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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Thisreport describes an impact evaluation (IE) design for work being conducted under the ERC Task

Order # AID-OAA-TO-130 0019 f or USAI D/ Et hi opiads Land Admini
Project (LAND, 20132018), which is being implemented by Tetra TedhisTevaluation will focus on

l and tenur e s ecur AfdarRegionniptlagehifras and Amib&d worledagp i a 6 s

Administrative Zones 1 and 3 respectivéhhese two woredas were identified by LAND, in

consultation with the Afar regional governntefor initial implementation o& pilot land certification

program forAfar pastoralists.

Globally, the ommons (communally managed areas) remain highly vulnerable, with landllmsiaged

for commercial agricultural investmeahd infrastructure devepmenton a regular basis. In particular
this is true of the rangelands, where external interest in land for agricuitumed in its resources for
other commercial ventures, such as touri8rhas grown. Pastoralists atleerefore concerned about

the risk of expropriation and fear losing their land due to expropriation by the state, since their
migratory and herding patterns may coincide or intersect with land expropriated for commercial
purposeg(Cotula & Vermeulen 2009Even the most progressive policies and legislatiben fail to
provide adequate protection to many rangeland users and, most commonly, to the poorest and least
powerful.

The USAID/Etiopia LAND Project aims to adopt a locally appropriate model to protect the land and

resource rights of pastoral communities. The Ethiopia LAND Project proposes an innovative approach

to working with customary pastoral communitiés increase land and resirce tenure security, as well

aswith regional government® develop policies and regulations that allow communal land rights to be
recognized and certified. LAND represents an original program to strengthen land tenure security

amorg pastoralists througa pilot certificatiorprocess. As such, it is important to document the impact

of the new formalization approach on pastor al com
effect on livelihoods, resilienctenure securityand conflict.

This impatevaluation proposes a framework for measuring the key development impacts of the LAND
program in theChifra and Amibara woredadn particular, this evaluation seeks to assess the outcomes

and impacts of interventions that fall under Component 4 of the LAND project, including formal

recognition of customary land rights, improving communal land governance, as well as strengthening
pastoral communitiesd capacity for | and use planni

The overarching policy qgquestion that underlies th

To what extent does empowering pastoral communities with stronger
land rights, improved land governance institutions, increased negotiation
capacity, and better land use planning result in increased  community
investment and equitable economic growth?

1 The LAND project is also being implemented in Oromia and Somali Regional States. USAID has already implemented basellieetidata
for the evaluation of LAND activities in the Oromia region. This evaluation design is focused solely on the aictiities
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Based on the overarching policy question, a number of research objecaveddeen developed to

focus the evaluation activities. Specifically, the evaluation will investigate the extent to which the package

of interventions constituting Component 4 of USAI
and impacts:

1. Reduced iniclence of community land expropriation without adequate consultation and fair and
timely compensation;

2.Increased number of mutually beneficial contracts between communities and private sector investors;
.Increased transparency, accountability, and repredgveness of customary land governance
institutions;

.Improved land use planning and sustainable land management of communal lands;

.Increased adoption of new or more sustainable economic (livelihood) strategies;

.Increased or improved household/commuynéssets, consumption, and/or investment;

.Reduced incidence of unauthorized users encroaching on community land; and

.Enhanced livelihood and welfare outcomes for minority or vulnerable groups, including women, the
resourceconstrained agrepastoralistsand youth within the targeted communities.

w

o ~NO O

These eight evaluation objectives form the basis for a series of testable development hypotheses and
indicators on the impact of LAND, as well as for measuring the magnitude of that impact. The evaluation

will provide an evidence base for improved policgkimg and programming by testing the development
hypothesis that pastoral and agpastoral communities with strong@ommunaland rights are able to

more effectively connect with and benefit from livestock markaatd other economic opportunities

includng through partnerships with private sector investors (eabattoirs). As such, the evaluation will
enabl e LAND&6s program theory to be validated, and
implemented on a larger scale across the country.

What follows in this report is an exploration of the theoretical underpinnings of the proposed program
intervention, the theory of change, and the impact evaluation design.

USAIDEthiopiaLAND Afar. ImpactEvaluation Design Report 2



2.0 BACKGROUND

This section provides backgroumaformation on the economic, ecologicgkographic and social

context of the Afar region the focus of tis IE It includes an overview of efforts to improve tenure
security in Ethiopiawhich to date have concentrated almost exclusively on highland cropping areas
through a certification progtm based on individual farm parcels. Lowland pastoralist areas in Ethiopia,
including Afar region, are predominantly based on common property tenure systems and have not yet
been included in certification programBo ground the research, the discussiomrdges on the
development problem that LAND seeks to remedy and describesftfas region'scustomary

institutions and community governance structures that motivate the LAND interventions under
evaluation.

Pastoralists in many developing countries suffanfinsecure land tenure because they lack formalized
property rights, evernhough there may be informal recognition that they occupy land that is collectively
owned by the communityAn effective formalization scheme will codify these customary clairt@tb
and ensure that government capacity exists to implement and enforce these Bgherabther African
countries have takethesesteps to enhance the tenure security of pastoralists by securing customary
rights to land(Flintan 2011) Projects in Niger have, under the Code Rural, adopted approaches that
allow for the mapping of migration routes and the registration of household grazing péRotset al.
2009) In the Chad Basin ramn of northern Cameroon, pastoralists effectively maintain pastures and
water sources as a secure common pool resource. This management pattern is respected by the
national government, and migratory corridors are protected by national and internatigne¢ments
(Moritz et al. 2013}

Since the mid 1990606s, Et hi opia has also made trem
supporting land administiian systemsn thec o u n highkar@iighrough the implementation of one of

the largest, fastesand lowest cost land registration and certification reforms in Africa (Deininger et al.

2008). In theehighland regions, where approximately 97% of all bbaklsnow have some type of

land use documentation (whether 1st level or 2nd level certificdlioesearch suggests that

formalization has had an array of benefits, including increased agricultural investment and productivity, as

well as reduced incidee of landrelated conflict{Deininger et al. 2011; Holden et al. 200Bespite the

success of certification efforts in the highland regions, little progress has been made to strengthen and

support land administration systems in lowlandaar¢hat are home to a large number of pastoralists.

Land in these areas remains communally administered through customary practices.

More than half of Ethiopiads |l and is used for pas
as having litd economic value (USAIBthiopia2014).Althoughpastoralistéland righs are recognized
by the EthiopiarConstitution,these landsre still sometimes perceivess unoccupiednd, therefore,

2 Another positive example comes from highland Bolivia, where pastoral communities have secure rights at the hamlet leakbwhich
pastoral groups to control entry and use of scarce resources in customary (AHyBP 2004)

3 The key difference between first level and second level certifications is the detail of spatrakitidorcaptured in the certificate. Unlike first
level certification where land was identified primarily by field markings and locationedtatither characteristics (e.gaext to a road),
second level certification uses geographic information sy$@i8) to delineate the land and assigns latitude and longitude coordinates to
the boundaries.

USAIDEthiopiaLAND Afar. ImpactEvaluation Design Report 3



available for reallocatiomm pursuit of other types of economidevelopmentin some arid lowland areas,
government authorities are said to have undermined pastoralist livelihoods by expropriating land that is
used by pastoralists as dry season grazing areas for agricultural p(&j&A® 2011) In 2009 the

Ministry of Agriculture created the Agricultural Investment Support Directofateidentify, demarcate

and transfer land to local and foreign investors. By 2011 the Directorate had identified approximately 6
million hectares of land that would be made available to investors in order to expedite development of
land for exports and indstrial crops(USAID 2011)Article 40(8) of the Ethiopian Federal Constitution
states that the government has the authority to expropriate property in the public interest, provided it
pays compensation i to acquisition in an amount commensurate with the value of the seized
property. Since pastoralistsd communal l and right
are especially vulnerable to uncompensated expropriatidaoch of the land ithe country that has

been identified by the government for investmésin the lesscrowded pastoral and agrpastoral

areas.

Granting formal property rights to customary land is particularly challenging bedaaigmposition of

local government institions candisenfranchiseustomary institutiongHelland2000;Homann et al.

2008. Thisdisenfranchisement is particularly probksia for pastoralistsas their livelihood$n Ethiopia

rely primarily oncustomary institutiongoverning rangeland and watecesghat would have provided
adequate protection in the pasut have been weakened due to both internal and external influences
(Flintan 2012) As a result othese various trendgenure insecurity irthe pastoralareas is limited
incentives to invest in land and other natural assets are reduced, conflicts related to land continue,
resources continue to be degraded, and women continue to face challenges managing and controlling
natural assets, including ladSAID 2012)

ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL CONTEXT OF THE AFAR REGION

The Afar region highlighted in Figurg is considered one of the hottest places on eartt is homeof

the Danakil Desert and Erte Ale, attive volcanoThe average teperature yearound can be

anywhere from32843°C (905110°F)and range$rom 25°C up to 52°C (808125°F) The lowest of all

Et hi opiads | owlands, Afards topography sl opes dow
depression caused by the juion of three divergent plates (part of the Great Rift ValleAdar elevation

ranges from 1000m above to 100m below sea level. The entire region of Afararegss ofibout 150

850mm of rainfall per year, or less th&d34 inches, and the majority of thaainfall is in the southern

and western areafHEA 200§.5

Pastoralisn as divelihood is losing ground asitical pastoralist lands and resources have been
appropriated for use by larggcale irrigation and recurrent drought has accelerated the settlement and
movement of expastoralistdhe people of the region begin to settle inegro-pastoralist and sedeaty
lifestylesfurther constraining available lands for livestock production. These processes have been
particularly pronouncedh in the Awash River basin

The Ethiopian governmemécogniest hat ot here [is] no real alternatd.i
pasbr al i sm i n t he s hbotitdoesaotansides ghstanalism & eiablsdevelopment

4 As of 2013, by way of Council of Ministers Regulation No. 283/2013, it is now called Agricultural Investment Land Adiminisgieatcy.

