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Summary

Project Background

Serious long-term degradation of communal areas and farmlands results in substantial
losses to the economy. The combination of fragile soils, steep slopes, agro-climatic
conditions, environmentally unsustainable intensification of agriculture, and traditional
cultivation techniques practiced by smallholder farmers in Ethiopia over many decades
has led to excessive soil erosion and land degradation. Around 2005-06, the annual cost
of land degradation in Ethiopia was estimated to be in the range of 2-3 percent of the
country’s agricultural gross domestic product (World Bank 2007), a significant loss in a
country where agriculture accounts for nearly 50 percent of the gross domestic product
and is the source of livelihood for more than 85 percent of the country’s more than

100 million inhabitants.

Land degradation is a major cause of low and declining agricultural productivity, rural
poverty, and food insecurity in Ethiopia. Farming systems have been largely dominated
by low-input cereal production, which provides insufficient ground cover during the
period of most erosive rainfall, and livestock production, which is mainly based on open
access to grazing lands in woodlands and forests. Population growth pressures and the
expansion of grazing (75 percent of the country’s 35 million cattle graze in the
agricultural areas of the highlands) have contributed to a loss of vegetation cover on
hillsides and accelerated gully formation. Simultaneously, the widespread use of crop
residues as livestock feed and the diversion of animal manure as fuel have reduced soil
organic matter, further accelerating land degradation and soil nutrient depletion. The
high dependence on wood and other biomass for household energy (95 percent of
national energy consumption) and the expansion of agriculture into forested areas have
reduced forest cover over the past century from 40 percent to 2.4 percent of the total
land area in 2005. Sustainable land management (SLM) practices are required to address
the serious land degradation that is already being exacerbated by climate change.

Insecure land tenure and land rights accentuate the problem. Another driving force for
land degradation is the insecurity of land tenure, or lack of clearly defined land rights,
for coordinating the management of common pool resources, including communal
pastures and hillsides; this insecurity undermines land users’ incentives to invest in SLM

practices.
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Project Description and Scope

The government of Ethiopia has embraced SLM approaches to reduce land degradation
and improve land productivity. To address the extensive land degradation problem
across the highlands, the government developed the Ethiopia Strategic Investment
Framework for SLM (also called the national SLM Program), with support from the
TerrAfrica partnership, a World Bank—supported subregional initiative for SLM in
Africa. This investment framework reflected the government’s new programmatic
approach to scaling up SLM supported by the international donor community, including
Canada, the German Agency for International Cooperation, and the World Food
Programme. The Sustainable Land Management Project (SLMP) was developed as part
of the World Bank’s support for the national SLM Program of the government and
financed through blended International Development Association and Global
Environment Facility instruments. The SLMP contained a series of two operations to be
implemented over the 12-year period 2008-19, although it was restructured to close in
2018. The SLMP had two main objectives: (i) reduce land degradation and (ii) improve
land productivity in agricultural landscapes.

The SLMP’s theory of change was based on the idea that the transformation of cultivated
agricultural land and noncultivated communal land in watershed landscapes through
SLM would address land degradation and boost land productivity. The core assumption
was that integrated SLM interventions in watershed landscapes supported by land
certification and institutional capacity development would provide incentives for
community participation and smallholder investments that would lead to a reduction in
land degradation and improved productivity on communal and household farmland.
Typical SLM interventions include the construction of physical soil and water
conservation measures (for example, stone terraces, soil bunds, check-dams, and
trenches); tree planting and area closures to rehabilitate degraded communal lands
(hillsides and pastures jointly held by the community for grazing and other needs); and
soil and water conservation, water harvesting, agroforestry, and improved seeds and
agronomic practices on individual farmlands (land held and cultivated privately by
smallholder farmers). The keeping of small ruminant livestock, poultry, and bees also
aimed to benefit and enhance the inclusion of landless families, youth, and women. In
the long term, these interventions are expected to increase diversification of livelihoods,
improve resilience or reduce vulnerability to climate shocks, and reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.

Two sequential projects were designed and implemented to achieve the SLMP’s
objectives. Sustainable Land Management Project Phase I (SLMP I) introduced SLM
practices in selected areas of the country to rehabilitate previously uneconomical and
unproductive degraded areas within 45 critical watersheds situated in six regional
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states. SLMP II sought to scale up this support by expanding the geographical coverage
to 135 watersheds and continued addressing poor farmland management practices,
rapid depletion of vegetation cover, unsustainable livestock grazing practices, and land
tenure insecurity. SLMP II also sought to integrate new activities targeting land
productivity, deforestation, and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.

Results

The two projects introduced SLM practices and improved livelihood activities in
significant areas of the highlands. The two projects treated more than 860,000 hectares of
degraded landscapes in 1,820 microwatersheds, attaining about 98 and 95 percent of the
projects” revised and original targets, respectively, in promoting the adoption of
improved land management practices on communal land and individual farmlands
managed by households. In addition, agroforestry activities and area closures to limit
free grazing led to a 5.2 percent increase in vegetation cover and moisture retention in
the targeted watersheds. The projects also supported the issuance of landholding
certificates, benefiting smallholder farmers and landless youth, who reportedly received
holding rights in exchange for managing communal lands. The projects also supported
livelihood activities through improved livestock production as well as poultry and
beekeeping.

Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) field-based case studies confirm significant but
varied levels of effectiveness in reducing land degradation and increasing land
productivity. In 22 microwatersheds in the three regional states (Amhara, Oromia, and
Tigray) studied in detail by IEG using a standardized field assessment protocol for this
Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR), land degradation on communal lands
has been highly reduced in about 32 percent of cases and substantially reduced in

50 percent of cases. On individual farmlands, land degradation was highly reduced in
about 9 percent of cases and substantially reduced in 73 percent of cases. These results
were further confirmed through statistical analysis of remote-sensed satellite data from
504 SLMP I and 624 SLMP II microwatersheds, which showed that the SLMP treatments
(compared with matched controls) had a significant effect in improving the selected
remotely sensed performance indicators of land restoration. Similarly, land productivity
on communal lands was highly increased in 23 percent of cases and substantially
increased in 68 percent of cases. On individual farmlands, agricultural productivity was
highly increased in about 9 percent of cases and substantially increased in 73 percent of
cases. Integration of SLM practices with innovations that improved land productivity
(for example, small-scale irrigation or improved inputs) or diversified incomes also
contributed to improving food security and reducing household vulnerabilities in
drought-prone areas.



The effectiveness of the interventions varied across socioecological regions. Although
the overall effectiveness in reducing land degradation and improving land productivity
was higher in the drier areas, where moisture stress is a critical constraint to rainfed
agriculture, the results varied according to the adequacy of the technology, local
capacity, and access to markets and services. In microwatersheds where there was a
high success rate, IEG observed that area closures were seriously enforced by the
communities in communal lands; the mix of biological and physical SLM interventions
was adequate; and there were sufficient incentives for farmers, including water
harvesting systems to improve crop productivity and diversification, particularly in dry

areas.

With PPAR ratings of substantial for relevance, efficacy, and efficiency, the overall
outcomes for both SLMP I and SLMP II are rated as satisfactory. Although the project
outcome was assessed as moderately satisfactory when SLMP I was originally closed,
through the stimulus provided by the follow-on SLMP II, SLMP I was able to attain and
sustain a satisfactory overall outcome rating.

