Baseline Report

Evaluation of the
FUTURES project

Baseline Report

April 2022

DATA FOR

mpact

USAID

FROM THE AMERICAN PEOPLE




Baseline Report

Evaluation of the
FUTURES project

Baseline Report

Fikadu Mitiku, PhD, Jimma University

Janine Barden-O’Fallon, PhD, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
Honelgn Hiruy, PhD, Consultant

Liz Millar, MPH, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

Mulusew Gerbaba, PhD, Jimma University

This publication was produced with the support of the

Data for Impact United States Agency for International Development

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (USAID) under the terms of the Data for Impact (D41)
123 West Franklin Street, Suite 330 associate award 7200AA18LA00008, which is
Chapel Hill, NC 27516 USA implemented by the Carolina Population Center at the
. - _ . - _ University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, in
Phone: 919-445-9350 | Fax: 919-445-9353 partnersrzlip with Palladium International, LLC; ICF
D4l@unc.edu . . Macro, Inc.; John Snow, Inc.; and Tulane University.
http://www.datadimpactproject.org The views expressed in this publication do not

necessarily reflect the views of USAID or the United
States government. TRE-22-31 D4l

April 2022

/ iﬁ ® DATA FOR

usaip Jmpact

FROM THE AMERICAN PEOPLE T


mailto:D4I@unc.edu
http://www.data4impactproject.org/

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to thank Clive Mutunga and Amani Selim of the United States Agency for
International Development (USAID) for their technical support of the evaluation of the FUTURES
project. We are also thankful for technical input from Kassahun Kelifa Suleman, Temple Cooley,
Senait Tibebu, Kai Carter, and Andrea Lozano at the Packard Foundation, Abebaw Kebede,
Serkadis Admassu, and Feven Tassaw Mekuria at CARE Ethiopia, Tadesse Gole at Environment
and Coffee Forest Forum, and Samson Bekele at Kulich Youth Reproductive Health and
Development Organization.

We thank Alemi Kebede and Dereje Bekele at Jimma University, the former for her contribution
to the training of data collectors and the later for his involvement in the focus group discussion
data collection and contribution in drafting the related section of the report, and the team of field
supervisors and data collectors who made the study happen.

At Data for Impact (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill), we thank Becky Wilkes and
Mathew Mainwaring for mapping and programming support, and the Knowledge Management
team for editorial and production services.

Cover
A coffee-based livelihood in Ali Kebele, Yayu Coffee Forest Biosphere Reserve, Ethiopia. Derresa
Bulcha, Jimma University.

Suggested citation
Mitiku, F., Barden-O’Fallon, J., Hiruy, H., Millar, E., & Gerbaba, M. (2022). Evaluation of the
FUTURES project: Baseline Report. Chapel Hill, NC, USA: Data for Impact.

Baseline Report for FUTURES 3



Contents

FIGUTES eeiiieieiieeeieeetee ettt ettt e st e st e st e e s s abe e s s at e e s st e e s saeesssaessssaesssbesssaesessaasssseessseesssaesnnne 5
121 o) (=TS RTRN 5
ADDTEVIATIONS ... teeveeeeieeiteeeieeteeete et est e et e et e e ste e st e s beestaessteessaessbeessaessseesaasssaesaesssaensaasssessssessseensen 6
EXECULIVE SUIMIMATY ....eeiiiiiiiiiieeiieeeieeeeite et e esrieessseeesteeesteessteessaseessssesssseesssesssaessssaessseessssaesnns 7
BaCKZTOUNA....c.ueiiiiieiiiteeecee ettt ettt e st e s e s ae e st e s bt e st e s sseessbesneesssasanees 7
Evaluation Aim and ODJECHIVES......cuiieeiiiiiieeeiieeeeecetteeeeeesste e sete e s sree e s seaesseee s s aaessaeeessnaeessnaans 7
Main EXposure and OULCOMES .......ccueevuiirierriirrieriiententeesieesteseseessessseesseessseesssesssessssesssessseessens 8
METROMAS ..ttt ettt ettt e bt e st st e s st e st st e s b e b e e st e e neesaae e neenanes 8
RESUIES. ..ttt ettt ettt e s e st e st e s bt e st e e b e e s st e s b e e est e s b e e at e e b e e sseesnbeeneens 8
DS CUSSION . ..teuieeiteeteett ettt et e et st e st e e sat e st e e st e s st e s se e s st e sseesstesase e st esasesastesasesseesnsesanes 10
EVAlUAtioN PUIPOSE ....eeiiuiiiiiiiieiieicieeeeite st e sttt eestteessveeseaeeesaaeesaeessssaessssesssssessssaesssssesnsseesssseennns 11
BACKZIOUINA ..ottt ettt ettt et et e b et e st st et e bt et e s st e be et e s st e b e e neesseenee 11
Program DESCIIPLION ...cieuieiriieieiieeeieeecieeecte et essee et e st e e sbe e e te e s sateesssaeesseessaseessnseessssesssssassnne 12
JY 208 0 B et A 0 U USSR 13
Theory Of CRANZE.......cccciiiieiieeieecteecee ettt e st e e ae e s e e e st e e s s e e e s aaessssaeesaeaeesssaesssseesnsseesnsens 14
Evaluation QUESHIONS ......cicuieeiiiiiieeieecitecteestt e e esteesteete e s e e s teesae e s saeesseesstesseessaessesnseessseesaesnsesnnes 15
1LY <] 1 s To Lo LT ORI 15
SHUAY SAIMPIE ..ottt ettt e e te e s sa e e e rae e s rae e s bae e ssbaeessaaeesssaeennaaeenntaeennees 16
Ethical apPIOVAaL......c.oeiciiiiiiecceeceeee ettt esae e e saa e s s e e e s ae e s s ba e e st e e e aae e s raeanneaas 18
Data collection training and field WOTK .........cccuiiriiiieiiiiiiiceeeeeece e 18
ANIALY SIS .vveietieeeitieieieee et e e st e et e e te e e te e s eee e et e e s aee e st e e e e ta e et e e e eat e e e rae e e bt e e e aaeenraeenraaeenateeennraann 19
FINAINEZS cvteeeiieeeeecet ettt e e e et e e s ee e e s e e e s ta e e e aa e e s s s e essaaeesssaeessseeasseeeseaeessaeennsaesnssaannns 21
WOIMEN'S INTETVIEWS ...uvieieiiieiiieeiiieeesteeeieesessteessstesssseessseesssseessssesssseesssssessssassssssesssssessssessssessnns 21
PrOVIAEr INEEIVIEWS....eeeciieeeiieceieeceeeeeceeeeeeeee e eeesteeeetaeeeetsee e saeessseeessseeessseeesseessseessseennsseennses 39
Sustainable Development Goal Analysis GIid.........ccocceveerierirrieniienenrienterieeeeseee et 45
Results of informational iNtEIVIEWS.........ccuieeeiiieeeieeccie ettt ee e e e eerreeereeeeneeeeaseeeenneas 49
| EETe1 8 £S5 1o ) o H TR 51
| 3500 00§ 2218 (0 s 1< JRRNR OO 54
Recommendations and NEXt STEPS ......eecueruerierierieiriereeeete e te st s e e ee st e e s e e saeeseeeae 56
(0763 616 L3153 To) o 1= RR 57
RETEIEIICES ......eveeeeeeeeetee ettt ettt e eete e e et e e e raeeeeseeeesseeeeaseeeesse e e saeeesssaeessseeesseeeessaessseeesseennssaann 58
Appendix 1. Data Collection TOOIS ......cccceeerieriereriereeteeceeete ettt ettt e sne e 59
APPENAIX 1. WOIMEIN'S SUTVEY ...eeeevreeeireeeeiueeisieeeesteeassessssseessssesssssesssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnes 60
Appendix 1b. Family planning provider’s SUIVEY ..........ccceceeerruerrienerrienreenensieseeseeeeeseeseeseesseene 92
APPENAIX 1C. SDGAG ...ttt ettt ettt et e et e b st e s st e s e st e s st e b e s st e s se e b e e st e s e ente st e seenes 99
Appendix 2. Data ColleCtion TEAIM .........ciccuieieiiieieiiieciteccie et e se e e sre e s eae e e s ae e e s ae e s eaeesssaeens 106
Appendix 3. Household shocks in 12 months preceding survey..........ccocceeceevieneevenieenensenseennenne 107

Baseline Report for FUTURES 4



Figures

Figure 1: Theory of change mModel..........oouiiiiiiiiiiiiniiieeeccceee e e e 14
Figure 2: Map of sampled KEDEIES ......ccc.ueiiuiiiiiiiiiiecteete ettt ae e s sae s s svaeeeane 17
Figure 3. Radar chart of performance results across six sustainable development dimensions for
the Yayu Coffee Forest BioSphere RESEIVE .......ccccviieiiiieiiiiiiiieiciteccteeete et svae e sae e e aa e s 45
Tables

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents...........ccccceveeeererneneenennieneeeeereeeeeeeeene 21
Table 2. HOUSEhOIA IMEIMDEIS .....oooiiiiiiiiieeeee ettt ceeetaree e e e e e s eessasssseeeeeeeeeennes 23
Table 3. Education level of household members...........ccoveeeuieieiiieceiieeeeceeee e 23
Table 4. HOUuSEhOId POSSESSIONS ....eeicviiriiriiiirieiiitinieeiitestesteeste et eseesseesssaesseessaessesssaesssesssnessees 24
Table 5. Household food iNSECUTILY ......ceevuiiieiiiiiiiieeieeccie ettt svae e e e va e s 25
Table 6. Household participation in community Sroups .........ccecceeeeveeneerienrieneeseenieeseesseesesseennees 26
Table. 7 Respondent’s employment characteristics ..........ceeeereereerernieneenenieneeseeeee e eaees 27
Table 8. ACCESS 10 TESOUICES .......eerrerrierierreeeterittenteerte et essseesstesssessseesssessstesseesssessesssaesssessssessses 28
Table 9. Exposure to family planning...........coceeiereriiiniininienieeeteceeeteee e 29
Table 10. Current use of family Planning ........ccoceeveeiiiiriinr e 30
Table 11. Attitudes on family planning and quality of care..........ccoccueeeevueeiciienciieicieeceeeeeeee, 31
Table 12. Participatory forest management............ccecceveeierirrenienerrieetese ettt ees 32
Table 12. Improved agricultural PractiCes .........occeveriererrenirreneree et 33
Table 13. ACCESS t0 YaYU FOTEST......ciiiiiieiiieeetieecieeecie et cete et s st sete e e sae e s ae e s saae e s eaeesaaaesnnneas 34
Table 14. Women’s participation in deciSion-making...........cccceeceevernienienennieneenenieeneeeeseeseeenees 36
Table 15. Women’s influence in economic decision-making .........ccecceeeeerveercieeniienneinieensueesieennens 37
Table 16. Sex-related gender attitiudes. .......cecvieieiiiiciiiicieece e e 38
Table 17. Youth-related gender attitudes........cueecueeeieriiiiiieiieecieceeeee e 39
Table 18. Characteristics of family planning providers (N=37) ...ccccceveeerrenrienennenceseneeseeeenees 40
Table 19. Characteristics of health facilitieS (11=37) ..eovviiiieeeieeeeee ettt eaaeees 41
Table 20. Services available t0 ad0IESCENLS .......cccuviieuieieiieeceeeee e et 43
Table 21. Family planning provider Opinions..........cc.ceceeceeriereerienensienieneeteseeseeeeeseee e sseesseenees 44
Table 24. Summary of outcome iNAICATOTS.......ccccvviircieieiieieiieecee e eer e e saae e 52

Baseline Report for FUTURES 5



Abbreviations

D4l
ECFF
FGD

FTP
FUTURES
II

IRB
KYRHDO
MEL
ODA
ODK
PFM
PSPP

RH

SDG
UNC
USAID
V/YSLA
YCFBR
YFHS

Data for Impact
Environment and Coffee Forest Forum
focus group discussion

File Transfer Protocol

FUTURES—My forest, my livelihood, my family

informational interview

institutional review board

Kulich Youth Reproductive Health and Development Organization

monitoring, evaluation, and learning
Oromia Development Association

Open Data Kit

participatory forest management

policy, strategy, program, or project
reproductive health

Sustainable Development Goal

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
U.S. Agency for International Development
Village/Youth Savings and Loans Association
Yayu Coffee Forest Biosphere Reserve
youth-friendly health services

Baseline Report for FUTURES 6



Executive Summary

Background

The FUTURES—My Forest, My Livelihood, My Family program (FUTURES) serves communities
in the Yayu Coffee Forest Biosphere Reserve (YCFBR) located in Southwestern Ethiopia, in
Oromia Regional State. The YCFBR encompasses the Hurumu, Yayo, Bilo Nopa, Alge-Sachi, and
Doreni woredas of Illu-Abba Bora zone and Chora woreda of Buno Bedele zone and includes
protected forest area as well as designated areas for economic activities like coffee and spice
production, commercial forest plantations and eco-tourism, and areas where many traditional and
modern agricultural practices take place.

Households in the area depend on a combination of small-scale agricultural and forest
management systems dominated by traditional agronomic practices and characterized by a lack of
crop diversity and low productivity. Deforestation, degradation, and increased loss of biodiversity
are major concerns for sustainable agricultural and livelihood practice in the region. Social,
gender, and cultural barriers have historically limited women’s and youth’s engagement in
agricultural and economic sectors. High rates of early and forced marriage, and limited availability
of reproductive health and family planning services, especially youth-friendly services, may
further limit women and youth from participating meaningfully in agricultural practice and
livelihood generation. Government services and local civil society organizations in the area
operate at a limited capacity, and their offices are male-dominated and do not meaningfully
incorporate a gendered approach to their work (Gebrehanna and Seyoum, 2020).

The three-year FUTURES project was launched in April 2021 to address many of the health,
environment, and livelihood concerns of the YCFBR region. The project is implemented by CARE
Ethiopia and its three local partners, Oromia Development Association (ODA), Environment and
Coffee Forest Forum (ECFF), and Kulich Youth Reproductive Health and Development
Organization (KYRHDO). The FUTURES project evaluation, funded by USAID, and led by Data
for Impact (D41I), aims to understand the impact of the FUTURES project on key health,
agricultural, and livelihood and conservation behavioral outcomes, and to contribute to
knowledge about the implementation of cross-sectoral programs, including monitoring,
evaluations, and learning (MEL) of such programs.

Evaluation Aim and Objectives

The main development hypothesis that this evaluation aims to address is that integrating a health,
livelihood, and environmental programming approach will lead to broader and more sustainable
improvements than implementation of single-sector approaches. The evaluation of FUTURES will
seek to answer questions related to the impact of FUTURES on key reproductive health,
agricultural, and livelihood behavioral outcomes and the extent to which the FUTURES project
contributes to the improvement of youth-friendly health services, the strengthening of small-scale
agriculture and forest management systems, the strengthening of multistakeholder partnerships,
and the empowerment of women and youth. Furthermore, the evaluation approach will seek to
contribute to what is known about the process of implementing cross-sectoral programs.
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Main Exposure and Outcomes

FUTURES project activities are designed to target the economy, agriculture, and reproductive
health sectors simultaneously, while working across household, community, and institutional
levels, with a focus on women and youth. Project activities include health provider training,
improved referral linkages, and household and community education to reduce stigma to
accessing reproductive health services; support for youth savings and loan programs,
entrepreneurship training for women and youth, diversified livelihood schemes, and climate
smart agriculture; as well as the formation and strengthening of multisectoral steering committees
and increased mechanisms for knowledge sharing and generation among sectors.

Methods

Nineteen kebeles from 23 full-project intervention kebeles were randomly selected for the
baseline. Nineteen kebeles from three non-intervention woredas in the Yayu biosphere were then
selected as the comparison area.

Quantitative data were collected November-December of 2021 through household surveys with
1,113 women ages 15-49 and 37 family planning provider surveys in both intervention and
comparison areas. The household surveys collected data about individual and household socio-
demographics, knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to family planning, agriculture,
livelihood and forest conservation practices, as well as measures of agency, gender norms, and
gender equity. Health provider surveys collected data on the availability and quality of
reproductive health services, including youth friendly services. Data were collected by gender-
matched trained data collectors in Afan Oromo using tablets. Data were stored on a secure File
Transfer Protocol server at Jimma University and UNC. Analyses were conducted in Stata version
16 and included sample weights and adjustments for the multistage sampling design.

Qualitative data were collected using the Sustainable Development Goal Analysis Grid (SDGAG)
through four Woreda-level focus group discussions (FGD) with participants representing a variety
of development sectors from two intervention and two comparison woredas. FGDs were led by
experts from Jimma University and collected data on social, ecological, economic, cultural, ethical
and governance dimensions of sustainable development. Scores were recorded in an Excel-based
tool and triangulated with descriptions of the discussion.

Ten informational interviews were also conducted with natural resource management
development workers in kebeles with active forest managements groups. Numeric information
collected from the interviews was summarized and themes were analyzed by topics of interest for
evaluation purposes.

Results
Women'’s interviews

Almost half of respondents were ages 15-29 years old (48.9%) and most were currently married or
in union (94.6%) and had at least one child (93.0%). Two-thirds of respondents had attended any
formal education (66.7%), though only 38.9 percent of respondents were able to fully read sample
sentences provided by the interviewers. The 1,113 women interviewed recorded a total of 5,348
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household members, and an average household size of 4.8. Households in the intervention area
were significantly more likely to be food secure (47.5%) than comparison areas (34.5%). However,
approximately one in five households in the intervention area reported being severely food
insecure. Most women (85.6%) reported being employed during the previous year, usually by a
family member. Most respondents owned their home either alone (54.0%) or jointly (34.7%).
Almost 32 percent of the women surveyed had access to banking, while only 16.2 percent had
access to credit in the last year.

Nearly all interviewed women knew of a place to obtain family planning services (95.4%), and 75.2
percent reported they were currently using some form of family planning. Respondents from the
intervention area had more positive perceptions of the quality of care at health posts than did
respondents from the comparison area. Most respondents in both intervention and comparison
areas strongly disagreed that it is acceptable for unmarried adolescents to be sexually active
(74.4% and 74.0%, respectively), yet 33.6% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that it is
acceptable for unmarried adolescents to use contraception.

About 10% of interviewed households were members of a Participatory Forest Management
(PFM), and of these, only 7.7% held a leadership position. Among non-participants, the most
common reason for not participating in PFM was that there was none in their area. The most
common conservation practices applied in the 12 months prior to the survey were fertilizer micro-
dosing, row planting, and improved seeds. The least commonly known practices were climate
smart agriculture, agro-forestry, and integrated pest management. A small number of households
(n=290) had received training on any of these practices during the past 12 months, mainly from
the ministry of agriculture. Households in the intervention area were more likely to have received
the ministry of agriculture trainings than those in the comparison area (27.5% vs 18.7%). Of the
crops that were grown, households were most likely to consume these products (61.9%) or to
consume some/sell some (33.5%); very little was produced only for the market (4.6%).
Households in the intervention area were closer to the forest boundary than households in the
comparison area.

Household participation in community groups was highest for forest user groups (39.0%) and soil
and water conservation/watershed management campaigns (38.8%). Households in the
intervention area had significantly higher membership in youth associations or self-help groups
(10.0% compared to 6.5%). In general, household members in the intervention area were more
often in leadership positions in the community groups than were households in comparison areas;
leadership was highest for village leadership committees and forest user groups.

Provider interviews

Most family planning providers interviews were female (84%) and were health extension workers
(62.0%). Almost two-thirds reported that they did not provide youth-friendly health services, and
only 30.0 percent had received YFHS training within the last two years. The majority of surveyed
facilities used some form of feedback mechanism to help ensure quality service provision (86.5%).
Most facilities tracked family planning referrals (81.1%), most commonly by referral slips (80%).
Methods provided on site included oral contraceptives, injectables, condoms, and implants. Half
of facilities provided services to survivors of gender-based violence (54.1%), and even fewer
provided case management services (35.1%). Fees for family planning services were not common
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in the intervention area. In terms of services for adolescents, most facilities (83.8%) reported
additional practices to maintain the privacy and confidentiality of youth clients, including offering
separate hours (54.1%), separate counseling or examination rooms (45.9%), or separate waiting
rooms (13.5%). Most providers felt that it is unacceptable for unmarried adolescents to be sexually
active (89.2%), however, the majority also felt that it was acceptable for unmarried adolescents to
use contraception (89.2%). Most providers stated they would provide a method to a client who has
not had any children (91.9%) or was unmarried (91.8%).

Sustainable Development Goal Analysis Grid

Participants of FGDs assessed the performance of social, ecological, economic, cultural, ethical,
and governance dimensions to be “satisfactory” or “excellent” in both intervention and
comparison woredas. Discussions revealed opportunities for growth including ecosystem
management, protection of biodiversity, and innovative approaches for governance. Participants
also noted cultural beliefs about the social value of the unequal roles and status relationships of
men and women as a major challenge to women’s and girl’s empowerment.

Informational interviews

Among the 38 kebeles included in the study, only 10 were identified to have active forest
management groups at the time of data collection. Four kebeles in the intervention area each
reported three active PFM with a total of 121 individuals, including 21% women and 10% youth
participants. Women had PFM leadership positions in three of the four kebeles and PFMs varied
in their level of functionality. The informants from three of four kebeles agreed that the groups
needed to be strengthened to mitigate biodiversity loss, forest degradation and deforestation, and
that local government support for these efforts needed to be strengthened.

Six kebeles in the comparison area reported active PFMs, with three is each of the six kebeles and
all groups included at least one woman and youth as stakeholders and in leadership positions.
Informants in the comparison area kebeles felt the functioning of PFMs could be improved with
additional members, additional trainings, and better coordination between government and
NGOs.

