISRM programme, has been partially successful. The 

programme succeeded in widely establishing primary books of holdings, which document 

property right for individuals. On the other hand, the setting up of secondary books of holdings 

did not meet programme expectations. Secondary books of holdings determine land-use, and 

thus a lack of these books is problematic for sustainable land management, conflict resolution, 

and regional planning. A strong recommendation is to continue the land management process 

and to establish secondary books of holdings within the programming areas. 

Livelihood improvement 

With respect to new production methods, the main lesson learned is that continued place based 

advisory services are required in order to maintain production and ensure quality. In particular, 

technically demanding production methods, or those introducing a new set of skills or instru-

ments, need to be accompanied by external experts and trainers for supervising the full produc-
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tion cycle. Acquiring sufficient knowhow on the local level and being capable of finding solutions 

is a step-wise capacity development process requiring continued intervention over a longer time-

frame. 

Programme interventions in livestock feed focused mainly on production. In this regard, feed 

troughs and feed sheds could be introduced and demonstrated to farmers to minimize wastage 

and improve utilization of feed resources. Post-harvest feed handling, formulation, and utilisation 

should be better demonstrated. To achieve this, the programme could produce a manual or 

guide that targets farmers who are engaged in livestock farming.  

The programme attempted to introduce back yard development activities to narrow feed 

demand and supply production gaps. However, proper monitoring and capacity development 

mechanisms should also be integrated in the backyard development plans in order to increase 

the impact on the livelihood of smallholder farmers. Grazing lands in the watershed are abundant 

but are managed in a conventional way. The productivity of the grazing lands could be improved 

if there was an attempt to under sow grasses and legumes, portion and use grazing lands on 

rotational bases and produce hay on some portions. In order to optimize the feed production, 

handling and utilization, future programmes should introduce (further) trainings and 

technologies in regard to feed troughs, feed shed, feed formulation as well as on grazing land 

management. Exploring niches in backyards to grow forages and supplement livestock feedings 

systems can help improve feed availability, increase production, and reduce the strain on grazing 

land.  

Importantly, although many of the programme woredas in North Gonder are known for small 

ruminants and cattle population, the attention to support and furnish vet clinics was deemed 

inadequate although six instead of the planned four were constructed. Livestock breed and 

stocking interventions should go hand in hand with animal health and feed interventions. 

In terms of crop development, the programme did a good job introducing and demonstrating im-

proved crop varieties in different woredas. However diversification in terms of tree species is 

limited in the watershed areas and should be initiated through indigenous and exotic compatible 

niche species. Newly introduced breeds, crop varieties and eucalyptus exhibited great potential 

in improving agricultural productivity and increasing the income at household level. Local breeds 

and indigenous plants can be less productive but they are often better adapted to local condi-

tions and resilient to environmental challenges such as drought, diseases and pests. Future 

programme interventions should therefore take care to conserve local breeds and crops to avoid 

genetic erosion and promote the diversification of hillside plantation. 

Apple grafted seedling production, an intervention targeted at youth, is a good start in crop 

development, but information on who planted seedlings or who benefitted from the intervention 

missing. In all, the seedling programme management and other challenges are not properly 

documented and attention must be paid to these aspects. Training the trainers is required in this 

area in order to effectively roll out the new product “apple” and to process it properly. 

In supporting marketing, entrepreneurship and alternative livelihoods, the programme has 

implemented a number of useful interventions and brought about significant changes. Therefore, 

the lessons from the programme could be properly documented and shared to the end users 

through various avenues. Taking stock of “success stories” might encourage, in particular, the 
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active and entrepreneurial participants to propel the programme benefits even further. The set 

up of Innovation Platforms (IP) are recommended as a stakeholder forum established to facilitate 

interaction and learning among stakeholders focused on commodity chain or on a systems 

approach undertaking a participatory diagnosis of problems, joint exploration of opportunities, 

and investigation of solutions leading to the promotion of innovation along a targeted value 

chain. It must be noted, that most activities that are planned by the programme and run by the 

women and youth groups are still at their infant stage and lack sufficient financial reserves to 

continue the activities by themselves. As result, sustainability issues without the programme 

support are still under question. 

Programme management and capacity building 

Trainings and visits to enhance the capacities of experts and farmers were conducted throughout 

the programme. Farmers Training Centers (FTCs) were one of the programme initiatives, and are 

a good place to train farmers and demonstrate various crop, livestock and natural resource man-

agement technologies. However, more experience sharing visits for model farmers, experts and 

focal persons on some of the technologies and approaches would help make this component of 

the programme more effective and increase innovation and technology transfer. FTCs, for 

example, lack technologies on the ground to act as demonstration tools for hands-on learning.  

In a potential future programme cycle the programme management would benefit from a 

detailed ex-ante definition of roles and tasks of the different stakeholders PCU, RSC and the 

donor.  

The programme in general lacks baseline information for the before and after implementation of 

its interventions. As a result, it is difficult to assess impacts. Ways to improve this is through 

diversifying the indicators used, setting better targets, and introducing simple technologies that 

help monitor changes (hydrological equipment at watersheds). Since a lot of resources were 

allocated throughout this programing cycle on the construction of infrastructure, in following 

cycles, resources might be rather re-allocated to emphasizing soft measures, including 

experience sharing tours, capacity development, VET and FTC services, as well as in gathering 

viable monitoring data. The better knowledge on the baseline situation in combination with 

clear-cut strategic objectives might also lead to more appropriate target values in the logical 

framework matrix. Furthermore this data could support the establishment of cause-effect chains 

reflected in the design of the programme , which go beyond the log frame and take into account 

unintended effects of the programme activities which in turn could minimise goal conflicts and 

hence increase the programme’s positive impact. 
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2. Executive Summary Amharic version 

ማጠቃለያ 

ኢትዮጵያ ከፍተኛ የህዝብ ቁጥር ያላትና ለአለፉት 10 ዓመታት በተከታታይ 10.9 % የኢኮኖሚ ዕድገት እያስመዘገበች ያለች 

አገር ናት፡፡ ሐገሪቷም ዘጠኝ ክልሎች ሲኖሯት ከነዚህም ውስጥ የአማራ ክልል አንዱ ነው፡፡ ኑሮ ማሻሻያና ዘላቂ ተፈጥሮ ሀብት 

ፕሮግራም ከግንቦት 2013 እስከ ታህሳስ 2016 እ.ኤ.አ ባሉት ዓመታት ውስጥ በአማራ ክልል ሰሜን ጎንደር ዞን ተግባራዊ 

ሲደረግ ቆይቷል፡፡ በፕሮግራሙ የተሰሩ ስራዎች ህብረተሰቡን አሳታፊና ችግር ፈቺ እንደነበሩ ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ የተለያዩ 

ለኑሮ ማሻሻያና የተፈጥሮ ሃብት አያያዝና አጠቃቀም የሚረዱ አማራጭ ቴክኖሎዎጅዎችና አሰራሮችን በማቅረብና በመተግበር 

እንዲሁም የምግብ ዋስትና እንዲረጋገጥ አስተዋፅኦ ማድረግ የፕሮግራሙ ዋና ዋና የልማት ትኩረት አቅጣጫዎች ነበሩ፡፡ 

ለፕሮግራሙ በጠቅላላ ለ3 ዓመት የተመደበው በጀት 6.27 ሚሊዮን ዩሮ (148,599,000.00 ብር) ሲሆን ከዚህም በጀት 

የኦስትሪያ መንግስት 90 % እና የአማራ ብሔራዊ ክልላዊ መንግስት 10 % ለመሸፈን ችለዋል፡፡ ይህ ሪፖርት የፕሮግራሙ 

የመጨረሻ ግምገማን የሚያሳይ ሲሆን ዓላማውም ፕሮግራሙ አሳካለሁ ብሎ የነደፋቸውን ስራዎችና ውጤቶች መፈተሸ ፣ 

ፕሮግራሙ ያስገኛቸውን መልካም ተሞክሮዎች መለየትና ቀጣይ የትኩረት አቅጣጫዎችን መጠቆም ነው፡፡ 

የኑሮ ማሻሻያ ፕሮግራም ለመጀመሪያ ጊዜ ተቀርፆ በስራ ላይ የዋለው የአማራ ክልል አጋጥሞት የነበረውንና ከግብርና ጋር 

ተያያዥነት ለነበራቸው ተግዳሮቶች መፍትሔ በመስጠት አስተዋፅኦ ለማበርከት ነው፡፡ በክልሉ ያለው የህዝብ መጨመርና 

የግብርናው ልማት መስፋፋት በተፈጥሮ ሃብት ላይ ከፍተኛ ጫና እያደረሰ ይገኛል፡፡ በዚህም ምክንያት የአርሶ አደሩ ገቢ ምንጭ 

መቀነስ፣ ምርትና ምርታማነት የሚገባውን ያህል አለማደግ እንዲሁም የምግብ ዋስትናን ለማረጋገጥ እየተደረገ ላለው ጥረት 

የተለያዩ ፈተናዎች አጋጥሟል፡፡  

የኑሮ ማሻሻያ ፕሮግራም በሰሜን ጎንደር ዞን በ12 ወረዳዎችና በሁለት ብሔራዊ ፓርኮች በኦስትሪያና በኢትዮጵያ መንግስታት 

በትብብር ተካሄዷል፡፡ ፕሮግራሙን በበላይነት በመምራት የአማራ ክልል የኢኮኖሚና ገንዘብ ልማት ቢሮ ከፍተኛ አስተዋፅኦ 

ከአደረጉት መስሪያ ቤቶች አንዱ ነው፡፡ ፕሮግራሙ ቀደም ብሎ ዘላቂ የተፈጥሮ ሃብት አያያዝ በመባል ተሰይሞ በሰሜን ጎንደር 

ከ2008 -2013 እ.ኤ.አ ውጤታማ ሥራ እንደተገበረ ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ 

የኑሮ ማሻሻያ ፕሮግራም የመጨረሻ ሪፖርት እንደሚያሳየው 348513 የአርሶ አደር አባውራዎች በልማቱ ሥራ ተጠቃሚ 

ሆነዋል፡፡ ከእነዚህም ተጠቃሚዎች ውስጥ 82544 የሴት እማዎራዎች መሆናቸውን ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ በአጠቃላይ 

ፕሮግራሙ የዕቅዱን በሁለት እጥፍ በማከናወን ስኬታማ ሊሆን ችሏል፡፡ ነገር ግን ጠለቅ ያሉ ጥናቶችን በማካሄድና ሳይንሳዊ 

ዜዴዎችን በመጠቀም ፕሮግራሙ ያስመዘገበውን አስተዋፅኦ የበለጠ አጉልቶ ለማሳየት የሚችል እንደነበር የፕሮግራሙ 

የግምገማ ግኝት ያመለክታል፡፡ 

የኑሮ ማሻሻያ ፕሮግራም የመጨረሻ (የፍጻሜ) ግምገማ ለማካሄድ የተለያዩ ዜዴዎች፣ አሰራሮችና ሐሳቦችን ለመጠቀም 

ተሞክሯል፡፡ በዋነኝነት በግምገማ ወቅት ትኩረት የተስጣቸው የፕሮግራሙ አስፈላጊነት ፣ ውጤታማነት፣ አሰራር እንዲሁም 

ከዘላቂነት ፣ ስርዓተ ፆታና ከአከባቢ ጥበቃ ጋር ተያያዥነት ያላቸው ጉዳዮች ዋና ዋናዎቹ ናቸው፡፡ ፕሮግራሙን በተገቢው 

መንገድ ለመገምገም እንዲቻል ከ23 በላይ ጥያቄዎችን ለማካተት ተሞክሯል፡፡ የግምገማ ስራው የመስክ ጉብኝት ፣ የተለያዩ 

መረጃዎችን መዳሰስ፣ ውይይቶች፣ አውደ ጥናቶችንና ቃለ መጠይቆችንና ሌሎችን አሳታፊ መንገዶች / ስልቶች አካቷል፡፡ 

የፕሮግራሙን ግምገማ ስራ በ3 ዋና ዋና ወረዳዎች ውስጥ ለማካሄድ ጥረት ተደርጓል፡፡ ለፕሮግራሙ መጨረሻ/ ፍፃሜ/ 

ግምገማ ለማካሄድ ከ12 ወረዳዎች 3 ናሙና ወረዳዎች ተመርጠዋል፡፡ የተመረጡት ወረዳዎች ዳባት፣ ደባርቅና ምስራቅ በላሳ 

ናቸው፡፡ ሶስቱንም ናሙና ወረዳዎች ለመምረጥ የተለያዩ መስፈርቶች ከግምት ውስጥ ገብተዋል፡፡ ከመስፈርቶቹ ውስጥ 

ፕሮግራሙ በወረዳዎች የነበረው ቆይታ ታሪክ ፣ በፕሮግራሙ የተመደበ የበጀት መጠን፣ በፕሮግራሙ የተሰሩ ስራዎች ሽፋን፣ 

የወረዳዎች የመሰረተ ልማት ሁኔታ (ለመንገድ ያላቸው ቀረቤታ) እና ወረዳዎች የሚገኙበት ስነ ምህዳር ዋና ዋናዎቹ ናቸው፡፡  

በሁለት የተለያዩ ጊዜያት የመስክ ግምገማ ስራ ተካሂዷል፡፡ በእነዚም ጊዚያት ፕሮግራሙ ያስገኛቸውን ጠቀሜታዎች ለማየት 

ተችሏል፡፡ በተጨማሪ የመሰረተ ልማት ስራዎችንና በፕሮግራሙ ፈሰስ የተደረገ የገንዘብ ድጎማና የአገልግሎት አሰጣጥ 

ተግባራትን ለመፈተሸ ተሞክሯል፡፡ በመስክ ጉብኝት ወቅት በፕሮግራሙ በቀጥታ ተጠቃሚ የነበሩና ተጠቃሚ ያልሆኑ 
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ግለሰቦችን /አርሶ አደሮች/ እና ሌሎችን ሰዎችን በማሳተፍ መረጃ ተሰብስበዋል፡፡ በአጠቃላይ በሶስት ወረዳዎች 115 

ተጠቃሚዎች በተናጥል መጠይቆች ተሳታፊ ሆነዋል፡፡ ከእነዚህ 40 % የሚሆኑት ሴቶች ናቸው፡፡ በፕሮግራሙ በቀጥታ 

ተጠቃሚ ያልነበሩና በተናጥል መጠይቅ ተሳታፊ የነበሩ ብዛታቸው ዘጠኝ ነው፡፡ በጋራ መጠይቆች የተሳተፉት ቁጥራቸው 17 

ሲሆን ከዚህም ውስጥ 30 % ሴቶች ናቸው፡፡ 

በፕሮግራሙ ሶስት ዘርፎችና 10 ውጤቶችን መሰረት ያደረጉ ስራዎች ተከናውኗል፡፡ዉጤቶችም ትኩረት ያደረጉት 

በሚከተሉት ላይ ነው ፡-  

(1) የተቀናጀ ተፋሰስ ልማት  

(2) ፓርክና ቱሪዝም ልማት  

(3) የገጠር መሬት አስተዳደር  

(4) የእንስሳት ሃብት ልማት  

(5) የሰብል ልማት ዘርፍ  

(6) የገበያ ልማት፣ ስራ ፈጠራና አማራጭ የገበያ ምንጭ  

(7) አቅም ግንባታ  

(8) የዕውቀት አመራርና ኮሚኒኬሽን 

(9) ስርዓተ ፆታና ልማት  

(10) ዕቅድ ክትትልና ግምገማ ናቸው፡፡ 

ከላይ የተዘረዘሩት ውጤትን ትኩረት ያደረጉ ስራዎች በተናጥልም ሆነ በቅንጅት የአከባቢውን ህብረተሰብ ጠቅመዋል፡፡ 

በተጨማሪም የተፈጥሮ ሃብትን በአግባቡ ለመያዝና ለመጠቀም ጉልህ አስተዋፅኦ አድርገዋል፡፡ ለምሳሌ – የንብ ማነብ፣ የአፕል 

ችግኝ ማባዛት፣ የእንቁላል ጣይ ዶሮዎች ፣ የዳቦ ጋገራና ሸማ ስራ ላይ ሴቶች፣ ወጣቶችና አቅመ ደካማ የህብረተሰብ ክፍሎች 

ላይ ትኩረት ተደርጎ ስለተሰራ ጠቀሜታው ከፍ ያለ እንደነበር ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ በተፋሰስ ልማት ዙሪያ የተሰሩ ስራዎችም 

የአፈር መሸርሸርን በመከላከል ምርትና ምርታማነትን ከፍ እንዲል ከማስቻላቸውም በተጨማሪ አልፎ አልፎ የውሃ ምንጮች 

እንዲጎለብቱና አንዳንድ ቦታዎችም ላይ እንዲፈልቁ አድርጓል፡፡ በዚህም ምክንያት የመስኖ ልማት ከፍ እንዲል አስችሏል፡፡ 

በተለያዩ ጊዜያት ለአርሶ አደሮችና ለባለሙያዎች በአፈርና ውሃ አያያዝ ፣ በእንስሳት ልማት፣ በመስኖ ፣ በአትክልትና ፍራፍሬ፣ 

በንብ እርባታና ሌሎች ዘርፎች ላይ የተሰጡ አጫጭር ስልጠናዎችና የልምድ ልውውጦች የፕሮግራሙ ሥራዎች በተቀላጠፈ 

መንገድ እንዲሰሩና ውጤታማ እንዲሆኑ አስችለዋል፡፡ 

ፕሮግራሙ ያስገነባቸው የእንሰሳት ጤና ክሊኒኮች ፣ የአርሶ አደሮች ስልጠና ማዕከላት፣ የአትክልትና ፍራፍሬ መሸጫ ሱቆች፣ 

የመጠጥ ውሃ ጉድጓዶች፣ የመሬት አስተዳደር ቢሮዎችና ሌሎች መሰረተ ልማቶች እንዲሁም ፋስሊቲዎች ለህብረተሰቡ ከፍተኛ 

ጠቀሜታ አስገኝተዋል፡፡ በሌላ በኩል ፕሮግራሙ በተለያዩ ስራዎች ለተደራጁ ወጣቶችና ሴቶች ያበረከተው የቁሳቁስ ማሟላት 

ስራና እገዛ ለሌሎች ተመሳሳይ ፕሮግራሞችና ፕሮጀክቶች አርኣያ ሊሆን እንደሚችል በግምገማ ወቅት ለማረጋገጥ ተችሏል፡፡ 

በአጠቃላይ የፕሮግራሙ ትኩረት ገቢያቸው በጣም ዝቅተኛ እና ዝቅተኛ የሆኑትን የህብረተሰብ አባላት የጠቀመ ሲሆን የተሻለ 

ገቢ ያላቸው አርሶ አደሮችም በተፋሰስና ከተፋሰስ ውጭ በተከናወኑት ስራዎች በቀጥታም ሆነ በተዘዋዋሪ ተሳታፊና ተጠቃሚ 

ሆነዋል፡፡ እያንዳንዱ በፕሮግራሙ የታቀፈ አባል ፍላጎቱንና ምርጫውን በአገናዘበ መልኩ አንድና ከአንድ በላይ በሆኑ ስራዎች 

ተሳታፊና ተጠቃሚ ሆኗል፡፡ 

ፕሮግራሙን ለመገምገም በተዘጋጁት መስፈርቶች መሰረት የግምገማው የመደምደሚያ ሃሳቦች በአጭሩ በሚከተለው መልክ 

ቀርቧል፡- 

አስፈላጊነት/ ተያያዥነት (Relevance)፡- በፕሮግራሙ የተቀመጡ ግቦች፣ ዓላማዎችና ስራዎች ከፌደራል፣ ክልል፣ ዞንና ወረዳ 

የልማት አቅጣጫዎች ጋር ተመጋጋቢ/ተደጋጋፊ እንደነበሩ ለመረዳት ተችሏል፡፡ ለምሳሌ- ኑሮ ማሻሻያ፣ የአየር ንብረት 

እያስከተለ ያለውን ጉዳት መከላከልና መቋቋም፣ የተፈጥሮ ሀብት አያያዝ፣ የስራ ዕድል ፈጠራና የገቢ ምንጭ ማስፋፋት 
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የፕሮግራሙና የመንግስት የትኩረት አቅታጫዎች ናቸው፡፡ ምንም እንኳን ፕሮግራሙ የማህበረሰቡን ችግር ለመፍታት ከፍተኛ 

ጥረት ቢያደርግም ብዛት ያላቸው አርሶ አደሮችንና ሰፊ ቦታዎችን የመሸፈን ውስንነት ታይቶበታል፡፡ 

ውጤታማነት (Effectiveness)፡- የተለያዩ የአቅም ግንባታ ስልጠናዎችን ለአርሶ አደሮችና ለባለሙያዎች በማዘጋጀት 

ፕሮግራሙ ተግባራዊ አድርጓል፡፡ በተጨማሪም ለብድር አገልግሎት የሚውል የ Revolving Fund ስርዓት በመዘርጋት 

ሴቶች፣ ወጣቶችና አቅመ ደካማ የህብረተሰብ ክፍሎች ተጠቃሚ እንዲሆኑ ከፍተኛ ስራ ሰረቷል፡፡ ፕሮግራሙ የሰራቸው 

ስራዎች በቅርብ ጊዜ ተከስቶ የነበረውን ድርቅ ለመቋቋም አስተዋፅኦ አድርጓል፡፡ በሰሜን ተራሮች ፓርክ ላይ ያከናውናቸው 

ስራዎች ፓርኩን ከሰውና ከእንስሳት ንክኪ ነፃ በማድረጋቸው የሀገር በቀል ዛፎች ሽፋን ጨምሯል፡፡ በተፋሰስ ልማት ዙሪያ 

የተሰራው ስራ ቅንጅታዊ አሰራርና የስራ ቁርኝት እንዲኖር ያሰቻለ እንደነበር ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ በተለያየ ደረጃ በፕሮግራሙ 

