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1. Introduction and Welcome

1.1. Background
(By Endalkachew Wolde-meskel, PhD, CIFOR-ICRAF Ethiopia)

Agroecology (AE) is a transdisciplinary field that includes the ecological, socio-cultural, technological,
economic, and political dimensions of food systems, from production to consumption. It is no longer
possible to look at food, livelihoods, health, and the management of natural resources separately. AE works

to achieve a shared objective of mutually defined agroecological transition.

Building evidence on the performance of co-designed innovations is essential to supporting agroecology
transitions, for knowledge-based decision-making, and to developing policies to promote agroecology

principles.

The Measuring Agroecology Performance (MAP) is a collaborative project whose focus is evidence
generation on the multidimensional performance of agroecology through gathering and analyzing reliable
and consistent data at the farm and territorial levels, as well as the agroecological levels of transitions,
using the Tool for Agroecological Performance Evaluation (TAPE). ICRAF, through its respective country
offices (Benin, Ethiopia, and Kenya) will be in charge of implementing TAPE, including conducting the
survey, processing of data and provision of analysis reports and providing technical assistance to relevant

national stakeholders.

As part of this, CIFOR-ICRAF assessed the agroecological transition of smallholder’s farms in the context of
the GIZ ProSoil/ProSiliece project in three Woredas (Hula, Sodo-Zuria, and Walmara) in Ethiopia using the
FAO TAPE (Tool for Agroecological Performance Evaluation) methodology. The preliminary findings, while
indicating the comparative agroecological transition levels of the ISFM practicing and non-practicing farms,

demonstrated the multidimensional performance of agroecology.

Generally, the purpose of this workshop is to share and validate the preliminary results from the TAPE
application on GIZ Prosoil project targete and non-targete comparison farms by bring together a diversity

of actors with the following specific objectives:

1.2. Workshop Objectives and Expected outcomes
Workshop Objectives
¢ To provide an overview of the different AE metrics frameworks and contexts
¢ To present the GIZ ProSoils/ProSilience/Agroecology Project background and implementation
¢ To share and validate the results from the TAPE application in the context of the GIZ
ProSoil/ProSilience project and agroecological transition levels of farms in selected Woredas in

Ethiopia



Expected outputs

¢ The results from TAPE application on ISFM-practicing farms and their levels of agroecological
transitions shared, discussed, and validated.

¢ Evidence on the multidimensional performance of agroecology shared to partners, feedback
received.

¢ Stakeholders in R4D endeavors are prompted for behavioral changes to look into their roles and
contributions for food system under the “agroecology lens.”

¢ Report

¢ Blog

Partial view of participants attending presentations



1.3. The MAP Project

(by Matthias Geck, PhD, Pl of the MAP project)

Agricultural and food systems are at the very center of sustainable development. They are a major driver
of climate change and biodiversity loss as well as the triple burden of malnutrition, noncommunicable
diseases and inequity. But let's look at the bright side: a systemic food system transformation can therefore
address multiple urgent challenges simultaneously and help the world achieve sustainable development

goals. Due to its holistic and transformative nature, agroecology is increasingly being viewed as a

particularly important approach to achieve this change, in Ethiopia and globally.

Dr. Matthias, Pl for MAP project, presenting (online) the project and the transformative nature of

Agroecology.

To assess what works, where, how, and why, the Agroecology Transformative Partnership Platform (TPP)
dedicates one of its eight priority domains to developing and implementing inclusive cross-scale metrics.
One of the key projects of this 'Metrics Domain', the Measuring Agroecology and its Performance project
(MAP), is coordinated by CIFOR-ICRAF in close partnership with GIZ, CIRAD, FAO, and Stats4SD, as well as
a diversity of food system actors in each of the four countries where this project is being implemented:

Benin, Ethiopia, Kenya, and Madagascar.

The MAP project aimed at assessing the performance of agroecology in the context of the GIZ
ProSoil/ProSilience project in the four countries through the application of the FAO Tool for Agroecology
Performance Evaluation (TAPE). Further, the organizations involved in the MAP project co-developed and

implemented two important innovations to TAPE: (i) the combination of the standard TAPE assessment of



soil health with the LDSF-inspired soil sampling and analysis, led by CIFOR-ICRAF Soil and Land Health team;
b) the development and application of a novel data management platform lead by our wonderful

colleagues from Stats4SD.

Today, you will hear from Dr Endalkachew Woldemeskel about the insightful results of the TAPE application
in Ethiopia and, above all, we would like to discuss with you what these results and conclusions mean for
you and the constituencies you represent and how you feel the provided evidence can support you in
developing and implementing solutions that render agriculture and food systems in Ethiopia more resilient,
equitable and sustainable. Measuring the performance of agri-food systems needs to take into account the
inherent multifunctionality of agriculture, which also provide numerous social and environmental benefits
and services in addition to the production of food and the creation of economic gains. If any of you would
like to engage further on this topic, please do not hesitate to reach out at any moment and we would be
happy to support you in identifying the most suitable way to measure what matters to you and your

partners.

1.4. Workshop Participants

Despite the unfortunate bad weather on the workshop day, which caused floods around various parts of
the city and took 10 lives (according to the media report) and delays in the workshop start times, the
turnout of participants was high. In total, over fifty participants represented a wide range of stakeholders,
including government offices (representing eighteen different entities), eight different CG centers
(including CIFOR-ICRAF), nine different NGOs, donors (six) and private participants (four) (Table 1). The
varied institutional representation of partners enhanced the interactive conversation that ensued after the
Power Point presentations on the outcomes of the TAPE application and additional pertinent topics during
the session. This has made that a variety of answers and viewpoints were reflected for the questions that

were posed to them at the interactive exercise session (see to the synopsis in section 4 below)



Table 1: List of different entities of partner categories represented at the validation workshop.

Government (18) Donors (6) NGOs (13) CG (11) Private (7)
MoA-NR COE Glz PELUM CMMYT Jitu Horti. Plc.
MoA, Soils, COE EU delegation MELCA IWIMI Independent
Consult. (team)
MoA SLMP, Director Norwegian MELCA-AEN ICRISAT Senior Scientists
Embassy- Addis
MOA, RLUAD, FAO ET ISD ILRI Homegrown
Director Vision
MoA- FSPManager ﬁfGﬁIz,:, country SNV-TLI Lead glléa:z_lc_’e Bioversity Alem — Oats PLC
MoA, Soil H & F desk | SDC, Swiss SNV-TLI World Vegetable
Cooperation Office Center

MoA, GIZ —Focal Pers. SNV- Veggies for WRI- Global

P&P Restoration Initiat.
MoA, NR-Wa. shed WVE- Regreen the CIFOR-ICRAF +

Globe (online —HQ)
MoA, NR- Wa.Shed CRS- P/M
MoA- Agric. Invest NCA-Clim. Resilience

Prog.
BoA-Oromia- NR SOS Sahel
Director
EPA-Sen.Exp. Land for Life
watershed Ethiopia
EFD, Senior

EFD, Senior Forest. Ex

EIAR- Director Gen.

EIAR- Soils Director

EBI-DDG

Development Bank

1.5. Welcome and Opening Remarks
(By: Mr. Fanosie Mekonnen, CEO, MoA-NRM Directorate)

Esteemed Excellences, Distinguished Guests, Honored Participants, Ladies and Gentlemen,

Welcome, and thank you for gracing us with your presence at this pivotal workshop on multidimensional
performance of agroecology for the validation of the results of the TAPE application in selected woredas

(districts) in Ethiopia.

Allow me to extend my sincere appreciation to the CIFOR-ICARF (Center for International Forest Research

Center—International Centre for Research in Agroforestry) for graciously hosting this significant gathering.

Ethiopia faces the pressing challenge of severe degradation and loss of forest cover, resulting in detrimental

effects on our environment. Over the past two decades, our nation has witnessed a staggering loss of 448



thousand hectares of tree cover, accompanied by a 3.7% decrease since 2000 and a staggering emission of
203 million metric tons of CO,. Furthermore, the country is highly vulnerable to various climate change-

related shocks, such as droughts, floods, and disease outbreaks.
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Mr. Fanosie Mekonnen, COE MOA-NRM, welcoming participants and opening the workshop.

Recognizing the multifaceted nature of the crises, it is imperative to adopt holistic approaches such as
agroecological practices and production systems that integrate social, biological and agricultural sciences
and local knowledge. This transdisciplinary field encompasses ecological, socio-cultural, technological,
economic, and political dimensions of food systems, offering a comprehensive solution to our intertwined

challenges.

The measuring of Agro-ecological performance (MAP), a collaborative project at CIFOR-ICRAF, aims to
generate evidence on the multidimensional performance of agroecology through robust data collection
and analysis using the tool for Agro ecological Performance Evaluation (TAPE). Concerted efforts in
implementing TAPE across various levels will pave the way for informed decision making and policy

formulation to facilitate the transition towards agroecology.

Related to this, the Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) is actively addressing soil health and fertility problems,

including soil acidity, salinity, and organic matter depletions through initiatives such as watershed



management, soil reclamation, and green legacy. Additionally, in partnership with organizations like GIZ

and Haramaya University, we are developing agroecology curricula to enhance expertise in this critical field.

As we strive towards a climate-resilient economy and landscape restoration, Ethiopia remains committed
to its national and international obligations. Through initiatives like the Bonn Challenge and the Green
Legacy Initiatives, we aim to restore millions of hectares of land, reduce carbon emissions, and plant billions

of seedlings.

Today’s workshop serves as a platform to share and validate the preliminary results of TAPE applications
in the context of the ProSoil project. By bringing together diverse stakeholders, we seek to get insights into
various agroecology metrics frameworks, discuss results and implementation strategies, and validate the

outcomes of our collective efforts.

Finaly, | assure you of the Ministry of Agriculture’s unwavering commitment to collaborate towards
sustainable natural resource management and the realization of our green economy development

strategy.

| extend my heartfelt gratitude to CIFOR-ICRAF for their invaluable leadership and support in organizing
this workshop. With that said, | declare this workshop officially open and wish all participants fruitful and

successful deliberations.