Discussion

Baseline data showed similarity between the intervention and comparison areas across individual
and household characteristics. However, some important differences were noted, such as
households in the intervention area were closer to the forest boundary, more likely to be food
secure, and more likely to obtain family planning services at a health post rather than a health
center (and have positive attitudes about the quality of care at health posts) than were households
in the comparison area. Household members in the intervention area were also less likely to have
received training in biodiversity conservation, yet more likely to have had life skills training for
female household members ages 16-19.

Baseline data also show fairly high levels across outcome areas of family planning utilization,
livelihood opportunities for women and youth, and improved forest conservation practices.
Exceptions to this are the percentage of women actively using of financial services; participation in
PFMs; and the application of various improved crop production practices, technologies, and
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inputs. Additionally, a low percentage of family planning providers had received recent YFHS
training.

Evaluation Purpose

The FUTURES Project is an integrated family planning and reproductive health, agriculture,
livelihoods, and conservation project in southwestern Ethiopia. The project, funded by the
Packard Foundation, was launched in April 2021. The U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID)/Global Health Bureau/Office Population and Reproductive Health, through Data for
Impact (D41I), supports a comprehensive, mixed methods, prospective evaluation of the project.

The evaluation seeks to contribute to knowledge about the process of implementing cross-sectoral
programs including which implementation and monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL)
experiences are transferable to other cross-sectoral programs; what are enabling conditions for
successful implementation of integrated programs; and how and to what extent did the
implementing partners and government collaborate and coordinate to achieve desired family
planning/reproductive health, agriculture, livelihoods, and conservation outcomes.

Results from the baseline data collection are shared in this report for the purposes of project
management and knowledge sharing. It is anticipated that these results will be used by FUTURES
to inform implementation and MEL activities. USAID, the Packard Foundation, Government of
Ethiopia, and project implementers will use final results from the evaluation to make
programmatic and policy decisions for future integrated family planning/reproductive health,
environment, and livelihoods projects in southwestern Ethiopia and elsewhere.

Background

The Yayu Coffee Forest Biosphere Reserve (YCFBR) is in the Oromia Regional State of
Southwestern Ethiopia. The Biosphere reserve encompasses the Hurumu, Yayo, Bilo Nopa, Alge-
Sachi, and Doreni woredas of Illu-Abba Bora zone and Chora woreda of Buno Bedele zone. It is
comprised of three parts: (1) the core, which is a protected forest area; (2) the buffer, in which
certain economic activities such as coffee and spice production and forest uses, such commercial
forest plantations and eco-tourism, are allowed; and (3) the transitional area, where many
traditional and modern agricultural practices take place.

A technical report assessing the health and socio-economic status of Buno Bedele and Illu-Abba
Bora zones was prepared for the Packard Foundation prior to the launch of the FUTURES project
(Gebrehanna and Seyoum, 2020). The report highlighted the general poor quality and lack of
available family planning and reproductive health services in and around the YCFBR, with high
rates of early and forced marriage, limited method supply, and lack of quality youth-friendly
services. The report also highlighted the social, gender, and cultural barriers to women’s and
youth’s engagement in decisions and processes that affect their lives. Households in the area
depend on a combination of small-scale agricultural and forest management systems dominated
by traditional agronomic practices with low inputs, lack of crop diversity, and low productivity. Of
equal concern are the rates of deforestation, degradation, and increased loss of biodiversity due to
a combination of intensified forest coffee production coupled with poor management practices.
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Finally, there is limited capacity of government services and local civil society organizations
operating in the area. Despite their ambition to embrace a transformative agenda, governance and
development approaches remain top-down, and their offices are predominately male-dominated
and do not meaningfully incorporate a gendered approach to their work.

The FUTURES project was developed to address many of the reproductive health, environment,
and livelihood concerns of the YCFBR eco-region. The project is implemented by CARE Ethiopia
and its three local partners, Oromia Development Association (ODA), Environment and Coffee
Forest Forum (ECFF), and Kulich Youth Reproductive Health and Development Organization
(KYRHDO). In collaboration with CARE Ethiopia, D4I provides technical support for the
development and implementation of a monitoring, evaluation and learning system capable of
producing high-quality information. As part of this work, D4I is conducting a mixed method
evaluation of the FUTURES project to understand how the project affects family planning,
livelihoods and conservation outcomes of women and youth in the area. The evaluation will also
examine the process and value of the multi-sectoral integrated approach.

Program Description

The goal of the FUTURES project is to achieve sustainable forest biodiversity and improved
reproductive health and livelihoods of women and young people in the YCFBR. The integrated
program focuses on mutually reinforcing short-term objectives representing the development
sectors in which the FUTURES project will be working. These are: (1) improved family
planning/reproductive health access and use for women and young people, (2) improved
livelihood opportunities for women and young people, (3) improved forest conservation practices,
and (4) effective multi-sectoral partnerships for integrated programming and collective action
developed and strengthened. The intervention activities are designed and are expected to
contribute to more than one objective; the objectives themselves are mutually reinforcing.

The FUTURES project works in a total of 28 kebeles: 10 kebeles in Chora, 10 kebeles in Yayo (of
which two will have family planning/reproductive health activities only, as the Nature and
Biodiversity Conservation Union implemented a project related to forest conservation and
community development in these two kebeles), and 8 kebeles in Dorani (of which three kebeles
will only receive family planning/reproductive health activities from FUTURES). FUTURES is
thus fully implemented in 23 kebeles and partially implemented in an additional five kebeles
(family planning/reproductive health activities only).
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The selected kebeles are:

CHORA YAYO DORANI
Abdallaa Achibo Didu

Bero Muri Bondawo Didu Haro

Chega Gechi Hodha Obo
Dabo Tobo Jeme Shono Machalee (Reji Sute)
Dalagsa Kamise Sibo

Dilbi Leka Batali Gebebcha*
Halelu Hadesa Witate Hena*

llala Yambo Warabo*

Kodo Amuma*

Sibo Nogo Geri*

*Family planning/reproductive health only

The kebeles were selected based on several criteria including the location vis a vis the Biosphere
Reserve, availability of forest and biodiversity resources management, potential number of people
benefiting from forest resources, avoidance of duplication from other projects, and accessibility by
program staff, among others.

The target population for the FUTURES project are youth and adolescents ages 15—29, women
and girls ages 15 and older, and men and boys ages 15 and older living in the selected kebeles, with
a special focus on youth and adolescents ages 15—29. The combined total population of the
intervention kebeles is approximately 112,613 of which 57,267 are females and 55,346 are males.

Main activities

Activities for FUTURES are conducted at three levels—household, community, and institution—
across project outcome areas and in an integrated fashion. Women and youth are central to
activities conducted at the household level. Key activities for this level of intervention include the
implementation of Village/Youth Savings and Loans Associations (V/YSLAs), provision of
entrepreneurship trainings for women and youth, and outreach to families on smart agriculture,
off-farm businesses, intra-familial dialogue on family planning/reproductive health issues and
creating supportive and enabling home environments. Key activities at the community level
include the training of health providers on youth-friendly service provision, conducting
community dialogues, awareness raising events and the application of Social Analysis and Action
groups and Community Score Cards, and promoting sustainable forest management and climate
smart agriculture. Key activities at the institution level are related to multi-sectoral partnerships
and governance, and include the formation of a multi-stakeholder steering committee linked to
Social Analysis and Action groups, coordinating meetings, producing and disseminating learning
materials, organizing learning events and policy dialogues, and supporting policy and legal
frameworks related to family planning/reproductive health and forest conservation.

Baseline Report for FUTURES 13


https://www.care.org/news-and-stories/resources/social-analysis-and-action-overview-brief/
https://www.care.org/our-work/health/strengthening-healthcare/community-score-card-csc/

Theory of Change

The main goal of FUTURES is to improve health, including access to family planning/
reproductive health information and services, while also increasing communities’ management of
natural resources in ways that improve their livelihoods, reduce drivers of deforestation, and
conserve the critical ecosystems they depend upon. In recognition of the important role that
women play in enhancing human health and natural resource management, the program includes
a gender-transformative approach in its design and implementation. This integrated approach
responds to the multi-faceted challenges of rural, local communities and increases the capacity of
local structures and systems to embrace integrated approaches.

Figure 1: Theory of change model
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The FUTURES project theory of change reflects the multi-sectoral nature of the project goals,
objectives, and interventions, intended to both enhance and benefit from the nature of multi-
sectoral collaboration across reproductive health, economic opportunity, and agricultural
practices. The goal of FUTURES is to achieve sustainable forest biodiversity and improved
reproductive health and livelihoods of women and young people in the YCFBR through this multi-
sectoral collaboration.

The FUTURES project will achieve its goal through mutually reinforcing and comprehensive
project activities representing different development sectors. Project activities will strategically
target household, community, and institutional levels, focusing on women and youth.
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Evaluation Questions

The full evaluation of FUTURES will seek to answer the following questions:

1.

What is the impact of the FUTURES project on key health, agricultural, and livelihood and
conservation behavioral outcomes? Specifically, these outcomes include: access to and use of
family planning services; use of modern contraception; access to and use of financial services,
participation in economic decision-making and activities, adoption of improved livelihood
practices to reduce climate-related shocks and stresses, and adoption of improved agricultural
practices

To what extent did the FUTURES project contribute to the improvement of youth-friendly
health services?

How and to what extent were small-scale agriculture and forest management systems
strengthened due to the FUTURES project?

How and to what extent, were multi-stakeholder partnerships strengthened for integrated
programming and collective action?

How and to what extent did gender-related norms play a role in program effects? Did the
program reduce power differences in relations between men and women? In what ways does
the integrated approach contribute to empowering women and youth?

How can FUTURES contribute to the process of implementing cross-sectoral programs? What
implementation and monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL) experiences are transferable
to other cross-sectoral programs? Answering these questions may include identifying the
enabling conditions for successful implementation of integrated programs.

How and to what extent did the implementing partners and government collaborate and
coordinate to achieve desired family planning/reproductive health, agriculture, livelihoods and
conservation outcomes? What factors facilitated or hindered collaboration and coordination?
What are the most critical coordination/collaboration points?

How do communities view and understand integrated programs, including the acceptability of
the project activities?

The evaluation is designed to be a quasi-experimental mixed-method design that will synthesize
quantitative and qualitative data to address the evaluation questions. Data collection and analysis
are planned at baseline (2021), mid-term (2023), and end line (date to be determined). This
report presents results from the baseline data collection.

Methods

Quantitative baseline data were collected for evaluation questions one, two, and five, which focus
on family planning, financial and livelihood, and agricultural practices. Qualitative data were
collected as part of a Sustainable Development Goal Analysis Grid (Villeneuve et al., 2017),
providing information for questions three and four.

The baseline data collection effort included the following activities:

1.

A household survey was conducted with women ages 15—49 living in the intervention and

comparison areas. The interviews collected data on socio-demographics, knowledge and

behaviors related to family planning, agriculture, and livelihood and conservation practices for
themselves and members of their household. The survey also included measures of agency,
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gender equitable relations and norms, and structural barriers to gender equity for economic
resources.

2. A health provider survey was conducted with family planning providers in health posts and
health centers serving the intervention and comparison areas. The interviews collected data on
the degree to which services are youth friendly, including practices related to confidentiality,
respectful care, staff training, financial barriers to care, and availability of services for youth.

3. A Sustainable Development Goal Analysis Grid (SDGAG) was implemented using focus group
discussions (FGD) with representatives of different sectors, including: health, agriculture and
natural resources, environment, forest and climate change, education, finance and economic
development, women and youth affairs, job creation and professional development, and credit
and saving associations. The administration office of the respective woredas also took part in
the assessment. The discussion took place in two intervention woredas, Chora and Yayo, and
two comparison woredas, Bilo Nopa and Hurumu. The discussion collected data on the key
dimension of sustainable development goals: social, ecological, economic, cultural, ethical and
governance.

4. Informational interviews (IIs) were conducted with natural resource development agents. The
interviews collected data on the functionality of the PFM, inclusion of women and youth in the
PFM groups as stakeholders, leadership roles of women and youth in PFM, current capacity of
PFM, capacity of local government, and key stakeholder’s participation in multisectoral
partnership.

English versions of the tools for the baseline data collection are shown in Appendix 1.

Study sample

The quasi-experimental design will compare individual and household characteristics, practices,
knowledge, and attitudes in the intervention area against those of individuals and households in a
non-intervention area. Nineteen kebeles from the 23 full-project intervention kebeles were
randomly selected for the baseline. Nineteen kebeles from three non-intervention woredas in the
Yayu biosphere were then selected as comparison kebeles. Nineteen kebeles were selected with the
assumption that including an average of 30 households per kebele would be more than sufficient
to reach the total sample—557 for each category. Using data on the number of kebeles per woreda
and the number of households per kebele, the study kebeles and households were selected using
probability proportional to size. Information on agroecology, agricultural production,
infrastructure, and/or health service use, was not available for use to aid in the selection of the
comparison kebeles. Some kebeles have alternate names and spellings, depending on language;
these are noted below.

The kebeles selected for the study are:

Intervention area: Kebeles in Chora are Deleksa, Dilbi, Sibo Nogo, Chega, Abdallaa, Bero Muri,
Halelu Hadesa, and Dapo Tobo; kebeles in Doreni are Didu, Hoda Obo, Didu Haro, and Sibo; and
kebeles in Yayu are Yembo, Witate, Leka, Achebo, Jemena Shono, Bondawo, and Kemise.

Comparison area: Kebeles in Alge Sachi are Algesachi Town, Hanamogu, Yagere Buno,
Sibonagenji, Iriyo, Sanbeto, Suphe Town (aka Supe 01), Doyo Chekorsa (aka Chokorsa Dayu), and
Aliasendabo (aka Ali); kebeles in Bilo Nopa are Maru Chage, Maru Ekele, Karo Mariyam

Baseline Report for FUTURES 16



(L/A/Bona), Jeto, Dizi (aka Semano); and kebeles in Hurumu are Keresi, Sonta, Hurumu Town,
Toma Yobi, and Inetaro.

Figure 2: Map of sampled kebeles
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Intervention, not sampled
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- Comparison

Once kebeles were selected, lists of the kebeles with their respective population or household size
were obtained. The cumulative populations of the kebeles were computed to calculate the
sampling interval and determine a random starting number between 1 and the sampling interval
(inclusive). Beginning with the random number, interview households were identified using the
sampling interval at each kebele. The kebeles were first divided into a manageable size of
households using the already existing structure (defined as “gots”). On average, there were three
gots per kebele. Then, the “reference household” was identified. Interviews were then conducted
in the nearest household by walking distance to the reference household and continued until the
final required sample was completed (approximately 30 per kebele). From each selected
household, eligible study participants were registered and one respondent among reproductive-
aged women (heads of household or married to head-of-household) was selected for interview. In
households where eligible respondents were not identified, data collectors moved to the next
nearest household. In total, there were seven refusals to participate, one household with
unsuccessful recruitment after three visits, and one household with no eligible women. Data were
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weighted for the assessment to correct for potential selection bias introduced by the sampling
design.

Ethiopia’s health service delivery is structured into a three-tier system: primary, secondary, and
tertiary levels of care. The primary level consists of health posts and health centers. The

health post is the most peripheral unit, providing mainly preventive care and selected curative
services for 3,000-5,000 people in a woreda. It is a two-room structure and is the first level for the
provision of healthcare for the community, emphasizing preventive and promotive care. A health
center is a referral center for health posts and provides promotive, preventive, curative, and
rehabilitative outpatient care including basic laboratory and pharmacy services. Five health posts
and a health center work in collaboration and form the primary health care units that serve
15,000—25,000 people in a woreda. All health posts and health centers in the intervention and
comparison areas were eligible for inclusion in the sample. One family planning service provider
was selected for an interview from each sampled health facility. Selection was determined by: (1)
status as current provider of family planning services and (2) availability for interview. If more
than two providers met these criteria at a health facility, one provider was randomly selected from
among those eligible. The completed sample includes 37 health facilities (9 health centers and 28
health posts). Four kebeles (Aliasendabo, Hoda Obo, Jeto, and Karo Mariyam) did not have health
provider information and no extension workers were available for interview.

Four woreda level FGDs were conducted using an adaption of the SDGAG developed by Villeneuve
and colleagues (2017). The two intervention woredas randomly selected for inclusion were Chora
and Yayo, and the two comparison area woredas were Bilo Nopa and Hurumu. Heads of sectors at
the woreda level participated in the FGDs. The participants were selected based on: (1) their sector
is represented in the FUTURES steering committee, and (2) their expected sectoral knowledge of
the status of the YCFBR.

IIs were conducted with development workers who focus on natural resource management in the
kebeles with active forest management groups. From the 38 kebeles in the sample area, only 10
kebeles had active forest management groups at the time of data collection.

Ethical approval

Human subject review of the baseline study protocol and survey data collection instruments was
obtained from the UNC-Chapel Hill Institutional Review Board (Study #21-2143, October 14,
2021) and the Jimma University College of Agriculture and Veterinary Medicine Research Ethical
Review Board (Ref. No. R/GS/S22/2021, October 22, 2021) and the Faculty of Public Health
Ethical Review Board (Ref. No IHRPG 1/2021, November 26, 2021) prior to data collection.

Data collection training and field work

The survey tools were developed in English and translated into Afan Oromo. The tools were
programmed into ODK (Open Data Kit) for use by tablets and phones. The study team reviewed
multiple iterations of the tools prior to the training workshop. Training for data collectors was
held at Jimma University College of Agriculture and Veterinary Medicine, Jimma, Ethiopia,
November 24—27, 2021. Facilitators for the training included Drs. Mitiku and Hiruy and Mrs.
Alemi Kebede. Seven males and fourteen females participated in the workshop. Participants were

Baseline Report for FUTURES 18



selected for the training based on their availability for the training and data collection, their prior
experience with survey data collection, and their motivation to collect data using ODK. Also, given
that the respondents of household interviews would be women, female data collectors were
primarily preferred. Some of the training participants had completed a Master of Science degree
and were teaching at Jimma University or Metu University, and some were current Master of
Science students at Jimma University who have completed course work and are preparing
themselves for thesis work. Topics covered during the training included the study overview, survey
content, treatment of human subjects, interview techniques, COVID-19 safety protocols, and an
in-depth review of the study tools in both languages. Pilot testing of the survey tools occurred on
November 29, 2021, within the biosphere reserve, in one kebele of Chora woreda selected based
on accessibility, proximity and similarity to the actual study area. The pilot was followed with a
debriefing meeting and minor corrections to the tools. Data from the pilot were not included in
the final dataset.

The fieldwork occurred November 30—December 12, 2021. The data collectors moved house to
house and interviewed the respondent women at private places around their respective houses.
The women’s survey questionnaire took on average about an hour to complete. Provider
interviews were conducted at health facilities, health posts, and centers; those interviews lasted
about 30 minutes on average. The FGDs were conducted mostly at the office of deputy woreda
administrators and lasted for about two hours. The FGD participants were consistent across
intervention and comparison woredas except in the area of credit and saving associations, which
was only included in Chora woreda, and in the absence of a representative from environment,
forest and climate change in Yayo woreda. The IIs were mainly conducted at kebele centers,
however, phone interviews were also used whenever the respondents were not physically
accessible. The IIs lasted an average of 20 minutes.

The surveys were implemented by 20 data collectors (14 females and 6 males), including four
supervisors and one coordinator. Research supervisors ensured the quality of the data collection
process, the safety and maintenance of tablets and phones, consent/assent, and COVID-19 safety
protocols. Simultaneous data quality checks were completed through the transferal of data using a
secure File Transfer Protocol (FTP), in keeping with approved data security requirements. After
data collection, tablets were checked for completeness of data delivery and cleared of all survey
data. Data were stored on a secure FTP server at Jimma University and UNC. Informational
interviews were conducted by survey coordinators whereas the FGDs were conducted by the
principal investigator together with other experts at Jimma University.

Analysis

Descriptive statistics of the women and providers interviewed are presented in tables. Statistical
differences (p<0.05) between the intervention and comparison areas are indicated for the
women’s statistics. The report presents gender and sex disaggregated descriptive statistics as
appropriate. The following measures were constructed:

Wealth index: This index was constructed to measure the relative economic status of
households using a principal component analysis method (Rutstein, 2000). The variables
included were housing material (type of roof), access to utilities (water source, type of fuel, electric
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power), ownership of household assists (radio, TV, telephone, PC, refrigerator, table, char, bed,
electric stove, kerosine lamb, watch, mobile phone) , number of farm animals (cattle, camel, goat,
sheep, chicken, beehive), ownership of transportation means (animal cart, bicycle, motorcycle,
cart Bajaj and car or truck) and size of agricultural land owned. Using these variables households
were divided into five wealth quintiles — lowest, second, middle, fourth and highest.

Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) Prevalence: Version 3 of the HFIAS
guide was used to develop food insecurity indicators (Coates, Swindale, Bilinsky, 2007). Briefly,
nine questions measuring the occurrence of food insecurity and frequency of occurrence were
presented to the respondents. The occurrence questions were recoded as yes or no response, while
the frequency-of-occurrence were captured as rarely (once or twice), sometimes (three to ten
times), or often (more than ten times) in the past four weeks. Using these responses, households
were categorized into four levels of food insecurity namely food secure, mild food insecure,
moderate food insecure and severe food insecure.

Household Food Insecurity Access-related Domains: These indicators provide summary
information on the prevalence of households experiencing one or more behaviors in each of the
three domains reflected in the HFIAS—Anxiety and uncertainty, Insufficient quality, and
Insufficient food intake and its physical consequences. The indicator includes percent of
households that responded “yes” to any of the conditions in a specific domain (Coates, Swindale,
Bilinsky, 2007).

Household Food Insecurity Access-related Conditions: These indicators present the
percent of households that responded affirmatively to each question, regardless of the frequency
of the experience. They measure the percent of households experiencing the condition at any level
of severity (Coates, Swindale, Bilinsky, 2007).