የግምገማ ክትትል ስራ ተሰርቷል፡፡ ነገር ግን ጠለቅ ያለ የግምገማና ክትትል ስልጠና ቢኖር የተሻለ ውጤት ሊመዘገብ 

እነደሚችል የግምገማ ቡድኑ ግንዛቤ ላይ ደርሷል፡፡ 

ብቃት (Efficiency)፡- ፕሮግራሙ የተመደበለትን ገንዘብ (fund) በአግባቡ በመጠቀም ብዙ አቅም የሌላቸውን አርሶ አደሮች 

ተጠቃሚ አድርጓል፡፡ በተጨማሪ የተፈጥሮ ሀብት እንክብካቤ እንዲኖር ከፍተኛ ሚና ተጫውቷል፡፡ በብዙ መልኩ ሲታይ 

ፕሮግራሙ ከተጠበቀው በላይ ስራዎችን በመስራት ያስቀመጣቸው ብዙዎቹን ዓላማዎች ከግብ አድርሷል፡፡ ተጠቃሚዎችም 

(Beneficiaries) ፕሮግራሙ ያቀረበላቸውን ቴክኖሎጂዎችና የሰራላቸውን መገልገያዎች /መሰረተ ልማቶች/ በአግባቡ 

እየተጠቀሙ ይገኛሉ፡፡ ነገር ግን ድጋፍና ክትትል የሚያስፈልጋቸው ጉዳዮች ወይም ስራዎች እንዳሉ ለመረዳት ተችሏል፡፡ 

ፕሮግራሙ በመንግስት የአሰራር ሰነሰለት ውስጥ ተካቶ በመተግበሩ ስኬታማ አድርጎታል፡፡ ለስራ ማስኬጃና ለሰው ሀይል ክፍያ 

ያዋለው/ የተጠቀመው/ ሀብት አነስተኛ ሆኖ ግን ያስመዘገበው ውጤት ከፍተኛ እንደነበር ታውቋል፡፡ 

ግኝትና ተፅዕኖ (Output and impact)፡- የግምገማ ነጥቦች እንደሚሳዩት ፕሮግራሙ ብዙ ግኝቶችና አዎንታዊ ተፅዕኖዎች 

ነበሩት፡፡ በተለይ ፕሮግራሙ የምግብ ዋስትና ከማረጋገጥ፣ ተመጣጣኝ ምግብ እነዲኖር ከማስቻል፣ የገቢ ምንጭ ከፍ 

ከማድረግና አካባቢን ከመንከባከብ አካያ ብዙ አስታዋፅኦ አድርጓል፡፡ ነገር ግን ፕሮግራሙ ያስገባቸው ችግር ፈች መፍትሔዎች 

(Interventions) የነበራቸውን አዎነታዊና አሉታዊ ተፅዕኖዎች ከብዙ አቅጣጫ የመገምገምና መረጃ የመሰብሰብ ጥረት አናሳ 

እንደነበር ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ 

ዘላቂነት (Sustainability)፡- ዘላቂነትን በተመለከተ ፕሮግራሙ ጥሩ ስራዎችን ሰርቷል፡፡ በተለይ በፕሮግራሙ ተጠቃሚ 

በነበረው ህብረተሰብና የመንግስት አስተዳደር ላይ የባለቤትነት ስሜት መፍጠር ችሏል፡፡ በሌላም በኩል መልካም 

ተሞክሮዎችን ለማስፋፋት የፈጠረው ተነሳሽነት ዘላቂነትን ለማረጋገጥ ከፍተኛ አስተዋፅኦ ሊኖረው እንደሚችል ታውቋል፡፡ 

አንዳንድ ስራዎች ቀጣይነት እንዲኖራቸው ለማድረግ ከፍተኛ ገንዘብ የሚያስፈልግ መሆኑ መረጃዎች ያሳያሉ፡፡ በመሆኑም 

የዚህ አይነት ስራዎች የዘላቂነት ሥጋት ሊከሰትባችው እንደሚችል ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ በአጠቃላይ ዘላቂነትን ለማረጋገጥ ውሳኔ 

ሰጭነትን ከታችኛው የህብረተሰብ ክፍል ወደ ላየኛው ውሳኔ ሰጭ ክፍል እንዲሁም ከላይኛው ውሳኔ ሰጭ ወደ ታችኛው 

ማስተላለፍና መልካም ተሞክሮዎችን በማቀነባበር ጥቅም ላይ እንዲውሉ ማድረግ አስፈላጊ እንደሆነ የግምገማ ቡድኑ 

አስምሮበታል፡፡  

የጋራ የሆኑ ጉዳዮች (Cross-cutting issues)፡- ፕሮግራሙ ግልፅ የሆኑ ሴቶችንና አቀመ ደካማዎችን ትኩረት ያደረጉ 

ሰነዶችና ስራዎች አሉት፡፡ ሴቶች፣ ወጣቶችንና አቅመ ደካማዎችን ተጠቃሚ ለማድረግና የሚያጋጥማቸውን ችግሮች ለመፍታት 

ከፍተኛ ጥረት አድርጓል፡፡ ምንም እንኳን መሻሻል የሚገባቸው ጉዳዮች ቢኖሩም ፕሮግራሙ ሴቶችን፣ ወጣቶችና አቅመ 

ደካማዎችን በተለያዩ ውሳኔ ሰጭ ሀላፊነቶች ተሳትፎ እንዲኖራቸው ብዙ ስራዎችን ሰርቷል፡፡ ጥልቀት ያለው የስርዓተ ፆታ 

ስልታዊ ሰነድ (Strategy document) ማዘጋጀትና ለወደፊቱ በሚነደፉ የፕሮግራሙ ስራዎች መተግበር ከፍተኛ ጠቀሜታ 

ሊኖረው እንደሚችል ለመረዳት ተችሏል፡፡  

ከፕሮግራሙ እንደ ተሞክሮ የሚወሰዱና ለወደፊቱ መከናወን ያለባቸው በሶስት ዋና ዋና ጉዳዮች ዙሪያ እንደሚከተለው 

ተብራርተዋል፡፡  
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የተፈጥሮ ሃብት አያያዝ  

የተቀናጀ ተፋሰስ አያያዝ ስራ ለሰዎችና እንስሳት ፍጆታ የሚውል የውሃ አቅርቦት አቅም እንዲጎለብት በማድረግ ከፍ ያለ 

አስተዋፅኦ አድርጓል፡፡ ነገር ግን በተፋሰስ ውስጥ የሚሰሩ የአፈርና ውሃ ጥበቃ ስራዎች የጥገና ስራና ክትትል ያስፈልጋቸዋል፡፡ 

ስነ ህይወታዊ የአፈርና የውሃ ጥበቃ ስራዎች ከእንስሳት የልቅ ግጦሽና ንክኪ ነፃ መሆን አለባቸው፡፡ በተፋሰስ ውስት የሚገኙ 

የቦረቦር ቦታዎች በአግባቡ እንዲያገግሙ መደረግ አለባቸው፡፡ በቦረቦር ቦታዎች አካባቢ ያሉ አርሶ አደሮችን በማደራጀት 

የቦረቦር ቦታዎችን እንዲያገግሙ ቢያደርጉ ስራው ባለቤት ያለው ይሆናል፡፡ በአጭር ጊዜም ለውጥ ማምጣት ይችላል፡፡ 

በተፋሰስ ውስጥ ልቅ ግጦሽን ለማስቆም የተነደፉና በህብረተሰቡ የጸደቁ ደንቦች እንዲተገበሩ ክትትል ማድረግና በተደጋጋሚ 

መወያየት ያስፈልጋል፡፡ በፕሮግራሙ የተሰሩ የመጠጥ ውሃ ጉድጓዶችን ህ/ሰቡ ተረክቦ በባለቤትነት በማስተዳደር ፣ በየወሩ 

የገንዘብ መዋጮ በመሰብሰብና በማስጠገን ዘላቂነት ያለው ስራ በማከናወን ላይ መሆኑ እንደ ጥሩ ተሞክሮ ተወስዶ ወደ ሌሎች 

አካባቢዎች ቢስፋፋ ከፍተኛ ጠቀሜታ ይኖረዋል፡፡ 

በፓርክ ቱሪዝም ልማት ዙሪያ ፕሮግራሙ በተለይ የሰሜን ተራሮች ብሔራዊ ፓርክን ከአደጋ ለማዳን የወሰዳቸው እርምጃዎች 

ከፍተኛ ውጤት አስገኝተዋል፡፡ የፓርኩን ህልውናና ዘለቄታዊ አንድምታ እንዲኖረው ቀጣይ የሆነ ድጋፍና ርብርብ ማድረግ 

ያስፈልጋል፡፡ 

የመሬት ባለቤትነትና ዋስትና በተመለከተ ፕሮግራሙ የመጀመሪያ ደረጃ ይዞታ ማረጋገጫ ደብተር ለመሬት ባለይዞታዎች 

እንዲያገኙ ከፍተኛ አስተዋፅኦ አድርጓል፡፡ በሌላ በኩል የሁለተኛ ደረጃ ይዞታ ማረጋገጫ ደብተር ለመስጠት የአፈፃፀም 

መዘግየት እየተከሰተ እንደሆነ ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ የሁለተኛ ደረጃ ይዞታ ደብተር ለባለይዞታዎች እንዲያገኙ ማድረግ ተገቢ 

የሆነ የመሬት አጠቃቀምና የግጭት አፈታት ሥርዓት ፣ ስኬታማ የሆነ የመሬት አያያዝና አጠቃቀም ዕቅድ እንዲኖር ይረዳል፡፡ 

ኑሮ ማሻሻያ  

የእንስሳት ሀብትን ምርታማነት ለመጨመር ፕሮገራሙ በዝርያ፣ ጤናና መኖ ዙሪያ የተለያዩ ሥራዎችን ሰርቷል፡፡ መኖን 

በተመለከተ የተረፈ ምርት አያያዝና አጠቃቀም ላይ መጠነኛ ስራዎች የተሰሩ እንደሆነ ለማቅ ተችሏል፡፡ ይህንም ችግር 

ለመቅረፍ ቀለል ያሉና በአካባቢ ቋንቋ የተተረጎሙ በራሪ ጽሁፎችን ማዘጋጀትና ለአርሶ አደሮች ማዳረስ አስፈላጊ ሆኖ 

ተገኝቷል፡፡ 

በየጊዜው እየተከሰተ ያለውን የእንስሳት መኖ እጥረት ለመቀነስ በቤት ዙሪያ ያሉ ትርፍ ቦታዎችን በመጠቀም የተለያዩ የመኖ 

ዛፎችንና የሳር ዝርያዎችን መትከል /ማብቀል/ ፣ የግልና የጋራ የግጦሽ ቦታዎችን በአግባቡ መያዝና ምርታማነታቸውን 

መጨመር እንዲሁም የድረ ሰብል ተረፈ ምርት አያያዝና አጠቃቀም ማሻሻል ከበዙዎቹ መፍትሔዎች የተወሰኑት ናቸው፡፡ 

የእንስሳት ጤናን ለማሻሻል የተለያዩ የጤና ክሊኒኮች ተገንብተዋል፡፡ አንዳንዶቹ ከፍተኛ አስተዋፅኦ እያበረከቱ ሲሆን 

የተወሰኑት ደግሞ በግብአት አቅርቦት ችግር ምክንያት የሚፈለገውን አገልግሎት እየሰጡ አይደሉም፡፡ ስለዚህ የእንስሳት 

ክሊንኮችን በፋሲሊቲና በቁሳቁስ ማጠናከሩ በሰሜን ጎንደር ዞን ያለውን ከፍተኛ አንስሳት ሃብት ምርትና ምርታማነትን 

ለማሻሻል አስተዋፅኦ ያደርጋል፡፡ 

የሰብል ልማትን በተመለከተ ፕሮግራሙ የተለያዩ የሰብል ዝርያዎችን ለአረሶ አደሮች እንዳስተዋወቀና ጠቃሚ ስራዎችን 

እንደሰራ ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ ሆኖም ግን የዛፍ ዝርያዎች ዓይነትና ብዛት ከማስተዋወቅ አኳያ የፕሮግራሙ ጥረት መጠነኛ 

መሆኑን ለመለየት ተችሏል፡፡ የተሻሻሉ የሰብል፣ የዛፍና የእንስሳት ዝርያ ዓይነቶች በተፋፈስና ከተፋስ ውጭ በፕሮግራሙ 

መተዋወቃቸውና ለአርሶ አደሮች ምርት በመጨመር እንዲሁም የገቢ ምንጭ መሆናቸው የሚያበረታታ ነው፡፡ ሆኖም ግን 

ለሀገር በቀል ሰብሎችና እንስሳት ጥበቃ አናሳ ትኩረት መስጠቱ ከጊዜ በኋላ እንዳናጣቸው /እንዳይጠፉ/ ያሰጋል፡፡ 

ከአገዳና የብዕር ሰብሎች በተጨማሪ በአትክልትና ፍራፍሬ በተለይ በአፕል ችግኝ ማባዛት ላይ ወጣቶችና ሴቶችን በማደራጀት 

የተሰራው ስራ በጣም የሚያበረታታ ነው፡፡ ነገር ግን አፕልን በተመለከተ ለአርሶ አደሮች ችግኝ ከማከፋፈል ውጭ አጥጋቢ የሆነ 

የመረጃ አሰባሰብ ስልት እንዳልነበረ ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ ለምሳሌ – ምን ያህል አርሶ አደሮች ችግኝ ተከሉ፣ የት ቦታ ተከላ 

ተካሄደ፣ የት አካባቢ ጥሩ ዕድገት ታየ፣ የአፕል ዛፎች መች ፍሬ መስጠት ጀመሩ ፣ አርሶ አደሮች የገጠሟቸው ዋና ዋና ችግሮች 

ምንድን ናቸው የሚሉት በአግባቡና በተደራጀ መልኩ ተመዝግበው መረጃው ለተጠቃሚዎች አልደረሰም፡፡ 
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የሰብልና እንስሳት ሀብት ልማትን በተመለከተ ከፕሮግራሙ ውስጥና ውጭ ያሉ ከፍተኛ ባለሙያዎችን በማማከርና እንዲሳተፉ 

በማድረግ፣ አዳዲስ የአሰራር ዘዴዎችንና ዕውቀቶችን እንዲያበረክቱ ማበረታታት አስፈላጊ እንደነበር ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ ይህን 

በተመለከተ ፕሮግራሙ የተሻለ ስራ መሰራት እንደነበረበት ግንዛቤ ተወስዷል፡፡  

የገበያ ልማት፣ ስራ ፈጠራና አማራጭ የገቢ ምንጭን በተመለከተ ፕሮግራሙ ብዛት ያላቸው ጠቃሚ ሥራዎችን ሰርቷል፡፡ 

ስለሆነም መልካም ተሞክሮዎችን በማሰባሰብና በመመዝገብ ለተጠቃሚዎች እንዲደርሱ ቢደረግ የበለጠ ውጤት ማምጣት 

ይቻል እንደነበር ለማወቅ ተችሏል፡፡ 

ምርጥ ተሞክሮዎች ለተጠቃሚዎች እንዲደርሱ ለማድረግ የተለያዩ መንገዶችን ለምሳሌ የውይይትና ፈጠራ መድረኮችን 

መመስረትና መጠቀም ትልቅ አስተዋፅኦ ሊኖረው እንደሚችል ታውቋል፡፡ የውይይትና ፈጠራ መድረኮችን መጠቀም በጋራ 

ችግሮችን ለመለየት ፣ መፍትሔዎችንም ለመፈለግና ለመማማር ዕድሎችን ይከፍታል፡፡ ከገበያ ልማት ፣ ስራ ፈጠራና አማራጭ 

ገቢ ምንጭ ስራዎች ጋራ ተያይዞ የተደራጁ ወጣቶች ሙሉ በሙሉ እራሳቸውን መርዳት ላይ ስላልደረሱ /በቂ ካፒታል 

ስለሌላቸው/ የፕሮግራሙ ወይም የክልልሉ መንግስት እገዛ ካላደረገላቸው በቀላሉ ስራቸውን ሊያቆሙ የሚችሉ መሆኑን 

ለመገንዘብ ተችሏል፡፡ ስለዚህ ያለ ፕሮግራሙ ወይም መንግስት ድጋፍ የተደራጁ ወጣቶች ስራ ቀጣይነት ሊኖረው 

እንደማይችል ታውቋል፡፡ 

የፕሮግራሙ አስተዳደርና አቅም ግንባታ  

ፕሮግራሙ የተለያዩ አቅም ግንባታ ስራዎችን አከናውኗል፡፡ ለምሳሌ- የገበሬዎች ስልጠና ማዕከላት ግንባታ የፕሮግራሙ 

ስኬታማ ስራ መሆኑ ግንዛቤ ተወስዷል፡፡ የገበሬ ማሰልጠኛ ማዕከላት የተፈጥሮ ሃብት፣ የሰብልና እንስሳት ልማት ስራዎች 

/ቴክኖሎጂዎች/ ቢኖራቸው ለአርሶ አደሮች እንደማሳያና ማስተማሪያ ሊጠቅሙ ይችላሉ፡፡ ሆኖም ግን በፕሮግራሙ የተገነቡ 

የአርሶ አደር ማሰልጠኛ ማዕከላት በግቢያቸው በቂ የሆኑ ቴክኖሎጅዎች የሏቸውም፡፡ የአርሶ አደር ማሰልጠኛ ማዕከላት እንደ 

ቴክኖሎጂ ፓርክ ማገልገል ይኖርባቸዋል፡፡  

በቀጣይ የፕሮግራሙ ዙር ቀደም ብሎ ግልፅና ዘርዘር ያለ የስራ ድርሻ እንዲሁም ሀላፊነት መቅረፅ የተለያዩ ባለድርሻ አካላትን 

በተለይ የፕሮግራም አስተባባሪ ክፍል (PCU) ፣ የክልል ፕሮግራም አንቀሳቃሽ ኮሚቴ (RSC) እና ለጋሽ አካላትን ተጠቃሚ 

ያደርጋል፡፡  

በአጠቃላይ ፕሮግራሙ የመጀመሪያና መጨረሻ (ከትግበራ በፊትና በኋላ) የመሰረታዊ መረጃዎች እጥረት እንዳለበት ለማወቅ 

ተችሏል፡፡ በዚህም ምክንያት ፕሮግራሙ በቤተሰብና ማህበረሰብ እንዲሁም በተፋሰስ አያያዝ ላይ ያመጣውን ተፅዕኖ 

/Impact/ በተጨባጭ መገምገም አስቸጋሪ ሆኖ ተገኝቷል፡፡ ይህንንም ችግር ለመፍታት በቂ የሆነ የተፅዕኖ /Impact/ ፈጣሪ 

አመልካቾችን ማካተት፣ የተሻለ ግብ ማስቀመጥ፣ ቀለል ያሉ መሳሪያዎችን በመጠቀም ፕሮግራሙ ያስተዋወቃቸውን 

ቴክኖሎጂዎች በተፋሰስ ደረጃ የሚፈጥሩትን ተፅዕኖ መገምገም አስፈላጊ እንደነበር ለመረዳት ተችሏል፡፡ ፕሮግራሙ ለመሰረተ 

ልማት ግንባታ በቂ ሐብት ስላወጣ ለወደፊቱ ትኩረት መደረግ ያለበት አቅም ግንባታ ዙሪያ በተለይ የልምድ ልውውጥ ፣ 

ጉብኝት ማዘጋጀት፣ የእንስሳት ጤና ክሊኒክና የአርሶ አደር ማሰልጠኛ ማዕከላትን ማጠናከርና በቂ መረጃ መሰብሰብ ቢሆን 

የተሻለ ይሆናል፡፡ 

የመነሻ መሰረታዊ መረጃና ግልፅ የሆነ የአሰራር ስልት መኖር የፕሮግራሙን ተፅዕኖ በቁጥር በማስደገፍ ለመመዘን ያስችላል፡፡ 

ከዚህም በተጨማሪ የመነሻ መሰረታዊ መረጃ መኖር በፕሮግራሙ ቀረፃ ወቀት የምክኒያትና ውጤት ሰንሰለት ለመመስረት 

ይረዳል፡፡ ይህም በመሆኑ በፕሮግራሙ ግብ ዙሪያ ሊከሰት የሚችለውን አለመጣጣም በማስወገድ የፕሮግራሙን አዎንታዊ 

ገፅታ ከፍ እነዲል ያደርጋል፡፡ 
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3. Background 

The programme “Livelihood Improvement through Sustainable Resource Management” reacted 

on the challenges of the regions with the local potentials in mind. It recognised the diverse 

topography, flora and fauna with its many tourist attractions (natural and cultural) as potential 

resources for sustainable development and tourism. The programme also identified a big 

potential for livestock development through improving the local livestock breed, an expansion of 

the livestock export market and located suitable plains for intensive agriculture. However, the 

region faces a long list of challenges. The high rate of population growth paired with the 

agricultural sector being the most important one in the region lead to a fierce competition for 

resources and space between the protected areas management and the local population. The 

intensive pressure on the land caused by overgrazing and a strong dependency on biomass fuels 

lead to land degradation, deforestation and consequently to an altered ecosystem and a low 

productivity of the land, in turn resulting in low household incomes and food insecurity. 

Hence, the overall objective of the programme is to improve the livelihood opportunities and 

food security of selected rural communities through more productive and sustainable resource 

management practices. The explicit purpose is to increase the household income in the targeted 

woredas by building up capacities to implement sustainable resource management practices in 

the communities. In order to reach this objective, the programme interventions are structured 

according to three pillars:  

 Natural Resource Management: including e.g. integrated watershed management, rural 

land administration as well as park and tourism development,  

 Livelihood improvement, addressing food security and 

 Programme management and capacity building, which comprises activities focusing on 

capacity development and knowledge management, gender mainstreaming, monitoring 

and evaluation 

The log frame matrix elaborates on the expected outcomes and results and can be found in An-

nex 11. It also provides details on the targeted beneficiaries (number of households, women, 

partner organisation staff). For a better overview, the evaluation team compiled an exhaustive 

list on the targeted number of HH or persons benefitting from LISRMP according to the 

programme document and compared that number of the status at the end of the programme. 

This list can be found in Annex 10.  

The programme “Livelihood Improvement through Sustainable Resource Management (LISRM) in 

North Gonder, Amahara National Regional State, Ethiopia”, ADA programme number 2509-

02/2013, was implemented in twelve woredas and two national parks between May, 2013 and 

December, 2016. Supported by the Austrian Development Cooperation (ADC), the programme 

was implemented by the Bureau of Finance and Economic Development (BoFED) of Amhara 

National Regional State (ANRS). The first contributed € 5,700,000.00, the latter € 570,000.00 to 

the total project budget of € 6,000,000.00. It followed the “Sustainable Resource Management 

Programme in North Gonder” (SRMP) which was implemented during 2008-2010 (Phase 1) and 

2011-2013 (Phase 2) borne by the same stakeholders. 
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4. Introduction 

4.1 Purpose and objectives of the evaluation 

This evaluation forms the final evaluation of the LISRM programme in North Gonder, which ended 

in 2016. According to the Terms of Reference (ToR), its main purpose is to systematically and 

objectively assess the programme logic, its implementation and results gained so far. Furthermore, 

the evaluation should document lessons learnt and provide recommendations for possible future 

engagements of ADC. The objectives are to determine the relevance of the programme, assess the 

effectiveness of the deployed instruments, check the efficient use of resources and scrutinize the 

programme’s output, impact, sustainability and dealing with cross-cutting issues.  