Risk to development outcomes for SLMP 1 is assessed by IEG as moderate given the
improved security of land tenure and economic incentives for smallholder farmers for
continued maintenance of the SLM infrastructure. The risks to development outcomes
for SLMP II are not rated but considered to be similar to those of SLMP 1.

What Worked and Why?

Incentives for farmers to adopt SLM worked mainly because of the efforts to provide up-
front economic benefits and to sensitize and engage local communities. A key challenge
for the SLMP was to design a participatory long-term watershed management approach
that reduced land degradation but offered productivity improvements and timely
economic and livelihood benefits to the communities and land users. Failure to create
incentives through early benefit flows has been a long-standing constraint to successful
soil and water conservation in Ethiopia, prompting smallholders to remove physical
structures introduced through various top-down government programs. SLMPs I and II
were able to foster such livelihood benefits to communities through improved access to
small-scale irrigation and modern inputs that helped increase land productivity,
livestock, and beekeeping, which helped boost and diversify incomes, including for the
landless. In addition, regulated harvesting of biomass from area closures provided
otherwise scarce fodder for livestock, strengthening incentives for land restoration and
maintenance of the SLM infrastructure. Despite some initial setbacks, SLMPs I and II
have also been largely effective in sensitizing and engaging local communities

through exchange visits, demonstration of improved land management practices,



participatory local land use planning, and land certification to improve land tenure
security.

Building institutional capacity and community support worked mainly because of
strong community interest. The experience from SLMPs I and II shows the need to allow
enough time, spanning beyond the duration of a single project, to heal degraded
landscapes and restore ecological functions, while mitigating potential trade-offs and
building local institutional capacity and mechanisms to facilitate local governance and
management of SLM infrastructure and practices. SLMPs I and II have supported local
capacity development through technical assistance and participatory land use planning
at the community level. The communities developed local norms for area closures, cut-
and-carry systems, and restrictions on free-grazing on communal pastures. SLMPs I and
IT have also been able to improve access to markets and services for communities by
investing in rural feeder roads, which has also increased returns on investment in land
and improved connections to value chains.

What Didn’t Work and Why?

SLM in communal areas did not always work because of a lack of alternative sources of
fodder. Area closures are difficult to implement using common pool resources when the
communities lack alternative sources of livelihoods. Where communal pastures and
alternative sources of fodder are limited, communities have faced difficulties in
enforcing bylaws for area closures. In addition, the traditional free-grazing system has
not been controlled in many communities, undermining private incentives to invest in
SLM on farmlands. Although the initial piloting of climate-smart agriculture was useful,
climate-smart practices that offer triple wins, in terms of reducing carbon emissions,
enhancing climate adaptation, and improving productivity, require more research
before scaling up. A stepwise approach that builds on productivity growth and
improved climate adaptation is likely to have a greater chance of successfully increasing
climate-smart agriculture in drought-prone areas.

SLM in watersheds with large gullies was constrained because of the high capital and
maintenance costs of erosion control. The SLMPs did not complete planned activities in
some large gullies that had caused erosion. In some highly erodible watersheds where
the SLMPs have already closed, new gullies have opened. Communities emphasized
that, although they are willing to contribute labor, they lack the means to invest in high-
cost capital structures or to pay for installing or maintaining such infrastructure. These
challenges call for a different approach to financing the construction or maintenance of
major investments in targeted watersheds. Future interventions may also need to
strengthen and formalize public or private watershed management institutions at the
local level, including the identification of sources of revenue (for example, carbon
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payments or payments for ecosystem services). IEG’s field mission noted that in some
cases, communities were not able to control intruders from neighboring watersheds who
want to benefit from land restoration, suggesting the need to coordinate efforts on a
wider scale.

Data on the projects’ progress were not regularly available because of the inadequate
quality of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) design and execution. On the project
management side, the M&E system was not designed for the decentralized
implementation and decision-making process in the SLMPs. The M&E system failed to
include clearly defined plans for baseline data collection, results monitoring, and
evaluation and learning efforts. The SLMP experience during the two phases shows that
careful thought must be given to the M&E system, consistent with the results
framework, the theory of change, and the key learning questions to be addressed. In
addition to identifying relevant indicators, an effective M&E system requires detailed
protocols for data collection, analysis, learning, and use, which the SLMPs lacked.

Lessons

¢ Watershed management programs can lead to significant land restoration
outcomes when appropriate structural and biological measures are introduced
to treat the affected landscape with active participation of the local
community. Treatment of the upper catchment and the fast-growing gullies with
reinforced gabion check-dams and vegetative cover was critical in controlling
soil erosion from its source upstream. Demand-driven community participation
also contributed to the uptake and effectiveness of watershed interventions. In
some highly erodible catchments, additional supply of capital items is needed to
treat large gullies.

e Area closures are relevant for the restoration of degraded lands but require
increased investments for alternative supply of forages to convince the local
communities to forgo livestock grazing and other benefits during the process
of natural regeneration. Livestock feed is a limited resource in many land-scarce
and intensively cultivated highlands. Where alternative sources of fodder are
limited, communities are reluctant or unwilling to implement area closures. As
shown in some watersheds, a phased approach that allows communities to
invest in an alternative supply of forages and successively put more land into
conservation through area closures can enhance the local acceptability and
viability of this model for land restoration.

e Farm productivity growth requires arresting both the on-site and off-site soil
erosion to prevent the degradation of farmlands and enable investments in

xii



modern farm inputs. Given the geospatial interdependence within watershed
landscapes, farmland restoration and the use of productivity-enhancing inputs
significantly depend on controlling the on-site and off-site erosion originating
upstream. Farmers were unable to invest in productivity-enhancing inputs to
improve the value of land until the underlying sources of erosion were
controlled.

Effective demonstration of up-front economic and livelihood benefits is
fundamental for smallholder farmers to protect and maintain the SLM
practices introduced on their lands through project support. Past soil and water
conservation investments promoted through government- and donor-supported
programs were not sustained by farmers mainly because of limited local
participation and ownership and the focus on structural measures that did not
bring short-term benefits. The two phases of the SLMP were able to overcome
this through proactive local participation and demonstration of up-front
economic benefits through crop and livestock production, which are critical for

continued maintenance of the soil and water conservation structures.

In drought-prone areas, small-scale irrigation is the key enabler for translating
the benefits of land restoration into reduction in household vulnerability to
climate shocks through income diversification and protection against
droughts. Small-scale irrigation is the most cherished component of the SLM
package in Ethiopia and has become the game changer in creating incentives for
improved watershed management. Irrigation offered protection against drought
and opened opportunities for income and dietary diversification, allowing
households to grow high-value fruits and vegetables throughout the year. In
areas of intensive agriculture in drought-prone landscapes, like the Ethiopian
Highlands, water harvesting and small-scale irrigation establish strong links
among land restoration, resilience, and reduction in vulnerability to drought.