All analyses were conducted in Stata version 15 (Statcorp, 2015). Sample weights and adjustments
for the multistage sampling design were used. Specifically, the “surveyset” command was used to
account for the complex survey data. In doing so, strata were defined based on the project area
(intervention vs. comparison), a finite population correction was applied for the selection of
kebele and household, and weights were used to account for unequal probability of selection.
Weight was calculated as the inverse of the probability of selection of a household, which was
normalized by dividing it by the mean weight.

Percentage and mean values were used to compare baseline characteristics between intervention
and comparison areas. All tables showing this comparisons were generated using the “tabout”
stata program (Watson, 2019). The program accounted for the complex survey data using the
“svy” command.

The FGDs assessed the existing development situation of woredas and were used to generate
empirical baseline data on the YCFBR from the perspectives of multiple sectors. The SDGAG was
used to analyze the overall performance of the entire socio-ecological landscape of the YCFBR in
accordance with six key dimensions of sustainable development, including the social, ecological,
economic, cultural, ethical and governance. Participants were asked to discuss the performance of
policies, strategies, programs and projects (PSPPs) in the woreda for each dimension, covering as
many issues related to sustainable development in the Yayu biosphere as possible. The goals
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related to each dimension were weighted on a scale of one to three, with one being “desirable,” two
being “important,” and three being “indispensable.” Their performance levels were then assessed
out of 100%. Scores were recorded in an Excel-based tool. The grid used for the analysis is shown
in Appendix 1c. Ratings from respondents are presented in tables using the percentage weights
and triangulated with descriptions of the discussion.

Graphical representations of the performance ratings of each dimension were automatically
generated in the analysis grid. This output of the assessment is used to provide a visual
representation of the analysis results in tables and the radar charts, which gives the opportunity to
participants to know the performance status of YCFBR in terms of the six dimensions. The chart
shows the assessment as a weighted average percentage for the ethical, ecological, social,
economic, cultural, and governance dimensions.

Numeric information collected from the IIs was summarized in a table. Themes were analyzed
using the investigation topics of interest. Study personnel first read and familiarized themselves
with the details of the conversation notes and then identified and summarized information
relating to the themes.

Findings

Women’s interviews
Characteristics of women of reproductive age

Interview data was collected from 555 women in the intervention area and 558 women in the
comparison area, for a total of 1,113 women providing interview data for the baseline survey.
Socio-demographic characteristics of these respondents are shown in Table 1. Overall, 48.9
percent of respondents were age 29 or younger, 36.4 percent were ages 30—39, and 14.8 percent
were age 40 or older. The respondents in the intervention area were slightly more likely to be
younger than 35, in contrast to the respondents in the comparison area, who were slightly more
likely to be older than 35. As a likely result of sampling the female heads-of-household, most
respondents were currently married or in union (94.6%) and had at least one child (93.0%).
Respondents in the intervention area were more likely to be currently pregnant than respondents
in the comparison area (21.4% vs. 16.5%). Two-thirds of respondents attended any formal
education (66.7%); of these, respondents in the intervention area were less likely to have attended
secondary school or higher than respondents in the comparison area (32.9% vs. 47.3%). On
average, only 38.9 percent of respondents were able to fully read sample sentences provided by
the interviewers. The respondents in the intervention area were more likely to be Muslim (66.4 vs.
38.3%%) while respondents in the comparison area were more likely to be Protestant (36.4% vs.
11.5%).

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents

Intervention Comparison _ Total Unweighted
Characteristic % % % number
Age groups
15-19 4.0 3.3 3.4 40
20-24 20.8 18.9 194 221
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Intervention Comparison Total Unweighted

Characteristic % % % number
25-29 30.1 248 261 304
30-34 15.6 149 151 170
35-39 16.7 228 213 * 221
40-44 7.2 8.9 8.5 90
45-49 5.6 6.5 6.3 67

Marital status
Married/in union 93.6 94.9 94.6 1,049
Not currently married/in union 6.3 5.1 6.3 64

Mean number of children ever

born 2.8 2.7 2.7 1,113

Number of children given birth to
0 6.7 71 7.0 76
1-2 45.4 46.5 46.2 510
34 31.0 312 311 348
5+ 17.0 152 15.6 179

Pregnant 214 165 17.6 50

Not pregnant 75.4 80.0 79.0 1,054

Don't Know 3.2 3.5 3.4 9

Attended any formal education
Yes 64.7 67.3 66.7 735
No 35.3 32.7 333 378

Highest level of school attended

(n=735)

Primary 67.1 52.7 561 * 439
Secondary 251 337 317 * 217
Technical/vocational 2.2 6.9 58 * 34
Higher 5.6 6.7 6.4 45

Reading level
Cannot read at all 441 422 426 479
Able to read only part of the

sentence 20.6 17.7 18.4 214
Able to read whole sentence 35.0 401 38.9 418
Blind/visually impaired 0.4 0.0 0.1 2

Religion
Orthodox 221 25 243 263
Muslim 66.4 383 451 ~* 579
Protestant 11.5 364 304 * 269
Other 0.0 0.2 0.1 2

N 555 558 1,113

* p-value <0.05
Household characteristics

The 1,113 women interviewed recorded a total of 5,348 household members, and an average
household size of 4.8. Approximately 62 percent of household members were under the age of 24,
with the largest age group being under age 15 (39.9%). Approximately 13 percent of male
household members over the age of 15 did not have any education, compared to 12% of female
household members. Primary level education was the most common for males and females in the
study area; the percentage with primary-level education was slightly higher in the intervention
group (62.4% for males, 69.5% for females) than the comparison group (55.1% and 60.3%,
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respectively). However, there was a higher percentage of household members with secondary or
higher education in the comparison group as compared to the intervention group (though the

difference is not statistically significant). (Tables 2 and 3)

Table 2. Household members

Intervention

Total

Comparison Unweighted
Characteristic % % % number
Gender
Male 48.5 51.1 504 * 2,663
Female 51.5 48.9 49.6 2,685
Age groups
<15 431 38.8 399 7 2,187
15-19 11.1 12.4 12.1 631
20-24 9.4 10.1 9.9 523
25-29 10.7 10.3 10.4 562
3049 23.3 25.7 25.1 1,311
50+ 2.3 2.7 2.6 134
N 2,714 2,634 5,348
Average household size 4.9 4.7 4.8 1,113
Number of male youth 15-19
0 79.4 76.2 77 864
1 16.5 18.9 18.3 199
2+ 4.1 4.9 4.7 50
Number of male youth 20-24
0 84.5 84.2 84.3 938
1 14.9 14 14.3 162
2+ 0.5 1.7 1.5 13
Number of female youth 15-19
0 76.2 74.9 75.2 840
1 19.1 20.9 20.4 223
2+ 47 4.2 4.3 50
Number of female youth 20-24
0 71.5 71.5 71.5 795
1 27.0 27.3 27.2 303
2+ 1.5 1.3 1.3 15
N 555 558 1,113
* p-value <0.05
Table 3. Education level of household members
Intervention  Comparison  Total Unweighted
% % % number
Male
No formal education 14.2 129 13.2 295
Primary 62.4 551 56.8 1,289
Secondary 17.9 213 20.5 435
Technical/vocational 2.1 3.4 3.1 62
Higher 3.3 7.3 6.3 116
N 1,078 1,119 2,197
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Intervention  Comparison Total Unweighted

% % % number
Female
No formal education 12.8 119 122 139
Primary 69.5 60.3 627 * 734
Secondary 14.4 214 19.6 203
Technical/vocational 1.4 2.5 2.2 22
Higher 1.9 3.8 3.3 31
N 593 536 1,129
Male Youth (15-24)
No formal education 4.4 41 41 20
Primary 51.4 38.3 41.2 217
Secondary 35.7 417 404 193
Technical/vocational 3.1 71 6.2 26
Higher 5.4 8.9 8.1 35
N 229 262 491
Female Youth (15-24)
No formal education 2.6 4.3 3.9 14
Primary 51.8 383 413 179
Secondary 38.1 435 423 166
Technical/vocational 3.1 4.7 4.4 16
Higher 4.3 9.2 8.1 27
N 191 211 402
N 2,091 2,128 4,219

* p-value <0.05

A higher percentage of households in the intervention area were in the middle wealth category
than in the comparison area, as a result, fewer households in the intervention area were in the
highest wealth category (16.9% vs. 22.9%). Overall, less than five percent of households had any
means of transportation, though motorcycle or scooter was most common (2.7%) among those
that did. Most households in the study area had metal or corrugated iron for roofing material
(91.4%), though having electricity was less common (27.8% and 33.2%, respectively). Most
households also use wood as fuel for cooking (95%), with no difference between intervention or
comparison areas (results not shown.) Ownership of common household effects was most
common for a mobile phone (80.7%). Approximately 71.7 percent of households owned
agricultural land, while slightly more (74.7%) owned farm animals (see Table 4).

Table 4. Household possessions

Intervention  Comparison _ Total Unweighted
% % % number
Common household effects

Radio 46.4 47.5 47.3 521
Television 12.6 24.8 21.8 210
Mobile phone 82.2 80.3 80.7 906
Watch 25.8 38.2 352 * 355

Ownership of agricultural land
Yes 72.0 71.6 71.7 798
No 28.0 28.4 28.3 315
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Intervention  Comparison _ Total Unweighted

% % % number
Ownership of farm animals
Yes 78.7 73.5 74.7 847
No 21.3 26.5 25.3 266
Wealth quintile
Lowest 19.0 21.5 20.9 224
Second 20.9 19.2 19.6 222
Middle 23.1 16.8 18.3 222
Fourth 201 19.7 19.8 223
Highest 16.9 22.9 214 222
N 555 558 1,113

* p-value <0.05

One area showing significant difference between households in the intervention and comparison
areas was in food security. According to respondents, households in the intervention area were
significantly more likely to be food secure (47.5%) than comparison areas (34.5%). However,
approximately one in five households in the intervention area reported being severely food
insecure (see Table 5).

Table 5. Household food insecurity

Intervention Comparison Total Unweighted
Household Food Insecurity Access Prevalence % % % number
Food secure 47.5 345 376 *~ 456
Mildly food insecure 10.3 11.0 10.8 119
Moderately food insecure 21.0 242 234 251
Severely food insecure 21.2 30.3 281 * 287
Household Food Insecurity Access-related Domains
Household with anxiety and uncertainty about food
supply 38.5 491 466 * 488
Households with insufficient food quality 48.8 63.7 601 * 626
Household with insufficient food intake 37.2 49.8 468 * 485
Household Food Insecurity Access-related Conditions
Worry about food 38.5 491 466 * 488
Unable to eat preferred foods 41.2 55.1 518 ~ 536
Eat a limited variety of foods 36.9 53.9 498 ~ 505
Eat foods that you really did not want to eat 34.0 479 446 * 456
Eat a smaller meal 33.6 477 443 * 453
Eat fewer meals in a day 28.7 425 392 * 397
No food to eat of any kind in the household 18.2 258 240 * 245
Go to sleep at night hungry 13.0 16.0 153 161
Go a whole day and night without eating anything 9.9 8.8 941 104
N 555 558 1,113

* p-value <0.05

Approximately 60% of households experienced shocks or negative events during the 12 months
prior to the survey. The most common shocks experienced included a significant rise in food
prices (82.2%), the loss of livestock or poultry to disease or pests (29.7%), lower crop yield to
drought (19.5%) and the disruption of farming or livestock (13.4%). Households in the
intervention area were significantly more likely to experience the loss of livestock or poultry due to
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disease or pests than households in the comparison areas (36.1% vs. 27.7%). The two most
common responses to the shocks included reducing expenditures (20.0%) and relying on savings
(19.6%). Very few households reported experiencing positive events in the 12 months prior to the
survey including a new or regular job for a household member (9.8%) and new or increased
remittances (6.6%). (Table found in Appendix 3.) Household participation in community groups
was highest for forest user groups (39.0%) and soil and water conservation/watershed
management campaigns (38.8%). Other common community groups included women’s
associations or self-help groups (33.8%), village leadership committees (20.6%), and cooperatives
(20.2%). Households in the intervention area had significantly higher membership in youth
associations or self-help groups (10.0% compared to 6.5%). Non-statistically significant
differences were seen in membership in groups associated with FUTURES interventions, such as
forest user groups: (33.4% vs. 40.7%), VSLAs (11.3% vs. 13.7%), and PFMs (11.8% vs. 9.7%), for
the respective intervention and comparison areas. In general, household members in the
intervention area were more often in leadership positions in the community groups than were
households in comparison areas; leadership was highest for village leadership committees and
forest user groups. Households with membership in PFMs were asked what services they had
received from the groups. Most often households had received advice on sustainable forest
management (46.5%). Other common services included training on harvesting of forest coffee
(32.6%), training on biodiversity conservation (32.4%), and training on hanging beehives in trees
(30.3%). Households in the intervention area were less likely to have received training on
biodiversity conservation (15.1%) than households in the comparison area (39.1%) (see Table 6).

Table 6. Household participation in community groups

Intervention Comparison _Total Unweighted
% % % number
Participation in:
Cooperative 17.6 211 20.2 217
Micro and small enterprise (MSE) 5.6 6.3 6.1 67
Village leadership committee 23.2 19.8 20.6 240
Forest user group 334 40.7 39.0 * 413
Soil and water conservation/
watershed management campaign 421 37.8 3838 444
Women’s association or self-help group 31.9 344 338 371
Village savings and loan association (VSLA) 11.3 13.7 132 141
Youth association or self-help group 10.0 6.5 73 * 93
Youth saving and loan association (YSLA) 3.4 2.3 2.6 32
Participatory forest management (PFM) 11.8 9.7 10.2 119
N 555 558 1,113
Among those who participated (n varies),
percentage that held leadership position:
Cooperative 19.6 16.5 171 38
Micro and small enterprise (MSE) 9.9 10.8 10.6 7
Village leadership committee 38.1 26.0 293 78
Forest user group 20.8 105 12,6 63

! Forest user groups are comprised of traditional forest users and members while PFMs tend to be well-planned and
organized and are often project-supported groups. Not all forest user groups participate in PFMs. There is overlap
between groups in some areas.
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Intervention Comparison Total Unweighted

% % % number
Soil and water conservation / watershed
management 14.9 94 10.8 55
Women’s association or self-help group 19.0 155 16.3 64
Village savings and loan association (VSLA) 12.6 5.2 6.7 12
Youth association or youth self-help group 14.3 155 15.1 14
Youth saving and loan associations (count) 0 2 NA 2
Participatory Forest Management (PFM) 13.7 5.6 7.8 12
Services received from the PFM group (n=119)
Advice on sustainable forest management 36.3 50.5 46.5 51
Training on how to harvest forest coffee 36.5 311 326 41
Training on how to hang beehives on trees 21.2 33.9 303 32
Training on how to harvest spices and
medicines 1.5 9.4 7.2 6
Training on how to harvest timber 4.5 11.3 9.4 9
Training on biodiversity conservation 151 391 324 * 31

* p-value <0.05
Women'’s livelihood

Women’s employment characteristics are shown in Table 7. In this sample, 85.6 percent of
respondents were employed (in “any type of work”) during the preceding 12 months. Among the
employed, women were most likely to be employed by a family member (88.8%). Most
respondents worked seasonally or part of the year (68.3%). Respondents varied by whether they
were paid in cash (17.3%), in cash and in-kind (17.2%), in-kind only (32.4%), or not paid at all
(42.3%), though payment by cash was the least common. Approximately half of respondents
reported earning less than their husbands (51.3%). Respondents in the intervention area were
significantly more likely to report that their husbands were not earning any income (9.3%)
compared to respondents in the comparison area (1.0%) (see Table 7).

Table. 7 Respondent’s employment characteristics

Intervention Comparison Total

Unweighted
% % % number
Employed in the 12 months preceding the
survey
Yes 86.5 85.3 85.6 956
No 13.5 14.7 144 157
N 555 558 1,113
Among employed:
Type of employer
Family member 88.8 83.0 845 821
Someone else 3.7 50 47 42
Self-employed 7.5 1.9 10.8 93
Continuity of employment
Throughout the year 23.1 295 279 252
Seasonally/part of the year 75.2 66.1 68.3 675
Once in a while 1.7 4.5 3.8 29
Type of earnings
Cash only 12.4 189 17.3 150
Cash and in-kind 12.9 185 17.2 150
In-kind only 324 228 252 263
Not paid 42.3 39.8 404 393
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N 480 476 956
Woman's earnings relative to husband's

earnings
More than him 5.7 64 6.3 42
Less than him 45.9 529 513 337
About the same 26.4 29.0 284 188
Husband/partner has no earnings 9.3 10 29 ~ 34
Don't know 12.6 10.7 1141 78
N 328 351 679

* p-value <0.05

Women’s access to resources is shown in Table 8. Approximately half of households in the study
area reported owning their house alone, while 34.7 percent owned the home jointly with someone
else, and 11.3 percent did not share in the ownership of the home. Almost 32 percent of the women
surveyed had access to banking, while only 16.2 percent had access to credit in the last year.
Among the women with access to credit, the most common sources were microfinance (53.1%)
and cooperatives (23.9%). Very few women reported that they were refused credit, though this was
more common in the intervention area (6.6%) than in the comparison area (3.2%). Almost eight in
ten women had their name on land titles (777.3%). Life skills training for adolescent girls was twice
as common in the intervention area (13.5%) than in the comparison area (6.1%).

Table 8. Access to resources

Intervention Comparison Total Unweighted

% % % number
Ownership of house
Alone 56.6 53.2 54.0 608
Jointly 35.7 344 347 393
Do not own this house 7.7 124 113 112
Women have an account in a bank or other
financial institution
Yes 29.5 326 31.8 347
No 70.5 674 68.2 766
Have access to credit in the past 12 months
Yes 14.4 16.8 16.2 175
No 85.6 83.2 83.8 938
Refused credit in the past 12 months
Yes 6.6 32 40 -~ 55
No 93.4 96.8 96.0 1,058
N 555 558 1,113
Source of credit (among women with access to
credit in the past 12 months, n=197)
Microfinance 51.4 53.6 53.1 92
Bank 5.0 54 53 9
Cooperative 211 246 23.9 41
Local savings group 5.0 5.6 55 9
Traditional lender* 7.5 1.2 25 7
Other 10.0 96 97 17
Woman's name is on title/deed (among households
owning land, n=798)
Yes 75.7 778 773 612
No 24.3 222 227 186
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Life skills training for women ages 16—19 (n= 565)

Yes 13.5 6.1 81 ~ 57

No 86.5 939 919 508
* p-value <0.05

* Traditional lenders are "iqub” and "idir" and lend money based on social ties with interest or free of interest.

Family planning

Nearly all interviewed women knew of a place to obtain family planning services (95.4%) (not
shown in table). Women in the intervention area were more often visited by a health extension
worker in the last 12 months than women in the comparison area (49.3% vs. 38.6%) and were also
more likely to have discussed family planning with a health care worker (78.4% vs. 66.4%).
Women in the intervention area were also more likely to be referred for family planning by a
health extension worker (HEW) (11.7% vs. 7.2%, respectively). These results may reflect the
initiation of FUTURES training and health promotion activities prior to the baseline survey. In
both areas, the most common sources of family planning information were community
events/conversations (45.9%), radio (39.8%), and television (22.8%) (see Table 9).

Table 9. Exposure to family planning

Intervention Comparison Total Unweighted
% % % number
Contacted by health care provider in the last 12
months
Visited by a health extension worker (HEW)
Yes 49.3 386 411 =~ 489
No 50.7 61.4 589 624
Visited a health facility for self or children care
Yes 76.6 76.1  76.2 851
No 23.4 23.9 23.8 262
Discussed family planning with provider (among
those who contacted health care provider) (n=851)
Yes 78.4 66.4 69.3 * 615
No 21.6 33.6  30.7 236
Referred by (n=851)
Self 64.2 740 716 * 588
Husband/ partner 23.6 186 19.8 179
HEW 11.7 7.2 83 * 81
Women's development association 0.5 0.2 0.3 3
Read or heard about family planning in:
Pamphlet/posters/leaflets 9.5 6.1 6.9 86
Newspaper or magazine 3.6 3.2 3.3 38
Television 13.9 257 228 222
Radio 42.9 38.8 39.8 454
Community event/conversation 41.2 474 459 491
Mobile phone 2 3.2 29 29
Internet 0.6 3.1 25 20
VSLA meeting 3.3 3.5 3.5 38
SAA 1.1 0.2 0.4 7
None of the above 24.7 22 226 262
N 555 1,113

* p-value <0.05
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According to respondents, 75.2 percent were currently using some form of family planning. The
methods most used were injectables (54.3%) and implants (15.6%). Respondents in the
intervention area were more likely to be using implants (19.5%) than respondents in the
comparison area (14.4%). The most common sources of the methods were health posts (48.2%)
and health centers (37.6%). Respondents in the intervention area were less likely to obtain
methods from health centers (21.7%) and private health facilities (6.2%), but more likely to obtain
methods from health posts (69.5%) than were respondents in the comparison area (42.8%, 14.3%,
and 41.2%, respectively). Among users, the majority were comfortable with their method (91.4%),
using their preferred method (93.2%), and report their husband is supportive of family planning
use (95.8%). Among non-users, 58.4 percent of respondents reported that their husband would be

supportive of their family planning use.