The key expected outputs are (a) an answer to every question asked by the ToR and (b) 

conclusions, recommendations and lessons learnt. 

4.2 Scope: evaluation subject and questions 

The subject of the evaluation is the LISRM programme in North Gonder (2013-2016), but also 

takes into account the main conclusions from the preceding programme (SRMP). As suggested in 

the ToR, the main sources of information include (but not limited by) past evaluations and 

reviews, management responses, outcome assessments, steering committees minutes and other 

documents listed in Annex A2. The revised intervention logic and performance indicators in the 

revised programme document form the base of the evaluation. 

The ToR ask a series of questions explicitly linked to the key DAC criteria: relevance, 

effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact/outcome. In addition, special attention is paid 

to ADCs cross-cutting issues poverty, gender and environment. 

 Relevance. Two questions are classified in the ToR under the heading “relevance”. 

Questions are related to the alignment of the programme´s overall goal to the most 

pressing needs and its coherence with higher level strategic documents. 

 Effectiveness. Seven questions target the effectiveness of the programme. They concern 

the instruments deployed for capacity development as well as for monitoring and 

evaluation. One question relates to the effectiveness of the watershed approach, 

another to the inclusion of women and vulnerable groups. Three questions target the 

effectiveness of the programme in regard to environmental protection and resilience. 

 Efficiency. Two questions regard the resource use (financial, technical and human). 

 Outcomes and Impact. Three questions are classified under this double heading. They re-

fer to the socio-economic and environmental impact of the programme. 

 Sustainability. Five questions cover the sustainability of the programme, including its 

contribution to more resilient household and ecosystems, as well as on a more sustain-

able and empowered behaviour and correspond to lessons learnt and best practices. 

 Cross-cutting issues: Finally, four questions ask how poverty, gender and environmental 

aspects were included and monitored in the programme. 
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4.3 Restrictions during evaluation 

The time span for the evaluation was originally planned to take place from July to October 2016. 

The contract was awarded at the end of July. Although the inception phase of the evaluation 

started as planned, the organisation and preparation of the mission to North Gonder was 

delayed by the difficult situation in North Gonder regarding climate but more so security issues. 

In a meeting with ADA in October 2016 it was decided that the current political situation in 

Ethiopia does not allow field missions in the region. The evaluation was suspended until the 

political situation would stabilize but at least until the currently imposed state of emergency, 

starting from October, 9th 2016 and lasting for a period of 6 months, ends. This implicated that 

the field trips to the region would take place after the project had officially ended (in December 

2016).  

At the end 2016, the evaluation team was asked to proceed with the evaluation as the ADC in 

Ethiopia regarded the situation as calm enough to allow field trips. Once deemed safe, the first 

field trip was conducted in a matter of weeks by the local evaluation expert. The second one was 

a week apart.  

This rather swift decision for the dates of the field trips, posed a number of organisational chal-

lenges. It is thanks to the support of project coordinator Mr. Teshome and the commitment of 

local focal persons that our tight schedule could be followed. Due to other obligations of the 

regional steering committee members throughout the week of the second field trip and the 

unavailability of Mrs. Wein, a workshop or interviews with these stakeholders could not take 

place. It has proven rather difficult to arrange ways to collect information from the regional level. 

The local expert managed to arrange a separate date for discussion with three regional steering 

committee members at the end of April 2017. 

Another restriction of the evaluation is the availability and quality of data. Although the PCU 

collected monitoring data from programme woredas and compiled them in progress reports, 

outcome assessment reports and a final report, the evaluation team was unable to obtain 

disaggregated data beyond the level presented in these reports. Furthermore the data collected 

and presented cannot be validated by the evaluation team (lack of transparency issues). Data 

collection during monitoring exercises seems to have relied heavily on visual observations. Data 

quality is affected by double counting (stated in log frame matrix for purpose level indicators), 

different use of units (i.e. households and persons) and small samples of surveys. In addition 

some of the reports announced in the programme document (i.e. impact assessment) were not 

conducted or were of poor quality (i.e. environmental monitoring report).  

The evaluation design is not allowing for any primary data collection covering the whole pro-

gramming area. With the limited scope of only three case study woredas, the picture gathered 

through field observations is limited and thus there is clearly the inherent bias of selective obser-

vations. The evaluators are aware of the fact that a monitoring and evaluation guideline was 

prepared by the previous programme and applied for LISRMP. This M&E system certainly estab-

lished a good performance assessment on the output and outcome level. However, there is an 

eminent lack of impact assessment. The evaluators did not get any disaggregated data on Kebele 

level nor were environmental audits set up in a way which would allow for the assessment of 

detailed environmental conditions on the watershed level. Moreover, a detailed documentation 

of aid support on the single household level has not been provided to the evaluators either.  
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5. Design and methods 

5.1 Overview of approach to evaluation 

Figure 1: Evaluation structure and overall evaluation design 

 
Source: Evaluation team, 2017 

Figure 1 shows the various elements of the LISRM project (in blue) and points at the logical links 

between these elements thus depicting the logical chain from the needs in the North Gonder 

Region down to the activities performed within the project itself (green arrows). 

The evaluation aims to assess relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, outcomes/impacts and sus-

tainability of the programme. – With relevance, effectiveness and Efficiency being ratios of 

elements within the programme logic (depicted by red arrows in the figure above), and 

outcomes/impacts as well as sustainability being direct/indirect effects of programme activities. 

All in all, the evaluation is conducted along the 23 evaluation questions, answered through a mix 

of methods, which allow for a triangulation of results and thus a sound basis for answering each 

answer. 

The following chapter will cover the range of information collection and analysis methods used.  
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5.2 Information/Data collection methods 

The evaluation involved all major stakeholders including but not limited to regional, zonal and 

woreda institutions, beneficiary individuals and communities, as well as the Programme 

Coordinating Unit. In order to use resources efficiently, the evaluation team combined several 

information collection steps during two field trips in case study woredas. The evaluation experts 

stayed for a total of 12 days in the programme area and visited three woredas, where project 

visits, interviews and focus group discussions on woreda and community level were conducted. 

Both field trips started with a briefing by the PCU, the second ended with a workshop with zonal 

stakeholders and a debriefing by an ADA representative of the coordination office in Addis. The 

regional stakeholders were not available during the two ad-hoc field trips which is why they were 

consulted by the local expert on an extra trip to Bahir Dar, as agreed upon with the client.  

The collection of information and data by different means form the backbone of the evaluation 

and safeguarded the triangulation of information in order to answer the evaluation questions. 

5.2.1 Desk study of strategic documents 

The evaluation team reviewed relevant programme documents and reports of other sources. 

Among them, the documents related to the programmes LSRIMP and SRMP make up the core of 

the pool of documents. They include the contract documents (including programme document, 

expert opinions and budgets) as well as reports. Other strategic documents considered include 

the national development plan and Austria´s country strategy for Ethiopia. In addition, the 

evaluation team reviewed relevant statistics (agricultural survey, time use survey, population 

projection). 

In Volume 2, Annex 2.2 one can find a table listing all considered documents. The table presents 

the availability of the documents, the document type and programme/period it is most relevant 

for. Documents mentioned in the ToR are highlighted. 

5.2.2 Field visits 

The evaluation team conducted 2 field visits to physically assess effects of the programme 

intervention areas including but not limited to watershed units, infrastructure developed, villages 

where financial and other services were being provided 

The selection of the case study woredas is based on the following criteria: 

 Programme history: The number and selection of programme woredas changed during 

the different phases of the programme. The case studies should be selected in order 

represent woredas who have been targeted since 2008 and those who joined the pro-

gramme area in 2013. 

 Livelihood zones: Amhara National Regional State can be divided according to livelihood 

zones: North Highland Wheat, Barley and Sheep Livelihood Zone, North West Cash Crop 

Livelihood Zone, Tana Zuria Livelihood Zone and Tekeze Lowland Sorghum and Goat 

Livelyhood Zone. The selected woredas should represent at least two of these zones. 
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 Budget received in the programme: The selected case studies should not be not the ones 

which benefitted the most or the least by financial means.  

 Covering all result areas: The result area Park and Tourism Development is only valid for 

three woredas. At least one of those should be represented in the case study selection. 

 Accessibility: The woredas have to be quite easily accessible in order to manage our field 

trips in an appropriate time frame  

Considering these 5 selection criteria, the evaluation team and the client agreed on the following 

three case study woredas:  

 Debark 

 Dabate 

 East Belessa 

The first fieldtrip to Dabate woreda was conducted by our Ethiopian evaluation expert Kindu 

Mekonnen between February 13th-18th 2017. The second fieldtrip was conducted by Kindu Me-

konnen, Bernd Schuh and Joanne Tordy between February 25th and March 5th 2017. The second 

field trip focused on activities in Debark and East Belessa woredas. Please refer to Volume 2, 

Annex 5 for more selection details. Short reports on the field study trips can be found in Volume 

2, Annex 6. 

5.2.3 Workshop 

There were two workshops foreseen: 

 one day workshop in Gonder covering the following issues: briefing on status of 

programme, objectives of the evaluation and approaches and methods to be employed in 

conducting the evaluation (ensure incorporation of gender and environmental issues);  

 half day stakeholders workshop back to back with the presentation of the draft evaluation 

report 

The workshops are organised in a way that information collection and exchange are facilitated – 

i.e. by applying various workshop techniques (structured group discussions, systemic pictures,).  

Due to the short notice on the dates for the second field trip, the regional stakeholders were not 

able to participate and the zonal representatives could not be assembled. Instead, the zonal 

stakeholders were consulted on the final day of the field trip. This naturally led to another focus 

the workshops content: instead of a discussion of methods to be used, the participants discussed 

the first findings and questions that had risen during the field study trips. PCU coordinator Mr. 

Teshome took over the briefing on the first day of each of the two field trips. 

5.2.4 Interviews  

During the field visits a series of (semi-) structured interviews with beneficiary communities and 

individuals including women was conducted. The interview guideline covered the evaluation 

questions as well as questions designed to detect a counterfactual situation in the regions. The 
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ranges of interviewees therefore not only cover beneficiaries, but also other members of the 

communities.  

The table below shows the number of consulted beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in the three 

case study woredas, according to their sex and the watershed (if possible). A more detailed list 

on the key informants can be found Annex 2.1 

Table 1: Number of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries per woreda, sex-disaggregated 

  Total Women Men 

Beneficiaries 115 40 75 

Debark 49 20 29 

Afaf 6 2 4 

Work Amba 24 7 17 

Tsehaye Mewicha 19 11 8 

Other 7 0 7 

Dabate 43 13 30 

China 9 1 8 

Godingie 27 9 18 

Other 7 3 4 

East Belessa 23 7 16 

Adina Belessa 23 7 16 

Non-Beneficiaries 9 3 6 

Debark 3 1 2 

Dabate 3 1 2 

East Belessa 3 1 2 

Source: Evaluation team, 2017 

5.2.5 Focus groups discussions 

Per case study woreda, one focus group discussion (FGD) was conducted. During the first field 

trip in Dabate, the FGD involved beneficiaries, woreda steering committee members as well as 

representatives of Kebele administration, including men and women. This setting was changed in 

the second field trip to ensure a more efficient information collection. By using the format of FGD 

with the woreda steering committees only, the questions and discussion were more specific to 

the topics and realm of the woreda administration and the sustainability of the activities once 

the programme ends. In return the evaluation team conducted by far more interviews with 

beneficiary communities than foreseen at the evaluations outset (>115 instead of 35). However, 

the idea of all three FGDs was to use this efficient form of information collection to multiply the 

information gathered in the field. The groups were conducted in an “open-exchange” setting 

aiming at a cooperative atmosphere and allowing for an exchange of opinions. In total 17 

participants took part in FGD, 30% were female.  

Table 2: Number of FGD participants per woreda, sex-disaggregated 

Participants FGD Total Women Men  

Debark 7 1 6  

Dabate 4 3 1  

East Belessa 6 1 5 Source: Evaluation team, 2017 
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6. Evaluation findings 

This chapter provides answers to the 23 evaluations questions asked in the ToR. In addition to 

the answers, we provide a summary of the assessment on each main evaluation criteria. Answers 

are grouped by evaluation criteria but the reader should be aware that the assessment on a 

particular criterion can use answers associated with another one. 

6.1 Relevance 

The programme “Livelihood Improvement through Sustainable Resource Management (LISRM) in 

North Gonder” corresponds to the most pressing development challenges like food insecurity 

and climate change impacts and is in line with the government’s agenda on national and regional 

level. The programme interventions played a significant role to cope with the effects of climate 

variability/change, and bridge crop and livestock related yield and production gaps. The 

programme interventions targeted women, vulnerable groups and youth from poorest of the 

poor, poor and better off farm social categories. Each of the farm type participated in one or 

more of the programme interventions based on its interest and priorities. Egg laying chickens, 

washera sheep breeds, bee keeping, grafted apple production and selling, potato and vegetable 

farming around homesteads, weaving mills and bakery are the most important ones for women, 

vulnerable groups and youth. These programme interventions supported them to generate cash 

within short periods of time, enabled them to create assets, played an important role on 

nutrition and job creation, and exposed them to new improved technologies and enhanced their 

knowledge and skills. Although the programme did well to address priority community issues, the 

magnitude of farmers and area coverage is a limiting factor within the programme operational 

action sites. There is also a need to mentor and support the communities organized into different 

groups such as youth to make them stand on their feet and relay on their resources.  

R1: To what extent does the programme’s overall goal and purpose still correspond with (a) the 

most pressing development challenges (e.g. in terms of climate change impacts, food insecurity, 

etc.) from the perspective of sustainable livelihood improvement objectives addressed by the 

programme, and (b) with the regional government’s (rural) development programme and with 

the GTP I at the national level? 

The programme goal/purpose/objectives and interventions are in line with the national, regional 

and woreda level development priority issues. The GTP1 emphasized agriculture and rural devel-

opment as one of the economic sectors development plans (MoFED, 2010). The agriculture and 

rural development plan in GTP1 included crop production and productivity, irrigation and water 

use, technology multiplication, supply and use, natural resources management (NRM) and cli-

mate change adaptation, livestock resources development, food security and agricultural mar-

keting as a component of its strategies to achieve the desired changes. The three years (2013-

2016) initiative of LISRMP correspond to the government plans at different scale, and is designed 

to contribute to food security and climate change adaption. The programme also considered 

highly drought prone/hotspot areas and some other less drought affected woredas.  
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The programme intervention on soil and water conservation (SWC), afforestation, protection of 

natural forest areas/parks, ecotourism, introduction of improved crop varieties and livestock 

species, irrigation development activities and provision of land certificates in one way or another 

played a significant role to cope with the effects of climate variability/change, and bridge crop 

and livestock related yield and production gaps (Table 3). For instance, the improved crop varie-

ties and livestock related technologies introduced and demonstrated to the farmers were pro-

ductive and attractive to enable climate change adaptation although they reached only limited 

numbers of farmers and areas.  

Table 3: Improved crop varieties introduced to different woredas to improve livelihoods and cope with 
climate variabilities 

No. Crop type Base line productiv-
ity (t ha

-1
) 

Achieved productiv-
ity (t ha

-1
) 

Productivity 
increment (t ha

-1
) 

% of increment 

1 Food barley 2.36 3.918 1.558 66 

2 Malt barley 1.34 2.4 1.06 79 

3 Bread wheat 2.4 3.3 0.9 37.5 

4 Chickpea 0.812 1.5 0.688 84.7 

5 Teff 1.083 1.38 0.297 27.4 

6 Sorghum 1.44 1.58 0.14 9.7 

7 Potato 8.0 21.825 13.825 172.8 

Average productivity 2.49 5.129 2.638 106 

Source: LISRMP, 2015:13, Outcome assessment report, compiled from 2015 secondary data. Hence the detailed level of the 
presented data should be considered with caution. According to the same source, 1028 households were supported by the 
programme’s activities aiming at improved crop technologies. The baseline productivity refers to the time before the 
programme started (presumably 2013); achieved productivity was measured including 2015 data. 

As far as livestock is concerned, the programme introduced 180 pure washera sheep breed (30 

rams and 150 ewes) and distributed to 30 farmers on credit basis in two selected programme 

woredas. As a result, the marketing time for cross washera lambs has been shortened from 12 to 

6 months and gained high market weight at its 6 months of age compared to local sheep breed 

(LISRMP final report, 2016). The marketing value of the cross washera ram at 6 month age is 

worth Birr 1000 (euro 41) while the local sheep breed is worth Birr 500 (euro 20.6).  

Interventions on vet clinics and poultry production also played a significant role to protect live-

stock diseases and contribute the reduction of malnutrition and improve income of poor and 

vulnerable farmer groups. For instance, the annual egg production from local hen was 162. The 

programme was able to increase the annual egg production to 307 due to introduction of 

improved hens. 

Generally, the programme goals have been perfectly aligned with the regional and federal 

government strategies and programmes. Livelihood, creating employment opportunities, NRM, 

climate change and income diversification have regional and federal government priority focuses. 

The programme partners at woreda level have also indicated how the programme interventions 

and resources are relevant and added value to the work they do in their respective woredas. 

R2: How important are the specific intervention measures employed for the target groups and 

beneficiaries (e.g. poor, vulnerable, food insecure households, and women)? To what extent are 

their (specific) needs/demands and priorities addressed? How inclusive has been the selection 

process for targeting the beneficiaries. 
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The programme interventions primarily targeted women, vulnerable groups and youth from the 

poorest of the poor, poor and better off farm social categories. A lot of effort has been made to 

fairly reach the poor, women and other social groups within and outside watersheds and benefit 

them accordingly. The selection of beneficiaries was transparent as communities are traditionally 

networked and know the wealth status of each other. The plan of interventions/operations nor-

mally originated from the bottom and went to the top level (kebele- woreda- zone- region). 

Communities, local officials, experts and concerned bodies from PCU engaged during the identifi-

cation and selection of beneficiaries. The communities had also a chance to elect watershed 

committees that would closely work with them on the identification of beneficiaries and facilitate 

the implementation of programme interventions. The watershed committees consist of 9-12 

members, of which women commonly make up about 20%. Each of the farm type participated in 

one or more of the programme interventions based on its interest and priorities. Egg laying 

chickens, washera sheep breeds, bee keeping, grafted apple production and selling, potato and 

vegetable farming around homesteads, weaving mills and bakery are the most important ones 

for women, vulnerable groups and youth.  

Photo 1: Women´s income generating activity in Debark woreda 

 Source: Kindu Mekonnen, 2017 

These programme interventions supported them to generate cash within short periods of time, 

enabled them to create assets, played an important role on nutrition and job creation, and ex-

posed them to new improved technologies and enhanced their knowledge and skills (Table 4).  

Apart from the figures represented in this table women have been benefitting from programme 

activities in the result areas 2 “national park and tourism” as well as 6 “marketing and alternative 

livelihood options”. 

Still the overall assessment of the evaluation question – i.e. how important the specific interven-

tion measures employed for the target groups and beneficiaries have been – cannot be answered 

in a quantifiable way. The monitoring data does not allow for a quantified answer what exactly 

the marginal income gain due to the single programme interventions has been. The sheer (geo-

graphical) coverage of the programming area and the amount of potential beneficiaries does not 
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provide a clear cause – effect chain from the LISRMP intervention to the relative importance of 

effects for the single beneficiary. In other words there is a need to establish regional/local base-

line conditions of the beneficiaries in order to assess the marginal change through any interven-

tion. From the observations the evaluators have gained however the subjective feeling of the 

beneficiaries prevailed that the LISRMP has without doubt achieved a substantial improvement 

of the livelihood conditions (economically, socially and environmentally) of the beneficiaries. 

What has also been observed is the fact that the sustainability of this improvement cannot al-

ways be taken for granted. 

Table 4: Participation of women in different programme interventions to improve their livelihoods 

Interventions Outcome indicator Unit Target Achieved Achieve-
ment (%) 

Watershed 
management 

Women beneficiaries No. 250 435 174 

Livestock Women beneficiaries practiced at least two types 
of improved livestock management systems  

HHs 3077 3,092 100 

Income increased from livestock development 
both for men and women 

% 60 83 138 

Women households engaged in poultry production 
and marketing 

HHs 3472 4748 134 

 Women beneficiaries engaged in small ruminant 
fattening 

HHs 200 283 141 

 Women members of user groups participated in 
beekeeping activities 

No. 254 131 52 

Crop Women beneficiaries adopted productive crop 
technologies 

HHs 6250 6396 102 

 Average productivity of different crops improved % 40 106 265 

Forestry/PFM Women beneficiaries No. 158 116 73 

Irrigation 
development 

Women beneficiaries No. 250 435 174 

Credit Women HHs benefited from revolving fund  HHs 510 962 189 

Women HHs benefited from community grant 
fund support 

HHs 1,170 1,357 116 

Training Women partner staffs received short term train-
ings 

person 46 60 130 

Women farmers gain knowledge on gender main-
streaming. 

No 726 1108 152 

Benefits Number of women beneficiaries in income genera-
tion activities 

No 25,000 19,206 77 

Number of women beneficiaries in service provi-
sion 

No 15,000 39816 265 

 Women user groups engaged in agriculture-based 
income generating schemes 

groups 10 14 140 

Source: LISRMP, 2016, information extracted/referred fromthe log frame matrix analysis (p.57-83) an dis the cumulative for the 
LISRMP three years period; Please note: HHs refers to female headed hoseholds, productive crop technologies refer to 
improved cereal, pulse, vegetable, highland and lowland fruit crop varieties. 

Thus in order to ensure the sustainability of the interventions and keep up the relative impor-

tance of the single measure a more continuous mentoring and support of the different social 

groups to make them stand on their feet and relay on their resources will be necessary.  
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6.2 Effectiveness  

In general capacity development activities of the programme through trainings, visits and other 

knowledge sharing platforms (meetings, workshops) supported farmers, experts and authorities 

to learn more and improve their performances. The programme managed to address most 

barriers on women and vulnerable groups, increased their participation and empowered them in 

its operational areas through capacity development activities and engaging them in crop, 

livestock, NRM and various income generating technological interventions. The revolving fund 

guideline favoured poor women to have access to credit with reasonable interest rate and no 

down payment. However, women’s access to formal credit sources such as bank loans remains 

extremely difficult due to inability of the poor to guarantee the loans with collateral. 

The programme interventions in one way or another had a contribution to confront the recent 

drought and benefit communities within and outside the programme target areas. For instance, 

the area closure practice in watersheds increased the availability of grasses and shrubs that 

helped as sources of livestock feed for communities during the recent drought critical periods. 