Market-oriented agroforestry interventions (for example, Acacia decurrens)
that provide sustainable income for smallholders can be vital ingredients in
creating incentives for the adoption of biological measures for land restoration
and improving household resilience to climate shocks. In microwatersheds
where market-oriented agroforestry practices have been supported, these
practices have induced transformational changes in restoring highly degraded
landscapes, creating employment, generating income, and reducing poverty and
out-migration.
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Watershed management programs can have differential impacts on the
landless, women, and youth, but such trade-offs can be reduced by promoting
inclusive livelihood activities and land certification to reallocate communal
land. The SLMPs promoted youth employment and gender-inclusive programs,
including the keeping of small ruminant livestock, poultry, and bees. In addition,
many communities also adopted the sharing of grass and biomass from treated
communal lands, actively benefiting the poor and landless. The reallocation of
communal land to landless youth has also created incentives for improved
management while generating some employment and income benefits, especially
when opportunities for youth migration are limited.

José C. Carbajo
Director, Financial, Private Sector, and Sustainable Development
Independent Evaluation Group
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1. Background, Context, and Design

1.1 Country and sector characteristics. Ethiopia is a large, landlocked country
covering 1.1 million square kilometers, located in the horn of Africa. It is also the second
most populous country in Africa, with an estimated population of 109 million in 2018
(World Bank 2018), about 79 percent of whom live in rural areas where agriculture,
which accounts for almost 48 percent of gross domestic product and 85 percent of export
earnings (World Bank 2013b), is the main source of income and livelihoods and of
poverty reduction. Agricultural production is largely rainfed and dominated by small-
scale farmers and enterprises, which produce most of the country’s crop and livestock
products. Therefore, natural resources, including soils, land, water, forests, and
biodiversity, play a critical role in economic growth and the livelihood of a majority of
the population.

1.2 Land degradation continues to threaten livelihoods and undermines the
potential for sustainable agricultural productivity growth, climate resilience, and
poverty reduction. Ethiopia, with its extensive highland and mountainous landscapes, is
one of the African countries suffering from extensive and severe degradation of land,
especially in the intensively cultivated and highly populated watersheds that have been
used by smallholder farmers for thousands of years. About 80 percent of the country’s
land surface is prone to moderate or severe soil degradation. About 27 million hectares
of land is considered to be significantly eroded, and over 2 million hectares is estimated
to be eroded beyond reclamation (World Bank 2007). These areas compose almost

50 percent of the country’s highland areas, and their erosion affects about one in five
people in Ethiopia (Bai et al. 2008). Estimates suggest that, on average, about 29.9 tons
per hectare of productive soil is lost every year (Haregeweyn et al. 2015), and the
minimum estimated annual cost of land degradation is 2-3 percent of agricultural gross
domestic product before downstream effects such as water pollution, sedimentation,
and increased flood risk are accounted for (World Bank 2007).

1.3 Given the central role of agriculture in the economy, climate change will bring
increasing risks and uncertainty for economic growth and development. The intersection
of land management, rights to land, and land use is the key development issue for
millions of rural Ethiopians facing water insecurity, food insecurity, land tenure
insecurity, and livelihood insecurity, which are all being amplified by climate variability
and change. Climate impacts in Ethiopia are felt primarily through droughts and water
stress, which in turn are affected by land use changes and ecosystem degradation within
the productive landscapes.



14 To improve agricultural productivity and food security and reduce vulnerability
to droughts, successive governments in Ethiopia have supported investments in
sustainable land management (SLM).! Soil and water conservation activities have been
implemented since the 1980s, after severe droughts, but there are limited success stories
in terms of rehabilitating or reversing degraded landscapes and preventing or halting
degradation in susceptible watersheds in the highlands. Past investments in physical
infrastructure for reducing soil erosion introduced through mandatory government
programs with donor support were not sustained or were even actively removed by
farmers when such control was relaxed (for example, during the transition period after
the fall of the military regime in the 1990s). The community-based watershed
management approach has been promoted recently to enhance the participation of land
users in the planning, design, and implementation of SLM practices. This has now
moved further toward a landscape and jurisdictional approach and actively links with
efforts for adaptation and resilience to, as well as mitigation of, climate change.

1.5 Under this national context, the SLM Project (SLMP) for Ethiopia was designed
in alignment with the regional effort for rehabilitating degraded landscapes and scaling
up SLM in Africa. The SLMP was part of a larger government flagship program
designed to address land degradation and enhance impacts by employing a
programmatic approach to scale up SLM initiatives supported by multiple donors,
which had previously been implemented in a piecemeal fashion. The SLMP supported
the World Bank’s Africa Action Plan to make agriculture more productive and
sustainable and to leverage natural resources management for promoting growth and
poverty reduction in Africa. The project also supported the TerrAfrica partnership,
which aims to increase investments in SLM throughout Africa. Financed by fully
blended International Development Association and Global Environment Facility
instruments, the SLMP contained two series of operations to be implemented over a 12-
year period, 2008-19. It was later restructured to close in 2018.

Objectives, Design, and Financing

1.6 The development objectives of the two SLMPs differed slightly, as follows:

e SLMP I (P107139): “to reduce land degradation in agricultural landscapes and
improve the agricultural productivity of smallholder farmers in selected
watersheds identified in the Program Implementation Manual” (World Bank
2008a, 5).

e SLMP II (P133133/P133410): “to reduce land degradation and improve land
productivity in selected watersheds in targeted Regions of the Recipient’s
territory” (World Bank 2013a, 5).



1.7 Both projects implemented SLM practices; the second project widened the
coverage to new watersheds. SLMP I introduced improved land management practices
in selected areas of the country to rehabilitate previously uneconomical and
unproductive degraded areas, targeting 45 critical watersheds situated in six regions.
SLMP II increased the project geographical coverage to 135 watersheds (and 1,820
microwatersheds) and continued addressing poor farmland management practices,
rapid depletion of vegetation cover, unsustainable livestock grazing practices, and land
tenure insecurity by expanding the outcomes on watershed restoration, SLM, and
systematic land adjudication activities and by integrating new activities targeting land
productivity, deforestation, and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.

1.8 The SLMP I (P107139) project had the following components:

1. Watershed management (appraisal estimate: $22.2 million; actual cost:
$20.57 million). To support the scaling up of best practices in SLM for
smallholder farmers in selected watersheds that were increasingly becoming
vulnerable to land degradation and food insecurity. There were four
subcomponents: (i) capacity building, (ii) communal land and gully
rehabilitation, (iii) farmland and homestead development, and (iv) community
infrastructure.

2. Rural land certification and administration (appraisal estimate: $3.93 million;
actual cost: $3.06 million). To strengthen land tenure security for smallholder
farmers in the project area by increasing the government’s enhanced land
certification process.2

3. Project management (appraisal estimate: $2.87 million; actual cost:
$2.83 million). To provide financial and technical assistance to the Ethiopian
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and local government units
responsible for SLM to effectively support coordination and implementation of
SLMP I and the broader SLM Program.

1.9 The SLMP II (P133133/P133410) project had the following components:



4. Integrated watershed and landscape management (appraisal estimate:
$73.98 million; actual cost: $61.8 million). To support scaling up and adoption of
appropriate sustainable land and water management technologies and practices
by smallholder farmers and communities in the selected watersheds or woredas.
The component also aims to reduce greenhouse gas emissions at the watershed
level and to enhance productivity through the promotion and adoption of low-
carbon, climate-smart technologies and practices. There were two
subcomponents: (i) sustainable natural resource management on public and
communal lands and (ii) homestead and farmland development, livelihood

improvements, and climate-smart agriculture.