Table 10. Current use of family planning

Intervention Comparison Total Unweighted
% % % number
Currently use any family planning method
Yes 76.8 747 75.2 845
No 23.2 253 248 268
N 555 558 1,113
Methods used
Implants 19.5 144 156 * 189
IUD 3.8 20 24 % 32
PILLS 24 21 2.2 25
Injectables 50.9 554 543 592
Other methods** 1.9 1.9 1.9 16
N+ 854
Source of contraception methods (n=845)
Health Center 21.7 428 376 * 270
Health Post 69.5 412 482 * 470
Government hospital 1.6 0.5 07 ~* 9
Private health facility 6.2 143 123 * 87
Other 0.9 1.2 1.1 9
Among users (n=845)
Comfortable with the current contraceptive
method 90.9 915 914 771
Current method is preferred method or
your method of choice 93.9 93.0 932 790
Partner supportive of family planning use 93.8 96.5 95.8 804
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Among women not using contraceptives
(n=268)
Partner be supportive if women wanted to
use a family planning method

Yes 54.5 505 584 153

No 45.5 405 41.6 115

* p-value <0.05

+ Methods used is greater than number of users because a single women might use more than
one method

** Other methods are male or female sterilization, lactational amenorrhea method, and calendar
methods

Table 11 shows the number and percent of women who agreed with statements about the quality of
family planning at the nearest health center and health post. Between 50—60 percent of
respondents reported that family planning services at the nearest health center were confidential,
private, and respectful. One-quarter of respondents felt that the same level of care was provided to
adolescents, though this may reflect the fact that many did not know (adolescent respondents ages
15—19 were less than 5 percent of surveyed women). Attitudes about the level of care were slightly
more positive for health posts. There were some differences between the intervention and
comparison areas, women in the intervention area were more likely to feel services were
confidential (74.8% vs. 57.0%), private (72.7% vs. 56.1%) and respectful (76.1% vs. 56.5%). Only
one-third of respondents felt that the same level of care was provided to adolescents at these
facilities.

Table 11. Attitudes on family planning and quality of care

Intervention Comparison Total

Unweighted
% % % number
Health Center
Provide confidential family planning services 52.3 62.8 60.2 640
Provide privacy while offering family planning
Services 51.6 60.7 58.5 624
Charge fees for family planning services 5.8 7.4 7.0 74
The cost of family planning services is affordable 21.7 23.7 23.3 17
Provide respectful care while offering family
planning services 54.5 58 57.2 625
Adolescents and youth are provided the same
level of respect as older people 29.3 255 264 305
Health Post
Provide confidential family planning services 74.8 57.0 61.3 733
Provide privacy while offering family planning
services 72.7 56.1 60.1 * 716
Charge fees for family planning services 10.2 8.3 88 104
The cost of family planning services is affordable 50.7 25.5 32.6 41
Provide respectful care while offering family
planning services 76.1 56.5 612 ~* 738
Adolescents and youth are provided the same
level of respect as older people 38.4 29.0 312 * 375
N 555 558 1,113

* p-value <0.05
Agriculture and forestry

As shown in Table 12, about 10 percent of interviewed households were members of a PFM, and of
these, only 7.7 percent held a leadership position. Respondents reported that their perception of
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the performance of the PFM was “very good” (64.5%) or “good” (24.8%). Among non-participants,
the most common reason for not participating in PFM was that there was no PFM in their area,
though this response was less common in the intervention area than in the comparison area
(71.9% vs. 84.1%). Interest in joining a PFM was high (94.2%).

Table 12. Participatory forest management

Intervention Comparison Total

Unweighted
% % % number
Participation in PFM 11.8 9.7 102 119
Among participants of PFM
Leadership in PFM 13.7 5.6 7.8 12
Perceived performance of PFM
Very good 54.3 68.5 64.5 73
Good 334 214 2438 33
Neither good nor bad 12.2 7.6 8.9 12
Bad 0.0 25 1.8 1
N 66 53 119
Among non-participants
Reasons for not being member of PFM
There is no PFM in my area 71.9 841 812 ~* 776
There is no forest in reach of my household 13.6 7.1 86 * 103
| don’t see any advantage of membership 1.6 1.0 1.1 13
Other 12.9 7.8 9.0 102
Household have any interest to be a member of PFM 93.9 94.3 94.2 935
N 489 505 994

* p-value < 0.05

The conservation-related improved agricultural practices respondents had heard of are listed in
Table 12. The most common were fertilizer micro-dosing (86.2%), row planting (83.1%), and
improved seeds (82.4%). These were also the most common practices applied in the 12 months
prior to the survey. In contrast, the least commonly known practices were climate smart
agriculture (10.8%), agroforestry (29.1%), and integrated pest management (30.0%). Significant
differences between the intervention and comparison area were in knowledge of green manure
application, mulching, and mixed or inter-cropping, with the comparison area having a higher
level of awareness of these practices. Intervention area households were more likely to have
applied agrochemicals (37.8% vs. 27.4%) and integrated pest management (10.0% and 6.0%)
during the last 12 months. A small number of households (n=290) had received training on any of
these practices during the past 12 months, mainly from the ministry of agriculture. Households in
the intervention area were more likely to have received the ministry of agriculture trainings than
those in the comparison area (27.5% vs. 18.7%).
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Table 12. Improved agricultural practices

Intervention Comparison Total Unweighted
% % % number
Heard of:
Minimum tillage 28.4 31.7 30.9 334
Fertilizer micro-dosing 82.5 87.4 86.2 946
Compost application 70.5 72.2 71.8 795
Animal manure application 74.2 80.2 78.7 860
Green manure application 31.9 39.9 379 * 399
Improved seed 81.3 82.8 82.4 915
Row planting 81.0 83.8 83.1 918
Fallowing 40.8 445 43.6 474
Mulching 29.3 37.8 357 * 373
Crop rotation 56.3 64.0 62.1 671
Mixed or inter-cropping 404 47.3 456 * 490
Agrochemical application 62.5 65.3 64.6 712
Integrated pest management 27.2 30.9 30.0 323
Agroforestry 27.2 29.7 29.1 317
Climate smart agriculture 8.7 11.5 10.8 112
N 555 558 1,113
Applied last 12 months
Minimum tillage 7.0 7.2 7.2 79
Fertilizer micro-dosing 66.6 59 60.8 698
Compost application 18.1 19.9 19.5 212
Animal manure application 37.9 36.8 37.0 416
Green manure application 8.6 71 7.5 87
Improved seed 59.7 53.2 54.8 628
Row planting 59.1 53.7 55.0 628
Fallowing 7.6 5.2 5.8 71
Mulching 5.3 4.6 4.7 56
Crop rotation 201 20.7 20.5 228
Mixed or inter-cropping 14.8 14.1 14.3 161
Agrochemical application 37.8 27.4 299 -~ 363
Integrated pest management 10.0 6.0 70 * 89
N 555 558 1,113
Household received training in past 12
months from
Ministry of agriculture 27.5 18.7 208 ~* 257
Sustainable land management 1.6 2.6 2.4 24
Futures 1.5 0.2 05 -~ 9
N 290
* p-value <0.05

Respondents were asked to think about their access to forest resources More households in the
intervention area reported being within reach of the forest (38.5%) than did households in the
comparison area (15.0%). On average, it takes household members more than an hour to walk to
the boundary of the forest, 78 minutes from intervention kebeles and 134 minutes from
comparison kebeles. These walking times have not changed substantially from those of five years
ago. Perhaps due to the closer distance to the forest, households in the intervention area were
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more likely to use the forest for timber and non-timber forest products, though this was not
common. Use of the forest to grow coffee was the most common, but only reported by 10.2 percent
of households in the intervention area. Households in the intervention area were more likely to
perceive that the availability (both in terms of quantity, expansion vs. shrinkage, and quality,
improvement vs. degradation) of the forest had changed over the past five years (17.1%) compared
to those in the comparison area (6.0%); these respondents mostly felt the pace of change was
“moderate” or “slow.” About half of all respondents felt that improving their household’s
livelihood could help improve forest conservation (55.6%), though the percentage was slightly
higher in the intervention area (64.6%).

Table 13. Access to Yayu Forest

Intervention Comparison Total Unweighted
% % % number
Household located in reach of Yayu Forest
Yes 38.5 15.0 207 * 297
No 61.5 85 793 816
Current average minutes to walk to nearest boundary
of Yayu 78.3 134.2  109.1 1,113
Five years ago, average minutes to walk to nearest
boundary of Yayu 74.8 140.8 111.8 1,113
Forest products use
Grow coffee in the forest 10.2 2.0 40 =~ 68
Use the forest to collect timber products 2.4 0.5 09 -~ 16
Use the forest to collect non-timber (other than
coffee forest products) 3.7 0.0 09 -~ 21
Non-timber forest products you collected
Wild coffee 1.9 0.0 05 ~ 11
Honey 0.6 0.0 01 = 3
Spices 1.1 0.0 03 -~ 6
Medicines 1.3 0.0 03 -~ 7
Fuel wood 25 0.0 06 -~ 14
Charcoal 1.1 0.0 03 =~ 6
Construction poles 1.4 0.0 03 * 8
Availability change in the last 5 years
Availability of the forest changed over the last five
years
Yes 171 6.0 86 ~ 107
No 82.9 94 914 1,006
N 555 558 1,113
Change in the availability of the forest
Increasing 57.3 71.9 65.0 65
Decreasing 401 28.1 33.8 40
Neither 26 0.0 1.2 2
N 79 28 107
Pace of change in the availability of the forest
Fast 24.8 215 231 25
Moderate 42.4 50.2 46.6 47
Slow 32.7 283 303 33
N 77 28 105
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Household believes that improving their livelihood can
lead to improvements in forest conservation

Yes 64.6 52.8 556 655
No 35.4 472 444 458
N 555 558 1,113

* p-value <0.05

Very few households reported clearing the forest to make room for agricultural fields (n=8) or
thinning the forest to give crops more space (n=22). In contrast, more than half of surveyed
households reported planting trees during the last 12 months (n=704). The median number of
trees planted by households in the intervention area was 39, compared to 50 trees planted per
household in the comparison area.2 Thirty-six percent of respondents reported that of the trees
planted, 50 percent or fewer were still surviving at the time of the interview. Thirty-eight percent
reported that more than 75 percent of trees planted were still surviving. Degraded lands were the
most common location for planting trees; however, this percentage was lower in the intervention
area than in the comparison area (17.7% vs. 37.8%). Other common locations included
homesteads (26.9%) and crop fields (23.4%). When asked about the reasons for planting the trees,
income was the most common response (66.8%). Respondents in the intervention area were more
likely to plant trees for food (22.9%) than in the comparison area (14.2%), and less likely to plant
trees for a fence (15.6 vs. 27.0%) or for timber (14.9% vs. 27.8%). Planting for coffee shade
(20.4%) and firewood (18.5%) were also common (results not shown in a table).

A list of crops produced was obtained from respondents, generating a list of more than 25
agricultural products produced in the area. The most produced crops included maize (28%), coffee
(21.3%), teff (10.5%) and sorghum (9.3%). Households in the intervention area were more likely to
grow teff (16.5%) and less likely to grow sorghum (5.4%) as compared to households in the
comparison area (8.2% and 10.7%, respectively). Households were most likely to consume these
products (61.9%) or to consume some/sell some (33.5%); very little was produced only for sale
(4.6%). Among households marketing agricultural products (44.1%), most commonly products
were sold directly on the market (18.7%), to a local trader (12.7%), or to a trader from a distant

town (10.3%). Only 1.1 percent reported selling products to a cooperative (results not shown in a
table).

Gender decision-making and attitudes

Most of the women interviewed (83.3%) indicated that they discussed family planning with their
husband or partner. In the interventions area, 16.9 percent of respondents reported that they
discussed family planning with a community health worker, compared with 10.1 percent in the
comparison area. Discussions with friends were also common (10.5%), as was discussing with “no
one” (9.8%). Less than 1 percent of respondents reported discussing family planning with a
facility-based provider. (Results not shown in Table.) Table 14 shows that the majority (73.5%) of
respondents in both the intervention and comparison areas also responded that the decision to
use (or not use) contraception was a joint decision between the respondent and their spouse. This
proportion was lower in the intervention area (69.2% vs. 74.9%, respectively), although this
difference with the comparison area was not statistically significant.

2 Extreme values for the number of trees planted per household (>1,000) were removed from the analysis.
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More than half of respondents indicated that decisions around major household purchases
(64.0%) and how the respondent used her earnings (65.3%) was a joint decision. Women were
also jointly involved in decisions about how to spend their husband’s earnings (71.4%), sending
children to school (76.2%), and allowing a daughter (62.6%) or son (63.0%) to work outside the
home. Though the difference is not statistically significant, joint decision-making in the
intervention area trended lower than in the comparison area. Notably, very few respondents
reported that their daughter or son made decisions themselves about working outside of the

home.

Table 14. Women'’s participation in decision-making

Intervention

Total

Comparison Unweighted
% % % number
Would you say that using (not using)
contraception is mainly your decision:
Mainly respondent 13.9 15.7 15.3 164
Mainly spouse 14.6 8.0 95 * 126
Joint decision 69.2 74.9 73.5 802
Other 24 14 1.7 21
Major household purchases:
Respondent 11.3 10.1 10.4 119
Husband/partner 26.5 25.2 25.5 287
Respondent and husband/partner jointly 62.1 64.6 64.0 705
Someone else 0.2 0.0 0.0 1
Other 0.0 0.2 0.1 1
Person who decides on how the
women/wife cash earnings are used:
Respondent 10.7 11.2 111 122
Husband/partner 222 18.5 19.4 226
Respondent and husband/partner jointly 66.0 65.1 65.3 730
Respondent has no earnings 0.9 5.1 41 = 33
Other 0.2 0.2 0.2 2
N 555 558 1,113
Among women who are married/in union,
person who usually decides how
husband’s earnings will be used
Respondent 5.6 3.2 3.8 46
Husband/partner 24.5 21.5 22.2 241
Respondent and husband/partner jointly 69.4 721 71.4 742
Respondent husband has no earnings 0.6 3.2 26 * 20
N 520 529 1,049
Among women who have children, who
usually decides about sending children to
school
Respondent 12.8 10.8 11.3 123
Husband/partner 134 8.8 9.9 115
Respondent and husband/partner jointly 70.3 78.0 76.2 * 769
Someone else 0.2 0.2 0.2 2
Other 3.3 21 24 28
N 518 519 1,037
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Intervention Comparison Total Unweighted

% % % number
Among women who have a daughter,
person who usually decides about her
working outside of the house
Respondent 14.4 12.4 129 ~ 110
Husband/partner 18.8 11.3 13.2 123
Respondent and husband/partner jointly 58.6 64.0 62.6 504
The daughter herself 4.0 3.9 3.9 33
Someone else 0.2 0.0 0.1 1
Other 4.0 8.4 73 50
N 421 400 821
Among women who have son, person who
usually decides about him working outside
of the house
Respondent 9.2 8.5 8.7 74
Husband/partner 21.0 13.5 15.3 143
Respondent and husband/partner jointly 59.1 64.1 63.0 513
The son himself 5.5 6.2 6.1 50
Someone else 0.2 0.0 0.1 1
Other 4.9 7.6 7.0 52
N 406 427 833

* p-value <0.05

When asked about their influence in decision-making related to household earnings, most
respondents (>55%) across intervention and comparison areas agreed or strongly agreed they had
a lot of influence in household decision-making for wage employment, crop and livestock
production, and non-agricultural economic activities. This was slightly higher in the intervention
area for all means of income generation, although not statistically significant for any. A portion of
respondents in the intervention area (approximately 10%) disagreed that they had a lot of
influence in decision-making on wages or revenue. (Table 15)

Table 15. Women'’s influence in economic decision-making

| have a lot of influence in Strongly Neither agree Strongly
household decision- disagree Disagree  nor disagree =~ Agree agree
making on: % % % % %
or in-kind) Comparison 0.2 73 12.9 56.8 23
Revenue from wage Intervention 0.7 11.6 8.4 58.7 20.6
employment (in cash or in-

kind) Comparison 0.7 7.6 14.6 55.2 22
Crop production and Intervention 1.2 115 5.3 60.3 21.6
marketing Comparison 0.8 10.9 9.8 56.7 21.7
Revenue from crop Intervention 1.2 13.5 7.0 56.7 21.6
production and marketing Comparison 1.3 8.6 12.4 54.2 235
Livestock production and Intervention 1.5 10.0 4.7 62.2 21.6
marketing Comparison 0.5 9.5 5.4 56.2 28.4
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Revenue from livestock Intervention 1.5 11.1 6.5 56.0 24.9
production and marketing Comparison 0.8 9.2 8.0 55.4 26.5
Non-agricultural economic Intervention 1.5 3.6 7.1 60.0 27.8
activities (small businesses

self-employment) Comparison 0.0 3.6 5.9 55.9 34.6
Revenue from non- Intervention 1.5 6.4 7.1 59.4 25.5
agricultural economic :

activities (small businesses) Comparison 0.0 3.1 7.7 57.2 32.1

Highlighted are significant at p<0.05. N=1,113.

Most respondents agreed (59.2%) or strongly agreed (35.2%) that married women are expected to
participate in income-generating activities. Forty-three percent of respondents agreed or strongly
agreed that married women are expected to hand over income to their husband, while 44.0
percent of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement. For unmarried
women, most respondents agreed or strongly agreed (86.7%) that they are expected to participate
in income generating activities, though only 36.1 percent agreed or strongly agreed that they are
expected to hand over earnings to their parents. Respondents in the intervention area were more
likely to strongly agree with this statement (8.4%) than were respondents in the comparison area
(3.5%) (see Table 16).

When asked about their agreement with whether women are capable to lead forest management
groups, nearly all women agreed (63.8%) or strongly agreed (19.6%). This high level of agreement
was also noted for a statement about whether women are capable of leading village and youth
savings and loan groups (65.0%% and 20.7% respectively). However, 11.5 percent of women in the
intervention area disagreed that women were capable of leading forest management groups,
compared to 5.7 percent of women in the comparison area.

Table 16. Sex-related gender attitudes

Neither
Strongly agree nor Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree Agree agree
% % % % %

A couple’s decision about the | |ntervention | 32.7 42.6 11.6 1.7 1.4
number of children to have
should be left up to the man Comparison 38.8 43.5 5.5 11.9 0.3
Married women are expected | |ntervention 0.9 2.2 3.8 55.6 375
to participate in income
generating activities Comparison 1.2 0.9 3.0 60.4 34.5
Married women are expected | Intervention 10.0 32.4 11.1 39.4 7.0
to hand over the income to
their husband Comparison 11.2 33.3 13.0 37.6 4.9
Unmarried women are Intervention 0.7 45 8.5 58.1 28.2
expected to participate in :
income generating activities Comparlson 0.0 4.1 9.0 63.9 22.9
Unmarried women are Intervention 8.5 27.7 19.7 35.8 8.4
expected to hand over the
income to their parents Comparison 14.6 30.6 21.3 30.1 3.5
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Women are capable of Intervention 0.4 115 10.9 57.8 19.4
leading forest management

groups Comparison 0.4 5.7 8.6 65.7 19.6
Women are capable of Intervention 0.2 5.9 12.0 61.8 20.1
leading village and youth

savings and loan (VSLAand | comparison | 0.9 35 8.8 66.0 20.8

YSLA)
Highlighted are significant at p<0.05. N=1,113.

Youth-related attitudes

Most respondents in both intervention and comparison areas strongly disagreed that it is
acceptable for unmarried adolescents to be sexually active (74.4% and 74.0%, respectively). More
than half of respondents (54.4% total statistic not shown in table) disagreed or strongly disagreed
that it is acceptable for unmarried adolescents to use contraception, while 33.6 percent of
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that it was acceptable.

Table 17. Youth-related gender attitudes

Neither
Strongly agree nor Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree Agree agree
% % % % %

Itis acceptable for unmarried | |ntervention |  74.4 18.3 3.8 3.1 0.4
adolescents to be sexually
active Comparison 74.0 21.6 1.1 3.1 0.2
Itis acceptable for unmarried | |ntervention |  24.6 26.2 16.6 22.0 10.6
adolescents to use
Contraception Comparison 23.5 32.0 10.6 26.9 71

Highlighted are significant at p<0.05. N=1,113.

When respondents were asked if they discussed family planning and reproductive health topics
with their children, less than 10 percent in both intervention and comparison areas noted that
they discussed any of the following topics with their children: sexuality, family planning,
menstruation, STIs or HIV/AIDS, unwanted pregnancy, early marriage, or sexual harassment
(results not shown in table). Of these topics, early marriage was discussed most often (7.5%,
followed by menstruation (7.2%) and relationships (7.1%). About one third of respondents
(30.4%) said that adolescent children were allowed or would be allowed to use family planning, a
similar finding to that shown in Table 17.

Respondents were also asked if their adolescent children were engaged in community events
(results not shown in table). An average of 43.7 percent of respondents indicated that their
children were engaged in any type of community event, with 39.8 percent indicating their children
were involved in community/volunteerism. A lower percentage of respondents in the intervention
area than in the comparison area indicated that their children were involved in jointly solving
community problems (28.5% vs. 38.1%, respectively).

Provider interviews
Provider characteristics

Characteristics of the 37 interviewed family planning providers are shown in Table 18. Most family
planning providers were female (84%) and were HEWs (62.0%). Almost half of the providers had
worked at their health facility for ten or more years (49%). Almost two-thirds reported that they
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did not provide youth-friendly health services (YFHS) and relatedly, only 30.0 percent had
received YFHS training within the last two years. Initial trainings conducted by FUTURES may be
reflected in the responses of intervention area providers.