5 Rainfall patterns arbimodal in higher rainfall areas and unimodal in lower rainfall areas. The river patterns are influenced by bimodal highland
rainfall.
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FIGURE 1. THE AFAR REGION

strategy in the long ternand implicitly or explicitly hasncouraged sedentary agricultufidinistry of
Finance and Economic Developm@003, p. 58). As suclit is perhaps unsurprising that pastoralists
have beersignificantly underserved in many land tenure security programs implemented by the
Ethiopian governmerdanddonors (Hundie & Martine 2008and that he majority ofdevelopment
programsfor the pastorl communitiesof the Ethiopian lowlandsave done little to strengthen mobile
pastoralism and the resources that foster it (Little et al. 20&plictly or implicitlyaimto chang
pastoralistculturesand livelihood$o somethingconsidered to bemore &civilizeqé such asedentary
agricultue (Getachew 200 Besides the already variable climatelsedentaryfocuseddevelopment
policies and programs toward the arghe Afar region isalsoexperiencing many other pressurtsat
collectivelyall affetthe viability oflivestock production anghastoralisn in the region

CURRENT CHALLENGES T O LAND USEINTHE AFAR REGION

Historically, the Afar region is populated by pastoralist communities and peoples who depend on the
rainy seasonshat flood perenniabnd seasonalvers and creatdarge expanses of flooded basarxd
pasturesThese seasonalfiooded riverine areas which Afar and their herds depend upon, alsofare
interest to government and private investors for their irrigation potential. To date, several thousand
hectares of riverine grazing lands already have been converted to irrigated agriculture both by
government and private commercial interestecluding Ethiopian drforeign companiesrheseoutside
pressures from commercial farms and land encroachment continue to diminish land avaiBdokeneg
2012. Internally, wealthy pastoralists are enclodaunge areagor cultivation. In addition, the creation

of the Awash National Park and expansion of protected areas in vital flood plains has diminished the

USAIDEthiopiaLAND Afar. ImpactEvaluation Design Report 5



amount of land available for herding, especially critical dry season grazingAdteasative grazing and
watering areas are no longer available or are severslydd As a resultpastoralist livelihoods are
beginning to faignd herders aréncreasingly turning to agfpastoral and even sedentary lifesgyle
With lessgrazing landvailable, pastoralists aegposedto higher risks associated with drought
Problems posed due to land alienation are further exacerbated by demographic sl{Rega2014) as
humanand livestockpopulatiors have been increasing while theupply of availablend is constantly
declining.

Natural factors also threaten local éiihoods, includingsing temperatures anghcidences of drought,
flash floods, and other extreme weather everdglém, et al. 201)0 Becausenost of the rivers crossing
Afar originate from neighboring highland regions, livelihoods in Afar depend nobomeather
conditions atthe local level, but also ononditions inneighboring regionsBecause of these clineat
relatedchangesas well land use changes described apsgasonal expectatioms water availabilityare
not being consistently met; perennial rivers are not flooding and seasonal rivegsiagpartially filled
or emptyunlikein contrast topast years. Furthenore, conflicts in these areas over constrained
resources make it increasingly difficult fogrds to access their normal grazing and water areas,
exacerbating the problenfsr local communitiegHundie & Martine 2008 To take one example, the
recent Tendaho and Kessem sugar development projaotssaid to havéaadhuge impacts on dry
season gazing areas of Dubti, Asayita and other neighboring woré@abrehiwot and Sintayehu,
2014)

A more gradual but equally serioesicroachment a Afar landis the spreadf Prosopis juliflora

(regionally referred to as Woyane) grazing zones, whiaisohas a deleteriouseffect on pastoralist
livelihoodsP. julifloravas introduced by the Ethiopian government in the 1980s as a vegetation cover to
halt | and and soil erosion in the area (i ate. ,
time the plant has rapidly proliferated and expanded into prime grazing areas and is now estimated to
cover 3,600 square kilometers of Afar (Helland 2015:21). It has severely invaded Amibara, one of the
two woredas that is the focus of this IE. The fiferationof this invasive species limasailable land,

and it has had multiple additional negative effects
associated with it (Admasu 2008). The fruits of
the plant are edible and even nutritious, but most
of the plant is unpalatable, and the seedshav
been reported to cause nerve sicknesses in
animals. OtherwiseR. julifloraan be burned and
used for charcoal, and the wood produces a good
guality timber with desirable color, hardness, and
shrinkage values (Wakie 2012). However, becaus
of its sturdynature, the harvesting d?. juliflora
usually requires powedriven saws and other
equipment which most pastoral communities lack

Burra

~ Household (Immediate Family)
ORGANIZATION OF COMMUNITIES IN

THE AFAR REGION
The pastoralist systemgenerallyis split into two
different areas of grazing based on wet and dry

seasons. During the wet seasons, when most FIGURE 2. SOCIAL ORG ANIZATION OF AFAR

PEOPLE

USAIDEthiopiaLAND Afar. ImpactEvaluation Design Report 6



herds are moved televatedaltaareasto avoid floods and mosquitpgand and resourcese by
pastoralistds not astightly regulatedas it is in the dry seasoihlowever, hoseelevatedareas including
mountainsporder neighboring ethnic groupendoften areinsecureand susceptible to conflidDuring
the dry seasorywhen water sources and pastures are limitegsource use is moreaefully restricted.
Most pastorlists move their herds t&eldi dry season grazing areas along the river vallésieareas
are perceivedas owned by the clanand only clan members have rights to use thento allow other
clans to use them

The basic social structure of Afar is shown in Figur&t® clankedgq is thebroad basis for a grazing
unit, and allkedomembersusuallygraze their herds togetheBelow the danlevel, thereare typically
burrg which arethe household andbr immediate fanilies anddahlathe lineage orextended famyl
members Members of single, and sometimes multiple, cfarma cooperative settlements callaghnta,
which gatheiin both dry and wet season grazing areas. Composition of the ganta usualltiersame
in the different season#n contrast to the dry season settlemeithe ganta during wet seasshas no
definedterritory based on clan affiliatiosince theyoften settle with other clans to one another for
security reasons. Ganta boundarydasontrol of land becomes clearer during dry season, when clan
membersand their herdgeturn to their riverine land. Thisseasonal distinction will need to be
accounted for duringhe implementation ofhe gantalevelsurveyas datarelated to land ownership,
management, and allocatiwaiil likely be easier to gather during the dry rather than wet seaddws,
the survey methodology calls for sampling of dry season settlements.

There is no single leader of tlganta Rather, thereare respected elders who agintly as headsThe
clanhead kedo abbais the lead decisiormakerwhen it comes to land uses and use rightgluding
decisions about allocating land to outsidddewever, itis the clan eldersjaar idollawho are able to
give access to their clan's lands by giving other clamssarght, or a leaseof sorts. Sometimes clan
members holdvaamaights and are able to hold lands and exclude other clan members from those
lands.The fiema abbas responsibldor enforcing rules and regulatiorend this customary leader works
closely with other customary leaders, such as clan aneckrb(lineage) leaders, respected elders and
respected women leaders, to enforce their decisions and sanction viola&ddstionally, within the
gantathere are chosemuwa abbagho manage migrati@io wet season areashus controlling wet
season mobilityand its timing

USAIDEthiopiaLAND Afar. ImpactEvaluation Design Report 7



3.0 LAND INTERVENTI®IS
AND THEORETICAL
FRAMEWORK

INTRODUCTION

The information provided below presents a synthesis of what is known to date. LAND will capture a
more detailed version of Component 4 interventions in th8eptember 201%vork planning exercise
This information will be shared witARRC when it becomes ailable and used to update thé&ND Afar

IE design document.

OVERVIEW OF LAND °©

USAID has invested significant resources in the development of livestock and rangeland improvement
projects in the rangelands of Ethiopia, including through the Pastorahbived Initiative | (PLI 1) and
Pastoral Livelihoods Initiative 11 (PLI II) projects and the most recently awarded Pastoralist Areas
Resilience Improvement and Market Expansion (PRIME) Project. These pprfadtie an important

basis for the present fornization of pastoralist land rights under the LAND Project. This foundation
consists of:

1. Participatory grazing unit definition based on customary institutions and practices;

2. Identification of spatigemporal land use patterns

3. Identification of customariand and natural resources tenure amaohigr regionakthnic groups;
4. Participatory grazing unit boundary identificatio

These significant investments, however, have not resulted in the scope and scale of results sought by
USAI Dds ef f o rstosk productiahand enlprove ramgéland conditions. The lack of results
are attributedi in partfi to the absence of formal recognition for communal land rights, as well as low
governmenitcapacity for effective land use planning and range management (USAID 2012).

The LAND project in Ethiopia is a fiwgear intervention (2012018) designed to build upon tiveork
completed byPLI I, PLI I, and PRIME. It has been designed to improve tinétget land rights to

promote investment and development among land users and reduce inappropriate expropriations. Based
on Ethiopian constitutional provisions, and a regional government commitment to recognize pastoralist
land use rights, the LAND Prog¢is undertaking a focused land rights formalization pradesafar, the
LAND project wil |l wo rPRIME ®jectiroCGhifreeand Amibara woreddsS A1 DO s

6 From the Draft Component 4 Action Plan prepared by Tetra Tech / LAND Prdjebtarch 2014

USAIDEthiopiaLAND Afar. ImpactEvaluation Design Report 8



LAND activities wild@l be i mpl emented wdninistrasond t hr o
and Use Department (LAUD/MoA) at the national level. At a regional level, activities will be

implemented with and through the regional land administration burdadslD activitiesin Afarwill be

implemented under four components:

9 LAND Comporent 1: Improve legal and policy frameworks at national and local levels;

1 LAND Component 2: Strengthen capacity in national, regional, and local land administration and use
planning;

9 LAND Component 3: Strengthen capacity of Ethiopian universities to erigggdicy analysis and
research related to land tenure and train land administration and land use professionals; and

9 LAND Component 4: Strengthen comunalland rights in pastoral and agpastoral areas to facilitate
market linkages and economic growth.

Activities under Component 1 will further strengthen rural land legal and regulatory frameworks
developed under USAH3upported previous projects. Technical assistance under Component 2 will
focus on building capacity at the national and regional lengispving land administration services
delivery, and developing land use plans using cost effective methodologietaitet and skilled land
admi ni stration professionals are essential to ach
Land Tewure and Property Rights (LTPR) investments. LAND will employ a strategic mix of grants and
technical assistance under Component 3 to strengthen the capacity of Ethiopian universities to develop
undergraduate land administration curricula and summer stmutse degree programs for midvel

land administration officials to build land administration capacity sustainably beyond the life of LAND.
Universities will also be supported to carry out research and evaluate Government of Ethiopia (GoE)
policies promading tenure security, increased agricultural production and food security, and sustainable
management of land and natural resources.

Component 4 interventions includeertificationof customary land rights, improving communal land
governance,aswellagsengt heni ng pastor al communitiesd capac
management and investment negotiations. Component 4 represents the focus of the ARNIE and

is described in more detail below.

LAND COMPONENT 4: INTERVENTIONS

The focus of this impa evaluation is Component 4 activities implementethi@ Chifra and Amibara
woredas ofthe Afar regionfrom 2016-2017.

LAND will work with pastoral communities in pilot locations to establish community organizations and
strengthen customary institutiorts serve as a community landholding and governance entity (CLGE) in
which certified community land rights will vest. The CLGE will represent the community before the
government in dealings with investors and will ensure the benefits of LAND are equitatnhdsamong

all members of the community, including women and vulnerable groups, such as those transitioning out
of pastoralism.