Similarly, some of the crop varieties such as Habru chick pea could withstand moisture stress and 

was able to produce yield that supported the availability of food. The programme small irrigation 

and drinking water interventions played a role to cope with the 2016 drought and the changing 

climate. The water interventions contributed to save lives especially at the critical drought 

periods. The potable water schemes brought big impact in improving access to clean water and 

household health care. In addition, communities are able to access clean water at a shorter 

distance and saved time to engage themselves in other livelihood options. 

The programme invested and made significant effort to minimize human and livestock pressure 

on Simien Mountain National Park, create conducive environment for the valuable wildlife 

species, foster regeneration of indigenous plant and tree species and minimize communities’ 

park area encroachment activities. The communities’ resettlement programme (which has been 

mainly conducted by national/regional initiatives), infrastructures such as scout houses 

constructions, job creation schemes for youth and settlers and formation of ecotourism 

cooperatives are some of the important initiatives of the programme. Regeneration and more 

area coverage of some of the indigenous plant and tree species (Erica Arborea, Lobelia inflate, 

Hypericum revolutum, Festuca spp) have become apparent as a result of freeing some parts of 

SMNP from livestock free grazing and reduction of human interference on the natural vegetation. 

The inequities on the benefit sharing of the communities that surrounded the park will affect the 

park’s management and sustainability.  

The watershed development approach of the programme has been found effective in terms of 

coordination and enhancing synergies as it integrates various focus areas such as livestock, crops, 

NRM, market, institutions and infrastructure interventions. It also helped to address several 

problems through multiple activities and foster communities to work together in a collective 

action approaches. Various improved crop varieties, livestock interventions and NRM activities 

implemented temporally and/or spatially in selected watersheds. Some positive impacts of the 

programme interventions such as appearance of streams at mid and downstream parts of the 

watersheds and recovery of gullies are emerging because of plantation of trees, area closures 

and construction of SWC structures at various scales. The physical and biological SWC 

interventions are playing an important role to hold and foster infiltration of water, which 

recharges the hydrology and improves availability of water for agricultural and other uses. On the 
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other hand, using the watershed approach as a planning unit has created disappointments on 

benefit sharing between the communities within and outside watersheds. The communities 

outside the watersheds claimed to be non-beneficiaries from the programme interventions 

because of the hydrological delineation and pre-determined decision of the programme.  

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) has been conducted by communities, watershed committee 

members, experts, focal person, woreda, zonal and regional steering committee members at 

various times. As a result, recommendations engendered from the various groups have been 

followed except implantation of byelaws to stop free grazing in the watershed areas. Proper and 

scientific M&E system on the impacts of the various programme interventions such as income 

and nutrition of households, hydrology, soils, biodiversity and environment is lacking. More 

trainings could be thought of for various groups on how to design functional M&E systems, 

implement and integrate outcomes to the different programme components. 

EE1: How effective are the capacity development instruments, measures and activities for stake-

holders and officials/staffs of the project partners at all levels? Are they capable for effective 

implementation, steering, monitoring/evaluation of the programme? Are they enabled to articu-

late their voice, interests, and priorities in planning and decision-making processes? 

The programme initiated different capacity development schemes (trainings, facilities and 

infrastructures) to farmers, zonal and woreda level practitioners, and executed them accordingly. 

Because of skill building activities through trainings, visits and other knowledge sharing platforms 

(meetings, workshops) farmers, experts and authorities were able to learn more and improve 

their performance.  

In one case study woreda findings suggest that the training activities on gender mainstreaming 

contributed a lot to bring attitude change for men and women. The men groups have realized 

workloads of women and started engaging themselves in farm and house related activities that 

traditionally set to the women groups (FGD and beneficiaries interview, 2017).  

Short-term trainings provided for experts and some model farmers on SWC, livestock husbandry, 

bee keeping, irrigation and high value crops have shown positive effects in adopting these prac-

tices. In addition, the programme fully supported 4 stakeholder staffs to join MSc/MA 

programme, and awarded 6 MSc/MA and 1 PhD students for research attachment (LISRMP 2016, 

final report). There are beneficiaries who have received scholarships/finance from the 

programme and graduated to certificate, diploma and BSc levels. The last three years’ 

programme interventions on capacity development focused more on short term trainings to 

farmers, development agents and other experts. As a result, some of the NRM development 

activities became effective and can be a model to other areas. The short-term trainings were vital 

to enhance skills. As a result of the short-term trainings, the experts and some of the model 

farmers could be able to implement most of the programme activities as needed or planned. 

Though the training programme organized on gender mainstreaming has brought positive 

change on the mind-set of communities, lack of depth, coverage and continuity are shortfalls 

(Melak, 2016). Concerning the long-term trainings, there is no much evidence whether the 

research topics were in line with the priority development gaps. It is also not clear whether the 

research findings translated into practice to address some of the biophysical, socioeconomic and 

policy related concerns.  
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The facilities fulfilled by the programme in vet clinics, programme implementing offices and 

youth owned marketing shops plus infrastructures such as FTC are providing services to more 

beneficiaries. There are also some infrastructures that are not operational and fulfilling the 

intended objectives especially related to tourist infrastructure and retail stores. 

So all in all, the capacity development instruments can be considered effective in reaching overall 

programme objectives. Beneficiaries, stakeholders and programme staff/officials have been 

empowered to take up programme activities as foreseen. The partners, staff and implementing 

authorities have been able to articulate their concerns and bring in their opinions at all levels. 

Sure enough there have been frictions in implementing programme activities as soon as conflicts 

of interest came up (e.g. in case of livelihood improvement activities for communities bordering 

the Simien national park, where nature protection interest became conflicting with economic 

interests of citizens). From the limited field observations we may deduct however that through 

the contact persons assigned by the local authorities these conflicts have been solved effectively. 

These activities however have not been subject of the LISRMP itself. 

What has to be generally observed is the fact that although effectiveness of the capacity devel-

opment instruments has been achieved in the short run, the long term effectiveness – in the 

sense of having established stable structures, which would go on without support of the LISRMP 

– cannot be taken for granted. The impression prevails that it will be depending on the single 

communities/woredas whether capacities will be maintained and expert know-how continuously 

fed into the watershed management practices. 

It has been observed however that bringing in external expertise has been hampered as granted 

resources for this purpose have been underused. There has been some reluctance by the pro-

gramme coordination to bring in external expert knowledge to pursue continuous development 

of projects (farming practices, hand craft support). 

Example: The case of apple farming 

The LISRMP supported throughout the programming area the cultivation and distribution of ap-

ple trees as measure to diversify farming practices and to increase farming household income. 

The apple trees are predominately endogenous species, which are cultivated by experts and then 

handed over to farming households (in the beginning for free and after the successful uptake of 

the measure at market prices). The trees are then planted and maintained by the single farming 

households and in the beginning of the programme they have been supported by horticulture 

experts, who trained farmers in planting and tree pruning. This support has soon been taken over 

by regional authorities. Site visits have shown that the capacity and know how in these practices 

have decreased and that apparently the instructors themselves are not properly qualified to 

provide proper instructions. 

The following pictures are taken from one of the field visits to the Debark woreda showing apple 

orchards with inappropriate pruning (at the beginning of the vegetation period) and far too close 

distances between the single trees. – The farmer has been trained by the regional agricultural 

authorities. These shortcomings will lead to limited harvests and may be regarded as in-effective 

use of programme resources. 
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Photo 2: Apple farm in the Debark woreda 

 Source: Bernd Schuh, 2017 

Regarding the capacities of the involved institutions, discussions indicated that the share of re-

gional and zonal engagement is appropriate. No complaint was heard from the most local level – 

kebele, watershed committees or user groups. On the downside, the focal person at woreda 

level was attested a heavy workload – having to manage the local programme activities on top of 

his/her daily work. In two out of three FGD with woreda steering committees, the participants 

advised to endow the focal person with more resources. On another level the progress reports 

(LISRMP 2015b:40, LISRMP 2016b:55) indicate that the PCU staff struggled with extra workload 

due to staff turnover (also mentioned in ADC 2015:7), inefficiency of implementers and the work 

intensive development of common positions of the various stakeholders. Higher salaries of PCU 

staff were granted to stop the staff turnover and constant support and follow up was provided to 

the local implementers. The final report (LISRMP 2016) does not refer to the above mentioned 

issues anymore but notes that the “technical staffs are mostly engaged in routine activities than 

providing strategic support to implementer institution”, a flaw in the programme setup, that 

should be changed in future programmes. The field trips did not allow own observations on the 

capacities of the PCU as, at the time of the evaluation, the PCU had already (officially) ceased to 

exist (the programme ended in December 2016, the field visits took place early 2017). However, 

the judgement prevails that the programme implementation vial local implementers was very 

effective and contributes to the sustainability of the programme (see also the answer to 

evaluation question S5). 

One critical observation with respect to the effectiveness of the PCU stems from ADA and 

comprises the interaction between donor and programme management: the PCU has been 

regarded as misinterpreting the role and function of ADA (as donor) as constant provider of 

guidance and management support, while ADA has seen its role as member of the RSC with no 

influence in the day-to-day implementation of the programme. This misinterpretation of roles 

has led to mutual dissatisfaction with respect to involvement and responsibilities: ADA has been 

criticised as not been active enough in visiting and accompanying the programme 
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implementation (e.g. lack of field visits by ADA staff). While the PCU has been criticised not to 

take into account the advice to hire experts or staff. Especially the lack of continuously hiring a 

gender expert within the PCU has been regarded as most critical. 

With respect to the role of the Programme Steering Committee at Zonal and Regional level it has 

to be stated that their engagement has been limited and reduced to mere approval of plans and 

budgets instead of steering the programme. This may have been due to the fluctuation in the 

membership of the Committee and a lack of specific training on how to facilitate and network a 

complex programme structure. Moreover continuity within the Steering Group has to be safe-

guarded through codification of knowledge, which will guarantee a perpetuation of tacit and 

explicit know-how within the Steering Group despite personnel changes. There has been the 

complaint by the donor that the RSC did not show sufficient “ownership” of the programme in 

the sense of pushing change and transformation and to influence policy decisions (both top 

down as well as bottom-up). It may be debated (and certainly goes beyond the scope of this 

evaluation) if this has originally been the function and job of the RSC to play such an active role. 

In any case the evaluators may only state again a potential mutual misunderstanding of roles.  

EE2: Has the adoption of watersheds as planning and implementation units proved to be effec-

tive (i.e. in terms of better coordination and enhanced synergies of the different components)? 

Have the programme components been addressed in a systemic manner, by taking interrelations 

and possible trade-offs between the various component measures into account? How could this 

be addressed more appropriately? 

The watershed development approach of the programme has been found effective in terms of 

coordination and enhancing synergies as it integrates various focus areas such as livestock, crops, 

NRM, market, institutions and infrastructure interventions. It also helped to address several 

problems through multiple activities and foster communities to work together in collective action 

approaches. The activities executed on livestock are relatively well linked. Liquid nitrogen supply 

in the North Gonder zone with the support from the programme is a success. The inter-sectorial 

working modalities are better in the programme watersheds as compared to other watersheds 

managed by the government. However, there is still a need to work further and bring more inte-

gration of activities. The creation of the different committees including the watershed committee 

was a good initiative. The committees were strong and spared some of their precious time to 

regularly monitor and evaluate the coherence of planned and implemented activities – however 

not in a coordinated way, so that the single self-evaluation activities are not up to overall com-

parison and aggregation. Progresses on resources management, environment, social interactions 

and livelihood are seen very fast through collective actions.  

Natural resources management through a watershed management approach has become an 

Ethiopian government priority agenda. Every part of the country is mobilizing communities to 

manage natural resources through a watershed approach. In principle, watershed is a working 

area that brings different sectors to work together and benefit communities and mange re-

sources. The lessons learnt/success stories from one watershed can be scaled to other water-

sheds using the current government NRM and watershed management initiatives and mass mo-

bilization approaches. Communities contribute 20-45 days free labour every year on the con-

struction of soil and water conservation structures and planting of trees, grasses and other bio-

logical interventions.  
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Photo 3: Soil and water conservation structures built in Godingie watershed in Dabate 

 Source: Kindu Mekonnen, 2017 

However, this planning unit created disappointments on benefit sharing between the communi-

ties within and outside the watersheds. The communities outside the watersheds claimed to be 

non-beneficiaries from the programme interventions because of the hydrological delineation and 

pre-determined decision of the programme. Spill over effects of watersheds are there though it 

was only for few interventions and areas. There was no systematic and scientific trade off 

analysis of the various interventions implemented in the watersheds. So far, there is no visible 

negative effect of interventions of one on the other both at household, farm and landscape scale. 

The need to have model watersheds that can serve as a learning site has been identified as a 

priority issue for the experts and officials. The model watershed can be a development 

watershed with strong research component to generate evidences and assess impacts of 

interventions.  

One conclusion of these findings are that due to the large programming area in relation to the 

support means of the LISRMP these “insider-outsider” problems might have been avoided by a 

higher territorial concentration of the programme itself. This means that as only a few selected 

communities have been benefitting from the programme induced watershed management, the 

impression prevails that effects have been patchy and can hardly be assessed in hard terms on 

woreda/programming area level. 

EE3: Has the currently employed M&E system been effective and has it provided necessary and 

timely information for improvement of project planning, implementation and steering? If so, was 

the information gained followed up in a strategic manner to improve Programme effectiveness? 

In which respect could the M&E system possibly be improved? 

The programme had M&E systems. The M&E guideline developed by the programme through a 

consultant was very good. The guideline alone cannot lead anywhere unless there is a good team 

and skill to implement it. M&E has been conducted by communities, watershed committee 

members, experts, focal person, woreda, zonal and regional steering committee members. The 

community regularly monitor and evaluate plans of the programme and their implementations. 
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Experts such as Development agents conduct M&E every week whereas focal persons, woreda, 

zonal and regional steering committee members every two weeks, two months, six months and 

once per year, respectively. The steering committee members at all levels are strong and can tell 

about the programme activities, limitations and strengths. The committee has tried to prioritize 

activities and adjust plans based on field and office level M&E results. Most recommendations 

from the various groups have been followed except implantation of byelaws to stop free grazing 

in the watershed areas. This system works well as direct feedback loop and programme steering 

tool. – Still it does not provide information in a systematic way with comparable indicators, which 

are aggregated throughout the territorial levels. The system rather works on qualitative result 

monitoring and output data. 

Proper and scientific M&E system on the impacts of the various programme interventions such 

as income and nutrition of households, hydrology, soils, biodiversity and environment is lacking. 

Actually, the M&E guideline produced in 2009 explicitly indicated the importance of baseline 

information on current levels of household’s income sources and beneficiary household levels, 

percent area of land under improved land management in the watershed, income from livestock, 

number of land related conflicts, income from tourists and others that are necessary to assess 

project impacts. 

Excursus on Impact assessments – or what the outcome assessment could not fully cover 

Evaluation follows a clear hierarchical order with respect to depicting the different realms of the 

programme effects – see the following graph: 

The programme certainly set up an outcome assessment report and it was deemed as source for 

programme performance data and also for impact data. Within this evaluation the evaluators 

most certainly used the outcome assessment report as data source; it was very valuable in that 

regard. However, this information does not cover fully the impact of the programme as relation 

between the needs of society and within the region and the ultimate effects of the programme in 

the long terms and on several aspects in the region. Without an impact assessment, some 

evaluation questions could not be answered to a full extent. Also, our evaluation cannot substi-

tute an impact assessment due to its limited capacity of primary data collection.  

The graph shows the limitations of the outcome assessment in contrast to an impact assessment 

in the intervention logic of this programme. The blue block shows the elements the outcome as-

sessment reports illustrates. The red boxes show those elements that have not been collected. 

The arrows show what is needed (starting point) in order to get results/information. E.g. Welfare 

could not be assessed as it needs the baseline data on the needs of society in relation to the 

impacts. Neither of this information was available. The Cost-Effectiveness on the other hand, 

could be assessed since both the inputs and the outcomes were available. 

In other words impact assessments would require a more comprehensive information set than 

delivered by the existing M&E system applied within the programme. Our suggestion would be to 

specifically define the elements of both the needs of society as well as the way these may be 

depicted by indicators (this does not necessarily mean quantitative indicators). Then a plan has to 

be developed to collect this information in a timely manner. The different indicators may cer-

tainly call for different methodologies (e.g. surveys, counterfactual situation assessment through 

the establishment of test and control groups). As a consequence sufficient resources will have to 



Final evaluation of “Livelihood Improvement through Sustainable Resource Management” 

38  Final report | Volume 1 – Main report 

be safeguarded to obtain this information. 

Figure 2: Exemplary overview of policy/programme interventions and their nexus to output/results and 
impacts 

 
Source: Evaluation team, 2017 

More training could be thought of for various groups on how to design functional M&E systems, 

implement and integrate outcomes to the different programme components.  

The evaluators have formulated two hypotheses steering the evaluation activities related to 

M&E: “Problem of assessing effects due to a still persistent wide spread distribution of support” 

and “The monitoring scheme of the programme is confronted with difficulties in capturing all 

intended effects – especially in the field of environmental targets”. As said above the findings 

show that both hypotheses have proved to be right: the M&E system in place did not allow to 

assess key programme objectives in a quantified way (e.g. the improvement of the income at 

household level) due to a lack of a systematic establishment of a baseline as well as a compre-

hensive, continuous monitoring of indicators allowing for the measurement of these objectives. 

Second the M&E system did not allow to assess more complex, long term effects of the pro-

gramme – e.g. like environmental effects in terms of water quality, biodiversity – due to a lack of 

resources within the programme as well as yet again the lack of a baseline. 

EE4: How effectively has the programme addressed existing barriers of women and other vulner-

able groups? Were women and vulnerable groups explicitly empowered to participate in the 

programme and included among the beneficiaries, what level of coverage is achieved? 

The programme managed to address most barriers on women and vulnerable groups2, increased 

their participation and empowered them in its operational areas through capacity development 

activities and engaging them in crop, livestock, NRM and various income generating technological 

interventions (Table 5 and Table 6). The programme provided gender mainstreaming training to 

ensure the effective integration of gender equality issues in all programme components across all 

 
2
  It has to be noted, that only limited data is available on other vulnerable groups than women in general. Whenever possible 

(data availability, observations, etc.) a reference was also made to the specific efforts or outputs regarding other vulnerable 
groups. 
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implementing partners, thereby broadening the institution’s mainstreaming efforts and rein-

forcing its capacities to achieve major national gender targets.  

Table 5: Women Participation in various Trainings of programme result areas 

Result areas 2014 2015/2016 Female 

Male Female Total Male Female Total Total % 

Integrated watershed  1741 289 2030 1836 468 2304 757 17.47 

Park and tourism 90 84 174 45 0 45 84 38.35 

Livestock development 332 43 375 3469 725 4194 768 16.81 

Crop development 14 1 15 172 41 213 42 18.42 

Entrepreneurship 18 4 22 166 40 206 44 19.29 

Programme Management 666 220 886 914 396 1310 616 28.05 

Gender mainstreaming 505 579 1084 478 408 886 987 50.10 

Capacity building 81 23 104 156 33 189 38 18.112 

Knowledge management 24 0 24 600 259 859 259 29.33 

Source: PCU 2014 and 2015 annual report 

Table 6: Women access to direct income generating activities in different result areas of the programme in 
the years 2015 and 2016 

 Income generating activities Male Female Total % of women 

1 Integrated watershed management 0 0 0 25.01 

 Irrigation development 2244 435 2679 16.25 

 Forest Development 2283 1075 3358 25.35 

2 Ecotourism 289 257 546 47.06 

3 Livestock development 4816 1767 6583 61.49 

 Small ruminant fattening 715 285 1000 28.5 

 Small scale poultry production 104 4731 4835 97.85 

 Shoat production 1663 972 2635 36.89 

 Beekeeping 1366 156 1522 10.25 

4 Crop development 13480 9678 23158 23.08 

 High yielding crop technologies 13103 3913 17016 22.99 

 Horticultural crops 17860 5378 23238 23.14 

5 Alternative livelihoods 57923 28647 86570 27.52 

 Cooperatives and user groups 1484 362 1846 19.61 

 Identified livelihood options 375 147 522 28.16 

 Revolving fund 2109 962 3071 31.32 

 Community grant fund 3037 1189 4226 28.14 

Source: LISRM final report, 2016 

In recent years, women’s access to credit has shown faster improvement than access to other 

economic resources, due to the intensive work done by LISRM programme in establishing special 

credit schemes (revolving fund) mainly targeting poor rural women. The revolving fund guideline 

favoured poor women to have access to credit with reasonable interest rate and no down pay-

ment. However, women’s access to formal credit sources such as bank loans remains extremely 

difficult due to inability of the poor to guarantee the loans with collateral (Melak, 2016). While 

LISRM programme has introduced valuable credit implementation modality to improve 

vulnerable or marginalized groups of the society including women’s access to credit. Generally, 

the programme contribution to the improvement of the livelihood of women is significant as 
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indicated in the LISRM 2016 final report although it was difficult to quantify the accuracy at this 

level. The issue of continuity of some of the programme interventions are still under question. 

Youth and women organisations are fragile and require serious follow-ups. These organisations 

are currently at an infant stage and need much more and further attention. 

EE5: How effective is the programme in protecting and/or rehabilitating natural resources (wa-

ter, soil, natural vegetation cover) in the watersheds? 

The programme initiated a watershed management development approach. As a result, various 

improved crop varieties, livestock interventions (veterinary, breeds and feeds), bee keeping and 

NRM activities (physical and biological SWC, irrigation, high value fruit trees, eucalyptus wood-

lots, area closure) implemented temporally and/or spatially in watersheds (Table 7 and Photo 4).  

Photo 4: Bee keeping interventions to support youth groups in one of the watersheds in Debark woreda 

 Source: Kindu Mekonnen, 2017 

Table 7: Some of the programme NRM initiative implemented in different woredas 

NRM intervention Area covered/ 
number 

Beneficiaries (hhs) 

Degraded land rehabilitation 6267 ha 6040 

Development of small scale irrigation schemes  15 2674 

Drinking water schemes  24 2182 

Forest/plantation development through establishment of 13 model, 33 
community or group and 575 private nurseries 

2624 22556 

Protection of natural forest 120725 1573 

Fuel/energy saving technologies 2121 2121 

Biogas and solar system technologies 50 solar,17 biogas 67 

Source: LISRM final report, 2016 

Field observations suggest some positive impacts of the interventions such as appearance of 

streams at mid and downstream parts of watersheds and recovery of gullies are emerging be-

cause of plantation of trees, area closure interventions and construction of SWC structures at 
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various scales. According to the programme final report (2016), vegetative cover including 

perennial trees and shrubs and surface water (re-emerging springs) have increased in 

rehabilitated watersheds by 70% and 50%, respectively.  