2. Plenary Presentations

2.1. Anoverview of AE metrics frameworks and context
( By: by Chanyalew Seyoum Aweke (PhD), Haramaya University)

Agroecology is a promising approach for transforming agriculture and food systems as it provides multiple
benefits, including economic, environmental, and social benefits. It is gaining attention in national and
international policies (Geck et al., 2023%). The presentation focused on why metrics and frameworks are
required in agroecology. Agroecology has been measured at various levels, including farm, household,

landscape and food system levels (Mottet et al., 2020%; Geck et al., 2023%; Lamanna et al., 2024%)

This requires understanding the local context. In order to capture the differences in contexts, indicators
relevant to the local context need to be developed. The objective of the presentation is to provide an

overview of the different AE metrics frameworks and contexts.

Some of the commonly used frameworks, such as the Agroecology Criteria Tool (ACT), the Agroecology
Marker, IFAD’s Agroecology Stock, and Tool for Agroecology Performance Evaluation (TAPE), were
presented. The strengths and weaknesses of these frameworks were presented to the participants. Some
of the frameworks, such as, TAPE have been contextualized in Ethiopia. In the presentation, it was
emphasized that contextual understanding and validation are important before we use a framework for

measuring agroecology.

Finally, reflections were presented about the frameworks. There are several frameworks for measuring
agroecology at various levels. The frameworks have evolved over time as the concepts evolved. The
frameworks are focused on projects and households (Mottet et al., 2020%; Geck et al., 2023%). In addition,
many of the frameworks so far have focused on the characterization of agroecology. There was limited
evidence in terms of measuring agroecology at landscape and system levels. Finally, it was concluded that
developing or contextualizing agroecology frameworks is important to measure the role of agroecology in

transforming agri-food systems.

" Geck, M., Crossland, M., & Lamanna, C. (2023). Measuring agroecology and its performance: An overview and critical discussion of existing tools and
approaches. Outlook on Agriculture, 52. doi:10.1177/003072702311963009.

2 Mottet A, Bicksler A, Lucantoni D, De Rosa F, Scherf B, Scopel E, Lopez-Ridaura S, Gemmil-Herren B, Bezner Kerr R, Sourisseau J-M, Petersen P, Chotte J-
L, Loconto A and Tittonell P (2020) Assessing Transitions to Sustainable Agricultural and Food Systems: A Tool for Agroecology Performance Evaluation
(TAPE). Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 4:579154. doi: 10.3389/fsufs.2020.579154.

3 Lamanna C, Coe R, Crossland M, Fuchs LE, Barahona C, Chiputwa B, Orero L, Adoyo B and Geck M. (2024). Developing holistic assessments of food and
agricultural systems: A meta-framework for metrics users. Working Paper 4. Bogor, Indonesia and Nairobi, Kenya: CIFOR-ICRAF: The Transformative
Partnership Platform on Agroecology.



2.2. The GIZ ProSoil/Prosilience Project background

(by Tesfay Haleform, GIZ Prosoil/ProSilience project staff)

The general aim of the ProSilience Project is to support the agroecological transformation of the existing
agricultural system towards sustainable agriculture and food systems in the highlands of Ethiopia (Amhara,
Oromia, Tigray, Sidama, Central, and South). Overall, the project contributes towards achieving its
expected outputs, i.e., (1) the adoption of technical and socio-economic measures related to innovation in
agroecology is enhanced in selected woredas. (2) The political and research framework for agroecological
transition in Ethiopia is improved. (3) National stakeholders make use of the co-created knowledge and

evidence on agroecology shared at the national and international level.

The project has been mobilizing communities to raise awareness about the importance of agroecological
concepts, approaches, and community-level agroecological principles to be used in enhancing the
agroecological transformation of the farming system towards sustainable agriculture and food systems.
Being implemented at the community level, the project activities have been promoted with experienced
Farmers Research Extension Groups (FREGs) and Model Farmers (MFs) within the FREGs to implement and
demonstrate technologies related to agroecological concepts and approaches at the farm level and

disseminate the proven technologies to other farmers.
The Practices applied/promoted were;

Key technologies, activities to be demonstrated and promoted include the following:

e (Capacitating and training stakeholders, which include experts, development agents (DAs), model
farmers (MFs) and farmers.

e Combined use of quality seed, blended fertilizer, lime (in acidic soils), quality compost
(vermicompost, effective microorganism (EM) compost, conventional compost), and improved
agronomic practices

e Demonstration of various grain, cover crops, forage, and green manure legume crops in
combination with the application of the appropriate bio-fertilizer (rhizobium)

e Demonstration of Conservation Agriculture (CA) technologies such as minimum tillage, mulching,
and cover crops

e Apply intercropping, relay, and double cropping by including legume crops as a crop rotation in
the systems to increase the overall land productivity of the smallholder farmers.

e Recycling of on-farm nutrients (cattle urine) and biomass (crop residues, manure, compost, bio-
slurry, etc.)

e Use of crop residue management, agroforestry, establishing biogas to be used as bio-slurry, and
alternative energy sources with other Integrated Soil Fertility Management (ISFM) technologies

e In-situ moisture conservation



e Woodlot establishment with multipurpose trees

e Zero or controlled grazing and forage development

e Coordinate and strengthen already identified community-based organizations (CBOs) regarding
the implementation of agreements (community by-laws) on area closure fodder production,
woodlot establishment, retaining crop residue, and bull service management, and facilitate the
establishment of community agreements (by-laws).

e Monitor the improved bull management agreement and follow up on bull service and handling.

e Testing and validating new soil fertility management technologies.

Technical support given to farmers:

In addition to the farm-level activity demonstrations and implementation of agroecology activities at the
community level, the project provides on-the-spot training to farmers, DAs, and experts on key
agroecological concepts, approaches, and technologies. Project Woredas supervises the proper integration
of livestock, crop, and forestry approaches into the farming system and also provides technical
backstopping to model farmers and DAs implementing and supporting the agroecology activities. Regular
monitoring and evaluation are conducted, and the required information (data) is collected on
demonstrations at plot and farm levels. To enhance the wider dissemination and introduction of
agroecology concepts and approaches, the project organizes farm days (at critical activity implementation

and crop growth stages) and knowledge and experience sharing events.

Furthermore, the project promotes the concept of community-based seed production by MFs to ensure
sustainable access for farmers to agriculture inputs like quality seed and fodder crops. Moreover, the
project assesses the possibilities of establishing small businesses run by model farmers or community
groups such as landless youth to engage in the production and sale of vermiworms needed to produce

vermicompost.
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2.3. Multidimensional Performance of Agroecology:

The Results of the TAPE Application in Selected Districts in Ethiopia
(by Endalkachew Wolde-meskel, PhD, CIFOR-ICRAF- Ethiopia)

INTRODUCTION

AGROECOLOGY is a science that draws on social, biological and agricultural sciences and integrates these

with traditional knowledge and farmers' knowledge (Wezel et al., 2020%). At the heart of the agroecology

strategy is the idea that an agroecosystem should mimic the functioning of local ecosystems, thus
exhibiting tight nutrient cycling, complex structure and enhanced biodiversity. The expectation is that such
agricultural mimics, like their natural models, can be productive, pest-resistant and conservative of
nutrients. Learning from nature allows development of agroecosystems with a minimum dependency on
agrochemical inputs and energy, emphasizing interactions and synergisms among the many biological
components of agroecosystems to enhance recycling and biological control, thus improving overall eco-

logical efficiency and environmental protection.
METHODOLOGY

The FAO TAPE methodology was employed for characterization of the target farms and to measure
agroecological transition. The TAPE is a global analytical framework developed in response to a request
from COAG (the FAO's Committee for Agriculture) to assess the multidimensional performance of
agroecology and generate evidence (FAO 2019°). The tool comprises the 10 elements of AE that guide the
transition to a sustainable food and agricultural system. TAPE is a four-category, step-by-step analytical

framework.

Of the 22 woredas where the GIZ ProSoil/ProSilience project is on implementation, the TAPE was applied
in three woredas namely Hula, Sodo Zuria and Walmara in the Sidama, Southern Ethiopia and Oromia

regions, respectively (Figure 1)

In each of the three woredas, 66 farmers (respondents) were purposefully selected for the study, and half
of the households had actively participated in ProSoil activities (PS households). The other half had not
actively participated in ProSoil activities and constitute the comparison group (referred to as NP). The later
were selected from Kebeles (villages) far from the PS farmers to avoid farmer-to-farmer cross-
communication and unintended adoption of the GIZ ProSoil practices. Overall, the study comprised 198

respondents (99 each for the PS and NP groups).

4 Wezel, A., Herren, B.G., Kerr, R.B. et al. Agroecological principles and elements and their implications for transitioning to sustainable food
systems. A review. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 40, 40 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-020-00646-z
5 The 10 elements of Agroeclogy https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/44c781fd-1f58-4545-ab31-57844e475443/content
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Figure : A map showing the three woredas where the TAPE study was conducted.

Before the commencement of the field survey, CIFOR-ICRAF gave a two-day training on the TAPE
methodology for enumerators who will conduct the data collection on the field. During the training, but
before leaving to the field for data collection, the team pre-filled the initial questionnaire sections and parts
of TAPE Step 0 to contextualize the sites. Also, the team was familiarized to the data entry and submission
platform (ODK tool) and to a front-end platform (by Stats4SD staff, online) so that they are able to track
the process. Finally, they took a practical field pre-test of the questionnaire, each interviewing a farmer
(woreda GIZ focal persons as farmer representatives), and back to the training room shared their

experiences and raise any problem they encounter in the process.

Data was collected on 10 elements of AE (guiding transition to sustainable food and agricultural systems)
on 36 indices and 10 core criteria of performances (comprising 56 indices) from each of 198 households,

for a total of 445 columns of data over 198 rows (each representing households).

Data analysis was carried out by the Stats4SD, a not-for-profit social enterprise for statistical and data
management, who collaborated on the implementation of the MAP project. The distribution of the overall
CAET (Characterization of Agroecological Transition) scores and for the 10 AE elements were plotted
against PS and NP groups of farmers using the violin/box plots (see fig. on page 43) depicting the
agroecological transition levels of the respective farms (PS vs NP). To visualize the relationships between
the different agroecological elements and the different core criteria of performances the Spearman’s Rank
Correlation was employed. Correlation Analysis (Spearman rho) is a bivariate analysis that measures the
strength of association between two variables and the direction of the relationship. In terms of the strength
of relationship, the value of the correlation coefficient (rs) varies between+1 and -1. As the correlation

coefficient value goes towards 0, the relationship between the two variables will be weaker. The direction
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of the relationship is indicated by the sign of the coefficient; a + sign indicates a Direct relationship and a —

sign indicates a Inverse relationship.
RESULTS
TAPE Step 1. Characterization of Agroecological Transitions(CAET)

Analysis of results indicated the PS-targeted farms (GIZ ProSoil project beneficiaries) have a much higher
agroecological transition level, as indicated by the higher value of the total CAET score (Figure 2), which
provided proof of the multifunctional performance of agroecology. Both PS and NP farms have values that
are evenly distributed and in the middle of the range; however, NP farms have very low CAET scores at the

lower end, whereas PS farms have higher scores.