5. Institutional strengthening, capacity development, and knowledge generation
and management (appraisal estimate: $16.98 million; actual cost:
$16.54 million). To strengthen and enhance capacity at the institutional level and
build the relevant skills and knowledge of key stakeholders.

6. Rural land administration, certification, and land use (appraisal estimate:
$12.20 million; actual cost: $7.6 million). To enhance the tenure security of
smallholder farmers in the project area and increase their motivation to adopt
sustainable land and water management practices on communal and individual
land.

7. Project management (appraisal estimate: $4.45 million; actual cost:
$13.4 million). To partially finance the operation of the SLM Support Unit to
support the Ethiopian Ministry of Agriculture in ensuring efficient delivery of
project resources and adequately monitoring and documenting progress and
results.

1.10  The theory of change for both projects was to a large extent the same (see

figure 1.1). It was premised on the assumption that participatory watershed
management, which combines institutional strengthening and land certification with
integrated soil and water management practices, would be a key activity for
rehabilitating degraded landscapes and improving productivity to benefit smallholders
and the landless. Scaling up was more explicit for SLMP II, which sought to expand
watershed restoration by integrating new activities, targeting land productivity, and
increasing adoption of participatory land management.

1.11  Project interventions and how they led to achieving the objectives. Both projects
included activities to build local capacity, strengthen institutions, and organize and
prepare participatory watershed management plans with the local communities. The
biophysical interventions included a comprehensive mix of sustainable land and water



management activities on both communal and individual farmlands identified within
these plans. These interventions were expected to directly lead to the achievement of the
objective of reducing land degradation, and the resulting impacts on soil fertility and
moisture retention were expected to contribute to the objective of increasing land and
agricultural productivity. The SLMP also promoted the adoption of high-value crops
and enhanced livestock production systems and income-generating activities to increase
agricultural productivity and improve incomes and livelihoods. These activities were
expected to improve incentives to implement sustainable management practices on
farmland and communal land. Both projects also included enhanced georeferenced
landholding certificates to enhance tenure security, particularly for women, and reduce
conflicts over boundaries, which would provide additional incentives for farmers to
adopt SLM practices on their individual farmland. The second project also incorporated
climate-smart agriculture in pilot areas, which would further improve land productivity
and lead to increased resilience to climate risks, while reducing carbon emissions.

Figure 1.1. Simplified Theory of Change for SLMP
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2. What Worked, What Didn’t Work, and Why?

Results

What Worked and Why

2.1 There is strong evidence that the projects were effective in reducing land
degradation and improving productivity in the targeted watersheds. Independent
Evaluation Group (IEG) stakeholder interviews with project beneficiaries, community
watershed teams, and woreda teams, as well as observations of project results during
site visits, revealed some important evidence on project impacts and the sustainability of
project investments (field visits as case studies included 22 randomly selected
microwatersheds: 15 SLMP I and 7 SLMP II sites; see the details in appendix C). The
performance ratings were based on field observations, review of preproject conditions,
and the resulting changes in land restoration and productivity reported by the
beneficiary communities. IEG rated land degradation reduction in both communal and
individual farmlands. The data for determining the performance ratings were collected
in each case study using multidimensional questions to assess the economic and
environmental outcomes related to the project® (see the Case Study Assessment Protocol
section in appendix C for the detailed, case-level information used for deciding the
ratings). The majority of microwatersheds visited displayed significant progress in
reducing land degradation. Of the 22 microwatersheds visited, 18 were given an IEG
performance rating of high or substantial for reducing land degradation on communal
land and on individual farmland. The distribution of ratings (as a percentage of cases
selected in each region) is presented in table 2.1 and table 2.2 for communal land and
farmland, respectively.* Separate ratings for SLMP I and SLMP II are given in
appendix C.°

Table 2.1. Performance Ratings for Reducing Land Degradation on Communal Land

Performance Rating (percentage of cases)

Region Negligible = Modest  Substantial High Cases (no.)
Amhara 0.0 22.2 333 444 9
Oromia 0.0 28.6 57.1 14.3 7
Tigray 0.0 0.0 66.7 333 6
Total 0.0 18.2 50.0 31.8 22

Source: Independent Evaluation Group case studies in 22 microwatersheds.



Table 2.2. Performance Ratings for Reducing Land Degradation on Farmland

Performance Rating (percentage of cases)

Region Negligible Modest Substantial High Cases (no.)
Ambhara 0.0 0.0 88.9 11.1 9
Oromia 0.0 42.9 42.9 14.3 7
Tigray 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 6
Total 0.0 18.2 72.7 9.1 22

Source: Independent Evaluation Group case studies in 22 microwatersheds.

2.2 In microwatersheds where there was high success, IEG observed that area
closures were seriously enforced by the communities in communal lands, the mix of
biological and physical technologies was adequate, and there were sufficient incentives
for farmers. The technologies used were adequate and included a mix of physical
structures and biological measures (19 cases with adequate technologies out of 22). Also
high was the commitment of the woreda steering committees; the capacity of the
technical committees and the SLMP focal persons to identify recommended practices,
strengthen local institutions, and support farmers to implement watershed activities;
and the capacity of community watershed teams and their willingness to make desired
changes. Furthermore, the SLMP was effective in providing economic and livelihood
benefits to strengthen farmer incentives to invest and maintain structures, on both
individual farmland and communal lands, to achieve soil and water conservation. This
was enabled through water harvesting and irrigation to support diversification into
high-value crops (including coffee, fruits, and vegetables), commercial agroforestry (for
example, Acacia decurrens), livestock production, and beekeeping. In drought-prone
areas, water harvesting provided a valuable buffer against droughts and allowed
farmers and youth to engage in productive self-employment and earn income during the
dry season. Harvesting of grass from communal lands through controlled cut-and-carry
systems also allowed communities to practice and benefit from area closures. A
summary of the key enabling factors for selected cases in the three regions is presented
in appendix C, particularly tables C.20-C.25.

2.3 IEG observed that communities were in most cases adopting the SLM practices
and maintaining the structures both on farmlands and communal lands, the latter
mainly through mass mobilization. In some areas where maintenance was low, several
factors were at play: (i) the required investments for maintenance of the structures were
sizeable and beyond the means of the local communities (for example, check-dams built
by the project to arrest large gullies requiring gabions, cement, and advanced
engineering skills); (ii) the built structures were not sufficient to control severe runoff
and erosion on highly erodible slopes, and additional major investments were needed;



and (iii) the community watershed teams were weak, and local collective action was not
effective. Therefore, farmers were in some cases reluctant to maintain the structures.