The natural resources management initiatives of the regional government in watersheds have 

received much attention by government officials, communities, government and non-govern-

mental institutions to address land degradation issues. Drought is a concern that frequently 

affects livelihoods of communities in North Gonder and other neighbouring zones. The issue of 

water for human and livestock consumption and crop production has become critical in many 

areas. The physical and biological SWC interventions are playing an immense role to hold and 

foster infiltration of water, which recharges the hydrology and improves availability of water for 

agricultural and other uses. 

Still, as said before (see evaluation question EE3) due to a lack of result monitoring the effective-

ness of the LISRM programme with respect to protecting/rehabilitating natural resources cannot 

be depicted by hard facts (e.g. water quality, biodiversity etc.). Moreover the lack of information 

on a baseline situation in the supported woredas (broken down on the watershed level) does not 

allow for the assessment of a change in the situation of the environmental media (soil, water, air) 

through the LISRM programme. 

EE6: How effective has the programme responded to natural shocks such as the recent 

droughts? 

The drought in most of the programme operational woredas in 2015 and 2016 affected crop pro-

duction, livestock and human health. The rain started late and ceased very early. There were 

hails and desiccating winds at a late stage of crops growth.  

Photo 5: Potable water developed by the programme in drought prone areas of East Belessa 

 Source: Kindu Mekonnen, 2017 

The programme interventions in one way or another had a contribution to confront the recent 

drought and benefit communities within and outside the programme target areas. For instance, 
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the area closure practice in watersheds increased the availability of grasses and shrubs that 

helped as sources of livestock feed for communities during the recent drought critical periods. 

Similarly, some of the crop varieties such as Habru chick pea could withstand moisture stress and 

able to produce yield that supported the availability of food.  

The programme small irrigation and potable/drinking water interventions played a role to cope 

with the drought and the changing climate. Instead of 14 planned water supply structures, the 

programme developed 13 medium wells and 11 hand dug well/spring development (LISRMP, 

2016: 13) in reaction to the drought. The water interventions contributed to save lives at critical 

drought periods. The potable water (Photo 5) schemes brought a big impact in improving access 

to clean water and household health care. In addition, communities were able to access clean 

water at a shorter distance and saved time to engage themselves in other livelihood activities. 

The experience from the programme watersheds has a potential to be scaled to other areas and 

benefit communities. 

EE7: How effective has the programme been in relieving pressure on the Simien Mountain na-

tional park through protecting natural resources and improving the livelihood of the surrounding 

communities 

The past and recent programme interventions and commitment of the Austrian government to 

save the Simien Mountain National Park is highly valuable. The programme invested and made 

significant efforts to minimize human and livestock pressure on Simien Mountain National Park, 

create conducive environment for the valuable wildlife species, foster regeneration of indigenous 

plant and tree species and minimize communities’ park area encroachment activities (crop 

production and livestock husbandry). The communities’ resettlement programme, infrastructures 

such as scout houses constructions, job creation schemes for youth and settlers and formation of 

ecotourism cooperatives are some of the important initiatives of the programme. The 

programme budgeted 3.9 million birr (equivalent of euro 161,157) for the voluntary relocation of 

Gich communities to Debark town. The 417 HHs who used to live inside SMNP moved to Debark 

through resettlement programme. The land freed from the re-settlers has become part of the 

park. The job creation schemes of the local communities and awareness creation efforts on the 

importance of the SMNP have played significant role to improve the status of the park and its 

natural resources (Photo 6).  

Trainings provided at different times for scouts and park advisory committees by the park offices 

(Altash and SMNP) have contributed to protect the biodiversity of the two parks, helped commu-

nities to develop sense of ownership and created good working relationship with the park offices 

(LISRMP final report, 2016 and LISRMP outcome report, 2015). Regeneration and more area 

coverage of some of the indigenous plant and tree species (Erica Arborea, Lobelia inflate, Hy-

pericum revolutum, Festuca spp) have become apparent as a result of freeing some parts of 

SMNP from livestock open grazing and reduction of human interference on the natural vegeta-

tion.  

Still the SMNP is surrounded by five food insecure woredas. Some of the woredas were part of 

the LISRMP in the last three years while others were not directly engaged and benefited from the 

programme interventions. The inequities on the benefit sharing of the communities that 

surrounded the park will affect the park’s management and sustainability. This means that the 

sustainability of the nature protection status and pressure relief from neighbouring woredas is 
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endangered if not all surrounding areas will be equally supported. In other words – yet again the 

large programming area in combination with a lack of concentration of funds on specific 

objectives has led to a situation jeopardizing the good results in relieving the land use pressure 

from the SMNP. 

Photo 6: Current status of the Walia population and plant biodiversity in SMNP.  

 Source: Kindu Mekonnen, 2017 

Another critical aspect with respect to maintaining the standard of nature protection is the lack 

of national park development planning in parallel to the management plans. According to the 

SMNP authorities the number of visitors to the park shall increase considerably during the com-

ing years3. This expected increase in visitors will lead to an increase in environmental pressure on 

the sensitive eco-system of the park. The evaluators observed a lack of planning and vision as to 

how to deal with this challenge (e.g. visitor channelling, park infrastructure like sanitary facilities 

etc.). The recommendation would be to at least invest in a concept for the national park devel-

opment bundling all activities to properly manage the nature protection of the SMNP. This 

however does not necessarily mean, that the concept has to be elaborated within another ADA 

financed programme, but may already be developed by the National Park authorities themselves. 

6.3 Efficiency 

The programme allocated 6.27 million euro to address various communities and environmental 

issues. The activities implemented, and communities benefited and resources managed because 

of the programme interventions have been found reasonable taking into consideration the 

investment, woredas reached and complexity of institutions involved from different sectors. 

Realizing the valuable recommendations of UNESCO on SMNP, the programme introduced 

different interventions, acted to address UNESCO’s concerns and finally able to register 

 
3
  This overall trend of increasing visitor numbers has only been hampered by the political situation in Ethiopia during the last 

year. 
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significant improvements. The crop-livestock-NRM technologies introduced by the programme 

have contributed to improve food availability, diversify income and create employment 

opportunities of the poor, vulnerable and other groups. The landscape management initiative 

through communities’ participation has enabled to combat land degradation, bring back natural 

vegetation, reducing soil erosion and improve water availability. The programme investment on 

potable water has played a significant role to minimize water borne diseases, improve health 

condition of communities and increase availability of productive work force. The capacity 

development initiative such as trainings, visits and field days have been found important to 

enhance knowledge and skill, and create educated and trained farmers and entrepreneurs. 

The programme fulfilled most of its promises. It supported the construction of vet clinic, FTC, 

fruit and vegetables marketing infrastructures/shops, land administration office, tap/potable 

water and irrigation facilities, modern and traditional cloth making facilities, bakeries, modern 

beehives, feed processing plants, scout houses, marketing shops for fruits and other 

commodities, tree nurseries and mules.  

In general, beneficiaries are using the facilities supported by the programme efficiently (i.e. FTC, 

water points, irrigation facilities, vet clinics, infrastructures for alternative livelihood options). The 

programme also introduced different improved crop varieties and livestock breeds that positively 

affected the lives of many of the beneficiaries. In some cases however, continuing support and 

follow-up is needed in order to make the most of the infrastructure and capacity development 

the programme provided.  

EI1: To what extent are programme resources – both financial and other inputs (material, techni-

cal supports)- efficiently utilized, and is this utilization justifiable in relation to the progress made 

towards programme objectives (inputs provided and outputs achieved)? 

The programme resources are fairly and efficiently utilized to change the lives of different target 

groups and manage natural resources. Human and institutional capacity development were the 

most important focus from 2013 to 2016. There was a tight financial utilization, with very low 

overhead cost. Investments focused mainly on issues that can be sustainably used. The 

programme managed to handle more activities with less cost/investment. There was no a luxury 

type of budget utilization. Follow up and backstopping from CPU was very strong. The 

programme activities have been considered as part of the regular extension activities. The 

programme resources are fairly used to change the lives of different target groups and manage 

natural resources. The following are some of the investments on the programme activities and 

their outputs/impacts or achievements.  

(a) Few years ago, UNESCO listed SMNP as endangered World Heritage site and questioned 

its existence. Following that, UNESCO advised to resettle communities that live inside the 

park, delineate the park and produce clear demarcations and construct alternative roads 

for those that crosses the park. Realizing the valuable comments, the programme intro-

duced different interventions, acted to address UNESCO’s concerns and finally able to 

register significant improvements. 

(b) The programme introduced crop and livestock technologies. The introduced 

technologies have contributed to improve food availability, diversify income and create 

employment opportunities of the poor, vulnerable and other groups.  
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(c) The landscape management initiative through communities’ participation is enabling to 

combat land degradation, bring back natural vegetation, reducing soil erosion and im-

prove water availability. Hence, it is playing a role to create a good environment for the 

next generation. 

(d) The programme investment on potable water is playing a significant role to minimize 

water borne diseases, improve health condition of communities and increase availability 

of productive work force. 

(e) The programme investment on capacity development such as trainings, visits and field 

days have been found important to enhance knowledge and skill, and create educated 

and trained farmers and entrepreneurs. 

EI2: Is all technical equipment and items delivered by the projects used as planned? Are services 

and goods made available being used efficiently by the beneficiaries? 

The programme fulfilled most of its promises. It supported the construction of vet clinic, FTC, 

fruit and vegetables marketing infrastructures/shops, land administration office, tap/potable 

water and irrigation facilities, modern and traditional cloth making facilities, bakeries, modern 

beehives, feed processing plants, scout houses, marketing shops for fruits and other 

commodities, tree nurseries and mules. The equipment and office facilities purchased based on 

the plan and distributed to the respective offices. 

The beneficiaries are using some of the facilities supported by the programme efficiently. For in-

stance, the FTC is used to train farmers; water supply structures are providing drinking water for 

the communities; irrigation facilities are used to grow high value crops during dry periods; the vet 

clinic is serving as a central place to treat livestock diseases and pests; nurseries are used to pro-

duce tree seedlings and graft high value fruit tree seedlings; bakeries to bake breads, sell to 

communities and generate incomes; and mules to provide transport services to tourists (Photo 7).  

The programme also introduced different improved crop varieties (malt barley, wheat, faba bean, 

potato, chick pea, sorghum and other crop varieties) and livestock breeds (cross bred cows, sheep, 

goats, chickens) that positively affected the lives of many of the beneficiaries (Photo 8).  

However, there are still issues that require support and follow-ups. For instance, some of the 

shops constructed to sell fruits and other commodities are still underused and aren’t efficiently 

used and benefiting youth and other community groups. Similarly, some of the facilities such as 

bakeries are challenged not to work to their potential due to electric interruptions. Though the 

programme managed to buy a generator for the bakeries to have continuous electric power 

supply, it is not yet operational. Some of the modern cloth making/sewing machines bought and 

distributed to youth groups are not properly working due to lack of maintenance and skills to use 

machines. Capacity development specifically training is also a gap for some youth groups that 

work on bee keeping interventions.  
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Photo 7: A bakery bought by the programme and given to the SMNP re-settlers in Debark town 

 Source: Kindu Mekonnen, 2017 

Photo 8: Washera sheep breed introduced and offered to a women farmer in Dabate woreda.  

 Source: Kindu Mekonnen, 2017 

6.4 Output and impact 

Findings indicate an overall positive impact of the programme. Although the data is not reliable 

(no impact assessment had been conducted) the evaluation suggests that the programme has 

fulfilled its overall programme objective (improve food security and nutrition at household level) 

and the project’s purpose (improve household level income). The programme also had an overall 

positive impact on the environment: A large area of protected and well managed woodland is 

one of the results. The biodiversity of both national parks has improved and the pressure on the 

park has decreased. 
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What can be observed however is, that cross effects of single measures within the LISRMP have 

not been taken into account. Despite the fact that this has already been criticised in the previous 

programming period such counter effects of single measures on the environment still remain 

(especially outside the explicit nature protection zones in the Simiens and Alitash). 

The following graphs provide an overview what the evaluators perceived as intervention logic of 

the programme. 

Figure 3:  Intervention logic of the LISRM programme 

 
Source: Evaluation team, 2017 

The intervention logic of the LISRMP shows a very complex structure with a comparably high 

number of result areas as compared to the overall input in the programme. As a consequence 

the relative changes through the programme within the single result area are quite logically 

difficult to depict as a marginal net change through the interventions of the programme will be 

limited. Moreover, it is noteworthy that there seems to be an overlap of activities and expected 

outputs. Thus leading to a problem of capturing a change on output level due to problems in 

disentangling the different effects of the programme as activities are anchored at the activity 

fields within the result areas, whereas the outputs are located only in the result areas 

themselves. This leads on the one hand to a quite extensive amount of outputs/outcomes and on 

the other hand to the difficulty of attributing these outputs to the proper programme 

interventions/activities. In this sense a “theory of change” in the form of a net change per result 

area is impossible to set up. 
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However, the following graph tries to establish internal cross-effects which may be observed. Still 

these effects are merely of taxative nature as a number of these cross effects could not be 

pictured during this evaluation due to a lack of underlying data.  

Figure 4:  Some potential inner-programme cross-effects within the programme and its result areas 

 
Source: Evaluation team, 2017 

Figure 4 shows potential cross-effects between single programme measures, which may occur 

and which have to be considered when setting up a new programme. There may be positive and 

negative effects of such kind and both will have to be captured and assessed if a net-effect of the 

programme has to be documented in the end. It is this inner complexity, which causes the largest 

problems in unambiguously depicting programme ultimate effects and impacts and which has to 

be defined throughout the programme implementation in order to depict them with indicators 

and include them in a monitoring and evaluation framework. 

OI1: Is there improvement in food security and nutrition at the households’ level? If so, for how 

many? (overall programme objective) 

Regarding the overall programme objective, no indicators were defined in the log frame matrix, 

which would enable a quantitative assessment on the impact of the programme.  

The outcomes assessment report (2015:34) did provide data/information on major outcomes 

regarding food security improvement. “Based on the survey result, the proportion of respon-

dents who have faced food gap in 2013 was 40.8% and this proportion was significantly reduced 

to 20% in 2015. The survey finding reveals that among the previous food insecure HHs, 20.8% of 

them totally shifted from food insecure to food secured. Moreover, regarding with mean number 

of food gap in months also reduced from 1.52 months to 0.84 or less than one month gap. Look-

ing with the improvement of food security with gender lens, the mean months of food shortages 

for male household heads has decreased from 1.02 months to 0.047 months and that of female 

headed households decreased from 2.16 months to 1.32 months. Therefore, in the intervention 

area, sample results reveal that the number of food insecure households together with mean 
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months of food shortages has significantly improved by the contribution of programme interven-

tion” (ibid). 

These survey results from the output report have been accompanied by observations and inter-

views during the field trips. Almost unanimously beneficiaries at community level assessed their 

livelihood to have improved during the programme period. In addition, food insecurity was never 

mentioned during any interview. This is especially remarkable, as some of the communities faced 

draughts and political instability during the programme’s life span. Non-beneficiaries did not con-

sider their livelihood developments that positively. These findings point to an improvement on 

food security and nutrition at household level. 

OI2: To what extent has the income at household level improved though programme interven-

tions in the respective woredas? If so for how many? (project purpose). 

The log frame matrix offers two indictors to assess if the project’s purpose – the improved 

household level income – has been fulfilled. According to the final report of the project, both 

were overachieved. 

Table 8: Purpose level indicators 

 
Source: LISRMP, 2016: 9 

A total of 86,388 farmers have benefitted from income generating activities, 25,9% (22,356) of 

these beneficiaries were women. Although no target was set on the total beneficiaries in income 

generating activities, but rather on total beneficiaries, it can be deduced from the numbers of the 

later, that this is far more than expected. The targeted 15% share of women beneficiaries has 

been significantly overachieved. According to the report on women’s participation and benefit 

sharing in LISRMP, 52 of the 78 respondents of a household survey were able to accumulate cash 

savings (see Melak, 2016: 33). The second indicator targets at 85,000 beneficiaries who should 

be capacitated in knowledge on improved technologies. According to the final report, this indica-

tor was overachieved by 90% – 162,088 persons gained or enhanced their knowledge on im-

proved technology. 
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The outcome assessment report (LISRMP, 2015) offers details on additional incomes due to the 

various programme activities in numerous tables: additional income from natural resources 

(Annex table 20), perennial fruits (Annex table 21), plantations (Annex table 22), field crops 

(Annex table 6), apple production and irrigation development (Annex table 10), eggs (Annex table 

18), honey production (Annex table 14), animal sold (Annex table 11), animal fattening (Annex 

table 12) or more general livestock activities (ibid:22), feed production (Annex table 16) and 

tourist services (Annex table 8). The log frame matrix in the final report (LISRMP, 2016) defines 6 

indicators that depict the income increase (in one case the productivity increase) from different 

result areas. In line with the purpose level indicators, Table 9 reveals substantial 

overachievement in increasing the income of beneficiaries. Also in regard to the number of 

beneficiaries the activities usually overachieved its targets. Only in two cases, did the 

achievement not reach the target value: Result 2.4 (in regard to female beneficiaries), Result 6.5 

(in regard to the number of total beneficiaries) 

Table 9: Indicators on income increase in LISRMP’s logframe matrix 

 
Source: Compilation by evaluators, data source: LISRMP, 2016 

These achievements were mirrored by the beneficiaries in the case study woredas. Almost 

unanimously the contacted beneficiaries declared their household income has increased during 

the lifespan of the programme. A quantification of these observations was not possible. Deducing 

from these numbers and assessments, the projects purpose has been fulfilled. 

OI3: To what extend did the interventions contribute to reduce pressure on the natural forest 

and national parks? Which measures were taken to assure that the programme’s activities did 

not lead to unintended negative effects to the environment? 

Result area Main indicator Subindicator Target Status Achievement

total beneficiaries 2500 2674 107%

women beneficiaries 250 435 174%

income increase 20% 77% 385%

Result 1.7 75% of tourists served by different 

ecotourism associations satisfied with 

the service they are getting and 

individuals involved in ecotourism 

business increased their income by 15%

income increase 15% 22% 147%

total beneficiaries 1050 1573 150%

women beneficiaries 158 116 73%

income increase 50% 108% 216%

total beneficiaries 12311 12367 100%

women beneficiaries 3077 3092 100%

income increase 60% 83% 138%

total beneficiaries 25000 33365 133%

women beneficiaries 6250 6396 102%

Improve productivity 40% 106% 256%

total beneficiaries 710 630 89%

women beneficiaries 213 235 110%

income increase no data no data no data 

12 small scale irrigation schemes 

constructed and  the income of 2500 

farmers [10% women] increased by 20

Result 1.3

Result 2.4

Result 4.1

Result 5.1

Result 6.5

 1,050 HH [15% women] PFM 

participants increased their income by 

50%

75% of participating farmers [25% 

women] practiced at least two types of 

improved livestock management 

system and hence increased their 

income by 60% at the end of the 

program phase

25,000 households (25% women) 

adopted productive crop technologies 

and improve their productivity/income 

by  40% 

710 HH (30% women) benefited from 

identified livelihood options and able 

to increase income by 50% with 

reference to the introduced technology 
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In component one of the programme, one result area focused on the national park (and tourism) 

development and within the result area „integrated watershed management“ considerable effort 

was put on forest development. 

The numbers presented in the final report (LISRMP, 2016:12-23, 57-66) reveal the vast over-

achievement (862%) in the promotion of participatory forest management, which led to 

120,725 ha of protected and well managed woodland. However, the final report also states, that 

the sustainable management of the natural forest by cooperatives and user groups still needs 

further support as they tend to harvest more than is sustainable.  

As fuel wood is the main source of energy in watershed communities, tree plantations together 

with the promotion and dissemination of fuel saving technologies play an important role in re-

ducing the pressure on the natural forest. Thus the programme supported 2,624 ha of land to be 

covered with tree plantations, again exceeding the target value of 461 ha considerably. The dis-

tribution of fuel saving stoves, solar home systems and biogas technologies was a similar success. 

According to final report (LISRMP, 2016: 110-111), the use of modern energy saving stoves has 

increased from almost 47% to 72% in course of the programme and lead to a reduction of 

pressure on the natural forest from 26.2% to 22.1%.  

The protection of the natural parks had been a key element in the previous programme. In this 

period, the voluntary resettlement of the Gich community, that had been living in the core zone 

of the Simien Mountains National Park could be finalised with contributions of the programme. 

Farmers living and working in the park were provided with alternative livelihood options and 

have handed over their land. This resettlement was one of the benchmarks set by the World 

Heritage Committee in order to remove the SMNP form the list of endangered natural world 

heritages. At the point of writing, the UNESCO still lists the park as World Heritage in Danger 

(http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/9).  

The programme also put considerable money into constructing infrastructure for tourists and 

scouts and provided training for the later. The final report (2015:19) indicates that the training of 

scouts and the strengthening of kebele park advisory committees helped to create ownership 

and awareness and improved the attitude of the local communities towards the park. This 

improved attitude might also be supported by the potential source of income generated by 

tourism activities.  

Whatever the reason, the common efforts seem to have made an impact: The biodiversity of 

both national parks has improved (Interview with chief warden of the National Wildlife Conserva-

tion Authority of SMNP, Environmental Monitoring Report). In SMNP e.g. the number of key wild 

life species increased considerably in course of the project. According to interviews, the 69% of 

the core zone is free of grazing (3000 livestock animals were transferred to Debark and bordering 

kebeles). The pressure on the park has decreased. 

The programme followed the overall objective of protecting the environment and took seriously 

the improvement and preservation of environmental conditions – especially in the context of the 

watershed management initiatives as well as in the context of the national parks of the Simien 

Mountains and Alitash Mountains. However the findings of the field trips revealed that main-

stream programme activities did show unintended effects on the environment, which were not 

taken properly into account. The intensification of eucalyptus planting as improvement of liveli-

hood measure had in some areas counterproductive effects on biodiversity in these communities 
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thus affecting negatively the yield from honey production, which has been supported by the 

LISRMP as well. The reason being, that eucalyptus has a limited blossom time and due to the 

monoculture character no other feeding option are available for bees outside this season. These 

counter effects have been reported to the woreda focal persons by the beekeepers. Still there 

has been no mediating analysis of these effects and no countermeasures taken. Another example 

of such cross effects from one programme activity on other programme activities and the envi-

ronment have been measures improving the fattening of livestock which has led to environ-

mental pressure on the grazing areas and in due course to water quality problems. 

The main underlying problem of these kinds of goal conflicts (i.e. economic vs. environmental 

goals of the programme) is the lack of a comprehensive cause-effect chain, which goes beyond 

the log frame and takes into account unintended effects of programme activities on other meas-

ures. Hypothesis 54 has been formulated along these lines and seems to be proven by our find-

ings. The main obstacle apart from taking on board such effects in the design and implementa-

tion of the programme activities has been the lack of monitoring and long term assessment of 

these effects – e.g. in the form of water quality monitoring. 