Figure : The violin & Box plots showing the distribution of the overall CAET scores for PS and PN groups

95

While no prescriptive threshold is defined, systems with
1 7 high CAET scores (often > 60) are considered well advanced

E in agroecological transition (AET), and those with less than

50 CAET are considered not agroecological. Farms with

CAET Total Score

total CAET values between 50 and 60 are considered to

have transient agroecological levels

Non-ProSails ProSois

Looking into the CAET scores of the 10 elements of AE (Table 2), all PS farms were highly significantly
different (p<0.001) in all the 10 elements, indicating the effectiveness of the GIZ ProSoil project
interventions for agroecological transioning of the target farms. Further, the CAET values <50 for some of
the elements at the NP farms, notably efficiency, recycling, and co-creation and sharing of knowledge,
indicated future project investment (from GIZ or otherwise) should consider making additional efforts
(investments) to improve the situation, particularly in these agroecological elements.

Table 2: Average score of overall AE Transition (CAET) and of the 10 elements of agroecology for the 2 farm types
(ProSoil=PS, NonProsoil=NP)

Treat. | Overall | Diversity | Synergies | Efficiency | Recycling | Resilience | Culture & | Co-creation Human & | Circular & | Responsible
PS/NP CAET food & sharing of | social solidarity | governance
traditions | knowledge values econom

I 69.2%** 73.4%*x  GO.6***  p02***  E2.1*** g 5¥** J4.5¥F* 6 4xw* 75.6%K*  GO.5¥KE  pg ARKE
I ss.0 59.8 56.0 49.0 478 56.6 61.5 494 67.7 59.0 53.5

*** Very highly significant (<0.001 p value); ** highly significant (<0.01 p value); * significant (<0.05 p value); NS non-significant

Similarly, the results on the characterization of agroecological transition across the three districts (Hula,
Sodo-Zuria, and Walmara) showed a clear pattern of the PS group showing a significantly (p < 0.0001)
higher mean CAET score than the NP [Annex Ill (3), Page 44]. However, the pattern of distribution of the

CAET score for the PS and the comparison group across the different Woredas differs, though the PS groups
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consistently scored over 50 CAET scores, indicating a better understanding of agroecology. The lowest
score range of <10 CAET was recorded at Sodo Zoria woreda, showing that more effort and investment are
needed to improve performances in a number of agroecological elements, while at the same time the CAET
score at Walmara woreda was distributed over a narrow range for both PS and NP farms. It is to be noted
that some farms in the NP group maintain a higher CAET score at the expense of external input, and time

will tell if these NP farms keep a higher score (the same level of performance) in future evaluations.
TAPE Step 2. Criteria of Performance

Step 2 of TAPE measures 10 core criteria of performance under five key dimensions of sustainability,
including economic, environmental, and social. The overall pattern in the relationship between the
variables, i.e., the various performance indicators and the total CAET scores, across the PS and comparison
group, has been plotted on a number of scatter plots (please see Annex Il (3), pages 44-46), together with
a moving average trendline where the 95% confidence intervals around this pattern were indicated. In
addition, to explore the relationship between various performance indicators and the CAET scores (overall

and each of the 10 AE elements) the Spearman’s rank correlation analysis was employed.

e Economic performance: The mean total value of farm output and value added showed a significant
increase (P<0.05) with PS practicing farms over the comparison group. Also, the correlation analysis
has indicated a positive and statistically significant relationship between these variables and total
the CAET score (r = +31-32). A strong positive correlation was particularly evident between these
economic variables and a number of agroecological elements, including with diversity (r = +0.31 -
0.50), resilience (r = +0.32 - 0.35), and co-creation of knowledge (r = +23 - 025), showing a strong
and positive impact of the agroecological practices (in the PS group of farmers) on the economic
performance indicator variables assessed in this study. The mean total expenditures for inputs
(seeds, fertilizers, and pesticides) for both groups of farms did not show a significant difference. As
would be expected, however, the correlation coefficient between the mean total expenditure and
a number of CAET scores (overall and most of theagroecological elements) showed a weak but
negative relationship, indicating implementation of agroecological practices result in reduced
production input costs and any increase on total value of farm output with the NP farms might be

attributed to external inputs.

At all the Woredas, the total value added showed a significant increase with the ProSoil practicing
farms and was positively and significantly correlated with the total CAET score as well. In contrast,
the observed increase in the total value added with the NP farms could be attributed to an increase
in external production inputs, which is assumed to not be sustainable over time. This is evidenced
by the decreasing trend of total value added with the NP group at increasing total CAET scores,

particularly at Sodo Zuria and Walmara woredas.
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When respondents were asked to compare their present agricultural revenue to that of three years
ago, their qualitative judgment of earnings and expenses revealed that they are now making more

money since they began using agroecological practices promoted by GIZ ProSoil project.

Environmental sustainability: level of agrobiodiversity (number and diversity of crop varieties,
animal breads, natural vegetation, and pollinators) and soil health were the two main indicators
assessed to measure environmental sustainability. Accordingly, the number of species and breeds
of animals, and prevalence of natural vegetations and pollinators were significantly higher (p
<0.001) with PS farms. Further, the correlation analysis between these variables and total CAET
and individual agroecological elements showed a highly significant and positive relationship,
corroborating the established fact that agroecological practices favor the functioning of natural
ecosystems where biodiversity, complex structure, interactions and synergies among components

are enhanced (Wezel et al., 2020%). While the highly significant positive relationship, particularly

with the CAETs of "diversity” and “resilience” elements (r = 0.61 and 0.37, respectively), was
relevant to this and interesting to note, a similar relationship obtained between agrobiodiversity
indeces and the CAET on “culture and food tradition” AE element has important implication and
indicates the impact of agroecological practices on the food security issue. Interestingly, the
guantity of chemical pesticides used has a highly significant negative correlation with the total and
individual agroecology elements (synergy, efficiency, and recycling). This could be attributable to
the enhanced presence of natural vegetation and pollinators, which in turn favors ecological pest
managment practices (biocontrol and IPM practices), thus reducing the need for chmical pestiside
control.

The mean soil health index, which is measured through a qualitative assessment of 10 soil health
indicators, was significantly higher (P<0.01) with PS farms and has a positive and significant
(p<0.01) relationship with the total CAET (r = 0.3) and the number of AE elements (p<0.5). The
positive correlation, particularly with synergy, efficiency, and recycling AE elements (r = 0.24, 0.28,
and 0.31), thus evidenced the role of agroecological practices for soil health maintenance.
However, the positive and significant relationship that has been observed between CAET scores
and the soil health index for NS farms could be attributed to increased use of external inputs (as
no agroecological practices were implemented for them).

Social sustainability: women's empowerment (involvement in production and income decisions,
time use and leadership, etc.), youth opportunities, and emigration indices were indicators
assessed to measure social sustainability. The analysis of the data indicated no significant
difference between PS and NS farms for these parameters, nor did the correlation analysis indicate
any relationship (with few exceptions) between these variables and the total CAET and almost all
the CAETs of the AE elements. These results indicated that the GIZ ProSoil project intervention has

little or no influence on the social dimensions studied and calls for further investigation.
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Interestingly, the youth emigration index has a positive and significant relationship with the total
CAET score (r = 0.21) and some of the AE elements assessed (r = +0.20, r = +0.22, and r = +0.25 for
the circular and solidarity economy, resilience, culture, and food tradition, respectively). This is
contrary to the expected trend where increased agroecological practices create job opportunities

(and lower youth emigration) and strengthens our recommendation for further investigations.

Conclusions

v' PStargeted farms are significantly at a higher AE transitions levels, providing evidence that the
GIZ ProSoil project intervention has positive overall impact and contributed for multifunctional
performance of agroecology

v" New investment should consider filling gaps in ecological elements on which the CAET scores
were low (<50 CAET), particularly diversity, efficiency, co-creation, and sharing of knowledge.

v' The ISFM effort focused its investment on important components or sectors of the production
system (the soils), but investments in other sectors such as health, value chain (input supply
and market access) natural resource conservation, etc. would bring more overall advance on
the food system.

v' The preliminary result from the TAPE application in the context of the GIZ ProSoil/ProSilience
indicates the multidimensional performance of agroecology and calls for more all-sector
inclusive investment to bring fundamental transitioning.

v" The TAPE results did not explain all factors in the system but opened up or call for more
investigations

v Using the right metrics framework (including TAPE), stakeholders and development partners
are encouraged to evaluate their roles through an “agroecological lens," i.e., as to how their
investments contribute to the AET and overall transformation of the food systems.

v" Donors and decision-makers are recommended to consider AE evidence when targeting

investments.
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3. Discussions and Reflections by participants

Overall, the participants were happy about the presentations and the findings of MAP project using TAPE

application. Opinions and questions forwarded for clarity are summarised as below;

Few quotations, ‘this is first of its kind’; “Thanks for an interesting workshop accompanied with evidence’;

‘Participants earnestly requested for the Report/Result to be shared.

ILRI- Senior Scientist, Kindu Mekonnen (Dr.)

1. What are Prosols mean-good to specify as there are various ISFM+
Answer: the GIZ staff indicated that this includes the interventions presented at session 2)

2. Most of the 443 column data came from the households’ survey. How do you comment about
the reliability of the data? Too much data for a single respondent.
Ans: Eumerators were given a thorough traning before field survey

3. Data generated from various sources and various scales (numbers, scales, nominal data)-How
is possible to use parametric tests (e.g. t-test. Pearson, correlation)?
Ans: Analysis taken care by Stat4Dev (collaborating institution)

4. How is possible to use average to aggregate the values of 10 —elements given that there are
different weight?

5. Isthere any threshold to say it is agro ecology or non-agro ecological farming system?
Ans: Often CAET <50 are non agroecological, while CAET >60 are advanced, those between 50
and 60 referred as transient.