Component 4 has six consecutive, often parallel tracks (activity clusters). These are:

1. Component 4 Project Governance fi capacitybuilding within the pastoral communities and
coordination among the different players in securing pastoral land tenure

2. Afar Rangeland Management Systems Description, Validation, and Institutionalization i
the confirmation of PRIMBased grazing system resoe and boundary maps for grazing units within
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the Chifra and Amibara woredas of thfar Region, and the institutionalization of these databases
within a Knowledge Management System;

3. Demarcation, Surveying, Registration, and Certification of grazing un# once confirmed with
Chifra and Amibaraustomary institutions and government authorities;

4.Development of an Afar Region Pastoralist Land Rights Regulation that will acknowledge
the customarysystems as the basis for the formalization of land use rights.

5.Land Use Planning and Governance Strengthening Efforts  among each of thgrazing systems
andburra.

6. Targeted Communications fi public information and awareness activities.

For mal recognition of customary | ayntodnamageght s and o

communal lands is expected to be the most effective mechanism for achieving sustainabéemong
economic growth in Ethiopiads pastoral areas.
communiti esd c ap angandmandgenent,lingestaientunsgetiatioris,aamdrioi improve
communal land governance by enhancing the transparency, accountability, and representativeness of
customary land governance institutions. It is expected that the more informal measures to strengthe
land tenure security will result in improved development outcomes even if formal tenure is not achieved

within the lifetime of the LAND project.

The Chifra and Amibara woredas in thifar regionwill be the main focus of land use rights
formalization, ceification, boundary definition and registration for LAND. Additional governance
strengthening, land use planning, capacity building, and outreach and extensiomeffexizected to
take place at thdurraleverl within the broaderkedosystems.

The LAND program is motivated by a body of literature linking stronger land tenure and property rights
with key development outcomes. The hypotheses and research questions investigated by the impact
evaluation are driven by this theoretical framework and LA mponent 46s t heory
following section provides a detailed discussion of the theoretical framework and theory of change.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

BENEFITS OF SECURE L AND TENURE

Numerous studies have demonstrated the positive impact stronghivitual land tenure security has

had on investment and development outcomes in rural a(Basninger et al. 2011; Deininger &
Chamorro 2004; Feder et al. 1988; Holden et al. 2009; Jacoby et al. 2002; Rozelle & Swinnem2004)
Ethiopia, empirical evidence suggests that thedost land registration and certification that took place
in the 199008s i ncr eas e Holdensenad 2009) madiaulary fonfemalyy a n d
headed household$iolden et al. 2009a Research also indicates that feraéaded households with
certificates are more actively engaged in land markets, and certificasdoelea shown to enhance
womends partici pat imaking lelatedhodandsineplovemeht piaetidggigo iet@ln
2014)

7 This will be confirmed witi, AND following receipt of the September 2015 workplan.

8 Profiles of the grazing areas of focus by the LAND program covering demographic, cultural, and livelihood charactdristipsavitied
when the information becomes available from PRIME and LAND
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Research demonstrates that these productivity gains were motivated by better land management
practices and the reinforcement of private incentives to make-temgn investmeis (Adgo et al. 2014)

In particular, land certifation in the Tigray region of Ethiopia contributed to increased investment in
trees, soil conservation structures, and water harvesting structdiredden et al.200%). Furthermore,
the evidence f r ondicdes that lang regisirationfand gdmtificationdpsograms reduced
the number of conflicts arising from border and inheritance disputereby enabling better market
access (Deininger et al. 2008).

Despite the growing body of workn strengthening individual claims, there remains a dearth of research
on the impact of strengtheningtpmmunatenure in the context of pastoralisnThe LAND Afar IE is

designed to expand thevidence base. LAND is based on an assumption that the program theory linking
tenure security to development outcomes at the individual level will translate to the communityitevel
areas with strong customary systems for communal land stratedikatbeing the case, the benefits
derived from strengthening the customary rights of pastoral grdopgommunal land areaare

expected to mirror many of the outcomes identified from strengthening individual rights, including
increased investment and improviothd managementNevertheless, the seasonal movements of
pastoralist communitiesassociated with customary reliance on resouredsch vary across space and
according to availabilitgoupled withtransitions to more sedentary and agpastoralist lifetyles across
some community members, does present particalaallenges for clarifying rights and strengtherang

and tenure security It is important to note that the existing body of work oassumptions and

strategies for improving communal land teasecurity in pastoralist systemand linking corresponding
increasesn tenure security to development outcomes, is currentry small.

IMPROVED INVESTMENT, MANAGEMENT, AND LAN D USE PLANNING

Secure tenure and clear assignment of rifjhits conjunctionwith institutions to uphold and enforce
those right$i provide incentives for people to undertake lotgrm investments by providing a sense of
permanence and securifiBesley 1995)Secure tenure promotes longéerm investments and planning
in conservation and physical capital. This logic also applies when securing the use and emamagesn
over communal resources, such as common pasture and grazing lands.

A lack of clearly defined property and land use rights can result in land that is degraded, overused, or
otherwise poorly managed, resulting in lower outpubw yields in the cse of cultivated land and

reduced livestock carrying capacity in the case of pasture. Where property rights are poorly defined, the
resulting insecurity reduces farmersd/ pastoralist
in a sustainablmanner and narrows the planning horizon to focus on sherin profits, which may

favor nutrient mining and promote land degradati{@®naw et al. 2009)

Strong tenure arrangements may help improve glowernance and management of valuable natural
assets in arid and setarid areas that are particularly prone to climatlated risksMoreover, the
participation of a broad array of community members, including women, youth, and other vulnerable
groups inlocal landnanagement capromote improved accountability of local leadetisereby
strengthenindocallandgovernance

In Ethiopiads highlands, resear ch hahssresubedivn t hat
benefits for womer(Adgo et al. 2014Holden et al. 2011janging from increased productivity to more

active engagements in land rental markets. In the pastoral areas, where customary practices prevail,
recognizing and accessing rights to land can be less straightforward. Unlike men evhergdty

customary and de facto use rights even if not legally enshrined, women and minority groups often lack
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the same recognition or enjoy the same rights in practice. Men and women generally have different
responsibilities and tend to access and manage resources in different ways due to traditions and
status. Secure land tenure reduces the need to defend claims, which can be particularly important for
women and minority groups whose rights might not be consistently recognizedrfndced(Joireman
2008)

Furthermore, strengthening tenure security is expected to benefit regional governments and the
national government by creating incentives for local people, as well as for psaettE actors, to invest

in agriculturabnd livestoclksectors at various stages of the value cltseéimd expand economic growth.

In turn, expanded economic opportunity aedonomic growth may increase government revenue and
household incomes and reduce local conflict. Developing strong linkages between pastoral and agro
pastoral communities, private sector investors, and the government may also help develop the pastoral
secbr and improve pastoralist livelihoods.

REDUCED INAPPROPRIAT E EXPROPRIATION AND IMPROVED CAPACITY TO ENGAGE
WITH PRIVATE SECTOR INVESTORS

Overall, LAND Component 4 is based on the assumption that by formally recognizing the customary
land use rights of p&sral communities, those communities and individuals will enjoy stronger land
tenure security, thegby opening the door foinclusiveeconomic and social development.

Land that is not continuously farmed but instead used for grazing, shifting culticatiection of forest
products or hunting is most vulnerable to expropriation and wrongful reallocation on a large scale
(Anseeuw et al. 2012). Expropriation is an especially valid concern for pastoralists whose migratory and
herding patterns may coincide smtersect with land the state wishes to designate for commercial
purpose$ particularly land with high agricultural potential in valleys and along rivers (Cotula &
Vermeulen 2009). Officially recognizing pastoral land rights is expected to reduce tlé hisksehold

and communitieosing access to larttiat they customarily usby providing some degree of formal

legal protection and procedural guarantees to communities. In cases where expropriation occurs, formal
land rights should provide communitiaéth a means to seek redress and fair compensation.

Tenuresecurity provides a level of certainty that motivates ltagn planningandinvestment in

physical capitaln areas with collaterébased land markets, it camcrease access to financial suppor
through mae formal documentation of theapacity to repay. Creating positive market linkages between
pastoral and/or agrgpastoral communities and investors provides a strategy to allow communities to
leverage their lanthased assets in order to promoteiral economic growth and development, for
example through collaborative contracts.

In addition to supporting community investments on communal lands, formalization of pastoral land
claimsis expected to empower communities to negotiate directly with fhrivate sector on whether

and under what terms to temporariliransfersome of their landiserightsto a third party (i.e,

alienation) The extent to which local land users enjoy secure land rights is key to protecting them from
arbitrary dispossessioand providing them with an asset for negotiati@otula 2006) Where land has

high agricultural production potential or commercial vaiueut where communities lack the capital,
knowledge, and management capacity to exploifiti@malized title provides an asset to strengthen
communiti esd rnCowmla&Veaneulen 2009promvteercommunity point of view, clear

and defensible claims to land provide leverage to negotiate arrangements with private investors that are

in the communityds best interest.
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There are also benefits to clear identification of legitimate right holdergrivate investorsA recent

survey showed that 57% of firms in Ethiopia reported access to land as their main obstacle. Both large
and small investors need assured rights to threlland property in which they inveg§Toulmin 2009)

Ensuring a stable, predictable, and relatively transparent business enabling environment for investors is
also important to generating higher and more sustainable levels of economic growth.

Drawing on the body of terature described above, the theory of change for Component 4 is depicted
in Figure3. This theoretical framework and theory of change form the basis for the hypotheses tested
by the impact evaluation. Through strengthened tenure security, communitesdshbe better able to

(i) make longerm land managemenrplanning and investment decisions allowing them to increase
current livestock and agricultura@roduction (where desired)as well as respond to market signals to
produce alternative goods and (nggotiate with the private sector to invest in livestock value chains
and other economic opportunitieghat will directly benefit their livelihoods and food security. It is
anticipated that this intervention will create a positive feedback effect, whdretdgr market linkages
lead to better access to inputs and more market opportunities, which in turn increases psgater
interest in developing livestock value chainsl other economic opportunitiesvhich then leads to
improved private sector inter@ion with communities and further market linkages.

Drawing on this theoretical framework and theory of change, the subsequent chapter lays out the
research hypotheses that the imgt evaluation is designed to test.