24 The majority of microwatersheds visited by IEG displayed significant progress in
improving land productivity. Of the 22 microwatersheds visited, 20 were given an IEG
performance rating of high or substantial for increasing land productivity on communal
land and 18 were given a performance rating of high or substantial for increasing land
productivity on individual farmland. The distribution of performance ratings for the two
land types as a percentage of cases is shown in table 2.3 and table 2.4. The
semistructured stakeholder interviews of project beneficiaries showed that in most cases
crop yields had improved significantly since 2008, albeit from a very low base (for
example, teff yields, compared with the before-project situation, increased between 85
and 300 percent; for wheat, yield increases ranged from 75 to 400 percent; for faba bean
in the order of 100 percent; for potato about 150 percent; and for sorghum from 60 to

200 percent, depending on local conditions). Although these changes reported by the
communities were high and were not directly measured by the project, these
productivity changes cannot be fully attributed to the project. The productivity changes
were largely facilitated through links with the government’s ongoing extension
programs for delivering improved technology and marketing services to farmers.
However, the SLMPs have also contributed to this change, mainly by controlling the on-
site and off-site runoff and soil erosion, which made it possible for smallholders to invest
in modern inputs (for example, fertilizer and improved seeds) to increase productivity.
In addition, the integration of SLM activities supported by the SLMPs, with the
improved access to modern inputs, extension advice, and marketing services under the
government’s ongoing programs, enhanced access to new crop varieties and other
inputs and contributed to boosting productivity. IEG also observed that land
productivity improved rapidly when the project provided small-scale irrigation (14 out
of 22 cases), when nitrogen-fixating trees (for example, Acacia decurrens) were
incorporated into the farming system (5 out of 22 cases), and when climate-smart
agriculture techniques such as reduced tillage, legume rotation, and leaving crop
residues were applied (3 out of 22 cases).

Table 2.3. Performance Ratings for Increasing Land Productivity on Communal Land

Region Performance Rating (percentage of cases) Cases (no.)
Negligible Modest Substantial High

Amhara 0.0 0.0 66.7 333 9

Oromia 0.0 28.6 714 0.0 7

Tigray 0.0 0.0 66.7 333 6

Total 0.0 9.1 68.2 22.7 22

Source: Independent Evaluation Group case studies in 22 microwatersheds.



Table 2.4. Performance Ratings for Increasing Land Productivity on Farmland

Performance Rating (percentage of cases)

Region Negligible Modest  Substantial High Cases (no.)
Amhara 0.0 0.0 77.8 22.2 9
Oromia 0.0 42.9 571 0.0 7
Tigray 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 6
Total 0.0 18.2 72.7 9.1 22

Source: Independent Evaluation Group case studies in 22 microwatersheds.

2.5 The case studies showed lower impacts on improving vulnerability. The IEG
team also assessed the livelihood effects of the improvements in land productivity in
terms of changes in food security, water security, and out-migration. These were
combined to arrive at an aggregate performance rating for household vulnerability to
climate shocks (table 2.5; see the Case Study Assessment Protocol section in appendix C).
Of the 22 cases assessed in the three regions, the responses from the stakeholders
indicated that 14 cases (63.6 percent) had a substantial or high effect on vulnerability to
climate shocks (drought). The food security—-related effects were highest (i) in areas
where degradation levels were severe but improvements in land productivity and
household income have reduced the risk of out-migration, and (ii) in drought-prone
areas where small-scale irrigation has significantly increased yields and reduced
vulnerabilities to drought. Also, income growth through commercial agroforestry or
sustainable charcoal production offered an option for reducing vulnerabilities in some
communities. These effects did not reflect the situation for the poorest and landless
households in the community, which benefited mainly from poultry and some livestock
production, beekeeping, and the harvesting of grass from communal lands. The
vulnerability reduction effects for these groups of households are positive but limited
compared with smallholder farmers in the microwatersheds. Similarly, the effects in
drought-prone areas in terms of improving land productivity and food security were
modest for households that did not get access to and did not benefit from small-scale
irrigation.

Table 2.5. Performance Ratings for Reducing Household Vulnerability

Performance Rating (percentage of cases)

Region Negligible Modest Substantial High Cases (no.)
Amhara 0.0 111 77.8 11.1 9
Oromia 0.0 714 14.3 14.3 7
Tigray 0.0 333 50.0 16.7 6
Total 0.0 36.4 50.0 13.6 22

Source: Independent Evaluation Group case studies in 22 microwatersheds.



2.6 For sustainability of the SLM practices introduced in treated areas, as well as for
scaling up within and outside the watersheds, follow-up projects financed by the World
Bank are planning several sound measures that could also reduce risks to development
outcomes: (i) legalizing community watershed organizations by helping them establish
formal watershed user associations, (ii) creating viable sources of financial revenue for
these watershed user associations via public-private partnerships and linking with value
chains (including payments for ecosystem services and carbon payments) or revenue
generated within the communities, (iii) further capacity building for future management
of structures and graduation of microwatersheds from project support, and (iv)
improving returns further by increasing climate-smart agriculture and other
productivity-enhancing practices.

What Did Not Work and Why

2.7 Lack of investment in alternative sources of forage and fodder crops is one key
factor resulting in failed area closures in some areas. IEG’s field observations revealed
that area closures for restoration of degraded lands were not enforced in 7 of the 22
microwatersheds visited. The main reason was that communal pastures were the main
of source of livestock feed, which has increasingly become a limited resource in the land-
scarce and intensively cultivated highlands, and communities need an alternative
supply of forage to accept area closures during the process of regeneration. The project
provided awareness raising and training for the communities but did not invest in
alternative sources of forage and fodder crops. Since area closures that limit external
interference are key to allowing restoration in degraded areas, it would be useful to
consider the introduction of forage crops as part of scaling up SLM practices.

2.8 Another key issue observed by IEG was that the microwatershed approach (that
is, treating only a fraction of the major watershed) experienced challenges in terms of
upstream-downstream interactions. In several microwatersheds visited, IEG observed
that when the upstream parts of the larger watershed are not treated (for example, in
Sebata Hawas, Oromia), the spatial interdependence in the larger landscape made it
difficult to control soil erosion and runoff in the lower reaches of the catchment
downstream, limiting land productivity benefits. The continued degradation process
and lack of productivity change undermined the incentives for the individual farmers
and communities to adopt SLM interventions and participate in the program. This
challenge of excessive runoff and soil erosion is higher in the high rainfall areas.

29 The overall impact of SLM interventions in reducing land degradation (table 2.6)
and improving land productivity (table 2.7) is lower in the high rainfall areas and higher
in the drier areas, where moisture stress is a critical constraint during the growing

season.® Managing the excessive runoff originating upstream and controlling the on-site
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soil erosion using the right combination of technical interventions and institutional
innovations at the watershed or landscape level are key for land restoration in high
rainfall areas. Furthermore, for scaling up SLM activities to the larger watershed level
(going beyond the microwatershed), it is important to put in place the requisite technical
and institutional mechanisms for proper planning coordination at different levels.

Table 2.6. Performance Ratings for Reducing Land Degradation on Communal Land by
Agroecological Zone

Agroecological Zone Performance Rating (percentage of cases) Cases (no.)
Negligible Modest Substantial High

Dry dega 0 0 0 100 1

Dry kolla 0 0 0 100 1

Dry weyna dega 0 0 80 20 5
Moist dega 0 22 44 33 9
Moist weyna dega 0 33 50 17 6

Total 0 18 50 32 22

Source: Independent Evaluation Group case studies in 22 microwatersheds.

Table 2.7. Performance Ratings for Increasing Land Productivity on Communal Land by
Agroecological Zone

Agroecological Zone Performance Rating (percentage of cases) Cases (no.)
Negligible Modest Substantial High
Dry dega 0 0 0 100 1
Dry kolla 0 0 100 0 1
Dry weyna dega 0 0 80 20 5
Moist dega 0 11 67 22 9
Moist weyna dega 0 17 67 17 6
Total 0 9 68 23 22

Source: Independent Evaluation Group case studies in 22 microwatersheds.