6. Isthere any tradeoff among the 10 elements of Agroecology?

WRI- Global Restoration Initiative [Yigremachew Seyoum (Dr.)]
1. The observation on Total CAET level, minimum and maximum level with PS -52 vs 95, what are

the factors that contribute to this discrepancy? May be

a. Institutional
b. Perception

c. Market

d. Policy Tenure

This will allow us to determine the most important or critical factors to transfer households from lower
CAET level to the highest? This helps us to advocate the scaling up of Agro ecology.

Ans: this is a mean of the 10 elements and lots of contributory factors. But, the performance/efficiency of
the individual farmer (the respondant) matters a lot

Private participant: | am desperate and looking for such question because | know that research work in
Ethiopia is very important but not active enough to implement with relevant stakeholders to practices. |
was once up on a time a research assistant. Now a private sector who needs a lot of advice and practices

for my farmers around me.
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GIZ/ISFM — M&E Adivisor, Sophie Vontobel
Methodology: Who was interviewed? (Women/men)? HH heads? Model Farmers? Farmers who have

received ISFM training?). Where farmers asked how long they personally have been applying ISFM/AE?
Regardless of duration of project intervention in the area? Female empowerment: generally high both no-
prosol/prosol is the same time? Can it be said that women in rural Ethiopian are already much empowered?

If not why is the collected data making this suggestion? For discussion email: suphate.vantobe@giz.de

Green Flower Foundation, Adeline Provent

Very good presentation. Thank You! It was informative. | hope we receive the slides/later the report.
What to do about youth motivation? We see there are job opportunities but what can be done to create
demand from youth? Access to (micro) finance?; Access to quality inputs in line with AE Principles (organic

seeds, bio-pesticides, bio-fertilizers).

ISD, Head, Gebremedhin Belay
| request the reports to be shared with Participants;
As information SDC and FAO are collaborately to assess accoridng to TAPEanother project: Promotion of

Ecological Organic Agriculture around Holeta-Results will be shared by FAO.

Dr Zenebe (ICRISAT)
It looks the TAPE methology is commplicated, and it would be good to have an alternative focused

faramework which is easy to use.

Mr. Daniel Valenghi, SDC (Swiss Cooperation Office), Regional Program Officer
This is a great workshop, evaluating agroeclogical performance of farms and the evidances are relevant
for descision makers and for future investments. It is clear and presented in very interesting way (many

thanks). We hope CIFOR-ICRAF will share the workshop report and its experiences in future.
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4. Participants Response to Participatory Exercise Questions

To obtain the opinion of participants about the multidimensional performance of agroecology, AE
transition, and the results from using the TAPE application, whether participants or their
organizations have ever used TAPE to measure the agroecological transition levels of farms,
participants were asked a set of questions to respond to (see below).

The summary result indicated that 50% of the participants have responded, one way or another,
that they have been involved in monitoring and evaluation (though it is not exactly with TAPE
application); 32% have not, and 18% are not sure about agroecological transition itself.
Interestingly, 97% of the participants were very happy with the results and the findings reported to
them and found them useful for decision-making and for targeting investments/new projects (Q #7).

Participants had responded/voted, in equal proportion, to activities geared towards more
advocacy, investment at the landscape level, and capacity building to enhance the agroecological
transition of food systems in the Ethiopian context. In connection with this, the need to establish an
agroecology platform or community of practices at the national level was supported by 85% of the
respondents, while 5% of them indicated that platforms of similar nature (such as the National
Watershed and Agroforestry Platform) are already available and it is not necessary to establish a
new one but rather strengthen the existing.

Since agricultural practices fundamentally affect the production environment, 63% of respondents
feel that a holistic approach to transforming the food systems could advance agroecological
transition levels; 13% disagree, and 25% are unsure. Furthermore, 48% of respondents think that
providing incentives is a good way to encourage farmers in Ethiopia to adopt agroecological
practices, compared to 28% who disagreed and 25% who were unsure.

In addition, 90% of respondents concur that agroecological farming in Ethiopia has the potential to
transform the country's food systems, with 8% remaining unsure. Nearly all of the attendees (95%)
expressed satisfaction with the TAPE application and the findings presented at the workshop on the
relevance of the results and the evidence on the multifunctional performance of agroecology.

At the end of the workshop, participants were provided with the following participatory exercise questions
to give them a chance to reflect on their views on measuring agroecological transitions: Each question was
followed by a multiple-choice answer, and partners were asked to reason out their answer. The responses
are summarized (% responses) and plotted (see below)

1. Do you or your institution evaluated or assessed the agroecological transition level of farms and
landscapes where an agricultural project is being or has been conducted?
a. Yes b.No c. not sure ; Why? (please give a reason for your choice

2. Is information on the agroecological transition level useful for targeting new projects on landscapes?
(for an investment or implementing a development project on a landscape)
a. Yes b.No c. not sure; Why? (please give a reason

3. Do you think that establishing an agroecology platform or community of practice at the national level
is relevant?;
a. Yes b.No c. not sure; Why? (please give a reason

4. Agricultural practices unequivocally affect the production environment anyway, so the transformation
of the food systems into advanced agroecological transition levels is unachievable.
a. Yes b.No c. not sure; Why? (please give a reason
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Are there incentives for farmers to implement agroecological practices in Ethiopia?
a. Yes b.No c. not sure ; Why? (please give a reason

Can agroecological based farming transform food systems in Ethiopia?;

a. Yes b.No c. not sure ; Why? (please give a reason

Are you happy with the evidence on the multidimensional performance of agroecology shared with
you today?

a. Yes b.No c. not sure ; Why? (please give a reason

Response of partners to the participator excercise questios (1 - 7)

120%

100% o o0 95%
— 85%
5 80%
4] 63%
c
.a 60% 50% 255
9
t  40%
S 5% 28% )59

20% 139 o

0% 3% 3% 3%
0%
4 5 6 7

Questions

mYes ENo ' NotSure

8. What should we do more to enhance agroecological transition of food systems in Ethiopian context?
a. More advocacy; b. Invest at the landscape level c. Capacity building
Why? (please give a reason

Responses (%)

® 3. More advocacy

m b. Invest at the
landscape level
c. Capacity building
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5. Closing Remark

By Zelalem Teklewold (FAO-Ethiopia office)

TAPE represents a collaborative global methodology, developed with contributions from numerous
international organizations, with FAO serving as the host. We at FAO are gratified to see the TAPE
methodology employed in evaluating the agroecological performance of projects spearheaded by diverse

entities, including GIZ.

The insights shared during this workshop stand as a testament to TAPE’s practical application. The
outcomes discussed offer valuable lessons on the impact of technologies advanced by the GIZ project on
the Characterization of Agroecology Transition (CAET) elements. Additionally, they shed light on the
requisite policy and financial support from governments and other key players for agroecology’s broader

implementation.

While the results were detailed, certain aspects remained opaque, especially to those new to the tool. We
suggest circulating the report among FAO-HQ's TAPE specialists, who can provide feedback to refine and

simplify the presentation of the findings.

Our presence at this workshop, representing FAQ, is opportune and beneficial in several ways. We are on
the cusp of employing the TAPE tool to assess Ecological Organic Agriculture initiatives in Walmara, funded
by the Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC). We anticipate ongoing collaboration with CIFOR-ICRAF,

and other stakeholders present at this workshop.

We extend our heartfelt thanks for the application of the TAPE methodology and for the enlightening

presentation of its findings in a validation workshop that saw a diverse group of stakeholders in attendance.
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Annex I: Workshop Program:

The workshop is a day participatory event. Presentation will be made on overview of different AE metrices
frameworks and context, the GiZ ProSoil/ProSilience project background and the results of the FAO TAPE
application and assessment of the agroecological transition levels of farms at the selected woredas.
Participants will have a chance to reflect on the results presentations, contribute through participatory
interpretation of the results, share their thoughts on the results, and provide their feedback and

recommendations for similar future works.

Time Agenda Resource person

8:30-9:00 Registration Organizers

9:00-9:30 Introduction of participants, (5m) Endalkachew
Welcoming Remarks (5m) Niguse (ICRAF country Rep.)
Workshop program, objectives, & Expected Outputs (8 m) Fanosie, MOA — NRM Director
Opening (7m) Matthias (Pl, MAP project)
Opening remark -Project Background (5m)

9:30-9:45 Overview of the AE metrics frameworks and contexts Chanyalew Seyoum

9:45-10:15 The GIZ ProSoil/Prosilience project background Tesfay/lulia (GIZ)

10:15-10:30 Q & A and reflections Participants

10:30-11:00 Presentation of the TAPE result (1) Endalkachew

11:00-11:10 Participatory Exercise (i) Participants

11:10-11:30 Tea break and Photo Organizers

11:30-11:40 Results of the participatory exercise (I) Fekadu

11:40-12:30 Presentation of the TAPE result (I1) Endalkachew

12:30-13:00 General discussion, way forwards Niguse

13:00-13:05 Participatory Exercise (ii) Participants

13:05-13:10 Closing (Guest of honor)

13:00—-14:30 Lunch break Organizers
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Annex ll: List of workshop participants

SN | Name Organization/Position Gender | Location | Category
1 Tesfay Halefom GlZ/Technical Advisor M Addis A. Donor

2 Sophie Vontobel GIZ/ISFM — M&E Adivisor F Addis A. Donor

3 Kidist Yilma GIZ-ISFM -M&E Advisor F Addis A. Donor

4 Fanosie Mekonnen MoA, NRM M Addis A. GO

5 Yosef Assefa MoA, watershed case team leader/CALM M Addis A. GO

6 Aklilu Mesfin MoA, NR- Watershed expert M Addis A. GO

7 Teshome Tamirat (Dr.) EFD, Senior Forestry Expert and national focal point UNCCD, M Addis A GO

8 Anteneh Teshome EPA, Senior Expt, Water bodies&wetlands Monitoring & Control Dept M AddisA. | Go

9 Chanyalew Seyoum (Dr.) HU, Director for Research Extension and Publication M AddisA. | GO

10 | Feto Esimo (Dr.) EIAR, DG M AddisA. | GO

11 | Abere Minalku EIAR, Researcher M Holota GO

12 | Tamene Yohannes EBI, Researcher (delegating Dr. Feleke, EBI DDG) M Addis A. GO