Increased economic growth
oe—-—==—-31 and welfare in pastoral areas

g Formal land tenure achieved Increased productive
in pastoral and agro-pastoral resource use/
areas resilience - PRIME

i

Informal land tenure Rights and authority for land
achieved in pastoral and mgmt delegated to community
(gov’t policy enacted)

agro-pastoral areas

LAND
Component 4:
c ity land land use plans developed National/regional Comm-based
d ommunéy Zn sare d T -focused on water land mgmt policy developed
emarcated and mappe resources (LAND component 1)
Representative, Activities: _
transparent comm. land | | - Improved legal & policy
mgmt structures created frameworks; ]
(CLGE) - Study tours & case studies
Activities:
Participatory mapping;
Participatory resource use planning; = outside of the portfolio/
PIA to support CLGE development for mapping and control of LAND Project

resource planning

FIGURE 3. VISUAL REPRESENTAT ION OF THE LAND COMP ONENT 4
THEORY OF CHANGE
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4.0 HYPOTHESES, DATA
SOURCES, & INDICATORS

This impact evaluation tests a number of research hypotheses that follow from the evaluation objectives

and program theory guiding LAND. The evaluation has the scopetorgau s | y assess the pr
impact on indicators measured at the household leRelpending on the results of the community (or

ganta) listing process, the LAND AflE may also have sufficient power to identify community impacts

measured at the ganta ldve

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES (H)

At the community level , specific hypotheses in this IE include:

Communities receiving Component 4, LAND interventiland use rightsertification, boundary
definition, registration and governance strengthenisigj)

1 H-1. have lower communityvide incidence of conflicts

1 H-2. perceive improved transparency, accountability, and representative of custdamar governance
institutions;

1 H-3.have improved land use plannicgpacityand sustainablerld management of communal land;

1 H-4. have a reduced incidence of community land expropriation without adequate consultation and
fair and timely compensation;

1 H-5. have improved rangeland@natural resource conditions;

1 H-6. have greater capacity to netiate mutually beneficial contracts between communities and private
sector investors

9 H-7.perceive greater tenure security and protectiohtbeir community grazing land;

1 H-8.have a reduced incidence of unauthorized gsmmncroaching on community land;

1 H-9. invest more in improving the condition of their land, water and livesteslources.

At the household level, specific hypotheses in this IE include:
Households in communities receiving the LAND Component 4 intervention will

9 H-10. have improved lid#nood and welfare outcomes.

1 H-11. invest more in improving the condition of their land, water, and livestock resources.

1 H-12.perceive improved transparency, accountability, and representation of legal and customary
governance institutions.

fH13. perceive greater tenure security and protect

9 H-14. have lower communityvide incidence of conflicts.
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DATA SOURCES

To test these hypotheses, the evaluation wiesix primary sources of community and household level
datato investigate customary land governance, tenure security, rangeland conditiorgséodnflict,
livelihood outcomes, etcThese data sources include:

1. Household survey dafaThe survey will be stratified to target femaheaded angouth households
The LAND Afar IE Household survey will be approximat8yminutes in length and is based on the
LAND Oromia IE Household survey tensure larger comparability across tiple data sets for
improved generalizabilitfhe evaluation team aims to conduct theusehold survey as a panel
survey; this involves tracking the same respondents over time between the baseline and endline data
collection

2. Wives surveydatdi The wives survey will be administered to wives in raaded households and
will be approximately60 minutes in length. The Wives survey instrument will colléata on personal
perceptions, expenditures, consumption, health shocks,Tdéte.evaluation team aims to conduct the
wives survey as a panel survey; this involves tracking the same respoodentsne between the
baseline and endline data collection

3. Ganta ommunity leader dafa A 90 minute closeended survey intediew will be conducted with a
leaderof each ganta the study areaThis will include elders and/or respected individuals from the
ganta.

4. Focus group discussidmslhe evaluation will collect data froapproximately 15@ocus group
discussions witin a subset of thggantasnvolved in the evaluation. The focus group discussions will
be 9®120 minutes in length and implemented7/Bicommunities. The sub groups of interest include
women,agro-pastoralists, andesourceconstrained individuglincluding young males

5. Key informant interviews withDuwa Abbgcustomary leader responsiblerfdecisions about
seasonal herd movements and

grazing, Kedo Abba(clan Community Leader
leader) Dahla (Gulub) Abba SurveyKey

(subclan leader)Fiema Abba Informant Interviews
Focus Group
Discussions;

Participatory Mapping

(responsible for rule
enforcemeny, andDaar-Idolla
(customary eldersin the
communityi these interviews
will provide data orshifting
perceptions, attitudes, and
outcomes regarding the
security, governance, and
condition of land and water
resources.

6. Participatory mappirig The
evaluation will conduct
participatory mapping
exercises in approximateB0
gantas in the study are@he
two groups of interest for the
mapping exercise include

herders andscouts The FIGURE 4. CUSTOMARY UNIT AND ASSOCIATED  DATA
SOURCES

Burra
Household
(ImmediatezlEE e
Family) Wives Surveys
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exercisewill be 6390 minutes in length and designed to incorporate local knowledge into existing
maps of the study area and to enable participants to visualize atairexpeir resource usélith the

help of facilitators, participants will draw their grazing areas during the wet and dry season, migration
routes, settlement areas, water points, and important natural landmarks on large format base maps
prepared byERC. When data collection is complete, the research team will digtheemays for
analysisThe data collected from the mapping exercises will be used to help inform and complement
the FGDand KIl instrumentsand later, may potentially be coupled with GIS aatellite imagery to

help the evaluation team better understand and map out resource use, conflict areas, and mobility
routes across the study area.

Tables H1 through H11 detail suggested indicators to test tfmirteenhypotheses listed above. The
tables provide specifics on outcome indicators plus corresponding details on data sources,
measurement, and other considerations. Note that these ounte indicators wilbe refinedfollowing
the analysis of the baseline data.

COMMUNITY IMPACTS (GANTA)
Communities receiving Component 4, LAND interventifland use rightsertification, boundary
definition,registration,and governance strengtheningil:

H-1: HAVE LOWER COMM UNITY -WIDE INCIDENCE OF CONFLICTS.

Indicators:
A. Prevalence of land and natural resoutmzsed conflicts
Changes in severity of conflicts
Improved relationships between previously conflicting groups
More positive and frequent interactions between previously conflicting groups
Number of previously exigtg land and natural resource conflicts
Improved access to water, pasture, and fuel wood
Improved perceptions of security and peaceful environments
Improvedperceptions ofreedom and security of movement
More satisfactory resolution of conflicts
J. Enhancecffectiveness and frequency of collaboration between diverse conflict resolution actors

TIOTMMOUOW

Data sources:

A. Household survey
Wives survey
Community leader survey
Focus group discussions
Key informant interviews
Participatory Mapping

mmoow

H-2: HAVE MORE TRANSPARENT, ACCOUNT ABLE, AND REPRESENTA TIVE CUSTOMARY LAND
GOVERNANCE INSTITUTI  ONS.

Indicators:

Perceptions of improved transparency, accountability, and representativeness of local governance among HH respor
Satisfaction with customary leaders

Participation of women and vulnerable groups in community land governance

Satisfaction with rules related to grazing, water, and cultivation/settlement patterns

Assessments of fairness and transparency of rules related to grazing, water, and cultetidamgst patterns

Satisfaction with enforcement mechanisms for rule violations

Tmoowy

Data sources:
A. Household survey
B. Wives survey
C. Focus group discussions
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H-3: INVEST MORE IN IMP ROVING THE CONDITION  OF THEIR GRAZING LA ND, LIVESTOCK AND
WATER RESOURCES

Indicators:
A. Communityfencingand protectionof grazing enclosures and grazing reserves
B. Improved water management
C. Planting of supplementary sources of forage and food for livestock
D. Removal of invasive bush species
E. Provision of veterinary facilities

Data sources:
A. Community leader survey
B. Focus group discussions
C. Key informant interviews

H-4: HAVE GREATER CAPAC ITY TO NEGOTIATE MUT UALLY BENEFICIAL CON TRACTS BETWEEN
COMMUNITIES AND PRIV ATE SECTOR INVESTORS .

Indicators:
A. Institutional capacity presence of written bylawshumber of organized internal meetings and meetings with investors
B. Community perceptions of empowerment and capadgityhe context of engagement and negotiation with government ar
investors
C. The number or types of contracts eated into by the community that are more mutually beneficial to the community

Data sources:
A. Community leader survey
B. Focus group discussions
C. Key informant interviews

H-5: HAVE A REDUCED INC IDENCE OF COMMUNITY  LAND EXPROPRIATION W ITHOUT ADEQUATE
CONSULTATION AND FAI R AND TIMELY COMPENS ATION.

Indicators:
A. Frequency and size of community land expropriation
B. Evidence of adequate consultatias measured by househadd community perceptionduring expropriation process
C. Evidence of fair compensatias measured by household and community perceptions and an estimate of the actual
compensation received

Data sources:

A. Household survey

Wives survey

Community leadesurvey
Focus Group Discussions
Key informant interviews
Participatory Mapping

mmoow

H-6: HAVE A REDUCED INC IDENCE OF UNAUTHORIZ ED USERS ENCROACHING ON COMMUNITY
LAND.

Indicators:
A. Household perceptions of greater security from encroachment
B. Household reportingdf encroachment by other pastoral groups/farmers
C. Community perceptions of greater security from encroachment
D. Leadersdé perceptions of greater security from encroe
E. Leadersdé reporting of encroachment by other pastoral

Data sources:

Household survey

Wives survey

Community leader survey
Focus Group Discussions
Key informant interviews

moow>»

9 Please note that indicators A and C differ in that one is protecting natural generation and the other is actively plaptodyoing feed.
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H-7: HAVE IMPROVED RANG ELAND AND NATURAL RE SOURCE CONDITIONS.

Indicators:

A.
B.

Bush encroachment

Subjective perceptions of past, present, and furaregeland condition
C. Natural resource depletion and water availability

Data sources:

A.

ETMMUOw

Household survey

Wives survey

Community leader survey

Focus group discussions

Key informant interviews

Participatory Mapping

Geospatial analysis of remotely sengadgery (TBD)

HOUSEHOLD IMPACTS

H-8: WILL HAVE IMPROVED LIVELIHOOD AND WELF

ARE OUTCOMES.

Indicators:
A. Assets (Feed the Future (FTF))

w

o

m

Livestock holdings (# female, # male)
Livestock value
Tropical Livestock Unit (TLU)
Size of household farmland
Consumerdurables and agricultural assets
Expenditures (FTF)
Food, clothing, tea, sugar, coffee, and tobacco
Health
Education
Income/prevalence of poverty (FTF)
Livestockincome

9 Sale of butter, milk, hides

1 Increased milk production

1 Sale of animals

Agriculturd income

Off fatrm income from trade/wage labor
Health and nutrition

Health/medicine expenditures

School absence due to sickness

Food consumption diversity index
Livelihood strategies

Specialized pastoralism

1 Number of grazing camps used

9 Duration of stay agrazing camps

9 Communal dry season grazing land management strategies

Crop cultivation
1 Household farmland management strategies
Agro-pastoralism

Data sources:
A. Household survey
B. Wives survey
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H-9: WILL INVEST MORE | N IMPROVING THE COND ITION OF THEIR LAND, WATER, AND LIV ESTOCK
RESOURCES.