Other findings of making sure that programme activities did not lead to unintended negative 

effects to the environment have been related to the management of the SMNP, where economic 

activities of neighbouring communities have been successfully channelled so that nature protec-

tion in the national park core zone has been safeguarded. The water sheds surrounding the 

SMNP have in dialogue set up the rules for the interlinkage between nature protection and im-

provement of livelihood. Still some problems could be observed in implementing these rules. The 

field trip revealed that some communities are still confronted with legal insecurity as of their 

rights to use the land (they did not get into the primary or secondary book of holding because 

the park might be expanding its boundary) – thus creating unnecessary mistrust in the overall 

well-functioning of the cooperation between regional/local authorities (SMNP authority, woreda 

authority) and communities. 

6.5 Sustainability 

The analysis shows that the programme had positive effects on the resilience of household and 

on the ecosystem and even had an impact on the mind-set of the local community level, 

especially in regard to integrated watershed practice but also in appreciating collaboration and 

the valuing the national parks. This being said, it is important to note, that the extent of the (net) 

effects of the programme in that regard cannot be answered in the scope of this evaluation. 

Another puzzle stone to sustainability is ownership of the local community. The participatory 

approach of the LISRMP was taken seriously and included the capability of the local population to 

play a part in setting the frame: what is the challenge, what is needed and who needs it most. 

The local, zonal and regional institutions also show high commitment of sustaining and up-scaling 

the programme activities, especially those that are part of the national rural development 

 
4
  Referring to hypothesis 5 of the Inception report The support of activities in diversification and marketing of household 

produce is hindered by the lack of accessibility and transport means linking production with consumption. 
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agenda. However, due to limited resources the continuing support for resource intensive activi-

ties, like support for user groups or revolving funds, are questionable.  

The sustainability of positive changes induced by the LISRMP can be safeguarded through keep-

ing the set-up and and shared decision making structure of the programme in the sense of a mix 

of bottom-up and top-down approaches, taking stock of “success stories” – showcasing and 

making successful initiatives, projects people known. Improvements may be achieved in the fields 

of concentration of resources in order to match the budget/size of the programme with the 

possibilities and potential beneficiaries, continuous support by experts and feedback on benefici-

aries’ activities and visualisation of progress through result assessment. 

S1: To what extent did the programme contribute to increase resilience of households and com-

munity level as well as on ecosystem level? 

Before presenting the findings to that question and judging on the results, it is necessary to ex-

plicitly state on the limitations of answering this question. Due to the lack of an impact assess-

ment5 the evaluation team has no means to establish sound cause-effect chains for the entire 

programme area. 

Regarding the resilience of the ecosystem the answer is limited to the states of the national parks 

and was already dealt with in evaluation question OI3. In addition that information it is also 

worth mentioning that integrated watershed management activities of the programme were 

adopted in 21 model watersheds, implementing improved land management practices. Accord-

ing to the final report (LISRMP, 2016: 12) this activities rehabilitated 6,267 ha of degraded land, 

achieving more than double the amount of the target value.  

For the present purpose, resilience of households and communities is defined as having enough 

income to be food secure. The state of education gives additional indications on the ability to 

cope with economic stress. As stated in evaluation question OI1 and OI2, the income situation 

has increased on average during the programme’s implementation. Not only stated the vast 

majority of the beneficiaries interviewed during field trips that their income levels had improved, 

a large share also had an optimistic outlook into their future. One beneficiary even explicitly 

commented on the programme’s effect on migration: “We used to migrate but for the last 3 

years there is stability in the community” (beneficiary, East Belessa). 

Looking at the education levels, the outcome assessment report (LISRMP, 2015:86) indicates that 

the level of education of households heads has improved slightly (18.8% were able to read and 

write halfway through the implementation phase as opposed to 18.3% before the programme 

started). More worrying is the fact that according to the same survey, a slightly smaller share of 

children are attending school in 2015 than in 2013, decreasing from 86.76% to 84.71%, (even if 

the number of households sending their children to school has increased). Women on the other 

hand seem to have progressed according to data presented in the output assessment (ibid: 95): 

98.8% of survey respondents assessed the vulnerability of women for different problems had 

 
5
  The department of Environmental Protection, Land Administration and Use of North Gondar zone did a short SWOT 

analysis in 2016, which they call the Environmental Monitoring Report. It is no environmental impact assessment. The 

Output Assessment Report of 2015 and the Final Report of 2016 can also not be considered as impact assessment. They do 
however present valuable data and findings which can be used as proxies.  
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reduced in the last 10 years. Of course, this assessment does not allow a direct link to the 

programme. 

The resilience of the households may have also benefited from the increased tenure security. The 

final report (LISRMP, 2016: 114 Annex table 13) presents a survey on the perception of the con-

sequences of land certification. It confirmed that land conflicts decreased and that rural land 

holders (especially vulnerable groups) are able to rent and inherit their holdings without frustration. 

The survey also indicates that productivity increased in course of the increased tenure security. 

So overall it seems that social resilience on household level most certainly increased in those 

woredas and water sheds benefitting from the programme. As for the eco-system resilience the 

lack of long term environmental assessment and of a proper baseline makes it rather difficult to 

judge. However, the nature protection status of the Simiens has certainly improved and thus the 

resilience of this eco-system together with it. 

S2: Have behavioural changes that embrace sustainable resource management practices taken 

place at local community level (farmers, management and staff of implementing institutions, 

local administrators)? 

21 watershed communities were engaged in integrated watershed management practices. This 

intervention area can be considered the most awareness rising one at local level. Interviews 

suggest that it was this approach that enhanced the understanding of the importance of mini-

eco-systems and the interlinkage of natural resource management and agricultural productivity. 

Farmers adopted some practices such as composting, row planting, crop cultivation and weeding, 

improved smokeless stoves, broad bed and furrow technologies to drain excess water from their 

farms, grow improved and productive crop varieties and livestock breeds that optimize the use of 

natural resources efficiently and sustainably. The activities in regard to national park develop-

ment also helped to popularise the parks. Eco-tourism activities, most importantly, illustrated the 

benefits of the national park and hence promoted sustainable resource management practices at 

the communities. 

Interviews suggest that behavioural change also happened on another level: “The programme 

brought us together” (youth, Debark); “People come together and discuss their challenges”; “It 

was difficult to get together; everybody solved the problems individually. But now the vision is, to 

solve things together” (beneficiaries, East Belessa). This indicates that community-based activi-

ties in combination with awareness raising had an impact on how the community wants to ap-

proach common challenges in the futures.  

On the level of implementing institutions or local administrators the findings are not as explicit. 

After a monitoring visit in 2015 ADA representatives reported on the excellent ownership of the 

project by the project team, involved stakeholders and the community focal points at woreda 

level. The evaluation team comes to the same conclusion: Focus groups discussions with woreda 

steering committees revealed a strong commitment to the programme and its inherent 

practices, like integrated watershed management, reduction of free grazing and the use of new 

crop technologies. Interviews suggest that it is not only the programme leaving a mark on the 

assessment of these options but also the governmental agricultural policy, which supports rather 

similar efforts. Therefore it is difficult for the evaluators to assess the net effects of the 

programme on the mind-set and behaviour of the staff of implementing institutions.  
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S3: Is the local population, especially poor and vulnerable groups, capable to articulate their 

voice, interests, and priorities in planning and decision-making processes? 

Interviews and focus group discussions suggest that the local population takes part in the as-

sessment of needs, the identification of the most vulnerable groups, the election of the water-

shed committee, the selection of supported activities in the community and in monitoring and 

evaluation. 

The Regional Steering Committee in cooperation with the Zonal Steering Committee and the PCU 

agreed on the programme Woredas. Then the Woreda Steering Committee came forward with 

suitable kebeles. The kebele administration brought the watershed communities together which 

then decided on their committee. The committee is made up of men and women, respected 

farmers and role models, some of them part of the most vulnerable groups (very poor, youth). 

On this level, the communities discussed their problems, identified and prioritised their needs 

and reviewed possible courses of action. They then tried to divide the responsibilities: what 

should be handled by the community, what by the public authorities and what by the pro-

gramme. This quote is representative for many others: “we plan what we want and discuss with 

the committee who then tells the woreda”. They also determined the classification of the most 

vulnerable groups. Apart from women and youth, who were a set target group, the distinction 

between the poorest-of-the-poor, poor, medium and better-offs was made according to criteria 

like number of certain livestock (no ox, one ox, two ox,.), woodlot, land ownership or family 

status. The watershed committee was supported by the discussion and elaboration of yearly 

plans by the Woreda development experts and programme representatives. The community 

evaluated the plans and asked for modification if deemed necessary. In the course of the 

programme, the watershed committees participated in performance evaluation meetings and 

the local population was approached during field days that were organised by the Woreda.  

It can hence be judged that the local population, including the poor and vulnerable groups, took 

active part in planning and decision-making processes. The participatory approach of the LISRMP 

was taken seriously and included the capability of the local population to play a part in setting 

the frame: what is the challenge, what is needed and who needs it most.  

S4: How can the positive changes be maintained and further enhanced? If not, what specific 

future interventions are required to allow beneficiaries to self-support and sustain achieve-

ments? 

Overall the programme induced positive changes in the following fields: 

 Improvement of livelihood conditions – watershed management (enlarged the economic 

and environmental basis), diversification of income opportunities,  

 Improvement of environmental conditions in certain woredas and regions – nature 

protection within and outside the national parks, watershed management as source for 

improvement of the natural conditions of water and soil as well as improvements in bio-

diversity situations 

 Participation and governance – watershed communities as local action groups and deci-

sion making bodies, clear and committed link between local and regional (woreda) au-

thorities (focal persons),  
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What could be done to maintain/further enhance these positive developments? – Keeping the 

structure and shared decision making structure of the programme in the sense of a mix of bot-

tom-up and top-down approaches, taking stock of “success stories” – showcasing and making 

successful initiatives, projects people known – encouraging further especially the active and 

entrepreneurial actors in the programme (e.g. honey production in Debark, women initiatives 

around the Simiens etc.). 

Photo 9: Market linkage of honey production Debark 

 Source:BoFed-PCU 

What can be improved/other specific interventions? – Concentration of resources in order to 

match the budget/size of the programme with the possibilities and potential beneficiaries. – 

Leverage effects will only be enlarged if either a limited area will be covered by the programme 

or a limited amount of objectives will be followed. Programme initiatives have to follow a better 

overall strategy with respect to regional development – e.g. a tourism strategy has to be stream-

lined and followed consequently by all actors in the programming area if this is the sector to be 

supported (overall objectives, cooperation and networking of all actors, bundling of activities and 

strategic decisions about locations and tourist flows etc.). In this respect the bottom up initiatives 

on the watershed/kebele level will have to be aligned regionally in order to avoid inefficiencies 

and underemployment of resources. 

If activities are to be sustainable and to be continued without support – both the ownership and 

the capacity of the stakeholders has to be safeguarded. This will imply activities such as “train the 

trainers”, long term accompanying schemes for farmers and entrepreneurs, quality schemes for 

all actors – minimum quality requirements for the participation in these schemes. 

Last but not least – effects of the programme on society and environment have to become visible 

and transparent – i.e. long term monitoring and evaluation hand in hand with collection of per-

formance indicators and baseline assessments will be needed and budgeted.  

S5: To what extend are local, zonal and regional institutions capacitated to continue and scale-up 

activities and especially good practices, after phase out of programme? 

Interviews and FGD displayed awareness among the local, zonal and regional institutions re-

garding the importance of sustainable programme activities. They credibly claimed to be able to 

continue some of the activities, as they are already part of the governmental development plans 
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and will be incorporated into the regular extension programme and hence also to other kebeles 

(e.g. watershed as planning unit). They observed significant positive changes due to the use of 

some crop varieties (e.g. chick pea variety in East Belessa) and livestock interventions (e.g. 

poultry) and declared to plan scaling up some of the success stories. The programme also created 

facts: constructed infrastructure, allotted land ownership certificates or created skills are there 

to be used in the future. In addition all woreda steering committees committed themselves at 

the programme’s closing workshop in fall 2016 to continue the programme activities by 

incorporating them into the government development plan.  

However the financial capacities of the government and human resources at the local institutions 

are limited. Although the evaluation team was told about the hope that other NGOs will step in 

and support the national parks and tourist activities and the governmental programme “safety 

net” will finance some of the other activities, interviews and FGD indicate that there are doubts 

that the government will be able to manage. “The holes are many” – as one woreda steering 

group member put it, meaning there is a lot of competition for support between the different 

sectors, like agriculture, education and health.  

The evaluation team thus concludes that some of the activities that showed fast and positive 

results (e.g. chick pea variety, poultry), or approaches that are already adopted by the govern-

ment, like watershed management, have high chances to be sustained and up-scaled once the 

programme ends. Other activities are already “owned” by the communities and self-sustaining 

like nurseries, eco-tourism societies etc. and will not be dependent on further support. More 

doubtful is the sustainability of resource intensive activities. Especially the user groups intended 

to provide the vulnerable groups with alternative livelihood options still seem to be in many 

cases at an infant stage with a lot of need for further support and follow up. The revolving fund is 

another example. It was mentioned numerous times as best-practice example – the access to 

credit with low interest rates was very much appreciated by the beneficiaries. Alas the repaying 

rate is below expectations – i.e. the money is not revolving sufficiently and without further 

financial ado by the local authorities, this source of credit will seize. 

Nevertheless, the judgement prevails that the commitment of sustaining and up-scaling the 

programme activities of the different levels of local authorities is high. The implementation struc-

ture of the programme relied heavily on the local, zonal and regional institutions (see figure 

below). 

The evaluation team did not find evidence that this implementation structure creates inefficien-

cies or dead weights. To the contrary, the close cooperation and implementation by means of 

local governmental structures proved to be very sufficient. Focal group discussions demonstrated 

a high level of ownership of the programme’s activities. The discussions also pointed to the fact 

that the implementation structure ensured the alignment of the programme with the national 

rural development agenda and hence safeguards at least some financial and technical support 

post LISRMP. 

What has been observed was a certain in-effectiveness in communication between the donor, 

the Regional Steering Group and the PCU with respect to the continuation of the programme 

itself. There has been no proper exit strategy explored on the regional and zonal level although a 

discontinuation of the programme has been pointed out as option by the donor. Moreover there 

are some deficits in transparency and accessibility to performance documentation of the 
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programme to programme support services (e.g. evaluators) – e.g. access to environmental 

audits, disaggregated performance data on Kebele level. This information would be needed to 

assess the regional disparities and better target the resources of the programme. Some of these 

problems might be solved by establishing publicly accessible Zonal and Regional level data bases 

comprising all performance data and additional research findings with relation to the 

programme. 

Figure 5: Implementation structure of LISRMP 

 
Source: Evaluation team, 2017 

6.6 Cross-cutting issues 

The programme has a clear emphasis on women and other vulnerable groups, although this 

emphasis is not reflected properly in the programme documents. Nevertheless, the programme 

undertook serious attempts to empower women and other vulnerable groups and address the 

barriers for their participation. It did so with varying commitment and outcomes. In general 

women and other vulnerable groups were able to take part in planning and decision-making 

processes although there is definitely still air for improvement when it comes to the extent of 

their representation in the decisive body at local level. Other ways of improving the situation 

with respect to enhancing environmental sustainability as well as social inclusion and equality 

would be to align more stringently the local development strategies (as elaborated on the 

watershed and kebele level) with the woreda/regional strategies. On the other hand an 

enlargement of support opportunities for individual beneficiaries according to their interests and 
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talents may lead to a broadening of goods and services on the local level and thus to a better 

community development. An elaborated gender strategy and analysis as recommended by ADA 

might be good starting point for further activities. 

C1: Does the programme sufficiently take account of women and other vulnerable groups? Are 

sufficient funds attributed in relation to gender equality and improving livelihoods of other vul-

nerable groups? 

The programme document does not include a problem- or potential analysis from a gender 

perspective or that of another vulnerable group. Nevertheless gender development and pro-poor 

activities were considered a cross-cutting issue across all programme components. A separate 

result area on “Gender and Development” was introduced in the programme to support gender 

related activities in other result areas.  

The participatory approach of the programme entails that planning of programme activities was 

primarily done on grass root level (refer to S3). The main target groups were the watershed com-

munities, although the programme representatives made it clear that women and other 

vulnerable groups had to be prioritised. It was up to the community to decide who classified as 

vulnerable, women were indisputable. This procedure ought to safeguard that women and other 

vulnerable groups were at the focus of the programme’s activities.  

Interviews with beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries suggest that the prioritisation of women and 

other vulnerable groups worked out well. The youth, the poor-of-the-poor and (poor) women 

were claimed to be the first ones who received support. The support mentioned most frequently 

covered livestock (poultry, goat, improved sheep breeds) and accompanying services like VET or 

feed, but also access to services like credit and water and trainings for alternative livelihood 

options like weaving. The activities mostly mentioned in regard to the youth were access to 

funds, and training in alternative livelihood options, like apiculture, incense, nursery, bakeries 

and tourist services – activities that create jobs for the landless. It was also stated a number of 

times, that it would be the women and youth to be the most affected once the programme 

stops. By implication that points to the programme’s achievement to target these vulnerable 

groups. 

The programme budget (LISRMP 2014: 62) earmarks slightly more than 1% of the total budget 

for result area “Gender and Development”. This equals about 1,603,670 Birr (€ 67,665). Melak’s 

assessment of women“s participation and benefit sharing in LISRMP (2016:12) classifies this gen-

der related budget as “good sign of institutional commitment of mainstreaming gender”.  

As stated above, gender related activities were understood as cross-cutting issues and activities 

in other result areas also contributed to gender equality and livelihood improvements of vulner-

able groups. If one considers the beneficiaries and the budget assigned to the respective result 

area, the calculation shows that roughly one fourth of the expenses were used to benefit women 

directly. Other vulnerable groups are not explicitly mentioned in the budget plan. 
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Table 10: Split up of budget and beneficiaries according to result areas 

 
Source: Own calculation, based on data from LISRMP, 2016: 62 and 116 

It can be deduced that the programme has a clear emphasis on women and other vulnerable 

groups. This emphasis is not reflected properly in the programme documents. A proper problem 

analysis, which was also recommended by the ADA gender assessment, could have helped to pin 

point the leverages and consequently might have additional effects on the sustainability of the 

programme on the vulnerable groups. Nevertheless, the programme undertook serious attempts 

to empower women and other vulnerable groups and can be judged as having taken those 

groups sufficiently into account.  

C2: To what extent are women and other vulnerable groups participating in planning and deci-

sion-making processes? Are there barriers to their participation and how far have they been 

eliminated? To what extent have more equality in access and use of natural resources, social 

services and benefits been achieved? Is women’s time burden reduced through the specific in-

tervention measures introduced? 

As noted in the answer to evaluation question S3, findings of our field trips suggest that women 

and other vulnerable groups were able to take part in planning and decision-making processes. 

They were part of the community that came together at the planning phase to select the mem-

bers of the watershed committee, and discuss the needs of the communities. It is also the com-

munity that evaluates the yearly plan of programme activities the watershed committee draws up. 

Observations and interviews further suggest that women and other vulnerable groups were – to 

some extent – also represented in the watershed committees, the key governing body at the 

lowest level of the programme hierarchy. The committee discusses the selection criteria for the 

beneficiaries, points down the needs and proposes programme activities. According to Melak´s 

(2016:27) assessment of women’s participation and benefit sharing in LISRMP, the data on the 

composition of watershed committees which she obtained from PCU indicates that 13% of all 

watershed committee members are women. The share of female members in the watersheds 

committees visited during the field trips was 20% on average – at least one woman was always 

represented in the committee. The evaluation team also noticed6 representatives of the youth 

and the poor among the committee members.  

 
6
  We did not conduct separate focus group discussions with watershed committees. However, we did ask the beneficiaries 

about their status and role in the community and if they were part of the committee.  

total expenses

expenses

/person

Result Male Female Total % birr male female

1 Integrated Watershed Management 66265 19445 85710 129% 25.838.170,55    301         77% 23%

2 Park & Tourism Development 4987 721 5708 70% 26.036.368,01    4.561     87% 13%

3 Rural Land Administration 119635 38007 157642 132% 11.188.468,38    71            76% 24%

4 Livestock Development 31773 10743 42516 103% 19.250.236,70    453         75% 25%

5 Crop Development 29785 7169 36954 117% 9.071.143,00       245         81% 19%

6 Marketing, Entrepreneurship and Alternative Livelihood 4465 1224 5689 87% 11.926.262,42    2.096     78% 22%

7 Capacity Building 4973 1972 6945 117% 7.675.403,32       1.105     72% 28%

8 Knowledge, Management and Communication 2109 1099 3208 428% 4.015.625,75       1.252     66% 34%

9 Gender and Development 1333 1723 3056 81% 1.543.677,51       505         44% 56%

10  Planning, Monitoring & Evaluation 644 441 1085 52% 3.854.340,30       3.552     59% 41%

Sum 265969 82544 348513 122% 120.399.695,94     345          76% 24%

expenses / 

sex in %
3 years achievement
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Photo 10: Group interview of women in Dabate 

 Source: Kindu Mekonnen, 2017 

In numerous interviews – beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries alike – the interviewees expressed 

their satisfaction with the representation of the vulnerable groups among the committee members 

and even more explicitly with the representation of vulnerable groups among the beneficiaries.  

These findings allow the conclusion that women and other vulnerable groups are generally able 

to take part in planning and decision-making processes. The extent to which they can participate 

varies across the watershed communities. There is definitely still air for improvement when it 

comes to the extent of their representation in the decisive body at local level. However the role 

of the community as a whole in the process seems to be strong enough to ensure well defined 

target groups. 

Barriers 

The study by Woldu, Tadesse and Waller (2013) names gender biases within households and 

communities attributing women a lower socio-economic status, as the major barrier to women’s 

participation. In the study by Frank/USAID (1999) on gender, agricultural development and food 

security in Amhara region the author also identifies the stereotyped notion about women as 

constituting a major barriers but details the field of actions as labour burden, access to land, 

extension service by the region, agricultural inputs and technologies and lastly the influence on 

the community and decision making. Although the study was written more than 15 years ago, 

these challenges seem to persist according to the GTP II (2016: 56) which also adds the inade-

quate supply of credit services especially for poor women. In its logic of intervention, the LISRM 

Programme tried to address these barriers. 