13 | Bacha Mekonnen BOA- Oromia, soil fertility expert (delegated by Elias Kemal, DDG) M AddisA. | GO

14 | Bayush Tsegaye (Dr.) Manager, AEN_MELCA M Addis A. | NGO

15 | Solomon Kebede MELCA Ethiopia, Director M Addis A. NGO

16 | Mahlet Yohanis SNV, Project Lead: Transformative Land Investment Project F Addis A. | NGO

17 | Gemechis Jaleta SNV, Veggies for People and Planet M Addis A. | NGO

18 | Yordanos Berhe WVE- National Chapter Advisor/ Regreen the Globe project F Addis A. | NGO

19 | Malefia Tadele CRS- Project Manager F Addis A. | NGO

20 | Yemane Salih NCA- Climate Resilience Program Coordinator M Addis A. | NGO

21 | Adeline Provent Green Flower Foundation F Addis A. NGO

22 | Tsedeke Abate Homegrown vision M Addis A. | NGO

23 | Mersha Argaw EU delegation M Addis A. | Donor
24 | Zelalem Teklewold FAO ET, M Addis A. Donor
25 | Daniel Thomas Bordi FAO ET M Addis A. Donor
26 | Daniel Valenghi SDC, Swiss Cooperation Office, Regional Program Officer M Addis A. | Donor
27 | Amsalu Andarge SDC, Swiss Cooperation Office M Addis A. | Donor
28 | Adeline Provent Head of projects and operations, Green Flower Foundation F Addis A. | NGO

29 | Kinde Tesfaye CIMMYT, Senior Scientist M Addis A. CG

30 | Birhan Abdulkadir CIMMYT, Research Officer M Addis A. CG

31 | Kindu Mekonnen (Dr.) ILRI- Senior Scientist, systems M AddisA. | CG

32 | Degefie Tibebe (Dr.) Alliance Bioversity & CIAT, Spatial Analyst | MF Landscapes M AddisA. | CG

33 | Yodit Balcha Alliance Bioversity & CIAT, Expert, Climate change F AddisA. | CG

34 | Yigremachew Seyoum (Dr.) WRI- Global Restoration Initiative M Addis A. | INGO

35 | Amelework Demewoz General Manager, Jitu Horticulture PLC, Bishoftu F Bishoftu | Private
36 | Alem Oats farmer F Addis A. Private
37 | Fikadu Getachew Tolosa Independent Consultant M Addis A. | Enumerator
38 | Dinka Geleta Enumerator M Addis A. Enumerator
39 | Wegida Bekele Enumerator F Addis A. | Enumerator
40 | Hanna Teklu Enumerator F Addis A. Enumerator
41 | Tilahun Gizaw Enumerator M Addis A Enumerator
42 | Abiyot Kebede GIZ Sodo-Zuria Woreda focal person, South Region M Sodo GIZ Focal
43 | Lamiso Lankamo GIZ Hula Woreda focal person, Sidama Region M Hula GIZ Focal
44 | Gemeda Dibaba GIZ Walmara Woreda focal person, Oromia Region M Holleta GIZ Focal
45 | Eyob Getahun CIFOR-ICRAF M AddisA. | CG

46 | Niguse Hagazi CIFOR-ICRAF M AddisA. | CG

47 | Habtemariam Kassa CIFOR-ICRAF M AddisA. | CG

48 | Abrham Abiyu CIFOR-ICRAF M AddisA. | CG

49 | Mulugeta Mokria(Dr.) CIFOR-ICRAF M AddisA. | CG

50 | Girma Eshetu CIFOR-ICRAF M AddisA. | CG

51 | Endalkachew W/Meskel CIFOR-ICRAF M AddisA. | CG

52 | Mekdes Sime CIFOR -ICRAF F AddisA. | CG

54 | Kalkidan Damte CIFOR -ICRAF F AddisA. | CG

55 | Samuel Hailu CIFOR -ICRAF M AddisA. | CG

23




Annex lll: PowerPoints
Annex lll (1) PPt Presentation on ProSilience Ethiopia Highlight

ProSilience Ethiopia Highlight

MINISTRY of AGRICULTURRE

Project Overview

+ Duration ISFM+: 01/2015 - 06/2026
« Countries: Ethiopia, Kenya, Madagascar, Benin
« Duration ProSilience: 08/2021 - 03/2025
+ Implementers: Oromia, Amhara, South Ethiopia,
Central Ethiopia, Sidama and Tigray
+ Financed by BMZ — for ISFM+
« Co-financed by BMZ and the EU - ProSilience
+ Expected Outcomes:
= ISFM practices are apphed on > 200,000 ha
Teff, wheat and maize ywkls mcreased by 67%
ISFM input supply ensured through private secior

ISFM concept incorporated anto extension system, Uaiversity
and ATVET's curricula

Project Overview

« Expected Outcomes:- for ProSilience

« Adoption of agroecological measures
enhanced

« Framework conditions for agroecological
transformation improved

« Knowiedge sharing and engagement of
national stakeholders

giz
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Project Intervention Area

« ISFM+ Woredas:

= 38 National (2 Sidama, 3 South
Ethiopla, 6 Central Ethiopia, 11
Oromia, 10 Amhara and 6

Tigray)
* ProSilience Woredas:

= 22 National (1 Sidama, 1 South
Ethiopia, 1 Central Ethiopia, 7

Cromia, 6 Amhara and 6
Tigray)

« ISFM+ Out scaling Woredas:

* 188 National

Partners

« Extension: MoA, RBoA, ZoA

and WoA
+ Research: RARIs, EIAR,

ICRISAT, ICRAF, Haramaya
University, Jimma University,

Hawassa University

+ Other partners: MELCA
Ethiopia, National Biogas

Programme, SDA and other

GIZ projects

Step-wise Approach

Morvased
Farmeg System
» et

giz

[

Sustainebibty

/| * Fleld to farm level
+ Integration of crops,

Long Term: ProSilience

livestock and forestry
(holistic approach)

giz
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Implementation Approach

+ MFs and ambassadors

+ CBO agreements on
watershed level

+ WoAs and BoA
« ATVETs

« Haramaya University + Jimma
University

* MoA

Covercrops

BiodiversityIPM

Adaptation
and mitigation  Yield (stability)

Water holding capacity Animal productivity

Income (diversification) Diversediets

Agronomy

+ ISFM

+ Cover crops (lupine, desmodium,Vetch
mucuna?)

+ Fodder production on borders/gaps
+ Agroforestry
« Crop rotation

+ CBO agreements on crop residue
management (free grazing)

+ Animal urine and biodigesters
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Forestry/Energy

CBO agreements on area closure (natural
regeneration) = fodder for productive use

Woodlots
» 50,000 tree seedlings planted

Multi-purpose trees (fodder legumes, bee
forage, fruits etc.)

NOAH stove
» Pyrolysis cooking stove —
charcoal/biochar

Animal production

Switch to cut-and-carry system
Germplasm to plant fodder/cover crops
CBO agreement on free grazing
Genetic upgrading of dairy cows
Collect manure and urine
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Animal production...

« Breeding Bulls distributed (16 in total)

* Investment cost was very high: ETB 136,531
(2448 €)/Bull = 2.2M ETB

= 6(37.5%) of the Bulls died

* 117 calves born so far (26 in Central, 81 in
Amhara)

ISFM+: Highlights from the Regions

+ ISFMworks: Yield increases of 65% on a
natienal average was achieved.

= Sidama: 85% yield increase
= SHNP™ 38% yleld Increase
*  Oromia; §1% yield increase

" The SHINP ragion spliio Ceniraland SouthEthiopta Repional Stales inAugusi 2023,
hawemenr, resulls ware coledes briare thal whichiswierthay are slirepariedaz SHHF

Graln ylelds par Reglon

n=144 y=2022

®Caial sISFA
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Successes

« Farmers innovation and observation
« Cattle urine

Vermitea as pesticide, acaricide, liquid
fertilizer

« Bioslurry as fungizide (rust)
« MSc. Agroecology at Haramaya University

« 343 MFs, ~1200 ha fodder planted, 2k ha area
closure, 88 biodigester...

ProSilience: Way forward

« Optimization of organic & inorganic fertilizer
applications with EIAR

« Supporting communities to establish
watershed users cooperatives

« Cover cropping and fodder production

« Foster exchange and learning on
agroecology

« Generate economic evidence

« Assessment on performance/ success &
failure of bull management

Thank you!

: For further information please contact us!
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Annex lll (2) PPt Presentation on Overview of the Agroecology Metrics Frameworks &

Contexts

Outline of the presentation

1. Background

2. Overview of agroecology
frameworks

3. Reflections and Lessons

1. Background

+ Agroecology is a promising approach for transforming agriculture and food systems.

« It is multi-dimensional (provides economic, environmental and social benefits).

+ It is gaining focus on national and international policies (Geck et al.,2023)

« Growing interest and commitment towards agroecology.

-iﬁgrnlz-eoclogy has been measured at farm, household, land scape and food system
evels.
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1. Background...

*The evidence regarding the contribution of agroecology remains
fragmented (Mottet et al., 2020).

-Evidence is required on the multi-dimensional performance of
agroecology.

«It requires the development of indicators or metrics.

-The agrifood systems varies across various contexts which requires the
development of frameworks and metrics.

‘Developing a holistic system has been recommended recently (Lamanna

et al.l 2'324'

1. Background...

The objective is to provide an overview of the different AE metrics
frameworks and contexts.

RIS T e S \ 9. o : 1

38 3 means 5 achievs the AG'_?OECOLOGV
Sustanatis Developmert Gosls CRITERIA
TOOL

2. Overview of Agroecology Frameworks...
2. 1. AGROECOLOGY CRITERIATOOL (ACT)

*Helps to understand the extent to which programs, projects and policies
integrate agroecology.

«Can be applied for farm level and wider food systems analysis. Integrates the
ten elements of agroecology (Geck et al., 2023).

‘Five levels of food system changes ranging from no agroecological (0) to
food systems that is sustainable and equitable for all (5).

= A monitoring and evaluation tool.
*Focuses on characterization
‘Project focused...
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2. Overview of Agroecology Frameworks...