Indicators:
A. Improved veterinary care for livestock
B. Planting of supplementary sources of forage
C. Labor contribution to developing and maintaining local wells and water points
D. Household investment of labor or resourc@so the improvement of grazingnclosures
E. Developing soil conservation or water harvesting structures for cultivated land
F. Household farmland management strategies

Data sources:
A. Household survey
B. Focus group discussions with women, agastoralists, andesourceconstrainechouseholds, including young male
representatives

H-10. PERCEIVE GREAT ER TENURE SECURITY A ND PROTECTIONOFTHE | R HOUSEHOL DG S

Indicators:
A. Household awareness and perceptions of bundle of land rights, including exclusion rights, land access, and land mar

B. Confidence in use of current land and resource assets (as measured by reported perceptions and productive investn
land and ntural resources)

Instances of inappropriate loss of local user rights to community grazing land
Perceived risk of loss of local user rights to community grazing land

Change in informal/customary rights over community grazing land
Formal recognition ofdnd and resource tenure rights of local inhabitants

mmoo

Data sources:

Household survey

B. Wives survey

C. Focus group discussions
D. Participatory Mapping

>

H-11. PERCEIVE IMPROVED TR ANSPARENCY, ACCOUNTA BILITY, AND REPRESEN TATIVENESS OF
LEGAL AND CUSTOMARY GOVERNANCE INSTITUTI ONS.

Indicators:
A. Perceptions of improved transparency, accountability, and representativeness of local governance among responder
B. Satisfaction with customary leaders
C. Participation of women and vulnerable groups in community land governance
D. Satisfaction with rules related to grazing, water, and cultivation/settlement patterns
E

Assessments of fairness and transparency of rules related to grazing, water, and cultetiBamgat patterns
Satisfaction with enforcement mechanisms for rule violations

nr

Data sources:
A. Household survey
B. Wives survey
C. Focus group discussions
D. Participatory Mapping
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H-12. HAVE LOWER COMMUNITY -WIDE INCIDENCE OF C ONFLICTS.

Indicators:
A. Prevalence of land and natural resoutmzsed conflicts
Changes in severity of conflicts
Improved relationships between previously conflicting groups
More positive and frequent interactions beden previously conflictingroups
Number of previously exigtg land and natural resource conflicts
Improved access to water, pasture, and fuel wood
Improved perceptions of security and peaceful environments
Improved freedom and security of movement
More satisfactory resolution of conflicts
Enhanced effectivenesrd frequency of collaboration between diverse conflict resolution actors

CTIETMMOO®

Data sources:
Household survey

B. Wives survey
C. Focus group discussions
D. Participatory Mappirsy

>

CONTROL VARIABLES

| CONTROL VARIABLES

Indicators:

A. Household demographics
I Householdsize
T Years cultivating (if applicable)
i Education
1 Highest level of education attained
1 Number of males completing/in primary
1 Number of females completing/in primary

Access to and use of cellphone services and markets
Development support from donors, NGOs, etc.
Climate and elevation data

Relative livestock: grain price

Distance to roads and markets

Population density

Estimated agricultural productivity

AOTMOOW

Data sources:

A. Household survey

B. Wives survey

C. Community survey

D. Secondary and administrative data
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5.0 RESEARCH & SURWE
METHODOLOGY

The impact evaluation team recommends using a Differém&afferences (DD)with matchingdesign
that compare<Chifra and Amibar&reatmentworedasto a set ofcontrol woredas The strengths and
limitations of this design and different options considered are discussed below.

DD is a strategy that uses data with a time and control group dimension to control for unobserved and
observed fixed confounding factors between treatment aotio| groups, such as differences in

wealth, education or experience with agpastoralism. DD is one of the most frequently used methods
for impact evaluatios In the context of the LANDAfar IE, a DD method will compare the changes in
outcomes over tine between theChifra and Amibaravoredasthat are enrolled in the LAND program
andworedasthat are not involved in LAND. Given the inability to randomize the LAND program

across these sites, an RCT is not feasible for an evaluation of LANDwillDmatchingepresents the

next best evaluation technique for analyzing the impact of the program.

The differencén-d i f f er ences met hod is implemented as follo
in differences method represents the before after effect in the treatment group; this controls for
factors that are constant over time for the LAND
the before and after difference in the control group to control for outside thverying factors. Rally,

the first difference is subtracted from the second difference to generate the estimate of the treatment

effect.

CONTROL SITE SELECTION

USING COMMUNITY LIST ING AND GEOSPATIAL DATA TO SELECT CONTROL S ITES
Community listing data was combined with geospatial data to inform sample site selection prior to
baseline data collection. When working in areas without administrative or secondary data, it can be
difficult to select suitable control sites, due to a ddwadf data on local community characteristics.
Community listing represents a psurvey censustyle data collection technique that provides the

research team with valuable information about the potential sample area. The survey team visited every
communiy in the prospective treatment and control areas and conducted a short survey with a
community leader on key community characteristics, and colle@®& coordinates.

Data from @mmunity listing confirmed previous assumptionsuglibe suitability of Gewae and

Telalak as control woredas. The research team examined listing data for potential spillover between
treatment and control sites, and compared charactersssiech as population size, number of fernale

headed households, settlement patterns, andiieelds (seeAnnex ). Community listing also revealed

the need to sample from additional control woredas to meet the target number of gantas. Additional
woredas were matched to treatment woredas based on geospatial analysis of the presence of propopsis,
the distance and travel time to town, road density, and population density, drawing on geospatial data
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collected during community listing. Basadanalysis of the combined listing and geospatial data, Dewe
and Delucha were selected as additional controredas.

Based on the information available to the evaluation
team usingGewaneandDeluchafor Amibara control S
sites andl'elalak and Dew&oredasas a control

group for theChifraworedaappeas to be the most
suitable approach for creating counterfactu@mibara
was paired with GewanandDeluchabecauséhey are
along theAwashriver, face similachallengeand share
similar geographic featuréseeAnnex 1). Given the
small number bcommunities in Gewane, Delucha wa
added as a second control site for Amibafanibara
and Gewanare matched in thé&amalefane Ke
BaaaduPastoral livelihood zoneAll three sitesface the
challenge oP. juliflorand competition between
irrigated agrialture and livestock production.

AFAR REGION

For Chifrg it was important to chooseontrol DIBOUTI
woredas that lack river accessd to take spillover

into account in the selectianChifrais matched with
TelalakandDewe in the Aramiss KeAdaar Pastoral
livelihood zoneGiven the small number of
communities in Telalak, Dewe was added as a secor
control site for Chifra.

ETHIOPIA

LAND AFARIE TREATMENT AREAS e
1 Amipata 2 - e

9 Chifra
B Treatment Woredas

B Control Woredas
LAND AFARIE CONTROL AREAS

Gewane
3 Delucha FIGURE 5. CONTROL AND
Telalak TREATMENT WOREDAS IN  THE LAND
3 Dcza: AFAR IE
W

LIMITATIONS OF THEM ATCHING APPROACH

First, althouglworedadata is currently availabfer population size, geographic characteristarsd
livelihood profilesthere is a lack of settlement level data on importéotal characteristics such as
water accessind livestock densityTo improve the pretreatment balance between treatment and
control gantasthe evaluation team will also attempt to use secondaoyeda leveinformation on land
cover (in particular water accesbvelihood zones, and livestock densig) part of the matching
procedure in additon to settlement levetlata collected during community listing

Secondinformation is not available about the boundaries of communal grazing laad.ebtment unit
(communal grazing land) is not likely to follow the administrative woreda boundasiesch, woreda
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level data may not provide the best characteristics for matching. Land cover varies widely within each of
the woredas identified, and it will be important to match the land cover classifications within the actual
grazing unitdf more geosptiallyprecise data on the extent of customary land boundaries is provided

by the PRIME project before baseline launch, the evaluation will aim to sample for data collection within
the customary land boundaries (rather than at woreda level). Otherwisepbag will be focused within

a reasonable distance away from rivers within the permanent (dry season) settlement areas in the
woredas listed above.

LIMITATIONS OF DIFFERENCE -IN -DIFFERENCES

DD requires stronger assumptions than randomized selectios.based on the assumption that the

most important omitted variables are time invariant. In particular, the key identifying assumption for DD
is the equal or common trends assumption, which states that the counterfactual trend behavior will be
the same inlie treatment and control woredag the absence of the LAND intervention. This is a
strong assumption. The DD strategy is valid if the LAND treatment is the only factor that induces a
deviation from common trends for tenure security, livelihoods, and eooic growtiii as well as other
factors of interest to the evaluation. Although the treatment and control areas can differ before the
implementation of the LAND program, this difference must not be reflected in different time trends for
key indicators. Thereire, the risk to the validity of this DD design is that it will not be able to

effectively control or eliminate differences between the treatment and control groups that change over
time (Abadie 2000

Several techniques are used to test the validityhef equal trends assumption. These include

comparing changes in outcome in treatment and control units before program implementation and/or
performing a placebo test with a placebo or ofake
access talata from additional control groups or multiple time periods beyond the baseltkendline.

Although these data limitations constrain our ability to use preferred techniques to check the equal

trends assumption, the evaluation will be able to perforplacebo test with false outcomes to assess

the viability of the common trends assumption. In particular, the team will estimate the impact of LAND

in the controlworedason an outcome that we expect LAND to changjesuch as improved customary

land governande to verify whether the assumption holds.

Comparison groups can be compromised because of activity in treatment areas. THiaveay

geographic component (e.gpatial spillovers as a result of being close to the border of a community

whose grazing unit boundaries are being certified) ofdde nonspatial in nature (e.gnembers of

the comparison group hear what is going on and press to have their grazag eertified, as well). The

i mplication of spillover woul d Wetdifteeniiy, theaovedall pr e s s u
6trued i mpact of the project would be | arger than
transfer of real bends to the control sites. USAID is working with the LAND project to reduce the

likelihood of spillover to the extent possible and appropriate within the local context.

10 Discussions of DD limitations in the literature include: endogeneity of interventions (Besley and Case 2000); isolpgeifiobehavioral
parameters (Heckman 2000, Blundell and MaCurdy 1999); linearity assumption (Athey and Imbens 2002); aaddardesors
(Bertrand et al. 2004).
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MATCHED OR REWEIGHTED DIFFERENCE-IN -DIFFERENCES

To improve comparability between thedatment and comparisogroups, the researchers widbnduct

the treatment analysis using matchadreweighteddifferencein-differences estimatiorf.he evaluation

will examine three separate techniques for preprocessing the data and evaluate theivesfiessi based

on the covariate balance they produbetween treatment and control groups First, wewill employ
propensity score matching with weighting based on the Mahnalbois distance metric. Propensity score
matching pairs treatment to control observatis based on the estimated probkyi of assignment to

the LAND treatment.Logistic regression is used to estimate the propensity score. Unmatched control
observations are then discarded. Finally, the observations are reweighted using the Mahalaaoiois dist
metric, which is a measui@ how many standard deviations awaaypoint is from the mean of a
multidimensional distribution. Combining the Mahalanobis metric with propensity score matching has
been found to reduce bias and improve balance over usiogemsity score matching alone (Rosenbaum
and Rubin, 1985).