Table 18. Characteristics of family planning providers (n=37)
Intervention = Comparison Total

% % %
Gender
Male 16 17 16
Female 84 83 84
Profession
Nurse (Diploma) 5 22 14
Health Extension Worker 58 67 62
Other 37 11 24
Service year in the current health facility
One year or less 0 11 5
Two to four years 27 39 33
Five to nine years 5 23 14
Ten years or more 70 28 49
Provide YFHS
Yes 32 39 35
No 68 61 65
Received any training in YFHS in the last 24 months
Yes, within past two years 32 28 30
Yes, over two years ago 11 0 5
No trainings or updates 58 72 65

Facility characteristics

Characteristics of the health facilities are shown in Table 19. The majority of surveyed facilities
used some form of feedback mechanism to help ensure quality service provision (86.5%); the most
common of these were meetings with community leaders (40.5%) and client interviews or survey
forms (35.1%). Eighty-six percent had received an external supervision visit within the last six
months, though supportive supervision related to YFHS was not as common (56.8%). Most
facilities tracked family planning referrals (81.1%), most commonly by referral slips (80%), though
some facilities used mobile phones; this was more common in the intervention area (40%) than in
the comparison area (13.3%). Methods provided on site included oral contraceptives, injectables,
condoms, and implants. The IUD was only available onsite at 29.7 percent of facilities, though it
was more commonly available in facilities in the intervention area (42.1%). Emergency
contraception had similar availability (48.6%), though was provided on-site in 57.9 percent of
facilities in the intervention area. Cycle beads were not commonly provided on-site (13.5%) or
through counseling (21.6%). Just over one-third of the surveyed facilities were able to remove
both implants and IUDS (37.8%), an additional 29.7 percent could remove implants only. On
average, half of facilities provided services to survivors of gender-based violence (54.1%), and even
fewer provided case management services (35.1%). Fees for family planning services were not
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common in the intervention area, and were most often for the purchase of client health cards
(15.8%).

Table 19. Characteristics of health facilities (n=37)

Intervention Comparison Total
% % %
Facility uses any feedback collection mechanism 84.2 88.9 86.5
Clinic-based feed-back mechanisms used
Suggestion box 10.5 22.2 16.2
Client interview or survey form 47.4 22.2 35.1
Official meeting with community leaders 36.8 44 .4 40.5
Informal discussion with clients or the community 26.3 16.7 21.6
Community score card 5.3 22.2 13.5
Other 0.0 5.6 2.7
Supervision received in the last 6 months
Receive any external supervision 84.2 88.9 86.5
Supportive supervision for the provision of youth-
friendly health services 63.2 50.0 56.8
Family planning referral tracking
Track family planning referrals 78.9 83.3 81.1
Main family planning referral tracking system
Referral Slip/Paper/Prescription 60.0 80.0 70.0
Mobile Phone Referral Receipt 40.0 13.3 26.7
Other 0.0 6.7 3.3
Family planning methods provision
Oral contraceptive pills
Provide 100.0 94.4 97.3
Neither 0.0 5.6 2.7
Injectables
Provide 94.7 100.0 97.3
Neither 53 0.0 27
Condoms
Provide 89.5 100.0 94.6
Offer/Counsel Only 10.5 0.0 5.4
IUD
Provide 421 16.7 29.7
Offer/Counsel Only 52.6 77.8 64.9
Neither 5.3 5.6 5.4
Implant
Provide 94.7 88.9 91.9
Offer/Counsel Only 5.3 11.1 8.1
Emergency contraceptive pills
Provide 57.9 38.9 48.6
Offer/Counsel Only 26.3 44 .4 35.1
Neither 15.8 16.7 16.2
Cycle beads for Standard Days Method
Provide 10.5 16.7 13.5
Offer/Counsel Only 26.3 16.7 21.6
Neither 63.2 66.7 64.9
IUD or implant removal on site?
Yes, removal of both 47.4 27.8 37.8
Yes, removal of IUD only 10.5 0.0 54
Yes, removal of implant only 31.6 27.8 29.7
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Gender based violence services
Treatment for survivors of gender-based

violence 47.4 61.1 541
Case management for gender-based violence 211 50.0 35.1
Providers who believe the facility has a strong
gender-based violence referral system 84.2 88.9 86.5
Fees
Client health card 15.8 33.3 24.3
Laboratory 5.3 222 13.5
Imaging 0.0 16.7 8.1
Contraceptive commodities 0.0 5.6 2.7
Fee wavering procedures
Fee exemption, no payment expected 0.0 16.7 11.1
Fee discounted 100.0 16.7 44 .4
Service not provided, asked to come back when
able to pay 0.0 16.7 11.1
Fee covered by community health insurance 0.0 16.7 111
Other 0.0 33.3 22.2

Family planning providers were asked about the reproductive services available for adolescents.
Table 20 shows that while contraceptive services were mostly available in these facilities,
especially for short-term methods and implants, other reproductive health services were less
available. Pregnancy testing for adolescent clients was available in 64.9 percent of facilities,
testing and treatment for sexually transmitted infections was only available in 56.8 percent and
37.8 percent of facilities, respectively. In general, facilities in the intervention area were less likely
to offer these services than facilities in the comparison area, the exception being offering IUDs and
implants. Seventy-eight percent of the facilities had mainstreamed YHFS, while 13.5 percent
offered separate areas of youth clients, and 3 facilities (8.1%) did neither. Most facilities (83.8%)
reported additional practices to maintain the privacy and confidentiality of youth clients,
including offering separate hours (54.1%), separate counseling or examination rooms (45.9%), or
separate waiting rooms (13.5%). Half of facilities reported having non-judgmental practices in
place (54.1), though this was more common in the intervention area (73.7%). Some of these
practices included offering advice (mentioned by 6 providers), using codes to “hide their secret”
(n=1), proving adolescents “freedom to express their feelings” (n=1), and providing trainings
outside of the health center (n=1). Providers mentioned the importance of privacy and ensuring
security (n=6).
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Table 20. Services available to adolescents

Intervention Comparison Total
% % %
Services available
Information and counselling on RH sexuality and
safe sex 78.9 94.4 86.5
Testing for sexually transmitted
infections/reproductive tract infections 421 72.2 56.8
Treatment for sexually transmitted infections/
reproductive tract infections 31.6 44 .4 37.8
Pregnancy testing 63.2 66.7 64.9
Oral contraceptive pills 84.2 94.4 89.2
Injectable contraception 89.5 94.4 91.9
Condom use or dual method use 89.5 94.4 91.9
IUDs 68.4 44 .4 56.8
Implants 89.5 83.3 86.5
Emergency contraception 63.2 77.8 70.3
Mainstreamed YFHS
Mainstreamed 78.9 77.8 78.4
Separate 10.5 16.7 13.5
Neither 10.5 5.6 8.1
Additional practices to maintain privacy and
confidentiality of youth 89.5 77.8 83.8
Separate hours for adolescents 63.2 444 541
Separate counseling/examination room 36.8 55.6 45.9
Separate waiting room 15.8 11.1 13.5
Other 10.5 5.6 8.1
Any non-judgmental practices
Yes 73.7 33.3 54.1
No 26.3 66.6 45.9

Opinions of family planning providers

When asked whether the health facility was doing a good job making family planning services
accessible to adolescents (marital status not specified), 52.6 percent of intervention and 72.0
percent of comparison area providers agreed. When asked what the facilities needed to do to
improve accessibility for adolescents, 20 providers gave suggestions. These included the need for a
separate space for adolescents (n=8), improvement in “inputs” (n=6), awareness creation (n=3),
training on long-term methods for adolescents (n=2), among others (results not shown).

Table 21 shows results from asking providers questions related to the provision of family planning
services based on the age and/or marital status of clients. The table shows that most providers felt
that it is unacceptable for unmarried adolescents to be sexually active (89.2%) (totals not shown in
the table). However, the majority also felt that it was acceptable for unmarried adolescents to use
contraception (89.2%). Most providers would provide a method to a client who has not had any
children (91.9%) or was unmarried (91.8%). There was some variation in whether parental
consent would be required for clients under the age of 17, with 31.6 percent of providers in the
intervention area and 6.0 percent in the comparison area agreeing or strongly agreeing that they
would. Most providers would provide long-term methods to adolescents (86.4%), explain that
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methods could be used in secret (97.3%), or discuss all methods whether a client is married or not
(97.3%). Finally, only 24.3 percent of providers disagreed or strongly disagreed that the decision
to have children should be left up to the man, though this response was more common in the
intervention area (36.9%) than the comparison area (11.0%).

Table 21. Family planning provider opinions

Strongly . Strongly
It is acceptable for: disagree Dlsi/gree A%/ree agree
% ¢ ¢ %
) . Intervention 63.2 31.6 5.3 0.0

Unmarried adolescents to be sexually active

Comparison 67.0 17.0 3.0 0.0

) . Intervention 53 10.5 52.6 31.6

Unmarried adolescents to use contraception

Comparison 0.0 6.0 50.0 44.0
| would:
Provide a method to a client who has not had Intervention 0.0 53 57.9 36.8
any children Comparison 0.0 11.0 44.0 44.0

Intervention 0.0 0.0 52.6 47.4
Provide a method to an unmarried client

Comparison 0.0 17.0 33.0 50.0
Require parental consent before giving family Intervention 47.4 21.1 10.5 21.1
planning to youth <17 years Comparison 22.0 72.0 6.0 0.0
Provide a long-acting method to an Intervention 10.5 5.3 36.8 474
adolescent client if she wanted it Comparison 6.0 6.0 390 500
Explain methods that can be used without Intervention 0.0 0.0 57.9 42.1

le knowi

people knowing Comparison 0.0 6.0 67.0 28.0
Discuss all methods whether a client is Intervention 0.0 5.3 36.8 57.9
married or not Comparison 0.0 0.0 28.0 72.0
| believe:
The decision about the number of children Intervention 1538 211 26.3 36.8
should be left up to the man Comparison 0.0 11.0 44.0 44.0
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Sustainable Development Goal Analysis Grid
Overall performance on the six dimensions in intervention and comparison woredas

Table 22 summarizes the baseline result for the overall YCFBR, two intervention, and two
comparison woredas. The summary includes a description of the content for each dimension.
Further detailed results and interpretations of the dimensions, themes, and goals for each of the
four woredas separately can be obtained by request from Dr. Mitiku at Jimma University.

Table 22. Performance summary from assessment of sustainable development goal dimensions, four woredas
in the Yayu Coffee Forest Biosphere Reserve (YCFBR), December 10, 2021

Intervention woredas Comparison woredas
Total (Chora and Yayu) (Bilo Nopha and Hurumu)
Dimension Average Average Average Average Average Average
weighting performance weighting performance weighting performance
Social 21 71% 2.2 76% 2.0 66%
Ecological 1.9 65% 2.0 66% 1.9 63%
Economic 1.8 66% 1.9 67% 1.8 66%
Cultural 25 78% 2.4 76% 2.6 80%
Ethical 3.0 90% 3.0 93% 3.0 87%
Governance 2.0 75% 23 78% 2.0 71%

Scoring and interpretation:
<20%: Critical situation. The dimension or theme is negatively affected by the policy, strategy, program, or project (PSPP).
20%—39%: Problematic situation. The dimension or theme is insufficiently considered in the PSPP.
40%-59%: Improvable situation. The dimension or theme is poorly considered in the PSPP.
60%—79%: Satisfactory situation. The dimension or theme is considered in the PSPP.
80%—100%: Excellent situation. The dimension or theme is strongly considered in the PSPP.

Figure 3. Radar chart of performance results across six sustainable development dimensions for the Yayu
Coffee Forest Biosphere Reserve

SOCIAL
100%

ECOLOGICAL GOVERNANCE

ECONOMIC ETHICAL

CULTURAL

Baseline Report for FUTURES 45



The overall performance of the social dimension in the YCFBR was indicated to be “satisfactory,”
with a score of 71 percent, though the intervention woredas scored higher (76%) than the
comparison woredas (66%). This dimension is composed of themes including poverty, water, food,
health, safety, education, community and their involvement, human settlement, and gender. Each
of these themes have different goals. All goals were discussed with FGD participants except
human settlement, which was not considered relevant for this activity. The FGD participants
reflected that though there are some projects in the biosphere, most projects focus on training,
and that is not considered sufficient to reduce poverty, especially for the most disadvantaged
groups — women and youth. The poverty rating in this region varied from a low of 40 percent in
Bilo Nopha (barely “improvable”), to 70 percent in Hurumu (“satisfactory”). Access to water was
rated to be 70 percent in Chora and Yayu whereas it was rated to be 52 percent and 58 percent for
Bilo Nopha and Hurumu respectively, implying that due attention is needed in the latter two
woredas.

The discussion also revealed that capacity building for healthcare professionals and the
community in general, was ongoing for improving the health of the community, reaching a high
score of 79 percent for Chora woreda. Although it was noted that there are health posts in all
kebeles, health centers have not started in full capacity. Nevertheless, family planning and
maternal and infant health interventions were seen to be strongly supported. Equality between
men and women and the promotion of independence of women and girls were rated to be
“satisfactory” in all woredas participating in the discussion. Participants in Yayu woreda
supported their response by indicating that there are gender focal persons in all sectors, and joint
land titling for husband and wife are common. However, the discussion showed that even though
positive efforts were underway, cultural beliefs about the social value of the unequal roles and
status relationships of men and women was still viewed as a major challenge of women’s and girl’s
empowerment. Safety and community involvement were rated to be the highest goals
implemented in the woredas.

Ecological dimension

The overall performance of the ecological dimension in the YCFBR was scored the lowest among
the dimensions (65%), and similar between the intervention woredas (66%) and comparison
woredas (63%). The dimension was rated at 1.9 overall, not quite at a level of “important.” The
ecological dimension is measured based on six themes: ecosystems, biodiversity, resources,
outputs, land use and climate change. The FGD participants agreed that the government gives
some attention to this area, noting too that there are some projects operating in this area due to
strategically important crops, such as coffee and honey, that are part of the YCFBR ecosystem.
Accordingly, there is some awareness creation on ecosystems and local people are responding by
planting coffee shade trees to combat desertification. The overall effort made for maintaining the
ecosystem was rated only as “satisfactory” for all woredas, varying from 60 percent for Bilo Nopha
to 69 percent for Yayu. There is also some attempt at protecting biodiversity, lowest in Bilo Nopha
at 45 percent, to more “satisfactory” situations in all other woredas, with the highest in Hurumu
woreda (70%). Participants noted that there are efforts in place for protecting symbolic species,
such as different types of bees and plants, through delineating the YCFBR and awareness creation.
This goal also needs more attention in Bilo Nopha woreda (rated at 45%), which needs further
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efforts to improve the existing situation. Participants further discussed some problems related to
implementing plans for prudent use of renewable resources on the one hand, and sustainability
problems on the other, saying that often projects are implemented with short-term plans and
activities, and once they phase out, continuity of the activities is a challenge. Land use was also
seen as having problems. The FGD participants emphasized that even though it is not common to
clear forests for conversion to other farming systems, there are instances where people plant trees,
such as eucalyptus, that are less sustainable. In addition, there is an expansion of coffee producing
in YCFBR, which has negative effects on biodiversity. The FGD participants also raised the issue
that while people live within, and are dependent on, the YCFBR, they do not have any license or
use right to use the land in the core areas, and thus feel that they are easily displaced at any time.

Climate change is also one of the goals within the ecological dimension. Participants stated that
even though there are some efforts to promote energy saving stoves, agroforestry and climate
smart agriculture, measures such as greenhouse gas quantification are not assessed.

Economic dimension

Economics was another low-performing dimension in the biosphere reserve. This dimension was
rated to be “satisfactory” with almost equal scores in the intervention woredas (67%) and
comparison woredas (66%). The dimension was weighted as 1.8, the lowest of the dimensions, at a
“desirable” level. The economic dimension is evaluated based on eight themes; this work focused
on five: economic viability, work, wealth and prosperity, entrepreneurship, and energy. The FGD
participants explained that there are some kebeles where youth are organized and working on
income generating activities, such as nursery sites, buying and selling coffee, vermicost production
from coffee husk, and beehives. Youth who are organized into the cooperatives have legal receipts
and are well connected to markets in selling their produce. The income of these groups is audited,
and they will be transferred to medium enterprises after three years if they continue performing
well. However, there are very few youths who get this opportunity. Furthermore, it was noted that
there are situations where youth are “short sighted” and “looking for a short cut” to accumulate
wealth. This was seen to present a huge challenge for the cultivation of an entrepreneurship
culture. Finally, tourism was mentioned as an area with much potential and for which there is no
current infrastructure or support.

Cultural dimension

Overall, the cultural dimension showed a “satisfactory” situation as its performance level was 78
percent, with a score of 76 percent in the intervention woredas and 80 percent in the comparison
woredas. The cultural dimension consists of four themes; three were used: transmission of
cultural heritage, cultural diversity of the communities, and contribution of culture to
development. These themes had different levels of performance, with some achieving ratings of
“excellent” (e.g., cultural diversity was scored at a level of above 85 percent for all the woredas).
However, the FGD participants raised the concern that the transmission of a culture of
conservation from parents to children is diminishing. This theme was rated to be only 55 percent
in Chora woreda showing the need of improvement so that the current generation will develop the
same respect for nature as past generations.
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Nevertheless, the high performance of the overall cultural dimension and that of cultural diversity
can be considered as very good opportunities for planning and executing different community-
based project interventions in the area.

Ethical dimension

The assessment results indicated that the average performance level of the ethical dimension of
the overall biosphere was “excellent” with a score of 93 percent for the intervention and 87 percent
for the comparison woredas. The dimension consists of five themes, but we focused on two:
responsibility and peace. The results show an “excellent” rating, indicating that the dimension and
the involved themes and goals were strongly considered in previous PSPPs. The highest
performance within the considered ethical dimension themes were “acting with responsibility”
and the “existence of peace,” with average performance scores of 95 percent and 9o percent
respectively. In addition to the cultural dimension indicated above, the high performance of the
ethical dimension can also be considered as an opportunity for designing and successfully
implementing various interventions aiming at improving the performance of other dimensions.

Governance dimension

The overall performance of the governance dimension was scored as “satisfactory” (75%), with a
rating of 78 percent for intervention and 71 percent for comparison woredas. The governance
dimension consists of eight themes; we used four: institutions, participation and citizenship,
information, and innovation. Participants emphasized the governance dimension as the third
highest performing dimension next to the ethical and cultural dimensions. Similar to the cultural
and ethical dimensions, the strong performance of the governance dimension can offer additional
opportunity for successful project interventions. The high overall performance of the governance
dimension was the result of the improved performances of other themes and goals considered in
the assessment, though it should be noted that the respondents were themselves from the
government sector. Some of the themes and goals that showed better performance included
institutional effectiveness, accountability and inclusiveness, limiting opportunities for corruption,
participation and citizenship, and access to information and use of appropriate communication
mechanisms. On the other hand, innovation-related themes and goals such as optimizing
innovation potential and diversifying options, encouraging the implementation of new solutions,
promoting access to knowledge and technologies, and managing risks associated with new
technologies were rated lower, and as a result, need further attention for improvement. The FGD
participants discussed that even though the different sectors come together and collaborate where
needed, there is little experience in co-implementing and co-monitoring activities in a
multisectoral approach. Often sectors work in their own corridor.
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Results of informational interviews

Among the 38 kebeles included in the study, only 10 were identified to have active forest
management groups. The summary below includes information from the 10 IIs related to these
kebeles and their 30 PFMs.

Table 23. Characteristics of forest management groups in study area kebeles

Kebele Number of Number of members Number of Number of youths
PFMs (total) females (total) (total)
Intervention area
Achibo 3 18 6 (33%) 6 (33%)
Leka 3 16 4 (25%) N/A
Chega 3 69 13 (19%) 3 (4%)
Dapo Tobo 3 18 3 (17%) 3 (17%)
Comparison area
Hanamogu 3 300 75 (25%) 15 (5%)
Ireyo 3 200 55 (28%) 90 (45%)
Inetaro 3 160 28 (18%) 42 (26%)
Keresi 3 23 1(4%) 1 (4%)
Jeto 3 130 67 (52%) 10 (8%)
Karo Mariyam 3 440 104 (24%) 49 (11%)

Intervention area

The four kebeles in the intervention area with active PFM included Achibo and Leka (in Yayu
woreda) and Chega and Dapo Tobo (in Chora woreda). Each of the kebeles has three established
groups, involving a total of 121 individuals, involving 26 women (21% of participants) and 12 youth
(10% of participants). With the exception of Dapa Tobo, women had leadership positions in all
groups, though youth were more often included as stakeholders/members and not in leadership
positions. The functioning of the groups varied quite widely; in Dabo Tobo, the forest
management groups were at their infant stage, as they were recently established by the FUTURES
project. In contrast, the three PFM groups in Achibo (also established by FUTURES) were
functioning and were considered to be very effective in managing the forest. Here, the area of
forest managed by the three groups was said to be better conserved than the area where the users
are not grouped, even though livelihoods are based on the forest and people attempt to clear and
thin the forest for coffee plantation. Chega had the three largest PFMs in the intervention area.
However, the groups were not currently functioning and this was thought to have led to the acute
threatening of forest areas for farmland and worsening degradation.

The informants from Achibo, Leka, and Chega, while agreeing that the groups need to be
strengthened to mitigate biodiversity loss, forest degradation and deforestation, all felt local
government and government support for these efforts needs to be strengthened. The informant
from Chega added that weak government support for forest management will lead to climate
change in these areas and beyond. The informant from Leka suggested that the government must
give attention to the improvement of livelihoods, and in so doing, can offset the pressure on the
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forest. The informant from Leka also advised that the sanctioning mechanism needs to be stronger
for those who clear the forest for their own benefit.