» Swiss Agency for Development and

Cooperation

2 . 2 . * Developed to assess the contribution

Ag roeco I Ogy of projects to agroecology
Ma rker * Based on 13 principles of

agroecology (HLPE, 2019)

* Focused on projects

2. Overview of Agroecology Frameworks...

+2.3. IFAD’s Agroecology stock
* Integration of agroecology in IFAD-supported projects.
‘Farm level, land scape level, market level and policy level (Geck et al., 2023).

* |[dentify whether projects entirely or partially applying agroecological approaches (type
of agroecological activities and practices supported).

‘Focuses on three core elements of agroecology such as efficiency, recycling and
diversity.

‘Projects: agroecological, partially agroecological or non-agroecological.

‘|t focuses on characterization and is project focused

2. Overview of Agroecology Frameworks...

2.4. Tool for Agroecology Performance Evaluation (TAFPE)

- FAQ in collaboration with other organizations have developed TAPE to

produce evidence on multiperformance of agroecological systems.
« First draft of TAPE methodology was developed in 2019 and has been refined
since then.

-Developed through a participatory process.

*TAPE has been contextualized in several countries/across various contexts.
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2. Overview of Agroecology Frameworks...

*2.4. Tool for Agroecology Performance Evaluation (TAFE) -

2. Overview of Agroecology Frameworks...

2.4 TAPE ...
TAPE is a four step process:

*TAPE step 0: Description of a system and context (production systems, enabling
environment, and existing policy and legal frameworks)

*TAPE step 1: Characterization of Agroecological Transitions based on 10 elements of
agroecology

TAPE step 2: Core Criteria of Performance (Govemance; Economy; Health and
MNutrition; Society and Culture, and Environment)

TAPE step 3: Participatory evaluation of results

2. Overview of Agroecology Frameworks...
'2.4. TAPE ...

TAPE can be used to

* measure agroecological transition among agricultural
producers in a community or a territory,

[ monitor and evaluate projects

« evaluate widely diverse agricultural systems against
agroecological elements

#
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2. Overview of Agﬁroecology Frameworks...
2.4.TAPE...

It focuses on both characterization and

performance of agroecology.
*Farm or household focused
+Limited integration between TAPE step-0 and

other steps (Step 1 and 2).

3. Key Reflections or Lessong.

=

3. Key Reflections or Lessons...

Many of the frameworks focused on farm
level or project level analysis.

Many of the frameworks have mainly
focused on productivity and profitability
while performance at land scape and food |
system levels were given less emphasis
(Geck et al., 2023).

There is a growing interest to develop
frameworks for measuring agroecology
that can be applied across various contexts

Developing a metrics that can be applied
across various levels and contexts is
important.

34
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lll. Measuring Agroecology and its Performance

Stats4SD @

@cirad

|

Measuring Agroecology and its Performance (MAP)

Multidimensional Performance of Agroecology
Validation of the Results of the TAPE Application in Selected Districts in Ethiopia

By
Endalkachew Wolde-meskel, CIFOR-ICRAF—Ethiopia

Validation Workshop Venue: ILRI - Campus, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia
29 April 2024

k‘ f Presentation outline

Introduction

v" Agroecology defined (to bring the presentation into context)

Methodology (TAPE and its Genesis)

v" The study sites — description of the districts

v The FAO TAPE and its application
Sampling and the study design (enumerators training, data
collection and analysis)

Results

v CAET analysis (Step 1) — Distribution of CAET scores

v CAET Analysis (Step 2) — CAET score in R/N to the

performance indicators

Concluding Remarks

Participatory discussions, and feedback

I\\‘on ,ﬁ Agroecology =g

AGROECOLOGY is a science that draws on social, biological and agricultural sciences and integrates these with
traditional knowledge and farmers' knowledge (Wezel et al., 2020)

B ~ 4 3
Multipurpose legume intercrops (pigeon pea and groundnut) next to
maize fields in Malawi

Diversity-rich garden production in central Kenya

Agroecological practices and production systems:
Mimic functioning of local ecosystem; tight nutrient cycling, complex structure; enhanced biodiversity, interactions,
synergisms among components ...

-~y
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Agroecology

Locally produced and marketed products. Shows diversity of products based on short commercialization circuit

AGROECOLOGY is a science that draws on social, biological and agricultural sciences and integrates these with
traditional knowledge and farmers' knowledge (Wezel et al., 2020)

Level 5 Build a new global food
system based on participation,
locainess, faimess and justice

Level 4 Reconnect consumersand

of alternative food networks

Transformational

:
5

producers through the development g

Agroecological principles and elements and thei
sustainable food systems. (Wezel et al., 2020, areview)

-
o)
o
Q
(]

<
@
-
o

plications for transitioning to

e

resource
. governance

Fairness

Social values
and diets

Co-creationof
knowledge

B

for sustainabie agnculture and food systems
rhplqnhance food secimity and nutrinon

=2

Agroecology

How do we assess performance in agriculture?

Yield/ha?

Nitrogen leaching/ha?

S$/farm?  Kcal/person?

Number of healthy people?

Need A tool to evaluate Performances

— preference is a global analytical
framework for multidimension assessment
of performances

v Inform policy makers, development institutions, and other stakeholders — contribute to multiple SDGs;

v Build knowledge and empower producers through the collective process of producing and sharing data and

evidence based on their own practices;

v Support agroecological transition processes - transformation of sustainable agriculture and food systems
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e 2 COAG 26 (2018) request to FAO

“ to assist countries and regions to engage more effectively in
the transition processes towards sustainable agriculture and
food systems by strengthening normative, science and evidence- .
based work on agroecology, developing metrics, tools and Food ?nd.AngCUIture
protocols to evaluate the contribution of agroecology and other Orgamzatlon of the
approaches to the transformation of sustainable agriculture and United Nations

food systems” (C2019/21 rev.1, Para. 15a)

The 10 Elements of Agroecology celnlr_al :
eco! Dgl(a

X — features of
@ agroecology
FAO: Internati | and Regi | Multistakehold ing:
A total of 1350 participants from 162 countries
(0

* 2014 : International Symposium « Agroecology for food security and nutrition » (Rome)

* 2015-2017 : A series of 7 regional seminars

Dsar Bogie ket Tams.
Sevgal Malard Wagay Terisia
Octaber 2015 Mommber 20t Nevember 201 Moversber 2017

Garnny
— Dim
Augest 2016
Humsn ang \ Co-creation sng /w Caturn and
e SR * 2018: 2™ Ir ymposium « Scaling up Ag gy to achieve the SDGs » (Rome)

h Eise TAPE- A global analytical framework = ~H

_ FAO TAPE ( a global analytical framework) to assess multidimensional performance of AE and to generate evidence (FAO, 2019)

TAPE: A step by step analytical framework

1° & 2¢ Information:

Step 0 Description of Description of the 3 Woredas: - Hulla, S. Zuria, Walmara & GIZ treatments
systems and context - Prod" syst., HH type, AE zone
1 The 10 Elements of Agroecology
Step 1 Characterization of On farm/HH survey :
P Agroecological - Describe current status

Transitions [CAET - Based on 10 elements of AE

e On farm/HH survey :
Step 2 Criteria of - Measure progress & quantify impact
Performance - Address Skey dimensions for policy makers
st R Analysis and Tgonal;‘l:omm::mv slc?le m
ep oy i - Review CAET results, explain with context
PE"TICIPatOrY - Review Performance results & explain with
Intrpritation CAET

This Workshop

o

I . = TAPE Indices

—
P
The 10 elements of AE - guiding transition to The 10 Core Criteria of Performance - 56 indices
sustainable food and agricultural system 36 indices e iy The
STED 1 dimensions - The 10 Blernents of Agroecology (20009 —— T
EL— M E T e el Moty
o [ St
e PRAEy | ety e o opt et
= Drmesity of eciniten pORUCS 870 Servoms o Garcmn e of T e T wed et pacucey
'Cl-)-um-l;:a" wagEan . = et = M.
o S0 ks resnsgrenmst st s e st
o el e L el

= —_— —_ . VA
SR B e The 10 Elements of Agroecology i + Tonoria e o c1op e orety ricac

. o
o Prana s

= Hanagoment of pests an¢ disesses
= Productivty end Rouscholes noeds a s
- 2 of bomsss enc rutonts $ = cadpirtosecnd
= Water saning B % e v 08 e stk
Rocycung. Diversity % o progie usdss severty leved
i

* Mara gt of Semcis 600 Diendtt

Dprociation
o Remnawatin. a R —

"+ Gl Smpecn iedeset vty Taecrope

= olesle /L E—

Eronmet .
e + st vt

= ACTropAste Sict &8 RATEON Swesences Responzion M7 T Resilieng = =

“Locaier GovemancL e S

= Useof ocal knowd=dgs tor foed + Guaaty of caamca pesti Kiva uwd

prpeaion + Guar gyt ormane preticxies e

< PAT o ey o B G0 s on Bn0 Beneiet of Lnowleazr and £ood _ — expomurets | o Urvel chtnbcyof he pesik ides used
| Mestnans |Pevtoes [ o amactuseet pestiices
Se-ematton |1 Stiyes Co-creation and sharing G st merken + Usz ol iication sbatecis wen uptyi

o Hemanand N OO =
0f Enawterige | agomcciogy ‘Secis! Value + WrEer o fosd geue cormurmed
el Fr
ond | " VYoo cmpowermant . hane of fooc pre ¢ a0,
““" * Libor Procuctve conGLEns, 2003 INQuaites frseraainas

* YOUIh eMIlOyTent 370 eMRuCA « A% wollar: | sppliceble| baaeescod + Gonder sty Indat

~Pro0ucts 5 Scraccs Fadnted Locall (01 1N 181 U80: Schomes) .
|Citeutar ana 4 a1 soc i tors Glsseesentrd by ses
‘soucanty b — = ouh gkt g A

e eSierion x 5

hmaingen AN (YT + % o gt i end warking i e

 Produceds. dmpower e et and compeskicn of e heusshols
o s cthers + & oft2a iy emptapedon b

zovemance = .
o Particpation of aroducs it goveriance of wnd and natual (eowtEs i_ I

38



wef and Agahisdure O
the Uresed Nesans

1. Diversity

Elemont Indeces

1.1 Crops

. 5 1.2 Animals (including
Diversification is Key to |tian and ineacts)

less crop diversity

MOFE (100 BIversity

transitions to ensure
food security and
nutrition while

1.3 Trees (and other
perennials)

conserving, protecting |, . Diversity of
and enhancing natural |economic activities.
resources iproducts and services

The 10 Elements of Agroecology

e e

s

0

less trees.

more trees

Exerent Index ] Scoee
|
1.1 Crops 3
| Fetcentage of the ekment Dreersiy
1.2 Animals {inciuding fish and i 3412323
nsects)
ok 8/ mammem score (16) =
sty DIVERSITY
1.3 Trees (and other perenniais) 2 50%
1.4 Diversity of economic 3
> sctivities, products and services |

What do the 10 elements of AE do?