Second, we will applyropensity score matching with reweighting using a genetic algorithm (Diamond

and Sekhon, 2013). This technique also matches based on the propensity score, but instead of the
Mahalanobis distance metric, genetic matching uses an evolutionary search algorithm to find weights for
each covariate that optimize covariate balance. In general, genetic matching finds better balance than
propensity score matchin@nd the estimationsra less biased compared to experimental benchmarks
(Diamond and Sekhon, 2013).

Third, wewill employ entropy balancing, a technique for preprocessingttiataeweights observations
without matching (Hainmueller, 2012). As with matching, the sgecifies a set of covariates which
form the basis for a reweighting scheme. However, in this case an entropy balancing algorithm finds
weights for observations in the control gropand no discarding of observations occurs.

HOUSEHOLD AND WIVES SAMPLING ME THODOLOGY

The householdand wivessurveys will be conducted in a subset of communitidefined as ganta the
control and treatmentworedas This will be a Large N suey involving approximateB000 households.
The indicators measured by the househalud wivesurveys are noted above in Sectioh We propose
modeling the LANDAfar IE householdnd wivessurveys on the LAND Oromia IE household survey,
and the20122014 Index Based Livestock Insurance (IBLI) household satiiaywas implemented in
the Borana Zone of OromiaThis ensures that the questions and modules have begrtéstied and
promotes greatercomparability across ntiple data sets for improved generalizability.

The logical structure for the LANDAfarl E6s communi ty iagidolvedd)sanglingg | d s a my
dry season settlementsithin woredas involved in the LAND program (with probability proportionate

11 The study seeks to achieve balance on covarfatessides the prografn that might that will have an influence on the outcomes of interest.
For example, if local institutional capacity is expected to result in ineceasgotiating capacity with the government and investors, then we
would want to have prdreatment balance on this variable.

12 Quantitative IBLI indicators include: Increased consumption expenditure (overall and specifically on food); Increasedfidp@sduced
reliance on food aid and reduced malnutrition); Increased asset holdings; Increased uptake of education services; inersiaged d
livelihood activities; Increased financial saving; Increased empowerment of women; Improvsingefi older people and children; Social
tensions, conflict, and insecurity; and Changes to household mobility. Qualitative IBLI indicators include: Subjectivépitudes to
health and education; Market supply and price fluctuations; Livelihood syatehshocks; The empowerment of women and household
decisioamaking processes; Intgrenerational relationships; and Informal transfers; Migration patterns.
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to size (PPS)and @) sampling households (twurra) from the ganta selected as part of secestdge
sampling

Based on thesmall number of communities in Amibara, Gewani, and Telalak, all communities were
sampled in order to achieve the studyds power obj
communities through the following process:

9 Stepl: Ganta (dry season sektments)are selectedvithin woredas with PPS.
9 Step2: Burras, or householdswill be selected from withigantas with PPS

Communities in Dewe and Delucha were matchesing household population dataselected
communities in Chifra and Delucha, respeeiyv

At the household level, the evaluation will assess differential treatment effects for fermateale
headed households ayduth-headechouseholds. The larg® household sample will be stratified to
provide coverage of these key sgboups, therelg enabling the analysis of heterogeneous treatment
effects.

Focus group discussions will be conducted with ferhaleded households, agpastoralists, and
resourceconstrainedhouseholds, including young mal&antas for focus group discussions and
community mapping were selected randomlyGhifra and Amibara using PRISen matched with

control gantasn Gewane, Delucha, Telalak, and Devased on population and grazing pattern
information from community listing datd&Respondents for the FGD and comnity mapping activities

were recruited with assistance from the ganta leader. Community mapping participants were requested
to have lived in the ganta for at least year, and at least one participant with expert knowledge of
community grazing practices,dila scout.

In carrying out the impact evaluation, investigators will give particular attention to examining the
heterogeneity of impacts among particular subgroups and disaggregated by the following where
applicable:

9 Femalevs. maleheaded households
9 Re®urce-constrainedhouseholds
9 Youth

The household and community surveys will be collected through a dbased mobile data collection

effort. While there is additional ufront effort required to program the questionnaire and train staff and
enumerators @ the use of phones, an electronic data collection approach reduces data entry errors and
improves the quality of the data (Caeyers et al. 2010).
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6.0 POWER ANALYSIS

This section describes the power calculations for the LANfar IE. Here, power refers to the

probability of detecting an impact if one does exist; the associated power calculations indicate the
sample size required for an evaluation to detect a given minimum desired effect size (MDES). For the
LAND Afar IE, the resexh team will measure impact at the househalud ganta level. However, given
the absence of basic sample statistics on gantas in Afar, the research team will condulciLengine

listing of communities and household census in the treatment and contraddes: This information will

be used to update the power calculations.

In this study, the MDES for the recommended household sample size is expected to rang&3tom .

.18, depending on the indicator under investigation. In particular, given the estidetse collection

costs, the recommenet] sample sizes 3000 households surveyed across 300 ganta and an intra
household wivesd survey across 1500 wives in 300
expected to range from34 to .36, assumingata collection irB00 ganta.

We draw on data from the 204 LAND Oromia householdsurvey to inform our power calculations for

key variables related to this study. The presence of calibrating data improves confidence in the accuracy
of our estimates for several parameters of the power calculations. Correspondingly, it improves our
confidence in the effect sizes expected from our power calculatiblwvever, since this study focuses

on the Afar region, the Borana survey results are used as a general reference to inform our power
calculations and should be interpreted with caution.

Given amabsence ofjantalevel data, we will not be able to improve the precision and power of the
study through presampling matching agantacharacteristics across treatment and contibredas As
such, we conduct more conservative estimates of the powerutadions by ignoring the panel nature of
the data. This means that we expect the study will be able to detect-foale impacts than we
currently estimate.

The LAND Afar IE treatment assignment is not random. However, our selection of DD as the

estimaton strategy implicitly assumes that the interventions are as good as random, conditional on
group fixed effects. By relying on DD, we are making the strong assumption that our comparison group
represents an appropriate control group, such as one wouldifireh experimental study. On the basis

of these assumptions, the power calculations were obtained using the Optimal Design software package
(Raudenbush et al. 2011; Spybrook et al. 203The factors that determine the power of a study do

not differ between an experimental and nerperimental design.

The discussion that follows assumes a power of 0.
interventions under alternative scenarios for the numbegahtasandburrasincluded in the sample.
Box 1 below provides details on the variables used iwg@ocalculations.

13We al so conducted the power <calcul ati ons godofiwardmutnanginallyfnore r esul t s we
optimistic. Optimal Design is able to conduct more complex analysis that takes group or cluster effects into considehatiefaré, we
chose to present the results of the more conservative Optimal Design estimates.
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BOX 1. KEY POWER CALCULATION PARAMETERS

The following describes the key parameters used to conduct the power analysis and sample si:
requirements for this impact evaluation.

h (alpha) is the Type | error and is also referred to alse p-value in statistic€Generallyspeaking,
this is the probability of concluding there was an impact when no impact actually exists. Typical
values olUare 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 with lower values indicating greater confidence in results (tha
less clance of concluding there is a program effect when there is none).

i (beta) is the Type Il errorGenerallyspeaking, this is the probability of not concluding there wa
an impact when in fact an impact does existe Bample power is equal to ¢Ib). Typcal values ob
are 0.1 and 0.2. Lower valuesfoindicate greater confidence in the results. Stated differently, lov
values ob are associated with greater power.

CLR (Cluster Level Reliability) is an estimate of measurement error and is used toreot for
the precision of outcomes measured at thantalevel.

G2 indicates that the evaluation is a fixed effect, versus a random effect, design. This means thi
do not believe thegantain the study are necessarily representative ofyalitain Ethiopia.

Jis the number ofyantain each arm of the impact evaluation design. There are two arms in this
impact evaluatiaf the treatment arm and control arm.

Minimum Detectable Effect Size i often represented byifi is the magnitude of impact that car
be detected for a given sample. The units of measuraifare standard deviations from the mean.
For example, if referring to household income and the average value is $1000 per household w
standard deviation of $100, then a valudieD.5 implies theincomes of $1050 or more are
expected as a result of the intervention. In general, the smaller (largérhis larger (smaller) will
be the required sample size since a smalkngel impact will require a larger (smaller) sample sizi
in order to detect.

' is the number of households sampled ganta

Power is the probability of detecting an impact if one has occurred. The power of a test is equa
1 minus the probability of &ype Il errgranging from 0 to 1. Popular levels of power are 0.8 ardd
High levels of power are more conservative and decrease the likelihood of a type Il errampact
evaluatiohas high power if there is a low risk of not detecting real program impacts, that is, of
committing a type Il error.

Power calculations indicate thesamplesize required for arevaluatiorto detect a giverminimum
desired effectPower calculations depend on parameters such as power (or the likelino®gpsf I
error), significance levevariance, anthtra-cluster correlationof the outcome of interest
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HOUSEHOLD -LEVEL OUTCOMES

This design represents a twlevel cluster design with outcomes measured at the person or household
level. The first level is thgantaand the second level is the measurement level (households). The power
calculations for the Level Il Design do not assume a panel survey or the taking of repeated
measurements, in which the same households areurgeyed over the lifetime of the study. panel

survey increases the power of the study. In practice, we are planning to conduct a household panel
across thetwo rounds of data collection.

The power calculatins are based on the followirgarameters:

1h=.05
1 " 2=0 (fixed effects)
1 J=100, J=150~200J=250,J=300 J=350, J=400

In addition to these parameters, to estimate the houseHeleel MDES requires information on the

degree of correlation between households within a village or the iolsas correlation (ICC). The

assumption here is thatnits within a group are correlated, which means that we do not gain completely

new information from each additional unit surveyed; or, alternatively, that calculations treating these

units as independent will overstate the precision resulting fromthepsane . Thi s 01l ossé of
has to be taken into account in the power calculations through the ICC. A higher ICC indicates greater
correlation between households and less new information from each additional household surveyed.
Therefore, the MDES wilncrease with higher ICC values.

We use the 204 LAND Oromia householdsurvey to calculate expected ICC for a number of
indicators.The ICCfor communityclusters, meane(), andstandard deviation) are included below in
the list below.The ICC br these indicators ranges from .06@ .19and have an average ICC.&R7
Thus, based on these ICC estimates from the 20AND Oromia householdurvey, wencludelCC of
.10and .20for our power calculations; an MDES for ICC of .BOalso provided foreference to
illustrate the loss in power as ICC increases.