2.10  The projects showed greater success in abating land degradation than in
improving livelihoods or reducing vulnerability. Improvements in addressing land
degradation alone are not sufficient to reduce vulnerability to climate shocks. More than
a third of the cases (36.4 percent) visited by IEG had shown only modest improvements
in vulnerability to climate shocks. The best results were obtained when SLM practices
were combined with income-generating activities. Communities in drought-prone areas
were not able to reduce vulnerability without improved water harvesting mechanisms
(including access to small-scale irrigation) and other techniques for farm productivity
growth and income diversification to horticulture, beekeeping, and livestock. The IEG
team was informed that the follow-up project (the Resilient Landscapes and Livelihoods
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Project) could not include small irrigation works and water harvesting structures as part
of the participatory watershed management interventions owing to the inclusion of
Safeguard Policy International Waterways (Operational Policy / Bank Procedure 7.50).
However—bearing in mind the impact of landscape restoration and SLM activities on
improving ecosystem services, which generate positive spillover benefits across the
basin, including better protection of watersheds upstream, regeneration of springs, and
increased water flow across seasons—the inclusion of very small-scale irrigation works
and water harvesting techniques as part of the menu of interventions to incentivize
smallholder farmers to invest in and maintain these good practices should be counted as
a positive outcome, and such projects should be reviewed accordingly under the
relevant safeguards policy. Without farmer investments in these SLM practices to
protect critical watersheds upstream, the continued degradation of landscapes
associated with deforestation and loss of biodiversity could lead to desertification and
significant negative externalities that would affect water flow and availability for
downstream users across the basin. This effect would be exacerbated and further
amplified by climate change (IPBES 2018).

211  The benefits for the landless, women, and youth from SLMP interventions are
limited but demonstrate opportunities to foster inclusive approaches. Although very few
cases visited by IEG displayed results in providing direct economic benefits for women,
youth, and the landless, the SLMPs experimented with various approaches to enhance
inclusion. For example, the second-level land certificates were particularly beneficial for
women; for those who were married, it conferred equal rights as landholders with their
spouses. Regulated harvesting and equitable sharing of grass and biomass for livestock
and other uses from area closures (for example, in multiple sites visited in Tigray) were
strongly valued as important sources of income by the landless and youth, who also
benefited from beekeeping activities on restored local communal lands. In addition,
other gender-inclusive activities, such as the keeping of poultry, small ruminant
livestock, and bees, as well as fuel efficient stoves, were provided to benefit selected
women (using local criteria at the discretion of the community). These activities were
beneficial, although more needs to be done to produce significant results for women and
the landless and to reduce poverty and vulnerability to drought. IEG site observations
also showed that in some areas, youth groups were established and had started carrying
out income-generating activities (for example, beekeeping or planting trees), often using
some rehabilitated communal lands (10 out of 22), but were yet to be provided with land
certificates.” In some cases, the youth groups preferred to migrate to other areas instead
of using the allocated communal lands, which were perceived as unproductive.
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Design and Preparation

212 The SLMP followed a participatory watershed management approach that
necessitated complex and often challenging implementation structures. The two phases
of SLMP were implemented through a highly decentralized decision-making system, in
which the six targeted regional states had their own coordination units. This required a
comprehensive and complex set of institutional arrangements to coordinate activities at
the national level and to support the organization, planning, and implementation of
activities at the local level in each region.

2.13  Despite its complexity, the SLMP in general was successful, through its two
phases, in designing and providing capacity-building support at different levels.
Institutional strengthening efforts were achieved at all levels of implementation and
included government agencies, service providers, communities, and farmers. Capacity
building comprised financing the purchase of equipment; providing training to public
officials at the national, regional, and local (woreda and kebele [village]) levels; and
providing training and technical assistance to community members in the target
watersheds. Through this support, community watershed teams were organized and
watershed management plans with the local communities were prepared. Woreda-level
technical and steering committees and focal persons were recruited to support
communities with SLM activities. Kebele-based development agents were also assigned
and trained to provide agricultural extension services. Participatory land use planning
was designed and implemented, and cadastral surveys were performed and land
certificates issued through the help of the land administration departments.
Nevertheless, given the limited capacity and experience in implementing knowledge-
intensive participatory watershed management programs, future efforts for technical
assistance and capacity development may need to give higher priority to those areas that
need it most (for example, Gambela and Benishangul-Gumuz). Scaling up watershed
interventions in these regions is likely to require solid piloting and institutional capacity
development at all levels.

2.14  The results framework and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems under
both projects were weak. An internet-based M&E system was designed and established,
but this was not helpful as many woredas did not have internet connection. The M&E
framework used was an activity-based system rather than an outcome-focused one. So
both projects had challenges in monitoring and reporting on outcomes related to land
degradation and productivity. Some proxy indicators, involving remote sensing, were
used but without any control group comparison to adequately assess the resulting
effects. Baseline data were inadequate, and in-situ measurement of soil erosion,
sediment loss, and water levels in the target microwatersheds was very limited. In
addition, local-level capacity to monitor and collect some basic information on the
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implementation of SLM activities was weak; except in Tigray, many of the woredas were
unable to provide any documentation or data during the IEG visits. The M&E task was
also affected by staff turnover, and the focal persons indicated that the overlapping
demands on their time limited their ability to pay enough attention to the SLMPs. The
woredas mostly relied on local extension agents to collect M&E information, partly
because of the distance and mobility constraints on regularly visiting the targeted
watersheds.

Implementation and Supervision

215 The World Bank supervision was overall effective, albeit with disruptions at
times. The World Bank undertook regular supervision missions as part of the joint
implementation support; these missions were organized on a semiannual basis. It
developed comprehensive and informative aide-mémoire summarizing the key findings,
recommendations, and agreements reached during the supervision missions and
Implementation Status and Results Reports that record achievements against the
intended development objectives of the projects. The composition of the supervision
teams reflected the technical and fiduciary requirements of the projects, with locally
based specialists in financial management, procurement, and safeguards participating in
all missions. The World Bank’s oversight of project progress was key in addressing the
shortcomings in the project’s quality at entry. However, the availability and dedication
of key World Bank resources to supervision tasks were affected by the design of the
successor projects and by the high number of other ongoing World Bank-assisted
operations within the environment portfolio in Ethiopia.

2.16  The national coordination unit hosted by the Ministry of Agriculture conducted
regular monitoring and supervision missions to the implementing regional states, but
the success of this effort was affected by social instability and by the different capacities
and levels of support required in different regions. The national coordination unit will
need to further strengthen its capacity to capture, aggregate, and analyze data from all
regions and share timely lessons from future projects with the implementing regions.
The regional coordination units that IEG visited were generally well staffed to support
activities downstream and to coordinate efforts and report progress upstream to the
national coordination unit.®

2.17  Administrative and staffing disruptions also posed a challenge within the
agencies involved in project implementation. IEG’s stakeholder interviews revealed
reports of frequent transfer and turnover of woreda focal persons and local-level
development agents that affected the fieldwork and timeliness of implementation. In
addition, many of the woredas visited had weak capacity in terms of internet access and
vehicles for accessing the watersheds in their districts. Enhanced recruitment
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procedures, incentive mechanisms, and better working conditions are essential in
enabling effective local implementation structures to be established and maintained.