The 10 elements of AE - guiding transition to sustainable food and agricultural system

Mixed Rice-Chicken Smallholder Family Farm

Responsible Governance
Diversity
100
Responsible Governance . Synergles
70 Circular & solidarity economy
50
0
Circular & sobdarity 2 z
20
10
0 Human & social values
Human & social vakies Recycling
Co-creation & sharing of:
knowledge Resikience
Co-creation & sharing of Culture & food traditions
knowledge Resiience
Culture & food traditions (i L fam  ——C farm
of ition (CAET) a Mixed Rice-

- - -
‘Smallholder Family farm, Cambodia

Description of systems
and context

Characterization of
Agroecological
Transitions (CAET)

Criteria of Performance

Analysis and
Participatory
Intrpritation

10 & 2° Information:
- Prod™ syst., HH type, AE zone

On farm/HH survey :
- Describe current status
- Based on 10 elements of AE

On farm /HH survey :
- Measure progress & quantify impact
- Address 5Key dimensions for policy makers

Territorial/ Community scale :
- Review CAET results, explain with context
- Review Performance results & explain with CAET

v
This Workshop
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S = The study sites (the Woredas

h %_L ] Characterization of the study sites (the Woredas)

Table: Deseription of the districts

_IE_

Total area (ha) 15,961
n annual T 16.5 (8-19)

12001600 i)

Altitude (m asl) 1801 - 3000

Thermaiones [ Ll

Total Population -

Mixed Agriculture (Crop-livestack smallholder)
Cereals: Barley, Wheat, Maize, Teff

Pulses: F. bean, Field pea, H. bean

Root: Irish Potato, Enset only

Fruits: Avocado, Mango, Banana, Apple

Main Crops Vegetables: Cabbage, Carrot, Beetroat, Lettuce,
Cultivated Tomato, Onion, Garlic, Peper

Species: Tena adam, Besobila, Dinbilal

Cash Crop: Coffee, Sugar Cane

Stimulant: Khat, Gesho

n Wanza, Zigiba, Bisana, Birbira, Woira, Tsid,

rees (Agroforestry

& Woodlot) Bamboo, Korch, Acacia Spp., Eucalyptus, Sesbania

T Cattles, Small ruminants, Poultry, Pack Animals
IWESEaE (Donkey, Horse, Mule), Bee

Total kebele 19

Total Farmland 10, 879 (685% of total land area)

Loam, Silty loam, Silt

33,749

19.7(17.7 = 21.7)
1200 - 1355 (bimadal)
1500 - 2958 m

Mixed Agriculture

Cereals ( ....all Sorghum+ Rye)
Pulses: [....all+ Field pea, Lentils,
Chickpea, Pigeon pea, Cow Pea)
Root: (....all+ Taro and Cassava,
Sweet Potata)

Fruits: (....all + Papaya)

Cash Crop: all + Ginger)
Industrial Crop: Cotton, Rapeseed,
Ground nut, Gullo/latropha

-...all + Sessa (Albizia sp.)

Same

27

16,440 (49% of total land area)
Loarn, Silty loam, Silt, Clay, Clay
loam, Sandy loam,

17 r.' -27)
800-1350 (Bimodal)
2060-3191

Dega (61%) W/Dega [39%)

Mixed Agriculture
Cereals: Wheat, Barley Teff, Maize,
& Sorghum

Pulses: same as with 5. Zuria

Root: Irish patato, Enset only
Fruits: (insignificant)

Cash Crop: Coffee only =

0lia, Kosso, Wanza, Tid, Acacia Sp.,
E. globulus (less diversity of tree sp),

Same

18

37,144 (85% of total land area)
Black (37%), and Red (63%) heavy
clay

R S . TR
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MAP project — project background

OR oty

TAPE: A step by step analytical framework

Description of 1° & 2° Information:
systems and - Prod” syst., HH type, AE zone
context
Step G s Onfarm/HH survey :
of Agroecological —rc:be Térelntstatm
T = (CAET! - bBased on €elements
ransitions | ) i
. On farm/HH survey :
Criteria of - Measure progress & quantify
Performance i
- Address SKey dimensions for
policy makers v
Analysis and Territorial {Community scale :
Step 3 - Review CAET results, explain with
_IJ " Y context
Intrpritation - Review Performance resuits &
explain with CAET

This Werkshep

oIS f5 DIOUEN tgether into a harmonized
base and web platform

Statsdsp

Enumerators training (at
ILRI) and heading for
field survey
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e Results:

’ CAET analysis (Step 1) — Distribution of CAET score, Overall (n=198HH)

¥ Violin & Box plots:
— density of distributions of CAET scores PS vs NP (comparison group)

o
& ¥ Distribution of values concentrated around the middle (consistent
80 across the range in both PS & NP} but NP farms with extremely low
E CAET score at the lower end, while PS farms are with higher scores
w
c
©
g _; Sample Statistics I_m-
R CET 70 55
2 o+ IOR (the middle 50% of the data lie] 62-76 48-64
2= 51-95 | 25-79
= 2 t-test of overall means
Non-ProSoils_ProSoils| Differencel t-value_p.valuel
= Overall [l b -132 96 0.000
0 g

Table: Average score of overall AE Transition (CAET) for the 2 farm types (ProSoil=PS, NonProsoil=NP), n=198 and ofthe 10 elements of agroecology

Treat. | Overall | Diversity | Synergies | Efficiency | Recycling | Resilience | Culture & | Co-creation Human & | Circular & | Responsible
PS/NP | CAET food & sharing of | social idari governance
traditions | knowledge values . 1

69 2%+ £9.5%** 60.2%*F B 1%+ £9.53%% F4.5¥* £59.4%*% 75.6%%* 68.4%**

[ ss0 EXIM s6.0 490 a78  ses 615  [a94 677 535

***ary highly significant (<0.001 p valua); ** highly significant (<0.01 p valua); * significant (<0.05 pvalue); ™ non-significant

Diversity
The mean scores of
Symergies Raspansibls Gavamanoe each of the 10
dimensions of the
CAETindex ona

. Radar Plot
§ Ciroular
&
s Efficiency Saliciarty
= Econcmy
3 ——

* ¥ empowerment
* Social inequalities —

-l
2 = s

Q-"'"'J:m laber, productive con
& * Youth employment &
3:'; emigration
Future studies & interpretation: « Animal welfare
v Shiftin “the distribution of the CAET score” is expected to occur
v The differing levels overtime tells the levels of progress towards \
agroecology
v Assessing the movement tells how the project is affecting all Resillense Cargraation of Knawlidge
farms and not just the average farmer

Culture & Food Traditan

Table: Average score of overall AE Transition (CAET) and of the 10 elements of agroecology for the 2 farm types (ProSoil=PS, NonProsoil=NP)

Treat. | Overall | Diversity | Synergies | Efficiency | Recycling Culture & | Co-creation | Human & | Circular & | Responsible
PS/NP CAET & sharing of |s solidarity | governance
; s | knowledge aconom

m B9.2%F*  J3A*** B9.6*** B0.2*** B2.1%*%* B9.5%** FA5*** 659.4%** )‘iﬁttx _Sttt BB.A%**
[l se0 so8  se0  [4900#780 s6.6 615 (@677 590 535

***Very highly significant (<0.001 pvalue); ** highly significant (<0.01 pvalue); * significant (<0.05 p value); ™ non-significant

ik s LETE e T Distribution of CAET score, by Districts =*™-
80+
Overall: Across all three districts, a clear pattern of the
PS group showing a higher mean CAET score than the NP
§
@
=P
geo
I t-Test of means
)
e
‘0 Debubawi Sidama - Hula 579 &1 -102 -40 0000
507 721 214 83 0000
595 675 80 50 0000
Non-ProSails ProSalls Non-ProSols ProSalls Nan-ProSoils ProSaolls

Hula: NP farms evenly distributed across the range, 41 — 79. PS at higher AE transitioning, better understanding of AE

S. Zuria: Most of PS at a higher CAET score, & the NS are at the lowest score range, <10 CAET - more effort expected !

Walmara: CAET scores distributed relatively over a narrow range for both PS & NP farms. The NP maintainad a higher
score in the expense of external input and time will tell if the NP keep a higher score in the future



B oo :ﬁ“‘_?' Distribution of CAET score, by Districts ~om

Across all three districts, a clear pattern of the PS group showing a higher mean CAET score than the NP

t-Test of means
S T T
Jebubawi Sidama - Hula 518 &B.1 <102 40 D000
50.7 a1 214 A3 0.000
L85 615 20 50  0.000

GAET Total Seare.