1 TropicalLivestockUnit14 (¢ =3.03 (1 = 22.12, ICC=.1p
1 Totalincome € = 10896 0 =33417, ICC=.06p

1 Livestock incomde =8168 (1 =33093, ICC=.06}

9 Consumer durablese(=14.15,0 =9, ICC=.12)

1 Dietary diversity (30 daygg = 300.8 (i =196, ICC=.08%
1 Own/use farmlandg(=.47,0 =.50, ICC=.16)

1 Aware ofconflict(e =.150 =.36, ICC=.19)

1 Satellite camp use (=.16 ,0 =.36, ICC=.19)

1 Mobility during droughtsg(=.13,0 =.33, ICC=.10)

1 Have access téarmland ¢ =.81( =.40, ICC=.12)

{ Fair land acquisitiore(=.730 =.44, ICC=.14)

q Literacy € =.620 =.48, ICC=.08)

Tablel provides the MDES under different assumptions about the sample size. While the standard
parameters stay fixed, we alter (1) the numieé households surveyed (N) from30, (2) the number
of gantasnvolved in each arrof the LAND program from 100400, and (3) the ICC from .10 to .30

14 TLU s a Tropical Livestock Unit, equal to 250 KG live weight or 10 goats or sheep = 1 head of cattle = 0.7 camels = 1 TLU.
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Figures 89 show the difference between MDES an ICC of .10 and an ICC of .30, with each figure
using an increased N.

TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF MDES UNDER VARIOUS A SSUMPTIONS

Total
Total Sample
ganta Power | Alpha N | Size ICC | MDES ICC MDES ICC | MDES
100 .80 .05 5 500 .10 .30 .20 .35 .30 .38
100 80 .05 10 | 1000 .10 25 20 30 .30 .35
100 .80 .05 15 | 1500 .10 .23 .20 .29 .30 .33
100 .80 .05 20 [ 2000 .10 .22 .20 .28 .30 .33
100 .80 .05 30 | 3000 .10 .20 .20 27 .30 .32
200 .80 .05 5 500 .10 .22 .20 .25 .30 .27
200 .80 .05 10 | 1000 .10 .18 .20 .22 .30 .25
200 .80 .05 15 | 1500 .10 .16 .20 .20 .30 .24
200 .80 .05 20 | 2000 .10 .15 .20 .20 .30 .23
200 .80 .05 30 | 3000 .10 .14 .20 .19 .30 .23
300 .80 .05 5 500 .10 .18 .20 .20 .30 .22
300 .80 .05 10 | 1000 .10 .14 .20 .18 .30 .20
300 .80 .05 15 | 1500 .10 .13 .20 A7 .30 .19
300 .80 .05 20 [ 2000 .10 .13 .20 .16 .30 .19
300 .80 .05 30 | 3000 .10 A2 .20 .16 .30 .18
400 .80 .05 5 500 .10 .16 .20 .18 .30 .19
400 .80 .05 10 | 1000 .10 .13 .20 .15 .30 .18
400 .80 .05 15 | 1500 .10 A1 .20 .14 .30 17
400 80 .05 20 | 2000 .10 11 20 14 .30 .16
400 .80 .05 30 | 3000 .10 .10 .20 .13 .30 .16
Source: Aut horsd calcul ations
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GANTA -LEVEL OUTCOMES

This design represents a twlevelcommunity trialof grouplevel processes. In this case, the grdeyel
processes of interest are the gartvel outcomes. The power calculations are based on the following
assumptions:

fh=.05
1 J=200, J=250, J=300

In addition to these paramets (definitions given in Bo¥), estimating the MDES at the community level
aso requires an assumption of the clustewel reliability (CLR). CLR reflects the imperfect
measurement of groufevel outcomes. We have to take measurement error into consideration to look
at communitylevel outcomes. The analysis assumes a value fR=CL7, as this is the publishable
standard. FiguréQillustrates the relationship between MDES and the number of communities in each
treatment arm of the LAND program. Tab2summarizes the results of the power calculations.

TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF MDES UND ER VARIOUS ASSUMPTIO NS FOR DESIGN 1 fi AVERAGE
TREATMENT EFFECTS

Total Villages Power Alpha CLR MDES
150 (75treatment; 75control) .80 .05 .70 .55
200 (10G1 treatment; 10@ control) .80 .05 .70 A7
250 (125 treatment; 125 control) .80 .05 .70 42
300(150i treatment; 15@ control) .80 .05 .70 .39
350 (17% treatment; 17% control) .80 .05 .70 .36
400 (2061 treatment; 20@ control) .80 .05 .70 .34
159 o =0.050

1.3 F= O.BO,TEILZZ 0.70
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Table3 summarizes the sample implications from gamta and householdevel analyses.

TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF VILLAGE AND HOUSEHOLD MDES UNDER ALTERNATIVE
SCENARIOS

Wives Total sample for two -arm
Ganta Households per MDES design
per arm per ganta ganta Household Wives | Ganta | Households Wives
50 10 3 .30 42 100 1000 300
50 15 5 .29 .35 100 1500 500
50 20 7 .28 .33 100 2000 700
50 30 10 27 .30 100 3000 1000
100 10 3 22 .29 200 2000 600
100 15 5 .20 .25 200 3000 1000
100 20 7 .20 .23 200 4000 1400
100 30 10 A9 .22 200 6000 2000
150 10 3 .18 .24 300 3000 900
150 15 5 A7 .20 300 4500 1500
150 20 7 16 19 300 6000 2100
150 30 10 .16 .18 300 9000 3000
200 10 3 A5 .21 400 4000 1200
200 15 5 14 .18 400 6000 2000
200 20 7 14 .16 400 8000 2800
200 30 10 13 .15 400 12000 4000
Source: Authorsdé calculations

** Model and parameter assumptions: i) power =0.80-(E), ii) h ==.05, iii) CLR=0.7 (for village), iv) ICC=.20 (for HH calculations)
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7.0 CONCERNS AND
CONSIDERATIONS

This section describefactors that present risks to the validity of the research inferences and evaluation
methodology, as well as additional concerns raised by the implementing partners regarding the
sensitivity of the research.

LOGISTICS AND PREPAREDNESS

The vast majorityof the Afar region is a remote and minimally accessible,aeeept its southern part
The electronics plan and the logistics of the data collectidll need to be carefully considered by the
evaluation and data collection team. Additionally, the properfisityiolence in the area will require

extra preparation and flexibilityo ensure the integrity of the data collection but especially the safety of
all team members.

LACK OF INFORMATION

Due to the dearth of Afar census data and other research in the dtesze is a lack of good community
statistics and clatevel data. This has implications for the sampling and the power calculations. A pre
survey community listing will be conductedthe treatment and control aregsrior to pilot and launch

of the colkction period.This information will be used to inform thexsiple design.

LIMITATIONS OF DIFFERENCE IN DIFFERENCE

The proposed method to identify the impact bAND Component 4 is Differencén-Differences This
method assumes that time trends are similar in the comparison and treatment groups before the
intervention takes place and that the time trajectory will remain constant. That is, thewangng

factors are assumed to be the same between the treathand comparison groups. If this does not hold
true due to factors, such agevelopment programsonflict or shocks, that differentially affect the
treatment and control groups, the impact estimates may be biased.

To help mitigate this weakness in tdesign, the estimation strategy will combine matching with DD to
improve the comparability between treatment and control groups and will include covariates to control
for factors that may influence the trajectory of the treatment groups over time. Morepver
supplementing endline DD regression analysis with-tragng geespatial information (e.gon

rangeland condition, market access, etc.) can reduce bias and improve the quality of estimated
impactsts

15 Inconsistent standard errors due to serially correlated time series data is a prevalent criticism of DD (Bertrand et alV28@4e using a
very basic DD set up of two groups and two periods which does not present the same threat from serial correlation thatdsrfonult
period data. In addition, through cluster level random effects, our model specification will expligtiptakaccount the inconsistent
standard errors from grouped data.
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INSUFFICIENT SAMPLE SIZE

There are a large numberfdndicators and the size of sample required to detect impact will depend on
the parameters of those indicators (i.e. mean and variability) along with the expected impact. A given
sample size may be sufficient to detect program impact for one set ofidgcbut not for another.

Given the absence of basic sample statistics on gantas in Afar, the research team will conduct a pre
launch listing of communities in the treatment and control woredas. This information will be used to
update the power calculatis prior to the baseline data collection.

MATURATION

Some of the impacts may take a much longer time period to materialize than what is currently available
in terms of time between the baseline and end line data collection. To allow for this, the siateewill
collect information on anticipated changes for key proximate outcomes in cases where enough time will
not have passed to measure a meaningful change in a more distal development indicator. For example,
perceptions of land tenure security are nse@ed in addition to some of the more lortgrm impactsi

such as investment and livelihood improveméntisat are expected from improved tenure security.

HUMAN SUBJECT PROTECTION

All data collection activities will adhere to professional and ethical steadar the treatment of human
subjects. The evaluation team will submit the proposed impact evaluation to the Institutional Review
Boards (IRB) at Clark University The IRB is an ethics body in charge of overseeing and monitoring

research activities involving human subjects. The
do not pose more than negligible risk to the participant subjects and to assesdeeacy of
safeguards to protect subjects®é rights, welfare,

inform the subjects about the purpose, risks, and benefits of the study so that they can make an
informed decision about whether or not tparticipate in the research and (2) protect the anonymity of
subjects and the confidentiality of the data.

The evaluation will conform to the legal and other requirements governing research with human

subjects in Ethiopid.o conform to the Development D Library Policy, the informed consent
protocols for the study wil/ include | anguage hig
public identifiable information has been remov&tihough there is no formal IRB requirement in

Ethiopia or official regulations regarding conducting household surveys, it is common practice to receive

a letter of approval for conducting the survey from the relative ministry (Ministry of Agriculture) and

from the local governmentAfar regional governmeht

Given sensitivities over land issues, the evaluation team will also work closely with the LAND and
PRIME implementing partners to ensure local leader and communiintand understanding of the
research prior to community entry and data collection.

Furthermore, the research team will provide training to all enumerators and qualitative researchers to
ensure they understand these principles. Upon completion of research activities in the field, the data will
be maintained in a way that adheres to gen#Ra principles. All analyses and publications will respect

the anonymity of respondents; no identifying information will be used in reports or presentations. The

16 Cloudburst has an established relationship with Clark University for the IRB review process.
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mode of analysis will follow econometric standards for survey research, the aim of whichmake
general claims about the participant and fparticipant populations, not specific claims about
identifiable individuals.

ATTRITION

This refers to a reduction imouseholdsample size in the context of a panel due to migration and the
inability tolocate the same respondents at the midline or end line data collection. The remedy for this
problem is to oversample and to collect additional contact data during baseline that can be used to
locate respondents in future waves of data collection. Givermidere of pastoralists in the lowland
regions, a nomegligible attrition rate is expected.
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8.0 IMPACT EVALUATIN
TIMELINE AND TEAM
COMPOSITION

The baseline data collection for the household and community sawilybe timed to coincide with

the dry season, when most household members can be found at their primary residence, and will
therefore beimplemented fromMarchthrough Mgy 2016. A midline data collection is tentatively

scheduled foMarchthrough May2018, and the endline foMarchthrough May 2020, both subject to

the availability of fund#idline and endline will be used to assess the same features of tenure security,
land governancgend livelihoods as the baseline surveys, although the midline may employ a condensed
survey methodologyDuring these threecollectionperiods, data from focus groups and interviews will
also be collected.To avoid seasonal effects, the baseline Jimécand endline surveys should be

conducted at the same time each year, if feasible.