According to Melak (2016:34) the programme’s interventions like the construction of water 

points, the distribution of energy saving stoves but also interventions supporting backyard 

livestock rearing and gender trainings are likely to contribute positively to the reduction of 

women work load. Additional time and energy resources that could be gained from less travel 

time to water points and less need for firewood could be used for other (income generating or 
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participatory) activities. The programme offered income generating activities in various result 

areas.  

According to Melak’s research (2016:14), which covered 2015 and 2016, women benefited from 

various income generating activities to a varying degree. The women’s participation in livestock 

development is much more pronounced than in irrigation, forest or crop development. Especially 

small scale poultry production seems to be in the hand of female beneficiaries. In eco-tourism 

activities women do not yet make up half of the beneficiaries and they are also underrepre-

sented in the activities for alternative livelihoods, including the low interest loans. However, 

equal access for men and women was never the target. If one considers the outcome indicators 

for gender and development the programme overachieved its target on female beneficiaries’ in-

come generating activities by 3% (28% instead of the targeted 25% of benefiting households 

were women headed, LISRMP, 2016:80). No data is available on the access to income generating 

activities of other vulnerable groups. 

Table 11: Women access to direct income generating activities in different result areas of the programme in 
the years 2015 and 2016 

 Income generating activities Male Female Total % of women 

1 Integrated watershed management 4,527 1,510 6,037 25.01 

 Irrigation development 2,244 435 2,679 16.25 

 Forest Development 2,283 1,075 3,358 25.35 

2 Ecotourism 289 257 546 47.06 

3 Livestock development 9,343 3,277 12,620 61.49 

 Small ruminant fattening 715 285 1,000 28.5 

 Small scale poultry production 104 4,731 4,835 97.85 

 Shoat production 1,663 972 2,635 36.89 

 Beekeeping 1,366 156 1,522 10.25 

4 Crop development 22,534 12,698 35,232 23.08 

 High yielding crop technologies 13,103 3,913 17,016 22.99 

 Horticultural crops 17,860 5,378 23,238 23.14 

5 Alternative livelihoods 76,031 34,687 110,718 27.52 

 Cooperatives and user groups 1,484 362 1,846 19.61 

 Identified livelihood options 375 147 522 28.16 

 Revolving fund 2,109 962 3,071 31.32 

 Community grant fund 3,037 1,189 4,226 28.14 

Source: Melak, 2016:14 

Another option to increase the available financial resources is lending money. The access to 

formal credits (like bank loans) is very difficult for the poor as they are usually unable to guaran-

tee the loans with collateral. LISRMP acted on that need and introduced a revolving fund with 

low interest rates and no down payment to target the rural poor (women). Data in the final re-

port (LISRMP, 2016:74) shows that one third of all benefitting households were women headed 

households and hence overachieved the set target by 89%. Yet, the default rate is rather high: 

only 13% could be collected, missing the target of 50% significantly. Melak (2016:30) valued the 

LISRMP’s effort, stating that it “has introduced valuable credit implementation modality to im-

prove vulnerable or marginalized groups of the society including women’s access to credit”. The 

findings of our field trip also point to that direction. 
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Equal access to service provision is another prerequisite for empowering vulnerable groups to 

take part in decision making processes. In service provision the log frame matrix establishes that 

15% of beneficiaries of programme service provision should be women. This target has been 

reached and significantly overachieved (157%). The authors of the final report however point 

out, that “the achievement inflated because of the duplication of efforts” (LISRMP, 2016: 80). It is 

still reasonable to assume that the quota has been reached – the extent is not assessable for the 

evaluation team. 

The access to land was not attended to by LISRMP, instead efforts were put into land administra-

tion to secure the land tenure which in turn is supposed to promote investments by land holders 

in their holdings and contribute to sustainable development. According to the LISRMP’s final 

report (2016, Annex, table 13) 90% of the female and 94% of the male respondents perceived 

the LISRMP activities as increasing the guarantee of land rent for vulnerable groups. The out-

come assessment reports (2015: 95, Annex table 41) points out that according to a survey of 240 

people 98% perceived that the right for women “to use and order in own land” has improved in 

the last ten years. A direct link to the programme cannot be established by the available data. 

When it comes to decision making power in the planning process, please refer to the answer of 

C2. When it comes to the decision making power of women in the households, the final report 

(Annex, table 20) noted that 88,5% of women stated to have an equal decision making power in 

their marriage, 8% more assessed their power as medium. Similar results were claimed by Melak 

(2016:24) who presented quantitative evidence that joint decision making in household affairs is 

the rule, except for the sale of milk and poultry products, where women have more to say. Malek 

herself seemed to have doubted these figures and presented another study on Dabate Woreda 

(by Alemtsehay, Kerebih 2014) which concluded that the women’s position is generally low and 

depends on education, annual household income and residence.  

Another activity to influence the gender biases were trainings on gender mainstreaming for 

various actors. 100% of the set target was only reached in training the development agents on 

gender mainstreaming, The trainings for all other actors (PCU staff, focal person, woreda decision 

makers, farmers, kebele administration, women groups) took place to a lesser extent than fore-

seen. This holds also true for the planned activity of incorporating basic gender mainstreaming 

trainings on trainings in each result area. Apart from this quantitative targets, Malek’s study 

(2016: 39f) suggests that some challenges persist in gender mainstreaming activities: (1) the 

institutionalization of gender mainstreaming in the existing government structures (2) the build-

ing of capacity of the Woreda based staff on a continuous bases (3) the quality of the training 

and (4) a misconception of gender mainstreaming as governmental agenda instead of addressing 

it from a development perspective.  

In the gender questionnaire of the original programme document, the barriers identified are the 

low awareness of the community in general and the males in particular. Trainings and experience 

sharing tours are incorporated in the programme activities to increase the awareness of the 

community on gender equality and women participation. According to the outcome assessment 

report (2015: 53) experience sharing tours in gender sensitive communities were visited by 87 

people, including woreda staff members, farmers and focal persons. 57% of the participants 

were women.  
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Having laid out the findings on the programme’s achievements in the different fields of action to 

address the main barriers of the participation of vulnerable groups and women in particular, it 

becomes obvious, that many barriers are structural and cannot be abolished within the means of 

a development project that is limited in time, resources and territorial scope. LISRMP could not 

eliminate the barriers to participation. It did address some of the root causes of these barriers 

with varying commitment and outcomes. In general the relevant targets set in the log frame 

matrix have been met or overachieved. In some cases women specific targets were set – data or 

targets on other vulnerable groups was not obtained. As already pointed out in the gender as-

sessment, the question remains on what bases the target values were established.  

Equal access  

To improve the livelihood of the rural poor and support empowerment in decision making-proc-

esses, access and control over resources play a crucial role (FAO, 2011). In course of the 

programme most data relevant for that question was gathered in a sex-disaggregated manner. 

Data of other vulnerable groups was not collected comprehensively.  

Selective data is available on the wealth status of beneficiaries in income generating activities. No 

information is given on the classification of poor and better-off used in the tables and neither on 

the selection of samples used. As the data stems mainly from outcome assessment of 2015, the 

data does not depict the final outcome. Assuming that the used sample is representative and 

proportion of beneficiaries did not change significantly in the second half of the implementation 

phase, the data can still be used as proxy. Analysis shows that 45% of the beneficiaries of income 

generating activities belong to the group of the poor; this has not much changed over the years.  

Table 12: Income generation form different activities before and after intervention by wealth status 

 
Source: Own calculation, based on data from LISRMP 2015:78-84, Annex tables:6, 11, 12, 14, 16, 19, 21 and LISRMP 2016:112, 
Annex table 8 

The outcome assessment (LISRMP 2015:83, Annex table 20) reports on the income from natural 

resources before and after the intervention and shows disaggregated data by sex. This data was 

then analysed by the evaluation team to show the development of the income gap between men 

and women in course of the project. The table below illustrates the sobering result that in most 

cases the income gap widened7. Only in the field “income gained from natural resource prod-

ucts” did the difference between male and female income lessen. The income from selling seed-

lings seems to have benefited women to a larger extent than men.  

 
7
  This finding should however be handled with reservations since the data seems questionable and the evaluation team had 

no insight into the raw data and could not test its plausibility. 

2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015

poor 112 111 38 65 7 14 18 23 2 4 78 81 26 5 5 260 329

better-off 122 123 52 77 7 12 26 30 7 12 97 103 36 11 11 322 404

total 234 234 90 142 14 26 44 53 9 16 175 184 62 16 16 582 733

%poor 48% 47% 42% 46% 50% 54% 41% 43% 22% 25% 45% 44% 42% 31% 31% 45% 45%

eggs

perennial 

fruit trees

tourist 

service Totalcrop animal sold

animal 

fattening

honey 

production

feed 

production
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In regard to the access of benefits by the programme, data shows that in roughly a fourth of the 

beneficiaries have been women. In relative terms, women benefited more from income gener-

ating activities and service provision than from material support.  

Table 13: Gender gap by income gained from natural resources 

 
Source: Own calculation, based on data from LISRMP 2015:83, Annex table 20 

Table 14: Share of women beneficiaries in IGA, service and material support 

 
Source: Own calculation, based on data from LISRMP 2016:121f, Annex table 25 

The report on women’s participation and benefit sharing in LISRMP (Melak, 2016:28) shows data 

from a survey on the women’s access to certain goods, services and technologies and triangu-

lates it with data from a focus group discussion. Melak concludes that “there were noticeable 

improvements in the livelihood of people as a result of access to these resources to women”.  

Table 15: Women’s access to goods, technology and services 2013-2016 

 Yes No 

Access to clean water 91% 9% 

Access to fertilizer use 68% 32% 

Access to improved seeds use 56% 44% 

Access to improved breeds 61% 39% 

before 

intervention 

(mean) 

after 

intervention 

(mean) difference

difference 

before 

intervention

difference 

after 

intervention

difference 

increase or 

growth

Male 1071 2481 1410

Female 2203 2048 -156 1132 -433 -1565

Male 654 757 103

Female 244 313 69 -410 -444 -34

Male 316 473 157

Female 231 288 57 -85 -185 -100

Male 468 468

Female 518 518 0 50 50

Male 982 1097 115

Female 795 972 177 -187 -126 62

Male 1169 2099 931

Female 1512 1444 -68 343 -655 -999

sum of natural resource 

cash income

income gained from sale 

of wood

total  income from area 

closure

total income from pfm

income gained from 

seedling sale

income gained from 

natural resource product

result 

area

technologies 

and material 

support

income 

generating 

activities

service 

provision 

activities

1 24% 22% 52%

2 12% 55% 15%

3 24%

4 51% 14%

5 19% 19%

6 20% 32%

7 15% 15% 32%

8 30%

9 96% 95% 100%

10

total 22% 26% 24%
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 Yes No 

Access to improved beehive technology 10% 89% 

Access to poultry technology 77% 23% 

Access to credit 35% 65% 

Source: Melak, 2016:28, survey data N=78 

The provision of social services was not a core topic of the programme. In some cases activities in 

facilitating schools could be observed (Debark, Simien National Park area). Another activity in the 

field of social services is the construction and equipment of six VET clinics. The field visit in Da-

bate indicated that the VET clinic function to the utmost satisfaction of the community. In the 

logic of the project, well development (access to water) is considered under the heading of infra-

structure and social services for communities within result area 7. The activity reports8 show that 

the project achieved its targets regarding the well construction. Questionable are the numbers of 

male and female beneficiaries, which point to a (much) higher number of male beneficiaries 

(LISRMP, 2016:161), considering that the population of watershed communities are usually 

rather equally split between women and men and fetching water is mainly the duty of women 

(and children).  

Time burden 

According to Melak (2016:34) the programme’s interventions like the construction of water 

points, the distribution of energy saving stoves but also interventions supporting backyard 

livestock rearing and gender trainings are likely to contribute positively to the reduction of 

women work load. Additional time and energy resources that could be gained from less travel 

time to water points and less need for firewood could be used for other (income generating or 

participatory) activities. In the outcome assessment a focus group discussion came to the 

conclusion that the travel time to fetch water decreased by 15min on average (LISRMP, 2016:13). 

The importance of the constructed water points was underlined in various interviews and focus 

group discussions during the field trip in course of this evaluation.  

It can therefore be assessed that especially the construction water points by the programme had 

a positive effect on the time burden of women. It reduced the time necessary to fetch water – 

not only for the watershed communities but also for neighbouring communities.  

C3: What can be done in order to enhance environmental sustainability as well as social inclusion 

and equality? 

As said above the main challenge with respect to improving environmental conditions, social 

inclusion and equality – as core objectives of the LISRMP – is the lack of a fact based baseline for 

all these aspects, which would consequently allow for an assessment of the change induced 

through programme activities. Therefore the indication of enhancements is relying on output 

indicators and observations during the evaluation field visits. All in all from these observations a 

general improvement in environmental conditions, social inclusion and equality may be taken for 

 
8
  Although the targets were stated as achieved in both tables, there is still a big difference between the 3 year achievement 

according to LISRMP, 2017 Annex table 3 and table 29 
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granted. However not to the same extent all over the programming area: for instance the find-

ings in the field of equality show a patchy picture: 

According to Field visit activity report 2015: gender balance of woredas focal points and PCU 

team should be advanced. Gender mainstreaming could be further improved. According to out-

come assessment report (2015: 75) findings (the survey sample showed 58,7% married women 

among the sample women respondents) indicate that the programme targeted more married 

and better-off women than poor single and married females. Generally there has been a 

marginal improvement in all these aspects: environmental conditions, social inclusion and 

equality – still further improvement should be sought: 

Improvements have to be carried through by the communities and set up in bottom-up, top 

down way – i.e. establishment of local development strategies within communities (watersheds, 

kebeles) which should then be aggregated up to the woreda and regional scale and aligned with 

the respective territorial strategies on environmental protection, economic development (sector 

developments like tourism), social development (education and lifelong learning, social inclusion 

initiatives etc.). This process seems to be well developed within the LISRMP (see also evaluation 

question S5). However improvements in terms of stringency of the local development strategies 

with the regional ones may be improved by establishing routine coordination and alignment 

processes involving the stakeholders from the local up to the regional level. 

The main question on the local level is therefore: What activities support a community and which 

ones do not? The observations so far show a rather rigid approach with only a limited amount of 

options: Honey productions, livestock development, sewing etc. These activities do not necessar-

ily correspond to the abilities and development paths of the single member in the community. 

This means that matching procedures might be needed, bringing individual development paths 

together with community development strategies and thus maybe enlarging the options for 

development (e.g. new services within the community, division of labour and increasing effi-

ciency in providing goods and services). 

Another initiative to be taken up can be to follow up on the recommended gender strategy and 

analysis (see C4 below). It might be a good starting point to enhance the social inclusion and 

equality. 

C4: Were the recommendations of the ADA-gender and environment assessment (UGGA) taken 

into consideration in the programme? If not, has there been a sufficient, documented discussion 

why they were not assumed to be helpful? 

The environment assessment recommended firstly to integrate measures strengthening climate 

change resilience of ecosystems as well as of local people during the implementation phase and 

secondly, to address the management of chemical and medical waste stemming from veterinar-

ian activities. 

 Climate change resilience: Measures to strengthen climate change resilience were not 

explicitly mentioned in the programme’s final report nor in the outcome assessment 

report. Nonetheless, activities in integrated watershed management and participatory 

forest management can generally be judged as strengthening climate change resilience. 

The programme document also states to support “climate smart livestock 

developments”, like apiculture, small ruminant production and poultry (LISRMP, 2014: 
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25) or drought and disease resistant crop varieties (e.g. Habru chickpea) which are 

expected to be more climate change resilient. In addition, short term trainings on the 

effects of climate change have been conducted (LISRMP, 2015: 52).   

Although those measures targeted at strengthening the resilience of the eco systems 

and people – evidence that the implementation phase put more emphasis on that topic 

could not be found. It also should be noted, that the recommendation itself – strengthen 

climate change resilience – is rather vague and hence difficult to follow.  

 Chemical and medical waste: No reference to treatment of chemical or medical waste 

could be found in the final report nor in the outcome assessment report. Neither was it a 

topic of discussion during the field trips. However, the relevance of that recommenda-

tion in view of the scope of the project is questionable. 

The gender assessment also led to two recommendations. The first one recommended the de-

velopment of a gender strategy for the programme, with defined objectives for each programme 

component. This gender strategy should then be subject to community level discussions, facili-

tated by a qualified personal. The second recommendation asked for a gender analysis for the 

different components of the programme and as a prerequisite capacity development for the 

systematic collection and management of project relevant data (sex-disaggregated whenever 

possible). 

 Gender strategy: There are no references to a gender strategy in the revised programme 

document, the final report, the outcome assessment report nor was it mentioned in 

stakeholder consultations during the field trips. Missing objectives for each programme 

component are further indications that this recommendation was not followed. The re-

vised programme document, and consequently all reports documenting the 

achievements, does however includes slightly more (and sometimes adapted) indicators 

on women beneficiaries, plus a separate section on outcome indicators for the result 

area “Gender and Development”. The reason behind these changes is not indicated in 

the documents available to the evaluators. According to ADC-ADA a draft gender 

mainstreaming approach was prepared in 2008 which influenced the design of the 

programme. 

 Gender analysis: in line with the assessment on the recommendation for a gender strat-

egy, no evidence could be found that the advice on conducting a gender analysis was 

taken on board. In regard to the recommended capacity development, the final report 

(LISRMP, 2016:56) states that the programme provided 7500 copies of data recording 

books and that the PCU and Woreda experts offered intensive training, field follow up 

and support on the utilization of these books. Over time, improvements of the data 

quality were observed. Considering the higher level actors, the output assessment report 

(LISRMP, 2015: 64) assessed that surveying and research methods trainings for PCU and 

zonal partners were not conducted. Looking upon the presentation of indicators, the 

recommendation was followed: in the outcome assessment report as well as in the final 

report, wherever possible indicators were presented in a sex-disaggregated manner. 

The documents (reports, minutes, presentations) provided by ADA and the PCU did not offer any 

insight into the discussion on environmental- and gender related recommendations and reasons 

why they were not followed. The field trips did not add any information. Hence it cannot be as-

sessed if the discussion has been sufficient – but the documentation most certainly was not. 
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7. Conclusions 

This chapter presents the conclusions on this evaluation based on the results of the analysis and 

referencing to the hypothesis formulating in the inception report. To put it in a nutshell, the 

programme shows an overall good performance. 

 Relevance 

The programme’s goal, purpose, objectives and interventions are in line with many of the 

national, regional and woreda level development priority issues: improved livelihood, creating 

employment opportunities, NRM, climate change and income diversification have regional and 

federal government priority focuses. A lot of effort has been made to reach the poor, women 

and other social groups within and outside watersheds and benefit them accordingly. 

Furthermore, the selection of beneficiaries was transparent and participatory. 

Although the programme did well to address priority community issues, the magnitude of 

farmers and area coverage is a limiting factor within the programme operational action sites. 

There is also a need to mentor and support the communities organized into different groups 

such as youth to make them stand on their feet and relay on their resources. 

 Effectiveness 

Generally stated, the programme proved to be effective It initiated different capacity 

development schemes to farmers, zonal and woreda level practitioners, and executed them 

accordingly. It established a revolving fund favouring women that was very well received (but 

struggles with the return rate). The programme interventions in one way or another contributed 

to confront the recent drought and benefit communities within and outside the programme 

target areas. The programme invested and made tremendous effort to minimize human and 

livestock pressure on Simien Mountain National Park, create conducive environment for the 

valuable wildlife species, foster regeneration of indigenous plant and tree species and minimize 

communities’ park area encroachment activities. Furthermore, the watershed development 

approach of the programme has been found effective in terms of coordination and enhancing 

synergies as it integrates various focus areas such as livestock, crops, NRM, market, institutions 

and infrastructure interventions. It also helped to address several problems through multiple 

activities and foster communities to work together in a collective action approaches. 

Monitoring and evaluation has been conducted by communities, watershed committee mem-

bers, experts, focal person, woreda, zonal and regional steering committee members at various 

times. Proper and scientific M&E system on the impacts of the various programme interventions 

such as income and nutrition of households, hydrology, soils, biodiversity and environment is 

lacking. More trainings could be thought of for various groups on how to design functional M&E 

systems, implement and integrate outcomes to the different programme components. 

 Efficiency 

The programme resources are fairly and efficiently utilized to change the lives of different target 

groups and manage natural resources. In many cases the programme implemented more 

activities than anticipated (e.g. water points) and in the majority of cases fulfilled its targets. In 
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general, beneficiaries are using the facilities supported by the programme efficiently although 

there still issues that require support and follow-ups.  

The programme running costs were a minimum as compared to other projects, especially due to 

the low overhead costs. These are due to the programme set up, in which the programme 

activities have been considered part of the regular extension activities. Overall the programme 

can be assessed as efficient, considering the inputs provided and outputs achieved. 

 Output and Impact 

Analysis points to an overall positive impact of the programme. The evaluation suggests that the 

programme has fulfilled its overall programme objective (improve food security and nutrition at 

household level) and the project’s purpose (improve household level income). The programme 

also had an overall positive impact on the environment: A large area of protected and well 

managed woodland is one of the results. The biodiversity of both national parks has improved 

and the pressure on the park has decreased. 

What can be observed however is, that cross effects of single measures within the LISRMP have 

not been taken into account. Despite the fact that this has already been criticised in the previous 

programming period such counter effects of single measures on the environment still remain 

(especially outside the explicit nature protection zones in the Simiens and Alitash). 

 Sustainability 

The analysis shows that the programme had positive effects on the resilience of household and 

on the ecosystem and even had an impact on the mind-set of the local community level, 

especially in regard to integrated watershed practice but also in appreciating collaboration and 

the valuing the national parks. This being said, it is important to note, that the extent of the (net) 

effects of the programme in that regard cannot be answered in the scope of this evaluation. 

Another puzzle stone to sustainability is ownership of the local community. The participatory 

approach of the LISRMP was taken seriously and included the capability of the local population to 

play a part in setting the frame: what is the challenge, what is needed and who needs it most. 

The local, zonal and regional institutions also show high commitment of sustaining and up-scaling 

the programme activities, especially those that are part of the national rural development 

agenda. However, due to limited resources the continuing support for resource intensive activi-

ties, like support for user groups or revolving funds, are questionable.  

The sustainability of positive changes induced by the LISRMP can be safeguarded through keep-

ing the set-up and shared decision making structure of the programme in the sense of a mix of 

bottom-up and top-down approaches, taking stock of “success stories” – showcasing and making 

successful initiatives, projects people known. Improvements may be achieved in the fields of 

concentration of resources in order to match the budget/size of the programme with the possi-

bilities and potential beneficiaries, continuous support by experts and feedback on beneficiaries’ 

activities and visualisation of progress through result assessment. 