Comparison area

The six kebeles in the comparison area with established PFMs include Hanamogu, Iriyo (in Alge
Sachi woreda), Inetaro, Keresi (in Hurumu woreda), Jeto, and Karo Mariyam (in Bilo Nopa
woreda). All groups include at least one woman and youth as stakeholders and in leadership
positions. All informants reported the PFMs are functioning, though as with the kebeles in the
intervention area, there were some differences. The large PFMs in Alge Sachi were said to be
functioning well; Hanamogu PFMs were thought to need attention for effective co-ordination
between the government and NGO sectors and needed training on sustainable forest
management. The PFM groups in Iriyo were awaiting carbon trading, which is expected to
enhance the group’s benefit from the forest, that had been promised by various NGOs. The Inetaro
PFMs were reportedly functioning well, though it was noted that further training was desired.
While PFMs were thought to be working effectively in Keresi, these were the smallest PFM groups
in the comparison area kebeles, and it was felt that the forest conservation level has declined and
needs further interventions to achieve sustainable forest management. Groups in Jeto were said to
be functioning well, but it was felt that the groups should add more members to ensure effective
management of forest resources. The groups in this kebele had the highest percentage of female
members of any of the sampled kebeles, at 52 percent. In contrast to Jeto, PFMs in Karo Mariyam
are the largest in any of the sampled kebeles but were said to be less functional because members
do not give much attention to the groups.

In sum, the informants in the comparison area kebeles mentioned the functioning of PFMs could
be improved with additional members, additional trainings, and better coordination between
government and NGOs.
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Discussion

The baseline data collection effort collected information from a representative sample of 1,113
women, 37 facility-based family planning providers, four woreda-level focus groups, and 10
informational interviews in the intervention and comparison kebeles. Data collected through the
women’s interviews show that the intervention and comparison areas are similar at baseline
across individual and household characteristics, livelihood practices, agricultural and forest
practices, family planning and reproductive health behavior, and gender-related attitudes. Typical
respondents were married, in a household with 4—5 members, employed (by a family member),
and had a fairly low level of literacy. Approximately three-fourths of respondents owned land
and/or animals and had their names included on the land titles. About one-third of households
reported participating in forest user groups, soil and water conservation/watershed management
campaigns, and/or women’s associations. Approximately 60% of households experienced some
type of shock to their livelihoods during the 12 months prior to the survey.

A surprisingly small percentage of respondents reported use of the forest for non-timber products.
While 10.2% of households in the intervention area reported using the forest to grow coffee, only
an additional 1.9% reported using the forest for wild coffee. This finding appears to be at odds
with the recognized importance of coffee growing for the livelihood of farmers in this area.

In matters of household decision-making, joint-decision making between husbands and wives
predominated, with most women reporting they had “a lot of influence” in the decision-making.
Most women agreed that they are expected to contribute to household income generation. Of note,
approximately one in five women earning an income reported that their husband alone makes the
decisions about how it is to be spent.

Almost all interviewed women were not accepting of sexual activity among unmarried adolescents,
additionally, 70 percent did not approve of contraceptive use for sexually active unmarried
adolescents. Similarly, the majority of family planning providers were not accepting of sexual
activity among unmarried adolescents, however, almost all reported that they would provide
contraception for these clients. It is not clear if these results represent a social bias against
adolescent sexual activity but support for (or recognition of) the importance of contraceptive use
for sexually active adolescents, or, if it is an artifact of the wording of the question or response
categories. Future qualitative data collection activities can revisit this issue.

Some significant differences arose between the intervention and comparison areas, as noted in the
results section. For example, women in the intervention area were less likely to have received
secondary education and households in the intervention kebeles were more likely to be food
secure (though one in five households was severely food insecure). Households in the intervention
area were closer to the Yayu boundary and were more likely to perceive that the availability of the
forest was changing (17.1% vs. 6.0%), though respondents were split on whether they thought it
was increasing or decreasing. Other differences included that household members in the
intervention area were more likely to obtain family planning services at a health post rather than a
health center, and more likely to have positive attitudes about the quality of care at health posts
than were households in the comparison area. A similarly high perceived quality of care is not
reported for adolescent clients. Households in the intervention area were less likely to have
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received training in biodiversity conservation, yet more likely to have had life skills training for
female household members ages 16—19. A summary of key outcome indicators included in the
FUTURES MEL plan are shown in Table 24. The table provides the estimates for the intervention
area. Of note, a surprisingly high percentage of respondents reported current family planning use
(75%) given that the recent Ethiopia Demographic and Health Survey estimated that 40.7 percent
of married women in the Oromia region currently used a modern contraceptive method (EPHI
and ICF, 2021). The large difference between estimates calls into question the validity of this
baseline estimate; it is possible the data collected are not accurate due to issues with questionnaire
implementation, respondent’s understanding of the question, or social desirability bias to give a
response viewed as “correct.” A high level of knowledge of family planning was also found; this
may be due to the initiation of FUTURES activities as well the fact that most respondents were
ages 20 years or older and were mothers, with relatively few adolescent respondents and
respondents that had not had any children.

The table also indicates fairly high levels across all outcome areas. Exceptions to this are the
percentage of women who are active users of financial services; participation in PFMs; and the
application of various improved crop production practices, technologies, and inputs. A low
percentage of family planning providers have received any recent YFHS training. Though not an
indicator in the MEL plan, food security in the intervention area is also an issue that needs
improvement.

Table 24. Summary of outcome indicators

Performance Indicators ‘ Baseline data*

Increased use of family planning/reproductive health care by women and young people

1.1 Percentage of women of reproductive age who are using (or whose partner is using) a
modern contraceptive method 76.8%

1A.1 Percentage of individuals who know where to access modern family planning services 95.7%

1A.3 Percentage of women whose partner supports use of modern contraception for

themselves or their partners 93.8%
Users 0
Non-users S

1A.4 Percentage of individuals referred for family planning/reproductive health services by
FUTURES staff

Operationalized as: Percentage of women referred to family planning services by someone 12.2%
other than self or partner

1B.1 Quality of youth-friendly health services

Operationalized as: 78.9%
Percentage of facilities providing mainstreamed YFHS
Percentage of facilities providing non-judgmental services 73.7%
Percentage of family planning providers that received YFHS training within last 12 months 32.0%
Percentage of family planning providers that would provide a long-term method to an
adolescent client if she wanted it 84.2%
Percentage of family planning providers that feel their facility is doing a good job making 52.6%

family planning services accessible
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Improved livelihood opportunities for women and young people

2.2 Percentage of women capable of participating equitably in economic activities (Agency)
Operationalized as: Percentage of women who strongly agree/agree that they have a lot of

influence in...
Decision-making on wage employment 84.7%
Revenue generated from crop-production or marketing 83.8%
Revenue generated from livestock production and marketing 80.9%

2.3 Percentage of women who meaningfully participate in economic decision-making in (a)
the household and/or (b) their workplace/community (Relations)

Operationalized as: Percentage of women reporting...

Women alone or joint decision making for household purchases 73.4
Women alone or joint decision making for how to spend wife’s earnings 76.7
Women alone or joint decision making for how to spend husband’s earnings 75.0

2A.2 Percentage of women who are active users of financial services
Bank account 29.5%
Access to credit 14.4%

Improved forest conservation practices

3.1 Number or percentage of people that have applied at least three practices to protect their
livelihoods from negative impacts of climate-related shocks and stresses
Operationalized as:

Percentage reported any shocks in last 12 months 60%

Most common responses:

) 20.9%
Rely on savings
) 20.6%
Reduce expenditures
3.2 Percentage of farmers who adopt improved agricultural practices (top 5 listed) 66.6%
Fertilizer micro-dosing o
59.7%
Improved seed
= - 59.1%
ow plantin
p 9 39.7%
Animal manure application
i o 39.8%
Agrochemical application
3A.1 Number/percentage of functioning forest management groups in a kebele
Percentage participation in PFM 11.8%
Number of functioning PFM 12
3A.2 Number of leadership positions held by women on forest management groups 12+
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3A.5 Percentage of farmers aware of improved crop production practices, technologies, and
inputs >/=70.0%

Fertilizer micro-dosing, improved seed, row planting, compost application, animal

manure application 50-69%
Crop rotation, agrochemical application 30-49%
Mixed or inter-cropping, green manure application, fallowing </=29%

Minimum tillage, mulching, integrated pest management, agroforestry, climate smart

agriculture

* Intervention area only

A measure of respondent’s attitudes towards cross-sectoral messaging shows that about half of
respondents felt that improving their household’s livelihood could help improve forest
conservation (55.6%), though the percentage was slightly higher in the intervention area (64.6%).
Though this measure is not included as a key outcome, it may serve to help assess the penetration
of cross-sectoral messaging.

The SDGAG assessment shows varying levels of performance for the key sustainable development
dimensions. These differences can be described in terms of performance differences among the
dimensions within the woredas and, to some extent, in terms of the differences between the
woredas. Despite the different performance ratings, the results generally show that all assessed
dimensions are above the level of “improvable” according to SDGAG scoring categories. Among
the six dimensions considered, the performance levels of economic and ecological dimensions
were reported to be lower as compared with other dimensions across all the woredas and for the
entire YCFBR at large. On the other hand, the highest performance was generally shown for
cultural and ethical dimensions for all cases assessed. The governance dimension also
demonstrated promising results for most of the woredas and for the biosphere level at large except
Bilo Nopha, where it was indicated to be one of the lowest performing dimensions. Finally, the
results indicated that development sectors mainly work separately from each other, signaling a
weak multisectoral approach.

Limitations

The information collected in the baseline survey does not necessarily reflect the baseline situation
in the kebeles with partial implementation, as these were not included in the sampling strategy.
The sampling approach used for the women’s survey identified the female head-of-household or
spouse of the head-of-household with the objective of obtaining a large amount of information
about the household and its members from a single respondent. As a consequence, a high
proportion of non-adolescent married women were interviewed. Their responses may not be
representative of all women of reproductive age in these kebeles, as women who have never
married, are divorced, or widowed are underrepresented. However, it is likely that unmarried
women were represented to some degree in the information generated about household members.
Likewise, information generated about male and (unmarried) female adolescents and adult men
comes as members of households and is not directly obtained from them. While obtaining
information directly from all target populations is ideal for understanding attitudes, opinions, and
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experiences, it was not logistically possible for the baseline. Midterm qualitative data collection
approaches are intended to address some of these information gaps.

The baseline data showed some important differences in the intervention area as compared to the
non-intervention comparison area. This result is not surprising, given that the selection of the
FUTURES program implementation area was not random, and was based on many factors that
may make the intervention area “unique”, including among others, the location of the kebeles in
reference to the Yayu forest and the presence of other development programs acting in the area.
The planned quasi-experimental design using a difference-in-differences analysis at endline,
remains a strong evaluation choice that can adjust for the potential confounders identified at
baseline.

Due to caution surrounding data collection during the on-going COVID-19 pandemic as well as
security concerns and delays related to the State of Emergency in Ethiopia, the timing of the
baseline data collection came after the initiation of FUTURES project activities. This may have
impacted outcomes for which the intervention area showed higher performance than the
comparison area. These are noted in the report as best possible.

Midterm data collection will focus on qualitative methods and endeavor to address many of the
limitations noted in this report- including the direct inclusion and participation of female and
male adolescents and youth and male adults in the evaluation, and a deeper investigation of the
links between reproductive health, agriculture, conservation, and livelihoods, and how gender
interacts with these.
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Recommendations and next steps

Based on the baseline data collection effort, the following implementation responses are
recommended:

Implementation of activities that increase women’s access to financial services. Women’s access to
a bank account or credit was less than 30% in the intervention area.

ITs and survey results related to low participation in PFMs confirmed the importance of organizing
and supporting PFM groups.

Strengthening forest user groups to conserve the existing forests and encourage tree planting and
management will be helpful. There are promising steps towards planting trees on degraded lands
to conserve forests and to mitigate the effects of climate change. However, such initiatives were
less common among intervention areas than comparison areas. Working towards realizing the
anticipated benefits from forests could have a multiplier effect in this regard.

Capacity building through training and demonstrations on methods of improved agricultural
practices could improve their adoption. While the survey found a high level of knowledge of
improved agricultural practices, the adoption was very low, especially for minimum tillage,
mulching, green manure, compost application, agroforestry, integrated pest management and
climate smart agriculture.

There is high food insecurity in the study area, with less than 50 percent of households reporting
food security and one out of five households in the intervention area reporting severe food
insecurity. Activities designed to increase the adoption of agroforestry and climate smart
agriculture may improve productivity and food security in these households over time.

Inclusion of family planning messaging in cross-sectoral activities involving men. Among non-
users, only 54 percent felt their husband or partner would be supportive of future family planning.
Reproductive health services, especially testing and treatment of sexually transmitted diseases,
were not adequately available at health facilities. Implementation of activities that provide
information about sexually transmitted diseases, gender-based violence, and reproductive health
more generally, and where to obtain these services, will help improve access.

Implementation of activities to provide updated YFHS training to facility-based and HEW family
planning providers, as 58 percent in the intervention area had no training or updates in the past
two years.

Implementation of activities at the community and provider level to address consequences of
negative attitudes about sexual activity among unmarried youth. Negative attitudes about
adolescent sexual activity were observed in both women’s and provider’s data.

SDGAG analysis points to prioritized effort needed in the areas of ecologic, economic, and
governance dimensions.

As aresult of the baseline findings, next steps include:

¢ Discuss findings and implications for implementation activities and future MEL activities
e Update the MEL plan based on indicator operationalization during baseline data collection
e Consider baseline results in planning for mid-term data collection
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Conclusions

The FUTURES project aims to achieve sustainable forest biodiversity and improved reproductive
health and livelihoods of women and young people in the Yayu Coffee Forest Biosphere Reserve
through an integrated, multi-sectoral approach. Baseline data were collected in December 2021 to
obtain information on key agricultural, conservation, health, livelihood, and gender behaviors and
attitudes. The data collected were quantitative from women of reproductive age living in
intervention and comparison areas of the YCFBR, and family planning providers working in
health posts and health centers serving these areas. Qualitative data related to the performance of
various development sectors at the woreda level were also collected, and informational interviews
were conducted to obtain data on participation and functioning of PFM groups. The report
presents findings, recommendations, and next steps based on the analysis of these baseline data.
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A. Women’s survey
B. Family planning provider’s survey
C. Sustainable Development Analysis Grid

Baseline Report for FUTURES 59



Appendix 1a.

Womens_Questionnaire_v14

Field

data_collector_name (required)

data_collector_phone_number (required])

survey_date (requirsd)
region (required)

zone

woreda (required)

kebele (required)

gps (required)

note_hhvisit
note_hhvisit_2
instance_name

hhy_1 (required)

eligible_1 (required)

Question

Data collector name

Data collector phone number
E.g. 0911304050
Indicate the date:

01) Region

02) Zone

03) Name of woreda

04) Name of kebele

07) Record the GPS point of the household

Piease walf till the accuracy is less than 5m. it wil record autornatically.
HOUSEHOLD VISIT

Household visit details

What is the name of the head of the household?

Household wisit 1: 15 there anyone in the house?

Ifthere is no one in the house, please schedule next visit, and save the questionnaire.

Is there a woman who is eligible for this study?
Married women between age 15 - 49 are eligitie. <br/>If the women head of the household is NOT elgible for this study, please
skip this househok

Answer

1 Oromia

buno_bedelle Bunc Bedelle
ilubabor  HMubabor

alge_sachi Alge Sachi

bilo_nopa Bilo Nopa
chora  Chora
doreni  Doreni
hururnu - Hurumu
yayu  Yayu

1 Alge

2 HMogu

3 Yagere Buno

4 SIGanji

5 |Iriyo

6  Sambato

7 Supeol

8 Chokorsa Dayu

9| Ali

10 MiCage

11 MiEkele

12 L/A/Bona

13 Jato

14 Semano

15 Deleksa

16 Dilbi

17 SiboNogo

18 Chega

19 Abdallaa

20 Bero Muri

21 HaleluHadesa

22 Tobo

23 Diduu

24 HJ Abbo

25 Df Haroo

26 Sibo

27 Keresi

28 Sonta

29 Hurumu Town

20 THYobi

21 Inataro

32 Yembo

33 Witate

34 Leka

35 Achibo

26 Jishono

37 BoMegel

38 Kemise

1 Respondent is at home

0 Respondent NOT at home
T|¥YES

0 NO
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Field

hhw_2 frequired)

eligible_2 (requirsd)

hhv_3 {required)

eligible_3 ¢required)

read_consent (requirsd)

consent_granted {requirsd)

note_hh_charactersitcs

q01 (reguired)

q01_other (required)
q02 (required)

q02_other (required)
q03 (required)

Question

Household visit 2: Is there anyone in the house?
If there is no one in the house, please schedue next vist, and save the questionnaire

Is there a woman who is eligible for this study?
Married wornen between age 15 - 49 are eligible. <br=If the wormen head of the household is NOT eligible for this study, please
skip this household.

Household visit 3. Is there anyone in the house?
If there is o one in the house, please schedue next vist, and save the questionnaie

|5 there a woman who is eligible for this study?

Married wormen befween age 15 - 49 are efigible. <br=If the wormen head of the household is NOT elgible for this study, please
skip this househoid
Hello. My name is | am working with Jimma University. Ve are conducting a
survey about health, income activities, agriculture and other topics in areas of the Yayu Biosphere Reserve. The
information we collect will help the FUTURES Project plan activities for the next few years. Your household was
randomly selected for the survey. The questions usually take about 1-2 hours to complete. All of the answers you

give will be confidential and will not be shared with anyone other than the members of our survey team. You don't

havetobe in the survey, but we hope you will agree to answer the questions since your views are important. If | ask

any guestion you don't want to answer, just let me know and | will go on to the next question or you can stop the
interview at any time.

In case you need more information about the survey, you may contact the person listed on this card.

GIVE CARD WITH CONTACT INFORMATION

Do you have any questions?

Way | begin the interview now?

Would you like to participant in this study?

READ: First, | would like to ask you some questions about your household

01) Observe main material of the roof of the dwelling. Record observation

01.other) Please specify the other?

02) What is the main source of drinking water for members of your household?

02.other) Please specify the other?

02) What type of fuel does your household mainly use for cooking?
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Answer

Respondent is at home

o

Respondent NOT at home
T YES
0 NO

Respondent is at home

o

Respondent NOT at home
i =21
0/NO

1 Respondsnt agress to be
interviewed

0 Respondent does NOT agree to be
interviewed

11 NO ROOF

12 THATCHMUD

13 S0D.

21 MAT/ PLASTIC SHEET
22 REED/BAMBOO

23 WOOD FLANKS

24 CARDBOARD

31 METAL/CORRUGATED IRON
32 WOOD

33 FIBER/ASBEST

34 CERAMICTILES

35 CEMENT

36 ROOFING SHINGLES
96 OTHER

11 PIPED INTO DWELLING

12 PIPED TO YARD/FLOT

13 PIPED TO NEIGHBOR

14 PUBLIC TAP/STANDPIPE

21 TUBE WELL OR BOREHOLE

31 PROTECTED WELL

32 UNPROTECTED WELL

41 PROTECTED SPRING

42 UNPROTECTED SPRING

51 RAIN WATER

61 TANKER TRUCK (BOTI)

71 CART WITH SMALL TANK

81 SURFACE WATER (RIVER/DAM/
LAKE/PONDISTREANMICANALF
IRRIGATION CHANNEL)

91 BOTTLED WATER

96 OTHER

ELECTRICITY
LPG

NATURAL GAS
BIOGAS
KEROSENE

o b e o



Field Question Answer

6 CHARCOAL

7 WOOD

& STRAW/SHRUBSIGRASS
9 AGRICULTURAL CROP
10 ANIMAL DUNG

96 OTHER
q03_other (required) 03 other) Please specify the other?
q0d4 (required) 04) Does this household own any livestock, herds, other farm animals, or poultry? 1| YES

0 NO
qos 05) How many of the following animals does this housshald own?

IF NONE, RECORD 00" <hif=IF 95 OR MORE, RECORD '85! <br/=IF UNKNOWN, RECORD '538'

q05_a (reqguired) 05.a) Millkc cows, oxen or bulls?
q05_b (required) 05 b) Other cattle?
qOb_c {required) 05.c) Horses, donkeys, or mules?
q05_d (required) 05.d) Camels?
q05_e (required) 05.e) Goats?
q05_f (required) 05.f) Sheep?
q05_g (required) 05.g) Chickens or other poultry?
qO5_h (required) 05.h) Beehives?
qO6 (required) 06) Does any member of this household own any agricultural land? T %ES

0 NO
q07 (required) 07y How many timads, kerts, or hectars of agricultural land do members of this household own?
q07_a (required) 07.a) What was the unit used in answering the previous question? 1 TIMADS

2|KERTS

3 HECTAR
q08 (required) 08) | your name on the tite deed for any land that is owned? 1 YES

0 NO
q09 (required) 09) Do you own this house either alone or jointly with somecne else? 1 ALONE

2| JOINTLY

3 /DO NOT OWN THIS HOUSE
ql10 10y Doses your hausehold have:
q10_a (required) 10. &) Electricity? T ¥ES

0 NO
q10_b (required) 10. ) Aradio? T PES

0 NO
q10_c {reguirad) 10. ¢} Atelevision? T YES

0 NO
aq10_d (required) 10. d) A non-mobile telephone? TI¥ES

0 NO
q10_e (required) 10. e) A computer? 2 L]

0 NO
q10_f (required) 10.1) A refrigerator? 1[¥ES

0/ NO
q10_g (required) 10, g) Atable? T|ES

0/ NO
q10_h (required) 10. h) A chair? 1| YES

0 NO
q10_i (requirad) 10. i) A bed with cotton/sponge/spring mattress? TYES

0 NO
a10_j (required) 10. j) An electric mitad? T TES

0 NO
q10_k frequired) 10. K) A kerosene lampipressure lamp? 1| YES

0 NO
ql1 11} Does any member of this household own:
ql1_a (required) 1. a) Awatch 1/vES

0 NO
al1_b (requirsd) 11, b) A mabile phone? T|%ES

0 NO
gl1_c (required) 11.¢) A bicycle? T ¥ES

0 NO
ql1_d (required) 11. d) A motarcycle or motor scooter? T[YES

0 NO
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Field

ql1_e (required)

q11_f (required)

al1_g{requirsd)

q12 (required)

q13 (required)

q131

q132

q133

q134

q135

91396

q13_other (required)

note_demagraphics

q101 (required)

q102 (required)
q103 (required)

q104_a (required)

q104_b (required)

q105_intro

q105_reading_card

q105 (requirsd)

q106 (requirsd)

Question

11. e) An animal-drawn cart?