Table4, on the next pge, provides a detailed timeline for the LANSar IE Baseline data collection.

USAIDEthiopiaLAND Afar. ImpactEvaluation Design Report 37



TABLE 4. LAND IMPACT EVALUATION ACTIVITY  TIMELINE.

2015 2016
Activity A[M|J|J|A|S|[O

2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020

IE Design Repoit draft

IE design '8 party review and revision

Suney instrument development

Surwey instrument 3 party review and
revision

Issue RP for data collection, proposal
review, and survey firm selection

IRBapplication process

Community Listing

Surveytranslation

Devdop sampling methodology and field
work logistics plan

Suney programming

Country approvals, initial setup and
electronic device shipping

Pretegting/Finalize survey instrument

Enumerator training

BASELINE DATA COLLECTION

Translation of qualitative information, data
cleaning, produce baseline dataset

Baséine data report

MIDLINE DATA COLLECTION

END LINE DATA COLLECTION

End line data report
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IMPACT EVALUATION TEAM

ERCproposes the following composition of the Impact Evaluation Team:

Impact Evaluation Manager: Heather Huntington

Pastoral Subject Matter Expert:  John McPeak (Syracuse University)
Pastoral Subject Matter Expert : Peter Little (Emory University)
Ethiopia n Pastoral Subject Matter Expert:  Waktole Tiki (Consultant)
Afar Region Subject Matter Expert:  Herrie Hamedu (Consultant)

Baseline Field Manager: Aleta HaflettStarosta

Research Analysts: Lauren Persh&ate MarpleCantrell, AidanSchneiderStephanie FenngNicole

Walter

Survey Firm: BDSCenter for Development Research
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9.0 DELIVERABLES

BASELINE REPORT

ERCplarsto complete a baseline reparincluding reviews and revisors; anuary 152017. The
baseline report will provide rich descriptive datacluding qualitative datan communities in the study
area and will flag any potential imbalances across treatment groups.

FULLY DOCUMENTED DATA SET AND CODEBOOK

Following the baseline data collecti@RCplans tosubmita fully documented data set and codebook
for the quantitaive data sources, with all identifiers removéa USAID byJanuary 15, 2027 This data
set and codebookvill then besubmitted to the Data Development Library for approval, and be made
publicon the USAID Land Tenure Portal (http://www.usaidlandtenurédagta)

IMPACT EVALUATION REPORT

ERCwill prepare impact evaluation reports within thrée six months of receipt of the midline and
endline survey results. The impact evaluation reparill report the effects of the treatments versus
controls on each ofhe outcomes of interest. In addition to investigating average treatment effects, the
report will also include a discussion of heterogeneous treatment efteadsqualitative datd he analysis

in the impact evaluation report will follow the plan outlinedthe baseline reporas much as possible,

as allowed by the findings

JOURNAL ARTICLES

ERCexpects towrite one peerreviewed journal article on the baseline data collectignDecember
2017.

PRESENTATIONS
ERCwill draft at least two presentations fadifferent audiences (e,golicy makers, academics etc.)
based on the evaluation resear@s interest allows

DISSEMINATION

All reports, dataandsurvey instruments are subject to review the LTRM Officeand the USAID

Ethiopia Mission prior to release. When cleared for public release, documents and data will be available
on the USAID Land Tenure Portalortal (http://usaidlandtenure.net/) and will also be submitted
appropriately to the USAID Development garience Clearinghouse (DEC).

ERCplars to share the results via presentations to a variety of stakeholders, including development
partners and academic audiences. Given approval from USAID MissitimealndRM OfficeERCwill
collaborate with the implem#ing partners to ensure that the data will be presented to local

17 Assuming the evaluation adheres to the scheduled midline and end line timeframe, the dchideta sets for the mitine and end line
surveys would be ready by January 2@hd January 2, respectively.
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stakeholders and communities in a culturally appropriate marmesults will be shared with
development experts in the US, including a presentation at USAID in Washington, D.C. In adtR{©n,
will present the results at academic and policy conferences, as wagtiemsptto publish at leasbne
peerreviewed journal articldased on the research.
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ANNEX 1n AFAR LAND
COMMUNITY LISTING
SUMMARY

On the following pages are senal tables and figures demonstrating and illustrating the characteristics of
the potential sample sites, using data gathered from the community listing process as well as from GIS
data. This information was used to identify control woredas suitable tahaith the treatment sites.

SAMPLE SIZE

TABLE 1.1 i SAMPLE SIZE

Woreda Number of Average number Number of villages Total
villages of HH per village with less than 15 Population*
HH
Amibara 66 215 1 14,195
Gewane 48 128 0 6,105
Chifra 131 176 1 23,097
Tellalak 41 25 6 1,019
TOTAL 286 155 8 44,416

*Total population is if we were to interview every household.

PRESENCE OF WOYANE ( P. JULIFLORA), WET A ND DRY SEASON (SCALE OF 0-10)

TABLE 1.2 i PRESENCE OF WOYANE, BY SEASON

Woreda Wet season Dry Season
Amibara 9.1 8.8

Gewane 7.7 ** 6.4*+*
Chifra .2 2

Tellalak .0 .0

HERDING TRENDS

Only 38% of households in Gewane are pastoral, compared to 87% of households in Adrtioara
households seem to herd animals at similar rates. Tellalak has significantly more agropastoral households
than Chifra. Similarly, fewer households herd camelattie in Tellalak than in Chifra.
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TABLE 1.3 HERDING TR ENDS

Woreda HH who herd HH who herd HH who herd HH who herd
camels cattle goats sheep

Amibara 100% 100% 98% 98%

Gewane 949 ** 98% 100% 100%

Chifra 97% 100% 100% 100%

Tellalak 85% *** 90% *** 100% 97%*

VILLAGE DEMOGRAPHICS
Most households are fully pastoral across the woredas. However, Gewane has a high number of
agropastoral households.

TABLE 1.4 i VILLAGE DE MOGRAPHICS

Woreda % FHH % Agropastroal % Pastoral
HH HH
Amibara 37% 14% 87%
Gewane 24% *** 50%0*** 38%***
Chifra 17% 8% 90%
Tellalak 17% 24%p*** 76%***
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The map below indicates which villages have 50% or more agropastoral or fully pastoral households.
Gewane has a higher number of agropastoral villages than the other woredas.

FIGURE 1.1/ VILLAGE DEMOGRAPHIC S
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SETTLEMENT PATTERNS
The majority of villages are partially settled. Chifra tieshighest percent of fully mobile villages. There
are design and logistical reasons for focusing on the partially settled villages.

TABLE 1.5/ SETTLEMENT PATTERNS

Woreda Fully mobile Partially settled Fully settled
Amibara 3% (2) 95% (63) 2% (1)
Gewane 0% (0) 94% (45) 4% (2)
Chifra 25% (33) 69% (91) 5% (7)
Tellalak 0% (0) 100% (41) 0% (0)
TOTAL 12% (35) 84% (240) 3% (10)

FIGURE 1.2fi SETTLEMENT PATTERNS

AFAR
REGION

AFAR LAND - ETHIOPIA
Community Listing
Villages by Settlement Type

® Fully Mobile
@ Partially Settled
@®  Fully Settled

—— Roads
=== Water

Woredas

Control Woreda 1: Gewane

Control Woreda 2: Tellalak

USAIDEthiopiaLAND Afar. Impact Evaluation Design Report (DRAFT)

49




DISTANCE TRAVELED

During a nonrdrought year, villages travel abouBZimes farther on average during the dry season that
during the wet season. Villages in Chifra travel much farther than villages in Tellalak.

FIGURE 1.3fi DISTANCE TRAVELED DURING NON -

DROUGHT YEARS
Wet Season mDry Season
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During drought years, villages travel farther overall on averhga tluring nordrought years. One
noticeable difference is that villages in Amibara
during a drought year as Gewane.

FIGURE 1.47i DISTANCE TRAVELED DURING NON -
DROUGHT YEARS
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Intryingtopickas ui t abl e
into the surrounding woredas. According to the table below, many villages from Chifra travel through

or to Mille.

control

woreda f

or Chi fr a,

TABLE 1.6

Regular Drought
Woreda Year Year
ChifraA Mille 41 100
ChifraA Dewe 2 2
ChifraA Ewa 19 25
ChifraA Tellalak 0 0

TABLE 1.7 i VILLAGE SI ZE BY NUMBER OF HOUS EHOLD

Village Size by Total
Households Amibara | Gewane | Chifra | Tellalak | Villages
Small (115) 1 0 1 5 7
Medium (16150) 25 27 54 35 141
Large (151500) 40 21 76 1 138
Total 66 48 131 41 286

FIGURE 1.5fi NUMBER OF VILLAGES BY VILLAGE SIZE
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Chifra has many more medium and large villages than the other woredas.
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CLANS

This table shows village size compared to the number of clans by woreda. For example, in Amibara,
there are 25 medium sized villages and across those villages, there are 14 clans.

TABLE 1.8 fi VILLAGE SI ZE COMPARED TO CLAN SIZE

Amibara Gewane Chifra Tellalak
Village Size by Households | Villages | Clans | Villages | Clans | Villages | Clans | Villages | Clans
Small (115) 1 1 0 0 1 1 5 3
Medium (16150) 25 14 27 15 54 15 35 13
Large (151500) 40 18 20 12 76 19 1 1

This table shows the number of clans per wored@his might vary a bit as we continue to sort through
the clan names.

TABLE 1.9 i NUMBER OF
CLANS IN EACH

WOREDA

1 Woreda | Clans
il Amibara | 24

1 Gewane | 1 20

i Chifra 1 29

il Tellalak | 14

CROSSOVER BETWEEN TR EATMENT AND CONTROL  GROUPS

TABLE 1.10 i NUMBER OF VILLAGES WITH T/C CROSSOVER

Non Drought Year Drought Year

Wet Dry Wet Dry

Season Season Season Season
Amibara (T1) 9 12 14 10
Gewane (C1) 1 1 3 3
Chifra (T2) 0 0 0 0
Tellalak (C2) 1 0 3 4

This table indicates the number of villages that migrate through or to their respective treatment or
control woredai assuming that Gewane serves as the Amibara control and Tellalak serves as the Chifra
control.

Note: There is also crossover between treatmeand control groups traveling to one another,
particularly during drought years when they are traveling father (e.g., T1 crossing to T2, T2 crossing to
C1 etc), but this information is not captured in this table.
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FIGURE 1.6fi VILLAGES WITH POTENTIAL F OR CROSSOVER

GEOGRAPHIC DATAON P OTENTIAL SAMPLE SITE S

The following figures were created using GIS and community listing data. Each figure shows the locations
of listed villages and potential sample sites as they relate to the characteristics deemeahpuotint

for the matching process, such as the distance to a-yeand river or density of woyane growth. The

final figure shows how each of these factors compare between the woredas chosen for sampling.
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