 Cross-cutting issues 

The programme has a clear emphasis on women and other vulnerable groups, although this 

emphasis is not reflected properly in the programme documents. Nevertheless, the programme 

undertook serious attempts to empower women and other vulnerable groups and address the 
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barriers for their participation. It did so with varying commitment and outcomes. In general 

women and other vulnerable groups were able to take part in planning and decision-making 

processes although there is definitely still air for improvement when it comes to the extent of 

their representation in the decisive body at local level. An elaborated gender strategy and 

analysis as recommended by ADA might be good starting point for further activities. 

As a summary the following crucial benefits caused by the LISRMP may be listed: 

 Generally well and efficiently implemented programme. Important contributing factor: closely 

aligned with governmental agenda and implemented via administrative structures.  

 Good ownership of both administration and communities – thus a very high identification with 

the programme objectives and willingness to carry on even without programme support. 

 Programme is well aligned with the government agenda. The added value of the programme 

has shown in the additional resources that were available to enforce/speed up/try devel-

opments. It is important to strengthen this pilot character.  

On the other hand the following shortcomings may be observed:  

 Strategic planning could be enhanced: Meta-objectives : Gender analysis, analysis on who are 

the “other vulnerable groups”, cause-effect chain, conflicting goals  

 Weak strategic planning is connected to weak selection of indicators: no impact indicators, no 

impact assessment and a week environmental assessment. No indicators to follow up on 

effects on “other vulnerable groups” or women (on an overall level). To be able to plan and – in 

due course – to steer a programme, it is of utmost importance to have the right information in 

a timely manner. This implies that planning, steering and constant monitoring go hand in hand 

and cannot be seen in a separate way. In the case of LISRMP the information on the full set of 

impacts is widely lacking which has repercussions on steering and ultimately planning 

 If focus on women and other vulnerable groups is still at the focus once the strategic planning 

is done, then it might make sense not only to define appropriate indicators (on higher level) but 

also to raise the target values and hence emphasize on activities benefiting those groups. 

 The scope of the project (thematic and territorial wise) is still too large. Less woredas, less 

watersheds, but those should have real pilot model character – in the sense of best practices to 

learn from 

 The sustainability of “alternative livelihood activities” is sometimes questionable: e.g. tourist 

infrastructure is not really aligned with tourist demands or capacity to run them, one day old 

chicken need a lot of vet service, transport and logistics. These examples show that they will 

not be manageable once programme stops. Another aspect is too short a support for economic 

activities: e.g. sewing association: the initiative will not master the “valley of death” in which 

the competition on the market is so much stronger, while the participants are still in a learning 

stage. More emphasis on market linkages should be shown and market analysis shall be 

conducted beforehand. 

 The programme is very demand driven (although as pointed out numerous times, no proper 

gender problem analysis has taken place). The PCU seem to have lost sight of the strategic 

planning to some extent. E.g. tourist activities: they do not seem well thought through: market 

analysis, location. The programme tries to reach it targets but did not evaluate if there are 

target conflicts. 
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8. Lessons learnt 

The following section presents lessons learnt and points to recommendations along the crucial 

elements of the programme. The inputs are structured according to the main components of the 

programme. 

8.1 Natural resource management 

Integrated watershed management 

(1) Physical structures and biological interventions (soil and stone bunds and trenches) – 

The physical structures are not maintained in some parts of the watershed areas. In 

some cases they are also not properly designed. The biological interventions are rarely 

seen in watersheds. The physical structures are less diversified in some of the water-

sheds. In addition to the soil and stone bunds, trenches and gully rehabilitation practices, 

more could be done on micro basin, bench terraces, gabions, ponds, and water percola-

tion tanks. 

(2) Free grazing has been seen as a major challenge for the implementation of the biological 

interventions in most of the watershed sites. The watershed management byelaws de-

veloped by communities are not functional. Some of the watershed communities respect 

the bylaws and others freely graze in the watersheds. A follow up discussion with com-

munities need to be held to identify solutions and implement bylaws. 

(3) Water development for human and livestock consumption and irrigation canal construc-

tion- The water supply in Dabate woreda, Ayderke gote/village outside the watersheds is 

a breakthrough and benefiting directly 250 hhs and indirectly to the other community 

groups. Formation of water use committee and communities and the monthly 3 birr 

(0.123 euro) contribution are good practices to make the water supply sustainable. Such 

type of an approach can be scaled to more areas and communities. 

(4) Gully rehabilitation- gullies are abundant in the watersheds and other areas. The valley 

bottoms are exposed for gully formation because of the nature of the soil type (Verti-

sols) and lack of appropriate interventions from the upstream, midstream and down-

stream parts of the watershed. The programme attempted to demonstrate farmers on 

how to control gullies using wooden check dams, soil filled sacks and arc ware 

structures. Gully rehabilitation could be strengthened with biological interventions 

(grasses and trees and shrubs), gully shaping to stop land sliding. The ideas of gully group 

– gullies managed by communities and gullies managed by farmers who have land near 

to it can be a good model to implement within and outside the programme watershed 

areas. Experiences from African Highlands Initiative (AHI) project in central Ethiopia 

demonstrated how gullies managed by the latter is more effective (Mekonnen et al., 

2006). Gullies rehabilitation avoids loss of productive land and soils. 

Park and tourism development 

(5) The establishment of the SMNP and its accreditation by UNESCO has to be considered as 

the biggest achievement of the LISRMP in the field of nature protection. On the basis of 

this success it may be considered that further support for this specific field of interven-
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tion will no longer be necessary. The means, which may be freed, may be used more ef-

fectively in other programme result areas such as “marketing, entrepreneurship and al-

ternative livelihood”, “capacity building” and “monitoring & evaluation”. 

Land adminstration 

(6) The improvement of land management – and more specifically the introduction of prop-

erty rights on land – has been one of the main objectives of the LISRMP. The programme 

succeeded in establishing widely primary books of holdings, which are basically the entry 

of property right for individuals. This provided legal security and thus an economic basis 

for the beneficiaries. Still this situation can only be observed for the programming wore-

das and there certainly is the limiting factor that land management is still entirely de-

pending on the regional and national legal framework, which is itself prone to insecurity 

right now. While the establishment of primary books of holdings seemed to have been 

up to target, the setting up of secondary books of holdings did not meet expectations. 

This is problematic in the sense that secondary books of holdings will determine land use 

and thus are responsible for a sustainable land management where land use conflicts 

may be settled and land use planning will be possible. – Thus one important recommen-

dation will be to continue the land management process and to establish secondary 

books of holdings within the programming areas. 

8.2 Livelihood Improvement 

Livestock development 

(1) The programme interventions in relation to livestock feed focused mainly on production. 

Post-harvest feed handling and feed utilization are inadequately demonstrated to farm-

ers within and outside the watershed areas. Crop residues are main sources of livestock 

feed in Ethiopia in general. Reports show that 40-80% of the diet of ruminants is derived 

from crop residues particularly during the long dry periods when green forage becomes 

scarce (Daniel Keftasa, 1988). Feed troughs and feed sheds could be introduced and 

demonstrated to farmers to minimize wastage and improve utilization of feed resources. 

Studies from Africa Research in Sustainable Intensification for the Next Generation 

(Africa RISING) project in the Ethiopian highlands revealed a reduction of feed wastage 

from 30-50% as a result of using post-harvest feed handling (feed toughs and sheds) 

interventions (Bezabih et al., 2017). 

(2) Feed formulation practice is lacking within and outside the watershed areas. The 

programme could think of producing a manual/guide that target farmers who are 

engaged in livestock farming. The manual/guide can demonstrate on how to mix protein 

rich and other locally available feed resources, formulate and feed to cattle and small 

ruminants for fattening and milk production purposes.  

(3) Feed balance is negative in many parts of Ethiopia. Backyard feed development can be 

one of the interventions to narrow feed demand and supply gaps. The programme at-

tempted to introduce back yard development activities though the diversity of plant spe-

cies and farmers participated in the interventions are limited in number. There is a need 

to explore more niches in backyards to grow forages and supplement livestock feeding 

systems. Proper monitoring and capacity development schemes have to be also 

integrated in the backyard development plans to bring more impact on the livelihood of 

smallholder farmers. 
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(4) Grazing lands in the watershed are abundant but it is managed in a conventional way. 

Productivity of the grazing lands could be improved if there was an attempt to under 

sow grasses and legumes, portion and use grazing lands on rotational bases and produce 

hay on some portions. Grazing land management is necessary to make it more produc-

tive and avoid land degradation. 

(5) The idea of introducing washera ram breeds was good but at some stage it can replace 

the local breeds. The local breeds are native to the area and can with stand stresses such 

as diseases and pests, drought and other challenges. It will be good to take care and con-

serve to avoid genetic erosion of the local breeds.  

(6) Bee keeping activities managed by youth in watersheds such as Debir watershed in De-

bark woreda are very impressive. The intervention on vegetation cover for bee fodder 

can be a lesson for other woredas who are still struggling to maintain and properly feed 

the bee colonies. The species grown in Debir watershed bee keeping site are Hagenia 

abyssinica, Hypericum spp, Acacia decurrens and other indigenous tree, shrub and grass 

species. Acacia decurrens is considered to be toxic for bee fodder in other parts of 

Ethiopia though there is no still research evidence that support the claim. The type and 

use of beehives need to be also context specific. In some watersheds traditional bee-

hives are preferred rather than the modern ones. The traditional beehives sometimes 

are convenient for the bees and manageable to use and produce it from local material. 

On the other hand, bee keeping in Dib Bahir watershed (Debark) is good but the youth 

group prefer to use modern beehives rather than the traditional ones. Here the ecology 

(warm temperature) is more appropriate for the modern beehives. 

(7) The main lesson learned with respect to new production methods and products is that 

place based and continuous advisory services are needed in order to maintain production: 

bee keeping has to be accompanied by external experts and trainers for a longer time to 

supervise the full production cycle and to acquire knowhow on the local level being 

capable to react to local circumstances and find solutions to locally specific problems. 

(8) The vet clinic issue was repeatedly reflected in the Focus Group Discussion (FGDs) with 

beneficiaries and stakeholders in selected woredas. Many of the programme woredas in 

North Gonder are known for small ruminants and cattle population. However, the atten-

tion to furnish vet clinics and benefit from the services is so minimal in some woredas 

such as East Belessa (VET clinic in East Belessa was not financed by the programme). Pro-

viding credit for the poor farmers to buy goats and sheep alone cannot solve the prob-

lem of farmers. The livestock breed and stocking interventions should go hand in hand 

with animal health and feed interventions. 

Crop development 

(9) Eucalyptus plantations as woodlot and hill side plantation – Eucalyptus has become a 

major sources of income for the farmers. Niches for the eucalyptus plantation could be 

mapped and demonstrated to the farmers. However it is important to note that eucalyp-

tus has negative effects on environmental quality, e.g. biodiversity, water demand. Di-

versification in terms of tree species is limited in the watershed. Diversification through 

indigenous and exotic niche compatible species could be initiated. Intensive work on 

Chibiha (Ficus thonningii) and other species can bring much change in the area. Chibiha 

is a very good fodder tree. It is easily propagated from cuttings. The tree species is 

adaptable to wider areas in North Gonder. Many farmers are also familiar to the tree 

species. Fast growing species such as Arundinaria species could be also demonstrated to 

diversify incomes and create more jobs. 
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(10) High value fruit production- Apple grafted seedling production by the youth is a good 

start. It helped to create employment opportunities for youth groups. The project sup-

ported the initiative in various ways- training, seed supply, and construction of market 

shops and furnishing the shops (production to market). Market link for high value grafted 

apple seedlings is basic to encourage and benefit youth group. Similarly, the programme 

has worked at most to produce grafted apple seedlings and distribute to the bene-

ficiaries. However, there is no quantitative evidence on how many of them survived, set 

fruit and infested by disease and pests. Information on who planted more or less and 

benefitted in economic and/or nutrition terms is missing. Management and other chal-

lenges are not properly documented. – The evaluators got the impression that although 

support has been provided by agricultural authorities (BOA) to train farmers on horticul-

ture techniques, the knowhow and capacity of the instructors has been limited for this 

innovative product. This implies that training the trainers would be needed in order to 

effectively roll out the new product “apple” and to process it properly. 

(11) The programme did a good job on the introduction and demonstration of improved crop 

varieties in different woredas. More frequent introductions and demonstrations of varie-

ties are required in the programme intervention areas as the varieties cannot serve for 

more than 2-3 years because of climate variabilities and infestation by diseases and 

pests. Strengthening the seed system could be also another area of intervention to reach 

more areas and fulfil seed demand of farmers.  

Marketing, entrepreneurship and alternative livelihood 

(12) Innovation platform (IP)- An innovation platform is a stakeholder forum established to 

facilitate interaction and learning among stakeholders often selected from a commodity 

chain or system to undertake a participatory diagnosis of problems, joint exploration of 

opportunities, and investigation of solutions leading to the promotion of innovation 

along a targeted value chain (Homann-Kee Tui et al., 2013). The programme could 

establish IPs at different level to engage all partners or actors that play a role to address 

input supply and output marketing issues from production to consumption.  

(13) Documentation and popularization of success stories- The programme has implemented 

a number of useful interventions and brought significant changes. The lessons from the 

programme could be properly documented and shared to the end users through various 

avenues.  

(14) Sustainability of interventions- Most activities that were planned by the programme and 

run by the women and youth groups are still at their infant stage and lack sufficient 

financial reserves to continue the activities by themselves. As result, sustainability issues 

without the programme’s support is still under question as understood and observed 

during the FDG and field visits . 

8.3 Programme Management and Capacity Building 

Capacity Building 

(1) Capacity development-The programme tried to conduct some trainings and visits to 

enhance capacities of experts and farmers. More experience sharing visits could be 

organized for some model farmers, experts and focal persons on some technologies and 
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approaches to expose and make them more effective. Experience sharing could be done 

where there are success stories within the country or outside the country. The 

experience on watershed management in Abreha wa Atsbeha (Tigray), and sustainable 

intensification research for development (R4D) in Africa RISING project sites in the 

Ethiopian highlands can be good places to visit and learn. 

(2) Farmers Training Center (FTC) – FTCs are good places to train farmers and demonstrate 

various crop, livestock and NRM technologies. The FTCs established by the project lack 

technologies on the ground to demonstrate to the farmers although there are very few 

cases such hay produced from urea treated fields, compost pits and beehives in one of 

Dabate woreda waterseds. FTCs should be technology parks to speed up cross learning 

and technologies adoption. 

Knowledge management and communication 

(3) Scaling of best practices and technologies- If the programme has a plan to continue in 

the years to come, one possible area of focus/support will be “up-scaling of best 

practices”. This will help to speed up technologies and approaches dissemination to 

more areas and farmers and bring impacts on the livelihood of the communities and the 

environment.  

Gender and Development 

(4) The programme had a focus on women (and other vulnerable groups), however this is 

not properly mirrored in programme documents and the representation in watershed 

committees. More emphasis on this topic in the programming phase might have helped 

to streamline the activities and targets set accordingly. 

Planning, monitoring and evaluation 

(5) Baseline information-The programme in general lack baseline information for the before 

and after implementation of its interventions. As a result, it was difficult to assess im-

pacts. For instance, changes in the watershed are reported in qualitative terms. Report-

ing impacts qualitatively or based on observation can be misleading. Some hydrological 

equipment could be installed at the outlets of the watersheds to see changes. from year 

to year or season to season. There is no data that show changes before and after inter-

ventions on biodiversity (species composition), soil and water quality changes in water-

sheds. Evidences on impacts of interventions such as income diversification, environ-

ment, hydrology, soil improvement and biodiversity are very important. In general, re-

search support is lacking to generate evidences. Research institutions support could be 

seek and more student attachment activities in collaboration with Universities within 

and outside the country could be planned. Students research attachment should be gap 

filling and focus on priority topics that can support the agricultural extension. 

(6) Monitoring and evaluation have been an integral part of the programme implementa-

tion. However the M&E guidelines are stemming from the previous programming period 

(2009) and have not been updated. Therefore the impact assessment in terms of the 

overall programme objectives and its intended change has only been assessable through 

output indicators and some direct outcomes. The bulk of effects in terms of livelihood 

improvement, environmental (long-term) effects and cross-measure effects have not 

been captured and are now missing when targeting and steering the future of regional 

development. 
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9. Recommendations 

This chapter summarizes the recommendations drawn from the conclusions and lessons learnt. 

The table indicates the respective programme component and the role of the addressed stake-

holder. 
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Natural Resource Management        

In regard to integrated watershed management, more attention should be 

paid to proper design and maintenance of physical structures as well as on 

implementing biological interventions throughout the programme area. 

Follow up discussions with communities on watershed management bylaws 

seem necessary to ensure their implementation (i.e. on free grazing). 

  i a    

For further programme activities it is recommended to pay more attention to 

gully rehabilitation. The ideas of gully group – gullies managed by 

communities and gullies managed by farmers who have land near to it can 

be a good model to implement within and outside the programme 

watershed areas. 

  i d    

The programme reacted on the recent droughts and constructed far more 

water points than planned. The formation of water use committees and 

communities that collect minimal financial contributions per user – as 

demonstrated in some programme villages – is a good practice example to 

contribute to sustainable water supply. This approach should be scaled up to 

more areas. 

d d i a    

When it comes to rural land administration it is important to stress the need 

to continue the process of establishing the secondary books of holdings 

within the programming areas. 

 a i a  a  

Livelihood Improvement        

Newly introduced breeds, crop varieties and eucalyptus exhibited great 

potential in improving agricultural productivity and increase the income at 

household level. Local breeds and indigenous plants are often less 

productive but better adapted to local conditions and its challenges like 

drought, diseases and pests. Future programme interventions should 

therefore take care and conserve local breeds and crops to avoid genetic 

erosion and promote the diversification of hillside plantation. 

 d  i  a a 

In order to optimize the feed production, handling and utilization future 

programmes should introduce (further) trainings and technologies in regard 

to feed troughs, feed shed, feed formulation as well as on grazing land 

management. In addition it is suggested to explore niches in backyards to 

grow forages and supplement livestock feedings systems. 

   i a a a 

With respect to new production methods and products continuous advisory 

services are needed in order to maintain production. These producers need 

to be accompanied by external experts and trainers for a longer time to 

supervise the full production cycle and to acquire knowhow on the local level 

being capable to react to local circumstances and find solutions to locally 

specific problems. Bee keeping or high value fruit producers are two 

 d i i   a 
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examples of benefitting groups that are in need for more and continuous 

support to show sustainable success. 

Advisory services can be supported by innovation platforms – see 

recommendation below 

In the medium and long term a systemic approach of combining education 

(e.g. university cooperation), research, extensions and farmers/businesses 

will be needed. Actors of these partners will have to be matched (idea 

markets) in order to bring them together. 

 d i i   a 

Programme activities in regard to marketing, entrepreneurship and 

alternative livelihood might also profit from taking stock of “success stories” 

– showcasing and making successful initiatives, projects people known – 

encouraging further especially the active and entrepreneurial actors in the 

programme (e.g. honey production in Debark, women initiatives around the 

Simiens etc.). 

   i    

Programme Management and Capacity Building        

The programme reacted on the recommendations from SRMP’s final 

evaluation and reduced the programme area to 12 woredas. However, the 

financial means to tend to 21 watersheds (12) were targeted) and manifold 

thematic areas is limited. Although it is understandable that programme’s 

stakeholders want to reach as many beneficiaries as possible, it might be 

more effective and efficient to further reduce the programme’s 

geographical scope. That way it would be possible to endow the model 

watersheds with more financial means, technical support and the user 

groups with a closer follow-up and hence allow these watersheds to explore 

the best way to tackle their challenges.  

d d      

The programme spent a lot of resources on the construction of 

infrastructure. In a possible next period, the built infrastructure can put to 

use; the freed-up money can be utilized to emphasize on soft measures, 

including experience sharing tours, capacity development, VET and FTC 

services, but also in gathering viable monitoring data.  

   i    

In regard to the latter, it is advised foster collaboration with research 

institutions and to use (hydrological) equipment to gather fact-based, 

quantitative data. In addition to the establishment of a sound data base, a 

next programme period should also invest in proper analysis in regard to 

certain topics (e.g. tourism strategy, gender strategy) to ensure that the 

programme pursues its strategic objectives. The better knowledge on the 

baseline situation in combination with clear-cut strategic objectives might 

also lead to more appropriate target values in the logframe matrix.  

d d i i d d i 

Constructing physical infrastructure like VET clinics or FTC is an important 

contribution of the programme to the respective communities. In order to 

make the best use of these facilities attention should be paid to equip them 

adequately and offer services tailored to the needs of the beneficiaries. I.e. 

FTC should be technology parks to speed up cross learning and technology 

adoption. 

 d i i    

The programme addresses various stakeholders on different levels. 

“Innovation platforms” could be suitable format to facilitate interaction and 

learning among stakeholders. One issue these innovation platforms could 

d i i i  i i 
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address, as it seems to be neglected to some extent in the course of the 

current programme, are input supply and output marketing issues from 

production to consumption. 

The programme did well in initiating improvements in its main result areas. 

However it has been also clear that despite these well-meant first steps the 

sustainability of some of these activities is questionable without continuous 

support and follow up training (e.g. bee keeping, crafts, apple farming). The 

evaluation finds indicate that some of this support may only be provided if 

the trainers themselves are up to this task (continuous learning from 

experiences in academia or elsewhere). It would therefore be necessary to 

establish a train-the-trainers schedule and module on the regional and zonal 

level in order to safeguard a continuous know-how transfer to the 

beneficiaries. 

d i  i  i a 

A new monitoring and evaluation guideline should be set up, which should 

safeguard long term monitoring and evaluation hand in hand with collection 

of performance indicators and baselines assessments. This will imply a sound 

budget for these tasks in any future intervention. 

d   i   a 

Establishment of a Zonal and Regional level data base including all 

Programme performance data (socio-economic, environmental etc.) as well 

as research findings connected to the programme 

d   i  d  

Define the roles of PCU and donor ex-ante in detail with respect to roles and 

functions/activities in order to avoid mutual dissatisfaction during the 

programme implementation. 

Define the role and tasks of the RSC in a detailed way (going beyond the 

existing “Mandates of programme implementation organs”) – eliminating 

any misinterpretations of its limitations and mandate.  

d   d    

With regard to the programme Steering Group a codification of knowledge 

to safeguard continuity of quality of decision making and sustainable working 

of the Steering Group will be needed in the future. 

i i i  i i  

Legend: d – decision making | i – implementation | a – advisory services 
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Annexes 

The Annex is presented in an extra document.  

At this point we will only mention those documents or studies referenced explicitly in this report. 

Chapter 5.2.1 provides information on all the documents considered. 
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