11.f) A car or truck?

11. @) A bajaj?

12) Does any member of this household have a bank account or microfinance savings account?

13) What are the major livelihoodfincome earing activity for the household?

Crop production

Livestock production

Off-farm self-employment, forest extraction (timber, pole, charcoal, fire wood )

Off-farm wage employment, non-timber forest products {coffee, honey, spices

Remittances

Other

13 .other) Please specify the other

READ: Now | will ask some questions about yourself and the members of the househald

101} How long have you been living continuously in (NAME OF CURRENT CITY, TOWN OR WILLAGE OF

RESIDENCE)?
IF LESS THAN ONE YEAR, RECORD 00" YEARS
102) How old are you?

103) What is your current marital status?

104.a) Have you attended any formal education?

104.b) What is the highest level of school you have attended?

105} Now | would like you to read this sentence to me.

SHOW CARD TO RESPONDENT. [F RESPONDENT CANNOT READ WHOLE SENTENCE, PROBE Can youread any part

of the sentence fo me?
Good heatth for all
Parents love their children
Farming is hard work
Birds fly high in the sky
105) Record reading level

1086) VWhat is your religion?

Answer

1| VES

0 NO

1 YES

0 NO

1 YES

0 NO

1 YES

0 NO

1 CROP PRODUCTION

2 LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION

3 OFF-FARM SELF EMPLOYMENT,
FOREST EXTRACTION (TIMBER,
POLE, CHARCOAL, FIRE
WOOoD,.)

4 OFF-FARM WAGE
EMPLOYMENT, NON-TIMBER
FOREST PRODUCTS (COFFEE,
HONEY, SPICES...)

5 REMITTANCES

96 OTHER

1 YES

0 NO

1| VES

1 YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1| VES

MARRIEDAN UNION
SINGLE/NEVER MARRIED
DIVORCED OR SEPARATED
WIDOWED

YES

0 NO

- kW~

PRIMARY

SECONDARY
TECHNICALNVOCATIOMNAL
HIGHER

B oW

CANNOT READ AT ALL

ABLE TO READ ONLY PART OF
THE SENTENCE

ABLE TO READ WHOLE
SENTENCE

BLIND/VISUALLY IMPAIRED

~

w

I

1 ORTHODOX
2 MUSLIM
3 CATHOLIC

Baseline Report for FUTURES 63



Field Question Answer

4 PROTESTANT

5 WWAKEFAMA
6 TRADITIONAL
96 OTHER
q106_other (required) 106.other) Please specify the other?
q108 (required) 108) How many children have you given birth to?
If no ehild please write 0
q108_daughter (required) 108.a) How many of them are Female?
I no daviers, please write 0
q108_son (required) 108.b) How many them are Male?
¥ no sons, please wite 0
q109 (required) 108) Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household?
UCAA DHIIRAA
hh_members_note_1 READ: | would like to find out some information about each of these household members,
hh_members_note_2 One at atime, please tell me who (else) lives in the household with you?

LIST EACH MENVIBER ON A SEFARATE LINE

d group)

I q110_a (required) 110.a) Name
a110_b (required) 110.b) What is [q110_a]'s relationship to you? 1 HusbandiPartner
2 Daughter
3 Son
4 Mother
5 Father
6 Sister
7 Brother
8 Niece
9 Nephew
96 Other
I q110_other (reguired) 110.other) Please specify the other?
q110_c (requirsd) 110.¢) 15 [q110_a] male or fermale? 1 MALE
I 2 FEMALE
I g110_d (required) 110.d) What is [q110_a]'s age in years?
Ifless than 1 year wite 0
I q110_e (required) 110.e) What is [q110_a]'s highest level of education? 0 NO FORMAL EDUCATION
IFOVERAGE & 1 PRIMARY
2| SECONDARY
2 TECHNICALNVOCATIONAL
4 HIGHER
q110_f (required) 110.f) What is [q110_a]'s current marital status? 1 MARRIEDAN UNION
I e 2 SINGLEINEVER MARRIED
2 DIVORCED OR SEPARATED
4 WIDOWED
I q110_g (required) 110.g) What is [g110_a]'s current occupation?
IFOVER AGE 15
438 (required) 438) Is [q110_a] engaged in any community event? 1|YES
| 0 NO
438 (required) 438) During the last 12 months, do you think that [q110_a] was invalved /participated in volunteerism or any issues 1|YES
I of social responsibility in the community? 0 NO
440 (required) 440) During the last 12 months, do you think that [q110_a] was involved /participated informally with someone or 1[VES
I some group to solve & problem in the community where you live? 0 NO
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Field

I 435 (required)

437 (required)

note_livelhood
q201 (required)

q202 (required)
q203 (required)
q204 (required)

q205 (required)

4208

Question

435) Do you have regular discussions with [q110_a] on issues related to:
Please read all the options and select al that apply.

Sexuality

Family planning

Menstural cycle, hygiene and management

Relationships

STIHIVIAIDS

Unwanted Pregnancy

Early marriage

Sexual harrassment

None of the above

428) Do you {would you) allow [q110_a] to use family planning?

READ: Mow |'m going to ask you questions about your work and livelihood practices

201) Have you done any work in the last 12 months?

202) What is your occupation? That is, what kind of work do you mainly do?

203) Do you do this work for a member of your family, for someone else, or are you self-employed?

204} Do you usually work throughout the year, or do you work seasonally, or only once in a while?

205} Are you paid in cash or kind for this work or are you not paid at all?

208) Please say whether you "Strongly agree", "Agree", "Neither agree nor disagree", "Disagree” or "Strongly

disagree" with the following two statements:

Answer

a) Sexuality

~

b) Family planning

w

¢} Menstural cycle, hydiene and
management

d) Relationships

e} STUHIVIAIDS

f) Unwanted Pregnancy

g) Early marriage

h) Sexual harrassment

o @~ o o b

None of the above
YES
0/NO

1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO

1 YES

FOR FAMILY MEMBER
FOR SOMEOMNE ELSE
SELF-EMPLOYED
THROUGHOUT THE YEAR
SEASONALLY/PART OF THE
YEAR

ONCE IN AWHILE

CASH ONLY

CASH AND IN-KIND
IN-KIND OMLY

4 NOT PAID

=

Wt W
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Field

q206_a (required)

q206_b (required)

q207 (requirsd)

q208 (required)

q208 (required)

210 (reguirsd)

q210_other (required)
q211 (required)

q212 (required)

q212_other (reguirad)
213 (requirsd)

q213_other (required)
q214 (required)

215 (requirsd)

q215_other (required)
q2186 (required)

q216_other (requirad)

Question

206.a) | have alot of influence in household decision-making on wage employment paid in cash or in-kind

206.0) | have alot of influence in household decision making on revenue generated from wage employment paid in

cash or in-kind

207) Do your eamings contribute to the household income?

208) Do you have an account in a bank ar other financial institution that you yourself use?

209) In the last 12 months, did you have access to credit?

210) What was the source of credit?

210.other) Please specify the other?

211) In the last 12 months, were you refused credit, unable to borrow or unable to borrow the desired amount?

212} Who usually decides how the money you earn will be used: you, your (husband/partner), or you and your

(husband/partner) jointhy?

212 other) Please specify the other?

213) Who usually decides how the money your husbandipartner eams will be used: you, your (husband/partner), or

you and your (husband/partner) jointly?

213.other) Please specify the other?

214y Would you say that the money that you eam is more than what your (husband/partner) earns, less than what he

eamns, or about the same?

215) Who usually makes decisions about making major household purchases?

215.other) Please specify the other?

216) Who usually makes decision about your daughter{s} working outside of the household for pay?

216.other) Please specify the other?
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Answer

STROMNGLY AGREE

AGREE

NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
DISAGREE

STRONGLY DISAGREE

5 STRONGLY AGREE
4 AGREE
3
2

Mo b

NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
DISAGREE
1 STROMNGLY DISAGREE
1|YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 MICROFINANCE
2 BANK
3 COOPERATIVE
4 LOCAL SAVINGS GROUP
5 TRADITIONAL LENDER
96 OTHER

T VES

0 NO

RESFONDENT
HUSBAND/PARTNER
RESPONDENT AND
HUSBAND/PARTNER JOINTLY
RESFONDENT HAS NO
EARNINGS

96 OTHER

w o=

=

RESPONDENT
HUSBANDIPARTNER
RESFONDENT AND
HUSBAND/PARTNER JOINTLY
RESPONDENT HUSBAND HAS
NO EARNINGS

96 OTHER

Wb

=

1 MORE THAN HiM

2 LESS THAN HIM

3 ABOUT THE SAME

4 HUSBANDIFARTNER HAS NO
EARNINGS

& DON'T KNOW

1 RESPONDENT

2 HUSBAND/PARTNER

3 RESPONDENT AND
HUSBANDIPARTHNER JOINTLY

4 SOMEOMEELSE

96 OTHER

1 RESPONDENT

2 HUSBAND/PARTNER

3 RESPONDENT AND
HUSBAND/PARTNER JOINTLY

4 THE DAUGHTER HERSELF

5 SOMEOME ELSE

96 OTHER



Field

q217 (required)

q217_other (requirad)
q218 (required)

q218_other (required)
q219 (required)

q220 (required)

q221

q221_a (required)

q221_b (required)

q222 (required)

9223

q223_a (required)

223 _b (requirsd)

q224 (required)

q225

q225_a (required)

Q225 _b (required)

note_afm
q301

Question

217} Who usually malkes decisions about your son(s) worlking outside of the hausehold for pay?

217 other) Please specify the other?

218) Who usually makes decision about sending your children to school?

218.other) Please specify the other?
219) {If under age 30) Have you received life skills training in the past 12 months?

Exampiles of life skills {raining inelude: <br/> Decision making=bi= Problem Solving

220) Did you participate in crop production and marketing in the last 12 months?

221) Please say whether you "Strongly agree”, "Agres", "Neither agree nor disagree”, "Disagres" or "Strongly
disagree" with the following two statemesnts:

221.a) | have alot of influence in household decision-making about crop production and marketing

221.b) | have alot of influence in household decision making on revenue generated from crop production and

marketing

222) Did you participate in livestock production and marketing in the last 12 months?

223] Please say whether you "Strongly agree", "Agree", "Neither agree nor disagree", "Disagree” or "Strongly
disagree" with the following two statements:

223.a) | have alot of influence in househald decision making about livestock production and marketing

223.b) | have a lot of influence in household decision making on revenue generated from livestock production and
marketing

2243 Did you participate in non-agricultural economic activities: small businesses, self-employment, wage
employment, buying and selling in the last 12 months?

225) PPlease say whether you "Strongly agree", "Agres", "Neither agree nor disagree”, "Disagres" or "Strongly
disagree” with the following two statements,

225.a) | have alot of influence in household decision making about non-agricultural economic activities: small

businesses, selff-employment, buying and selling

225b} 1 have alot of influence in household decision making on revenue generated from non-agricultural economic

activities: small businesses, self-employment, buying and selling

READ: Next, | will ask about your agricultural practices and access to forest resources

301) In the last 12 months did you or any member of your household participate in the following group(s)?
Piease read allihe options and setect all that apply.
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Answer

1 RESPONDENT

2 HUSBAND/PARTNER

3 RESPONDENT AND
HUSBAND/PARTNER JOINTLY

4 THE SOMN HIMSELF

5 SOMEONE ELSE

96 OTHER

1 RESPONDENT

2 HUSBANDIPARTNER

3 RESFONDENT AND
HUSBAND/PARTNER JOINTLY

4 SOMEONE ELSE

96 OTHER

1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO

5 STRONGLY AGREE

4 AGREE

3 NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE

1 STROMGLY DISAGREE

5 STRONGLY AGREE

4 AGREE

3 NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE

1 STRONGLY DISAGREE
1|YES

0 NO

& STRONGLY AGREE

4 AGREE

3 NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE

1 STROMNGLY DISAGREE

5 STRONGLY AGREE

4 AGREE

3 NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE

1 STRONGLY DISAGREE

1 YES

0 NO

5 STRONGLY AGREE

4 AGREE

3 NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE

1 STRONGLY DISAGREE

5 STRONGLY AGREE

4 AGREE

3 NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE

1 STRONGLY DISAGREE



Field

q301_a (required)

q302_a (required)

q301_b (requirsd)

q202_b (required)

q301_c (required)

qa02_c (required)

q301_d (required)

q302_d (required)

q301_f (requirad)

Qq302_f {requirsd)

q201_g (required)

q202_g (required)

qa01_h (requirsd)

q302_h (required)

q201_i (required)

q302_j (required)

q301_j (required)

q302_j (required)

q201_k (required)

q301_K_other (requirad)
q302_k (required)

q301_e (requirsd)

q302_e (required)

q203 (required)

93031

Question

301.a) Cooperatives

302.a) Do youlthey hold a leadership position in the group?

301.b) Micro and small enterprise (MSE)

302.b) Do youlthey hold a leadership position in the group?

301.c) Village leadership committee

302.c) Do youlthey hold a leadership position in the group?

301.d) Forest user groups, green legacy (tree planting campaign)

302.d) Do you/they hold a leadership position in the group?

301f) Soil and water consenvation fwatersh ed management campaigns

3021) Do youfthey hold aleadership position in the group?

301.g) Women's associations or women's self-help groups

302.g) Do youlthey hold a leadership position in the group?

301.h) village savings and loan association {(VSLA)

302.h) Do you/they hold a leadership position in the group?

301.0) Youth associations or youth self-help groups

302.i) Do youfthey hold a leadership position in the group?

301,) Youth saving and |oan associations

302,j) Do you/they hold a leadership position in the group?

301.k) Others?

301.other) Please specify the other?
202k} Do youlthey hold a leadership position in the group?

301.e) Inthelast 12 months did you or any member of your household participate in Participatory forest
management (PFM)

202.e) Do you/they hold a leadership position in the group?

303) What services does the household get from participation in the PFM group?
More than ore response is possible

Advice on sustainable forest management

Answer

1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO

1|YES

0 NO

1 YES

0 NO

1/ YES

0 NO

1 ADVICE ON SUSTAINABLE
FOREST MANAGEMENT

2 TRAINING ON HOWY TO
HARVEST FOREST COFFEE

3 TRAINING ON HOWY TO HANG
BEEHIVES ON TREES

4 TRAINING ON HOW TO
HARVEST SPICES AND
MEDICINES

5 TRAINING ON HOWY TO
HARVEST TIMBER

6 TRAINING ON BIODIVERSITY
CONSERVATION

96 OTHER

0 MNone of the Above

1|YES

0 NO
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Field

93032

93033

q3034

93035

93036

q30396

93030

q303_other (required)
304 (reguired)

Q305 (requirsd)

q305_other (requirad)
q206 (required)

qa07 (requirsd)
q208 (required)

Q308 _a (requirsd)

q209 (required)

q3091

93002

93093

43094

§30996

q209_other (required)
q210 (required)

Question

Training on how to harvest forest coffee

Training on how to hang beehives on trees

Training on how to harvest spices and medicines

Training on how to harvest timber

Training on biodiversity conservation

Other

None of the Above

303.other) Please specify the other?
304) How do you judge the performance of the PFM?

3085) Why isn't your household a member of PFM?

305 other) Please specify the other?
308} Does the household have any interest to be a member of PFM?

307) IF NO: Why or why not?
308} Do you harvest coffee?

308a) If you harvest coffee, is your coffee certified to any of the private sustainability standards (PSS)?

309) Tawhich private sustainability standards (FS3)7

309 1) Rainforest alliance

308.2) Fairtrade

309.3) Organic

309.4) Fairtrade and organic

G309.96) Other

309.other) Please specify the other?

310) Have you ever heard about the following crop production, soil and water conservation practices, technologies

and inputs?
Please read allthe opfions and sefect afl that apnly.
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Answer

1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO

1 VERY GOOD

2 GOOD

3 NEITHER GOOD NOR BAD

4 BAD

5 WERY BAD

1 THERE IS NO PRM IN MY AREA

2 THEREISNO FOREST IN
REACH OF MY HOUSEHOLD

3 | DON'T SEE ANY ADVANTAGE
OF MEMBERSHIP INTO PFM

96 OTHER

1|YES
0 NO

1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO

RAINFOREST ALLIANCE
FAIRTRADE

ORGANIC

FAIRTRADE AND ORGANC
96 OTHER

FSARIRENY

1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO

1 a) Minimum tillage

2 b) Fertilizer micro-dosing

3 ¢} Campost application

4 d) Animal manure application
5 e) Green manure application
& f) Improved seed

7 g) Row planting

8 h) Fallowing

9 i) Mulching

10 j) Crop rotation

11 K} Mixed orinter-cropping
12 1) Agrochemical application



Field

q3101

q3102

q3103

93104

q3105

q3108

q3107

q3108

q3109

931010

931011

q31012

q31013

931014

931015

93100

q211 (required)

q3111

q3112

q3113

93114

Question

Minimum tillage

Fertilizer micro-dosing

Compost application

Animal manure application

Green manure application

Improved seed

Rawi planting

Fallowing

Mulching

Craop rotation

Mixed or inter-cropping

Agrochemical application

Integrated pest management

Agro-forestry (fruits such as avocado and garden coffee)

Climate smart agriculture

None of the aboves

211) Do you have practical knowledge and skills for:
Piease read alfihe opfions and sefect all that aonly.

Minimum tillage

Fertilizer micro-dosing

Compost application

Animal manure application

Answer

13 m) Integrated pest management
14 n) Agro-forestry {fruits such as
avocado and garden coffes)

o

o) Climate smart agriculture

o

MNone of the aboves
T YES
0 NO
1/ YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES

1 YES

T|YES

0/NO

1 YES

0 NO

T¥ES

0/ NO

1 YES

0 NO

1 YES

0 NO

1|YES

0 NO

TI¥ES

0/ NO

1 YES

0 NO

1| YES

0/NO

T|YES

0 NO

T|YES

0 NO

1 a) Minimum tillage

2 b) Fertilizer micro-dosing

3 ¢} Compost application

4 d) Animal manure application

5 &) Green manure application

& f) Improved seed

7 g} Row planting

8 h) Fallowing

@ i) Mulching

10 j) Crop rotation

11 k) Mixed orinter-cropping

12 1) Agrochemical application

13 m) Integrated pest management

14 n) Agro-forestry {fruits such as
avocado and garden coffes)

15 o) Climate smart agriculture

0 Mone of the aboves

1|YES

0 NO

T|YES

0 NO

T|¥ES

1|YES
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Field

q3115

93116

q3n7

93118

93119

q31110

931M

931112

Q31113

q31114

931115

93110

q312 (raquirsd)

93121

q3122

q3123

q3124

q3125

q3126

q3127

q3128

q3129

g31210

Question

Green manure application

Improved seed

Row planting

Fallowing

Mulching

Crop rotation

Mixed or inter-cropping

Agrochermical application

Integrated pest management

Agro-forestry (fruits such as avocado and garden coffes)

Climate smart agriculture

None of the aboves

212) Have you ever applisd:

Please read altite options and setect all that apply.

Minimum tillage

Fertilizer micro-dosing

Compost application

Animal manure application

Green manure application

Improved seed

Rowi planting

Fallowing

Mulching

Crop rotation

Answer

1| VES
0 NO
1 YES

1/ YES

0 NO

1 YES

0 NO

TIXES

0/NO

1/ YES

0 NO

1| YES

0/ NO

1|YES

0 NO

T|YES

0/ NO

1 YES

0 NO

1 YES

0/ NO

1|YES

0 NO

1 a) Minimumn tillage

2 b) Fertilizer micro-dosing

3 c¢) Compost application

4 d) Animal manure application

5 &) Gresn manure application

& fy Improved seed

T g) Row planting

8 ' h) Fallowing

9 i) Mulching

10 j) Crop rotation

11 k) Mixed or inter-cropping

12 1) Agrochemical application

13 m) Integrated pest management

14 n) Agro-forestry {fruits such as
avocado and garden coffes)

15 o) Climate smart agriculture

0 MNoneof the aboves

1|YES

0 NO

E¥YES

1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1| YES
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Field Question Answer

q31211 Mixed or inter-cropping T|YES
0 NO
q31212 Agrochemical application T|YES
0 NO
q31213 Integrated pest management | YES
0 NO
q31214 Agro-forestry (fruits such as avocado and garden coffee) 1|YES
0/ NO
q31215 Climate smart agriculture 1 YES
0 NO
qa120 Nene of the aboves 1| ¥ES
0/ NO
q313 (required) 313) Have you applied the following in the past 12 months: 1 a) Minimum tillage
Please read aliite opfions and sefect all that aooly. 2 b) Fertiizer micro-dosing
3 ¢} Compost application
4 d) Animal manure application
5 &) Green manure application

& f)Improved seed

T g) Row planting

8 h) Fallowing

9 i) Mulching

10 j) Crop rotation

11 k) Mixed orinter-cropping

12 1) Agrochemical application

13 m) Integrated pest management

14 n) Agro-forestry {fruits such as
avocado and garden coffes)

15 o) Climate smart agriculture

0 Mone of the aboves

3131 Minimum tillage T ¥YES
0 NO
q3132 Fertilizer micro-dosing T YES
q3133 Compost application ? SES
q2134 Animal manure application ? SES
q3135 Green manure application ? :ES
0 NO
q3138 Improved seed 1|¥ES
0/ NO
q3137 Row planting 1[YES
0/ NO
2138 Fallowing 1|YES
0 NO
q3139 Mulching | ¥YES
0/ NO
q21310 Crop rotation 1 YES
0 NO
q231311 Mixed or inter-cropping 1|YES
0 NO
q31312 Agrochemical application 1| ¥ES
q31313 Integrated pest management ? SES
q21314 Agro-forestry (fruits such as avocado and garden coffee) [1] SES
q31315 Climate smart agriculture ? :ES
0/ NO
g3130 None of the aboves | ¥ES
0 NO
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Field

q214 (required)

q3141

q3142

q3143

43144

g3145

q3146

q3147

q3148

93149

931410

q3141

q31412

931413

931414

q31415

q3140

q215 (required)

q3151

93152

q3153

Question

314} Has anyone in your househald received training in the past 12 manths for the following crop production, soil

and water conservation practices, technologies and inputs:
Piease read alfihe opfions and sefect all that aonly.