Hula: np farms evenly distributed across the range, 41— 79. PS at higher AE transitioning, better understanding of AE
5. Zuria: Most of F5 at a higher CAET score, & the NS are at the lowest score range, <10 CAET - maore effort expected |
Walmara: Overall, CAET scores distributed relatively over a nammow range for both PS & NP. The NP maintained a higher score in the expense of

[Fe——= e = extarmal input and time will tell if the NP keep a higher score in the future

Table: Average score of overall AE Transition (CAET) (n=198) and of the 10 elements of AE forthe 2 farm types (PS, & NP)in each of the 3 Woredas (n=66)

Woreda | Treat. W Recycling | Resilience | Culture & | Co-creation | Human & | Circular & Responsible
PS/NP | . food & sharing of i idari governance
CAET
traditions | kmowiedee alues

Walmara Ps 67.5*** [§9.1"= 62,71 58.4***  5R.T** 67.1** 78.3%* 67.0%** 78.5% 68.3% 67.3*%*

NP 59.5 66.9 58.1 48.6 47.6 61.1 71.8 471 731 63.5 57.4

Hula PS B68.1*** 74.7** 71.5* 59** 59.9** 63+ 70.3%** 66.8 72.5" 68.2"° 69.9%**
NP ST 63.1 61.4 48 49.8 55.6 61 57.3 B67.2 61.7 53.8

5. Zuria Ps 72.1*** 76.6*F* 74.9*** £3.1*** £7.8*** 73.2%** 74.9%** 74.5%** 75.8%**  72.0%** 68.1%**
) NP 50.7 435 48.5 50.3 45.9 53.2 52 436 62.8 51.8 49.5

—_ ps 69.2%** 73.4%** BI.GFT*T  BG0O.2FFF  B2.1*H* 69.5%** J4.5%** 59.4%** 75.6%** §9.5%** B8.4***
NS 56.0 39.8 56.0 43.0 47.8 56.6 61.5 43.4 67.7 59.0 53.5

*** \ery highly significant (<0.001 p value); ** highly significant (<0.01 p value); * significant (<0.05 p value); "® non-significant

ﬁ. CAET Analysis (Step 2) — Total CAET score vs the performance indicators, '\J - -
= accompanied by a moving average trendline (n=138) -
Economic performance : Total Value, Expenditure, Value Added (mean, correlation with total CAET and with each of the 10 AE elements)
1e+07 :
1e+06 1
§ o405
£
£
2
H
"
B qerod

50
Total CAET Score

=== Mon-FroSopils === ProSoils

ﬁ. CAET Analysis (Step 2) — Total CAET score vs the performance indicator, ~~H
accompanied by a moving average trendline (n=198) EE "

Economic performance 1 CAETin of external cal services not valued
- .
e .l wsar
: i :
] is
B H
£ L 5
B e 28 e E
H 52 R
£ H !
EH 3
B ey §§ 2
3 =
E Sé 1asoa] sl
£
2 el . '
7 & ] = T = ] 1 0
E 50 ™ Tatsl CAET Scone Total CAET Scare.
Taotal CAET Scere
= e prgo 2 et e p—

—rmnproe == Foss

Table: Results (mean) of the indicators of economic performance per treatment (PS vs PN farm s} (n=1 98} (values are in “000 ErB]

their current agricultural income to that of 3
years ago on the following scale:

114%

87 394 27 (2) 5 - Much moreincome 3 - same income

= #0.27°* +0.31%" 4 - More income 2 —Less income 1 - much less
+0.50*** (Diversity) -0.044 (recycling) +0.31" *(Diversity) +0.25* (Diversity) +0.21* (Human & Social Values)
+0.32*** (Resilience  -0.020 (Efficiency) +0.35""" (Resilience  +0.23* (Synergy) +0.25* (Circular & Solidarity Economy)
+0.23* (Coc& ShrKn)  -0.050 (Circ. & Solidari Ec.) +0.25* (Coc& Shrkn) +0.22*(Resilience) +0.22* (Responsible Governance)

+0.33°" (Cu& Food T.
***\ery highly significant (<0.001 pvalue); ** highly significant (<0.01 p value); * significant (<0.05 pvalue); ™ non-significant
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k Total Value added, CAET vs PS, NS farms across the 3 woredas.
R agmmrury

Hula Sodo Zuria Walmara

1e+07

1e+06

Value addzd (total)

1e+05

o 25 50 75 100 © 25 50 75 100 © 25 50 75 100
Total CAET Score

—— HMNon-FroSoils —— FroSoils

ﬁ. vensrenenses CAET Analysis (Step 2) — Total CAET score vs the performance indicators, '\J - -
=, accompanied by a moving average trendline (n=198) : "

Environmental Sustainability — Agrobiodiversity (# of Sp. And breeds of animals, # of sp. & var. of crops, G.5. Index of div.) IPM & Soil

. ..
2 3 .
£ - - 8
L H iz
H H i% a
] g %,
i H |
H s . i3,
8. g &s = ey
2 g H -
i 2.
——— - ’ - o= e ) L5
[ = » = 3 T E] = [ = ] = I
Total CAET Scors Tolal CAET Scofe Total CAET Scera
e Pulol == Frodok == hon-Peolicls == Profioks = MonFrobods == ProSal
Table: Results of the indicators of environmental sustainability per type of farms (PS vs PN farms)
Types of Farms 1 of sp. & breeds of animals it of species & var. of crops  Presence of Natu. veg & pollinators
PS LT 5.G*e 48,75 ***Very highly
NP 2.6 4.2 422 significant
- . . - (<0.001p
Correl. with cAET [FTEY] +0.12 +0.4744% value);
+0.61***(Diversity) +0.2* (Resilience) +0.52* **(Diversity) ** highly
+0.37*** (Resilience) +0.53*** {Synergy) significant
. . #0.22* (Synergy) +0.53*** (Resilience) (<0.01 pvalue);
C;TITE H“"" “Th +0.42*** (Culture and food Tradition) +0.31** (Efficiency) * significant (<0.05
MRl 0,27 (Human and social value ) +0,38"** (Cocreation & Sharing of Knowledge) palue);
+0.20* (Circular and solidarity Economy) +0.34*** (Circular &Solidarity Economy) ' non-significant
+0.20* (Responsible Governance) +0.42*** (Responsible Governance)
* wensenens CAET Analysis (Step 2) — Total CAET score vs the performance indicators, -~ - -
R gy accompanied by a moving average trendline [n=198) —
Environmental Sustainability — IPM & Soil T 2+ 20 255 2]
ol " o0 [l o 7] 7% (2]
PRI crcic g o io-coneron il Ml |
g‘“ i - ey »o .
5 [ —— .
| N~ R i
z 1 e ) 21.4%(21) a0 js0] z.-
L. £ E
H i
g 5 . ool
2 i
o “ o v “ Total cn% Stare N ! - 1ua\c.-\!ér Score
Totsl CAET Score
B et [ o == bopoaots [ proces == wnenaen 5 psos
Table: Results of the indicators of environmental sustainability per type of farms (PS vs PN farms)
‘Quant. of chem. pesticides used | IPM score + | Soil Health Index
NS LE AL Scored
I 16 165 32 e
v 105 30 Compacin
Correl. with CAET -0.25*% s 30.30%* Depth
Correlation with other RS 1T r4] = +0.20°(Diversity); Res. Decom. Status
Elements -0.39*** (Efficiency) +0.24° (Synergy); Color, Odor, OM
-0.21* {Recyding) +0.28" (Efficiency), ‘Water retention
+0.31* (Recycling); Soil cover
+0.25*[Resilience); Erosion
+0.29* Cocreation & Sharing of kn. Frasence of Invert.

+0.26*Circular &Solidarity Econ. Microbial activity



........... CAET Analysis (Step 2) — Total CAET score vs the performance indicator, *™ _¢ | BN
paasl =

..=='_ accompanied by a moving average trendline (n=198) =

Social Sustainabi Iity — Dietary Diversity Index, Expenditures for Food (mean, correlation With total CAET and with each of the 10 AE elements )

1001 * Refers to Minimum Dietary Diversity for Women
+ Food consumed last 24 hrs on 10 food groups biios |
* Grains, white roots and tubers, and plantains
* Puises {beans, peas and lentils)
& & wmuen| dee deive * Nuts and seeds
* Dairy
* Meat, poultry, fish
Egge

Dark green leafy vegetables

Other vitamin A-rich fruits and vegetables
Other vegetables

Other fruits

Dietary Diversity (0-100%)

food Expenditum/person (£T8)

Tolsl CAET Score %
Total CAET Score

— NonProSom == ProSos

— NeoPisol == Piosch

Dietary Diversity Index
45.4%**

Types of Farms {Group Expend. for food /person (ETB

356 5,083%
= [ 7,367
Correl. Wz other Elements ] Correl. with CAET L

Correl. Wz other s
s Elements

- accompanied by a moving average trendline (n=198) -

k % wrnnennss CAET Analysis (Step 2) — Total CAET score vs the performance indicator, *™~ _g <y .
i P
] :

Social Sustainability —Youth Opportunities Index, emigration index

o1 e

£
5 H
LR o . o {
] i
Ew gm S A —— 3
w Totwl GALT Beesn
£ 2] § =
g = T
8
ol I SOVENEE I S R—. W N
] £ = ] o w S W
Total CAET Score Total CAET So0ne §
2
= enFrosats = P L Rt Lo fo O O o
{
£
Types of Farms (Group Youth opportunities index Types of Farms (Group Youth emigration index i
s2.8% T — 28
I TR 62.2 | we | 308

Correl. with CAET LH Correl. with CAET +0.21*

Correl. Wz other L3 Correl. Wz other Elements [l
+0.20" (Circular & Solid. Econ]
Elements +0.25" (Cud & Food T,)

k % wwssrasese CAET Analysis (Step 2) — Total CAET score vs the performance indicator, *™~_s [l —
- .
R e

o= accompanied by a moving average trendline (n=198) e

Social Sustainability -wWomen empowerment score Women Empowerment :
Based on 5 dimensions of A-WEAI (Abbreviated Women

1004
Empowerment in Agriculture Index)

1. Productive assets (Production) — Who decides?

2. Asset Ownership (Resources) — Who is the owner?

4

3. Income - generated from crop, animals, others who decides ?

4, Leadership —agric. related organizations

5. Time use allocation —spent on Agric produ. food prep.....

Women Empowsrmant score A-WEAI (0-100%)

.'Ib '!ID T I.'* 1 IIZD
Total CAET Score

67.4™5
€6.5
NS

Correl. wz other Elements +0.31** [Cult. & Food Tradition)

Types of Farms (Group

— Non-ProSols —— ProSols
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$r ™ Conclusions g

¥ New investment should consider filling gaps in ecological elements where CAET showed less performance (<50

CAET), particularly diversity, efficiency, co-creation, and sharing of knowledge.

v" The ISFM effort focused its investment on important components or sectors of the production system (SOILS),
but investments in other sectors such as health, input supply, market access, natural resource conservation, etc.
would contribute bring more advanced AET/food systems.

¥" The preliminary result from the TAPE application in the context of the GIZ ProSoil/ProSilience indicates the
multidimensional performance of agroecology and calls for more all-sector inclusive investment to bring
fundamental transitioning.

v" The TAPE results did not explain all factors in the system but opened up/guided for more investigations

v" Stakeholders and development partners are recommended to apply TAPE (appropriate metrics frameworks)
to evaluate their roles and contributions to AET (how transformative to the overall FS - -ve/+ve)

v" Donors and decision-makers are recommended to consider AE evidence when targeting investments.
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