3. Lessons

3.1 The watershed management approach can lead to significant land restoration
when appropriate structural and biological measures are introduced to treat the affected
landscape with active participation of the local community. Treatment of the upper
catchment and the fast-growing gullies with reinforced gabion check-dams and
vegetative cover was critical in controlling soil erosion from its source upstream.
Demand-driven community participation is key for the uptake and effectiveness of
watershed interventions. In some highly erodible catchments (for example, the Dalocha
watershed in Gimbichu), the resource-poor communities were willing to contribute
labor but required a supply of capital items for treating large gullies. The lesson is that
natural resource restoration advanced significantly when the right SLM practices were
implemented to arrest and reverse degradation.

3.2 Area closures are relevant for the restoration of degraded lands but require
increased investments for alternative supply of forages to convince the local
communities to forgo these benefits during the process of natural regeneration.
Livestock feed is a very limited resource in many land-scarce and intensively cultivated
highlands. Some communities that agreed initially to enforce area closures were highly
reluctant or unwilling to implement area closures unless alternative sources of fodder
and fuelwood were available (for example, some microwatersheds in Upper Guder,
Ambhara). Controlled harvesting of livestock feed and beekeeping activities within area
closures facilitated compliance. The lesson is that a supply of alternative sources of
livestock feed and fuelwood, information about the long-term costs of traditional free-
grazing systems, and a shift to a phased approach to area closures, which allows
communities to successively put more communal land into conservation, can all enhance
the local acceptability and viability of this model for land restoration.

3.3 Farm productivity growth requires arresting both the on-site and off-site soil
erosion to prevent degradation of farmlands and to enable investments in modern farm
inputs. Given the geospatial interdependence within watershed landscapes, farmland
restoration and the use of productivity-enhancing inputs significantly depends on
controlling the off-site erosion originating upstream. A good example is the farm
productivity growth in the Adikelkel microwatershed (in Enderta, Tigray), where
arresting soil erosion and runoff originating from the upper reaches was critical to
achieving sustainable intensification and productivity growth on farmlands in the lower
valley. The lesson is that farm productivity growth requires arresting both the on-site
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and off-site soil erosion that leads to degradation of farmlands and therefore lowers
incentives to adopt SLM practices and modern inputs.

3.4 Effective demonstration of up-front economic and livelihood benefits is
fundamental for smallholder farmers to protect and maintain the SLM practices
introduced on their lands through project support. Past soil and water conservation
investments promoted through government- and donor-supported programs were not
sustained by farmers mainly because of limited local participation and ownership and
the focus on structural measures that do not bring short-term benefits. In Ethiopia, many
smallholder farmers are unable to forgo immediate benefits for long-term sustainability
gains. The lesson is that the SLMP, under the two phases, was able to overcome this
challenge through proactive local participation and the demonstration of up-front
economic benefits, such as increased crop and livestock production and other income-
generating activities, which are critical for continued interest in and maintenance of the
soil and water conservation structures.

3.5 In drought-prone areas, small-scale irrigation is the key enabler for translating
the benefits of land restoration into reduction in household vulnerability to climate
shocks through income diversification and protection against droughts. Small-scale
irrigation is the most cherished component of the SLM package in Ethiopia and has
become the game changer in creating incentives for improved watershed management.
Water harvesting and small-scale irrigation also offered opportunities for income and
dietary diversification, allowing households to grow high-value fruits and vegetables
throughout the year. This created additional income and employment and reduced the
pressure to migrate to the cities or other areas, especially for youth. Small-scale
irrigation also provides protection against drought (for example, the Weinalem
microwatershed in Raya Azebo, Tigray). The key lesson is that in high-pressure and
drought-prone productive landscapes like the Ethiopian Highlands, water harvesting
and small-scale irrigation establish strong links among land restoration, resilience, and
reduction in human vulnerability.

3.6 Market-oriented agroforestry interventions (for example, Acacia decurrens) that
bring sustainable income for smallholders can be vital ingredients in creating incentives
for the adoption of biological measures for land restoration and improving resilience to
climate shocks. Agroforestry systems, such as Acacia decurrens, that bring additional
benefits through nitrogen fixation while also generating cash income are vital win-win
options for land restoration, income growth, and asset creation. The lesson is that in the
microwatersheds where such market-oriented agroforestry practices have been
supported (for example, Akusty in Fagita Lekoma, Amhara), this has induced
transformational changes in restoring highly degraded landscapes, creating
employment, generating income, and reducing poverty and out-migration.
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3.7  Watershed management programs can have differential impacts on the landless,
women, and youth, but such trade-offs can be reduced by promoting inclusive
livelihood activities and land certification to reallocate communal land. The SLMPs
promoted off-farm youth employment and gender-inclusive programs, including the
keeping of small ruminant livestock, poultry, and bees. In addition, many communities
adopted the sharing of grass and biomass from treated communal lands, actively
benefiting the poor and landless. Reallocation of communal land to landless youth has
also created incentives for improved management while generating some employment
and income benefits, especially when opportunities for youth migration are limited. The
lesson is that, although area closures in some locations forced women to travel long
distances in search of fuelwood, this challenge was mitigated in some cases through on-
farm agroforestry production in conjunction with controlled harvesting of biomass in
closed areas.

! Sustainable land management (SLM) is defined by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations as “the use of land resources, including soils, water, animals, and plants, for the production of
goods to meet changing human needs, while simultaneously ensuring the long-term productive potential of
these resources and the maintenance of their environmental functions” (http://www .fao.org/nr/land/
sustainable-land-management/jp/). Typical SLM practices include the following: physical soil and water
conservation; flood control and drainage; water harvesting and runoff management for multiple uses; soil
fertility management and biological soil conservation; agroforestry, forage development, and forestry; and
gully control.

2 The second-level land certificates use geospatial data to better define a plot’s location, size, and boundaries
to provide landholding rights. These certificates show all the different parcels managed by farm households
and include women as equal landholders. These improvements from the initial first-level certificates are
expected to facilitate access to finance (serving as collateral), facilitate land rental and lease transactions, and
help resolve land-related disputes.

3 Structured discussions with focus groups and key informants, including community- and woreda-level
watershed teams, were held to solicit information on the extent of adoption of SLM practices; changes in the
levels of soil erosion, runoff, and vegetation cover; use of improved inputs; crop and biomass yields; and
changes since the beginning of the SLMP, separately for farmland and communal lands. As outlined in the
protocols (see appendix C), this information was summarized in detail for each case study and was used to
provide a performance rating in terms of achievement of the project objectives. The IEG team also assessed
the livelihood and vulnerability effects in terms of changes in food security, water security, and out-
migration.

* Given the sampling approach, the distribution of ratings in each region does not represent the regional
situation. The interpretation is only valid at the aggregate level (across the three regions). This applies across
all the tables where similar ratings are presented.

5 The separate performance ratings for Sustainable Land Management Project (SLMP) I and SLMP II shown
in appendix C are consistent with the joint performance ratings given for reducing land degradation and
improving land productivity.
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¢ These findings are consistent with other evidence showing that the returns on SLM investments are higher
in drier areas, where rainfall is a binding constraint to productivity growth and SLM offers moisture
conservation benefits that facilitate land regeneration and yield growth (for example, Kassie et al. 2008,
2009).

7 However, the Implementation Completion and Results Report (ICR) for SLMP II stated that some 9,661
landless youth were issued second-level land certificates or other legal documentation to use communal
landholdings in exchange for restoring land.

8The regional coordination units also serve as the coordinators of the watershed management and SLM

activities supported by other donors (for example, the International Fund for Agricultural Development,
KfW, and the German Agency for International Cooperation).
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Appendix A. Project Ratings

Sustainable Land Management Project | (P107139)

Table A.1. Principal Ratings

Indicator ICR ICR Review PPAR

Overall outcome Moderately satisfactory Moderately satisfactory Satisfactory

Risk to development outcomes Moderate Moderate Moderate

Bank performance Moderately satisfactory Moderately satisfactory Moderately satisfactory
Borrower performance Moderately satisfactory Moderately satisfactory Moderately satisfactory
Quality of M&E Negligible Negligible Negligible

Note: The Implementation Completion and Results Report (ICR) is a self-evaluation by the responsible Global Practice. The
ICR Review is an intermediate Independent Evaluation Group product that seeks to independently validate the findings of
the ICR. M&E = monitoring and evaluation; PPAR = Project Performance Assessment Report.

1. Relevance of the Objectives and Design

Objectives

According to the loan agreement, the project development objective (PDO) was “to
reduce land degradation in agricultural landscapes and improve the agricultural
productivity of smallholder farmers in selected watersheds identified in the Program
Implementation Manual” (World Bank 2008a, 5).

A similar statement of the project’s objectives was presented in the Project Appraisal
Document: “to reduce land degradation in agricultural landscapes and improve the
agricultural productivity of smallholder farmers” (World Bank 2008b, 3).

The global environment objective stated in the Project Appraisal Document was “to
reduce land degradation, leading to the protection and/or restoration of ecosystem
functions and diversity in agricultural landscapes” (World Bank 2008b, 3).

For the purpose of this Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR), the PDO has
been separated into two objectives, namely objective 1 (reduce land degradation in
agricultural landscapes) and objective 2 (improve the agricultural productivity of
smallholder farmers in selected watersheds). The extent to which each of these objectives
was achieved will be assessed under the heading of Efficacy in this appendix.
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The PDO was to be achieved through the implementation of three components:

Component 1. Watershed management: (appraisal estimate: $22.2 million; actual cost:
$20.57 million).

The objective of the watershed management component was to support scaling up of
sustainable land management (SLM) best practices in watersheds located in the high-
potential, food-secure areas that were increasingly becoming vulnerable to land
degradation and food insecurity. There were four subcomponents:

(i) Capacity building, comprising technical assistance, training, equipment for
government units responsible for SLM to support the preparation of participatory
community-based watershed management plans.

(ii) Communal land and gully rehabilitation, which supported the implementation of
locally appropriate physical and biological measures to stabilize hillsides, degraded
communal lands, and gullies. The project financed the reclamation of degraded
communal lands, hillsides, and gullies through measures such as terraces, forage
contour bunds, reforestation, afforestation, deep-trenching, and amelioration of acidic or
saline-sodic soils; the building of check-dams; reshaping; cultivation with multipurpose
perennial trees, shrubs, and grasses; and the provision of relevant goods and equipment,
including hand tools, seeds, seedlings, and fencing materials.

(iii) Farmland and homestead development, which financed subprojects involving the
application of soil and water conservation measures, including the introduction of high-
value crop varieties, such as horticulture and orchard development, forage and
grassland development, restoration and sustenance of soil fertility, improvement of
water use efficiency in smallholder farming systems, and establishment of woodlots.

(iv) Community infrastructure, which financed subprojects for the construction of small-
scale, community-based infrastructure such as water harvesting systems, including farm
ponds, storage tanks, roadside flood harvesting, and spring development.

Component 2. Rural land certification and administration (appraisal estimate:
$3.93 million; actual cost: $3.06 million).

The objective of this component was to expand the coverage of and enhance the
government’s land certification program, with the aim of strengthening land tenure
security for smallholder farmers in the project area. The component supported scaling
up of an enhanced land certification process (known as stage 2), building on experiences
from two pilot projects financed by the Swedish International Development Agency and
the United States Agency for International Development. The component also financed
land certification interventions such as cadastral surveying, parcel-based land
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registration, and the development of registries for rural land. Such interventions were
expected to facilitate the timely processing and issuance of land certificates, with
important features such as georeferencing and mapping of household plots, farm plots,
and communal lands in all the participating woredas.

Component 3. Project management (appraisal estimate: $2.87 million; actual cost:
$2.83 million).

This component was supported by the Ministry of Agriculture and the institutions at
regional, woreda, and kebele (village) levels responsible for SLM and for coordination
and implementation of the SLMP I and the broader flagship SLM Program of the
government, including procurement, financial management, and monitoring and
evaluation (M&E).

These components contributed to the government’s broader SLM Program, which
included four additional components not financed by the project: (i) knowledge
management; (ii) improved framework for SLM; (iii) strengthening of the
implementation structure for watershed development; and (iv) support to agricultural
extension services for SLM. Support from German Development Cooperation, through
the German Agency for International Cooperation, was obtained in 2009 for the
implementation of these additional program components (which amounted to

€11.8 million) and was focused on three of the six regions supported by the project
(Amhara, Oromia, and Tigray).

Relevance of the Objectives

The project’s development objectives were and remained substantially relevant to the
country context and priorities highlighted in government strategy documents, World
Bank regional and sector strategies, and past and current World Bank Country
Assistance Strategies for Ethiopia.

Ethiopia’s Poverty Reduction Strategy for the period 2005-06 to 2009-10, called for land
degradation to be addressed by strengthening tenure security through expansion of the
ongoing land certification project; building capacity in community-based approaches to
watershed management; scaling up successful models for watershed management; and
strengthening natural resource information management, specifically rigorous
evaluation, synthesis, and dissemination of best management practices and innovations
in SLM. Addressing land degradation and enhancing agricultural productivity remained
priorities in Ethiopia’s growth and transformation plans for the periods 2010-11 and
2014-15.
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The project’s objectives were also consistent with the World Bank’s Africa Action Plan
goal of making agriculture more productive and sustainable, and taking advantage of
opportunities for natural resources management to promote growth and poverty
reduction.

The objectives support the TerrAfrica partnership goal of scaling up investments in SLM
throughout Africa and were aligned with the Global Environment Facility’s Land
Degradation Focal Area.

The World Bank’s interim Country Assistance Strategy for fiscal year (FY)06-07 noted
that land degradation was at the top of the environmental agenda in Ethiopia because of
the threat it posed to sustainable agricultural growth, infrastructure, and other
development challenges. The project objectives remained relevant to the Country
Partnership Strategy (2013-16) in place at closing, which identified improvements in
land and water management practices as a means to increase agriculture productivity
under the pillar for fostering competitiveness and employment. The objectives also
remained relevant to the Country Partnership Strategy goals of enhancing the resilience
of vulnerable households to food insecurity and improving sustainable natural resource
management and resilience to climate change under the pillar for enhancing resilience
and reducing vulnerabilities.

These objectives were, however, overambitious given that the project duration (of
approximately 4.5 years from effectiveness to closing) was unlikely to be sufficient to
observe substantial reductions in land degradation and improvements in productivity.
Sustainability-enhancing farm investments typically require several years to