Minimum tillage

Fertilizer micro-dosing

Compost application

Animal manure application

Green manure application

Improved seed

Row planting

Fallowing

Mulching

Craop rotation

Mixed or inter-cropping

Agrochemical application

Integrated pest management

Agro-forestry (fruits such as avocado and garden coffes)

Climate smart agriculture

None of the aboves

315) Which organization gave the training?
SELECT ALL MENTIONED

Ministry of agriculture

Sustainable land management

Futures

© w N e ;R W N

=}

M

ENE

96

Answer

a) Minimum tillage

b) Fertilizer micro-dosing

¢} Campost application

d) Animal manure application
&) Green manure application
)y Improved seed

g) Row planting

h) Fallowing

i} Mulching

j) Crap rotation

k) Mixed or inter-cropping

1) Agrochemical application
m) Integrated pest management
n) Agro-forestry (fruits such as
avocado and garden coffes)
o) Climate smart agriculture
None of the aboves

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

WES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE
SUSTAINABLE LAND
MANAGEMENT

FUTURES

NABU

FARM AFRICA

OTHER

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO
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Field Question Answer

q3154 Mabu 1 YES
0 NO
q3155 Farm africa T|YES
0 NO
031596 Other 1 YES
0 NO
q215_other (required) 215 other) Please specify the other?
316 (reguired) 316) Is Yayu forest in reach of your household? 1|¥ES
0 NO
q217 (required) 317} How many minutes do you need to walk to find the nearest boundary at the moment?
q218 (required) 318] How many minutes did you need to walk to find the nearest boundary 5 years ago?
q319 (requirsd) 319 Do you grow coffee in the forest? TIVES
0 NO
q320 (required) 320) Do you use the forest to collect timber products? 1 YES
0 NO
q321 (required) 321) Do you use the forest to collect non-timber (other than coffee) forest products? 1 YES
0 NO
322 (requirsd) 322) What are the main non-timber forest products you collected? 1 WILD COFFEE
2 HONEY
3 |SPICES
4 MEDICINES
5 FUEL WOOD
6 | CHARCOAL
7 CONSTRUCTION POLES
9 OTHER
q3221 Wild coffee 1| YES
0/ NO
q3222 Haoney ¥ VES
0 NO
q3223 Spices T|YES
0/NO
qaz24 Medicines t|YES
0 NO
q3225 Fuel wood 1| ¥ES
0 NO
q3226 Charcoal 1 YES
0 NO
q3227 Construction poles 1[¥YES
0 NO
032296 Other 1/ YES
0 NO
q322_other (required) 322.other) Please specify the other?
323 (required) 323) Has the availability of the forest changed over the |ast five years? 1| Yes
0 No
2 Don't Know
q324 (required) 3243 Do you think the availability of the forest is increasing, decreasing, or neither? 1 INCREASING
2| DECREASING
3 NEITHER
q325 (required) 325) Do you think the increase/decrease is fast, moderate, or slow? 1 FAST
2 MODERATE
3| SLow
q326 (required) 226) What are the 4 most important causes of the decrease? (How doyou runk the following causes?) 1 EXPANSION OF AGRICLTURE

Piease hoid the qufions (o be able fo reorder them. 2 EXPANSION OF COFFEE

PLANTATION
3| OVER-EXPLOITATION OF
FOREST PRODUCTS

4 SETTLEMENT EXPANSION

5 LIVESTOCK FREE GRAZING
Q327 (requirsd) 327) What will happen If the current forest cover decline trend continues? 1 SHORTAGE OF TIMBER

2 | SHORTAGE OF POLE

3 SHORTAGE OF FIREWOOD

4 SHORTAGE OF CHARCOAL
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Field Question Answer

5 SHORTAGE OF WATER
6 SHORTAGE OF FORAGE
7 SHORTAGE OF FODDER

9 OTHER
0 None of the above
q3271 Shortage of timber TYES
0/NO
qaz272 Shortage of pole T VES
0 NO
qaz273 Shortage of firewood t|YES
0 NO
q3274 Shortage of charcoal 1|YES
0 NO
q3275 Shortage of water 1| VES
0/ NO
qa276 Shortage of farade 1|¥ES
0 NO
q3277 Shortage of fodder il k5=
0/ NO
q32796 Other 1|YES
0 NO
q3270 3270} None of the above TIVES
0/ NO
q327_other (required) 327.other) Please specify the other?
328 (requirsd) 328) Are youlyour family committed to contribute to reversing the deforestation/forestation dedgradation trend? 1| ¥ES
0 NO
329 (required) 329) How do you want to contribute? 1 PLANTING OF SEEDLINGS
2 PARTICIPATION IN PFM

w

PARTICIPATING IN
GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS
(SLMP, REDD+, RIP,
WWATERSHED MANAGEMENT)
4 MODERMNING OUR
AGRICULTURAL
TECHNOLOGIES

96 OTHER
0 MNone of the aboves
q3291 Planting of seedlings 1 VES
0/NO
q3292 Participation in pfm T VES
0 NO
q3293 Participating in government programs (slmp, redd+, rip, watershed management) t|YES
0 NO
3294 Moderning our agricultural technologies 1 YES
0 NO
q32996 Other T YES
0/ NO
Q3290 MNone of the aboves 1| ¥ES
0 NO
q229_other (required) 329.other) Please specify the other?
330 (required) 330) During the last 12 months, did the household clear forest to establish agricultural fields? 1|YES
0 NO
q331 (required) 331) What is the area of land cleared in timads, kerts, or hectars?
q331_a (required) 331.a) What was the unit used in answering previous question? 1 TIMADS
2|KERTS
2 HECTAR
q332 (required) 332) Curing the last 12 months, did your household thin forest to give crops more space? 1[¥ES
0/ NO
q333 (required) 333) What is the area of land thinned in timads or kerts?
q333_a (required) 333.a) What was the unit used in answering the previous question? 1 TIMADS
2|KERTS
3|HECTAR
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Field Question Answer

334 (required) 334) Do you believe that improving your household's livelihood can lead to impravements in forest management? 1 Yes
0 No
2 Don't Know
335 (requirad) 335} In the last 12 months, did the household participate in crop production? 1 YES
0 NO
q335_a (requirsd) 335.a) How many types of crops did your housshold produced in the last 12 months?
I note_crops One at atime please list the crops that were produced in the last 12 months.
I 336 (required) 336) Name of crop produced? maize Maize
coffes Coffes
sorghum  Sorghum
teff Teff
wheat Wheat
barely Barely
faba_bean Faba bean
peas Peas
chick_pea Chick pea
haricot_bean Haricot bean
soy_bean  Soy bean
potato Potato
swieet_potato Swest potata
wam Yam
taro Taro
vegetable  Vegetable
enset Enset
banana  Banana
avocado  Avocado
mango Mango
pineapple  Pineapple
pepper Pepper
rice Rice
khat Khat
papaya Papaya
guava Guava
96 Other
I 336 _other (requirsd) 336.0ther) Please specify the other?
I q337 {required) 337) Was [q336] marketed or consumed by the household? 1 MARKETED
2 CONSUMED
3 PART OF IT IS CONSUMED AND
PART OF IT SOLD
I q338 (required) 338) Tawhom did you sell the [q336]? 1 COOPERATIVE
2 LOCAL TRADER
23 TRADER FROM DISTANT TOWN
4 TRADER FROM ZONAL CITY
5 TRADER FROM ADDIS
6 DIRECTLY ON THE MARKET
7 PROCESSING COMPANY
9 OTHER
I q3381 Cooperative TIVES
0/ NO
| g Local rader 1/YEs
0 NO
I q3383 Trader from distant town 1 YES
0 NO
I 3384 Trader from zonal city 1|YES
0 NO
I 3385 Trader from addis 1| ¥ES
0 NO
I 3386 Directly on the market 1 YES
0 NO
I q3387 Processing company 1| YES
0 NO
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Field

J 305

I q338_other (required)
q239 (requirad)

93391
q3392
93393
93304
q3395
03396
93397
933996
43390

q339_other (requirad)
240 (required)

q341 (requirsd)

92411
q3412
93413
93414
q3415
43416
924196

q241_other (required)

Question

Other

338.other) Please specify the other?
339) Curing the last 12 months, did you use any of the following inputs?

Fertilizer

Pesticides (herbicide, fungicide,...}

Seeds and planting material

Transport for production & sale

Rent in machinery (tractor, harvestor)

Fuel for irrigation or transportation

Hired labor

Other

None of the aboves

339 other) Please specify the other?

Answer

1YES
0 NO

a) Fertilizer

~

b) Pesticides (herbicide,
fungicide,...}

¢) Seeds and planting material

=

d) Transport for production & sale
e) Rent in machinery (tractor,

harvestor)

@

f) Fuel for irrigation or

transportation

=

g) Hired labor

h) Other

None of the aboves
1| YES

0/ NO

T YES

0 NO

el

° 5

1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO

340) In the last 12 months, did you participate in any program interventions related to agriculture, health, or forestry 1 YES

management?

341) What programs did you participate in?

Futures

lllu wornen and children integrated development assaciation

Sustainable land management

Farm africa

Nabu

Redd+

Other

241 .other) Please specify the other?

0 NO

FUTURES

ILLU WOMEN AND CHILDREN
INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT
ASSOCIATION
SUSTAINABLE LAND
MAMAGEMENT

FARM AFRICA

NABU

6 REDD+

96 OTHER

1 YES

0 NO

1 YES

0 NO

1 YES

)

w

o

1 YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1 YES
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Field Question Answer

q342 (required) 342) Have you planted tree seedlings in the last 12 months? 1| YES
0/NO
q242_a (required) 342.a) How many types of tree seedings you planted?
I note_trees One at atime please list the trees seedings you planted?
I q342_b (required) 342.b) Would please tell me the name of tree seedings you planted? laaftoo Acacia
abyssinica
ambabbesssa Albizia
gummifera
(J.F. Gmel)
CA. Sm
ambabeessa Abizia

schimperiana
Oliv
waddeessa Cordia
afticana Lam
malkkanniisa Crotan
macrostachyus
Hochst. ex
Delile
Lookoo_gurracha Diospyros
abyssinica
(Hiern) F.
White
ambaltaa Entada
abyssinica
Steud ex
ARich
Lookao_adi Elaeadendron
buchananii
(Loes ) Loes
waleensuu Erythrina
abyssinica
Lam. Bx DC
Baargamoo_baarzaafii Eucalyptus
globulus Labill
qgibeuu Ficus vasta
Forssk
giraaviliyaa Grevillea
robusta A,
Cunn. exR
Br.
maangoo Iangifera
indica L
sootalloo Millettia
ferruginea
(Hochst ) Bak.
bahaa Clea
Welwitschii
(Knobl ) Gilg &
G. Schellenb
birbirsa Podocarpus
falcatus
(Thunb )R B
ex. Mirb:
gararoo Pouteria
adolfi-friederici
(Engl.) Baehni
oormii Prunus
africana
(Hook F)
Kalkman
bosada Sapium
ellipticurn
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Field Question Answer

(Krauss) Pax
gatamaa Schefflera
abyssinica
(Hochst. Ex A
Rich) Harms
gaattiraa Juniperus
procera
baddsessaa Syzygium
guineense
(Willd.) DC
kan biraa Cther
I q342_c (required) 342.c) How many [q342_h] tree seedings you planted?
I q342_d (required) 342.d) Where did you planted the [q342_b] tree seedings?

Homestead
Garden
Crop field

Bow N

Degraded lands
98 Other

I q342_d_other {rsquired) 342 d other) Please specify the other?

I q342_e (required) 342 e) What percentage of [g342_b] planted seedings are surviving now?

<25% Less than one out of four
(less than a quarter)
25-50% One to two out of four

[

(between a quarter and half)

w

50-75% Two to three out of four
(more than half but less than one
third)

S

>75% More than three out of four
(almost all)
INCOME
FooD
FORAGE
FODDER
FENCE
TIMEER
FIREWOOD
CHARCOAL
SOIL AND WATER
CONSERVATION
10 SHADE FOR COFFEE
% OTHER
I q342 £ Income 1|ves
0 NO
I qa42 f2 Food 1 YES

I q342_f (required) 242 f) For what purpose did you plant the [q342_b] seedlings?

© W N @ ;RN

| R Forage 1/YES
0 NO
| ER Fodder 1 YES
0 NO
| EES Fence =
0 NO
| R Timber 1 YES
0 NO
| By Firewood 1/YES
0 NO
f oo Charcoal 1 YES
0 NO
I q342_f8 Soil and water conservation 1 YES
0/ND
I q342_f10 Shade for coffee 1| YES
0/NO
| R Other 1 YES

I q342_f_other (required) 342 f other) Please specify the other?
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Field

note_fp

401 (reguired)

402 (required)

403 (requirecd)

q403_other (required)
404 (reguired)

405 (requirad)

g4051

q4052

4053

04054

q4055

4056

4057

4058

4059

4060

406 (requirsd)

Q407 (reguired)

Question

READ: Now | would like to talle about family planning - the various ways or methods that a couple can use to delay or

avoid a pregnancy.

401) In the last 12 months, were you visited by a health extension worker who talked to you about family planning?”

402} In the last 12 months, have you visited a health facility for care for yourself or your children?

403) Who referred you to visit the health facility?

403 .other) Please specify the other?

404) Did any staff member at the facility speak to you about family planning methods?

405) In the last few months have you
Piease read alfihe opfions and sefect all that aonly.

Read about family planning in a pamphlet/postersfeaflets?

Read about family planning in a newspaper or magazine?

Seen anything about family planning on the television?

Heard about family planning on the radio?

Heard about family planning at community event/conversation?

Received avoice or text message about family planning on & mobile phone?

Seen anything about family planning on the internet?

Heard about family planning at VSLA meeting?

Heard about family planning at SAA?

Mone of the above

406) Do you know of a place where you can obtain a method of family planning?

407) Have you or your partner ever sought FP services from the nearest Health Center or nearest Health Post?
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Answer

T|YES

0 NO

TES

0/ NO

1 SELF

2 HUSBANDY PARTNER

3 VSLA (Village Saving and Loan
Associgtion) GROUP

4 HEW {Health Extension Warker)

5 Women's developrnent association

9 OTHER

T|YES

0 NO

1 a) Read about family planning in a
pamphlet/posters/leaflets?

2 b) Read about family planning in a
newspaper or magazine?

3 c) Seen anything about family
planning on the television?

4 d) Heard about family planning on
the radio?

5 e) Heard about family planning at
community event/conversation?
f) Received a voice or text message
about family planning on a mobile
phone?

7 g) Seen anything about family
planning on the internet?

8 h) heard about family planning at
VSLA meeting?

9 i) heard about family planning at
SAA?

0 None of the above

T|YES

0 NO

T|YES

0 NO

1|YES

0 NO

1|YES

0/ NO

1|YES

0 NO

T|YES

0/NO

1 YES

0 NO

T YES

0/ NO

T|YES

0 NO

1| YES

T|YES

0 NO

1 YES, NEAREST Health Center
2 YES, NEAREST Health Post
0 No



Field

408 (required)

4081

4082

4083

4084

4085

4086

4087

q4088

4089

40910

40996

q408_other (requirad)
409 (reqguirad)

a410_he (required)

411 _hc (required)

a412_he (required)

g413_hc (required)

g414_hc_fee (required)

qd14_hc (required)

q415_hc (required)

Question

408) Why haven't you ever sought FP services from the [nearest HC] or [nearest HP]?

Na need for FP

Inconvenient operating hours

Receive them from health extension workers

Bad reputation

Don't like the perscnnel

Can't get my method

Prefer to remain anonymous

Itis more expensive

Was referred somewhere else

No FP services available

Other

408.0ther) Please specify the other?

409) Which of the following statements best describes your opinion of the services you received or were provided at
the facility

410.hc) Have you heard any negative rumors about the FP services offered by nearest Health Center?

411 .hc) What negative rumors have you heard?

412 he) Do you feel the nearest Health Center provide confidential FP services?

413.hc) Do you feel the nearest Health Center provide privacy while offering FP services?

414.hc filter) Does the nearst Health Center charge fees for family planning services?

414 hc) Do you feel the cost of family planning services at nearest Health Center is are affordable?

415.hc) Do you feel the nearest Health Center or provide respectful care while offering FP services?
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Answer

NO NEED FOR FP
INCONYENIENT OPERATING
HOURS

RECEIVE THEM FROM HEALTH
EXTENSION WORKERS

BAD REPUTATION

DON'T LIKE THE PERSONNEL
CAN'T GET MY METHOD
PREFER TO REMAIN
ANONYMOUS

IT IS MORE EXPENSIVE

WAS REFERRED SOMEVWHERE
ELSE

10 NO FP SERVICES AVAILABLE
96 Other

~

- @ o e w

© @

1 YES
0 NO
1 YES

1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| VES

a

| was very satisfied with the services

I received

| wias more or less satisfied with the

services | received

=1

| was not satisfied with the services |
received

T|YES

0 NO

1 Yes
No
Don't Know
1 Yes
No
Don't Know
1 Yes
No

Don't Know

Yes
No

o =

Don't Know

Yes

0 No

~

Don't Know



Field

q416_hc (required)

q410_hp (required)

411_hp (raquired)

412_hp (required)

a413_hp (required)

ad14_hp_fes (required)

a414_hp (raquired)

a415_hp (required)

ad16_hp (required)

gd17 (reguired)

418 (required)

94181

4182

4183

4184

94185

4186

4187

4188

4189

4190

Question

416.hc) Do you feel that adolescents and youth are provided the same level of respect as older peaple when

obtaining FF services at nearest Health Center?

410_hp) Hawve you heard any negative rumors about the FP services offered by nearest Health Post?

411_hp) What negative rurmors have you heard?

412_hp) Do you feel the nearest Health Post provide confidential FP services?

413_hp) Do you feel the nearest Health Post provide privacy while offering FP services?

414 hp filter) Does the nearst Health Post charge fees for family planning services?

414_hp) Do you feel the cost of family planning services at nearest Health Post affordable?

415_hp) Do you feel the nearest Health Post provide respectful care while offering FP services?

416_hp) Do you feel that adolescents and youth are provided the same level of respect as older people when
obtaining FP services at nearest Health Post?

417) Are you or your partner currently doing semething or using any method to delay or avoid getting pregnant?

418) Which method(s) are you or your partner using?
CIRCLE ALL MENTIONED

Female sterilization

Male sterilization

Implants

1uUD

PILLS

Injectables

Male condoms

Female condoms

Emergency contraception

Standard days method
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Answer

1|Yes
0 No
2 Don't Know
T|YES
0 NO

1 Yes

0 No

2 Don't Know

1 Yes

0 No

2 Don't Know

1 Yes

0 No

2 Don't Know

1 Yes

0 No

2 Don't Know

1 Yes

0 No

2 Don't Know

1 Yes

0 No

2 Don't Know

1 YES

0/ NO

1 FEMALE STERILIZATION

2 MALE STERILIZATION

3 IMPLANTS

4 1UD

5 PILLS

6 INJECTABLES

7 MALE CONDOMS

8 FEMALE CONDOMS

9 EMERGENCY CONTRACEPTION

10 STANDARD DAY S METHOD

11 LACTATIONAL AMENORRHEA
METHOD {LAM)

12 RHYTHMICALENDAR METHOD

13 YWITHDRAWAL

96 OTHER

1|YES

0 NO

TI¥ES

1 YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| YES



Field

94191

94192

4193

941096

q418_other (required)
q419_year (required)

q419_month {required)
420 (required)

q420_other (requirad)
421 (required)

422 (required)
423 (reqguirsd)

424 (required)

q424_other (required)
425 (required)

426 (required)

427 (requirsd)

428 (requirsd)

428 _other (reguirad)
429 (requirsd)

4291

94292

94293

4294

4295

94290

Question

Lactational amenorrhea method {lam)

Rhythm/calendar method

Withdrawal

Other

418.other) Please specify the other?

418) For how many YEARS you or your partner been using this method without stopping?

If less than one year write 0 and enter number of months in the next question

419) For how many MONTHs have you or your partner been using this method without stopping?
420} Where did you obtain this method last time?

420.0ther) Please specify the other?
421) Are you comfortable with the method this method you are using?

422) IF NO: Why not?

423) Is the methad you are using your preferred method (or your method of choice)?

4241 IF NO: Why not?

424 other) Please specify the other?

425) In your opinion, is your partner supportive of your use of family planning?

426} In your opinion, would your partner be supportive if you wanted to use a method of family planning?

427) Do you think you will use a contraceptive method to delay or avoid pregnancy at any time in the future?

428) Would you say that using {not using) contraception is mainly your decision, mainly your (husband's/partner's)

decision, or did you both decide together?

428.other) Please specify the other?

429) Before making the decision to use {not use) contraception, did you discuss your options with anyone?
CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

Husband/spouse

Other family member

Friend

Community health worker

Facility-based family planning provider

No one
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Answer

1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| VES

HC
HP

Government Hospital

AW N

Private Health Facility
96 OTHER

1| VES
0 NO

| ¥ES
0 NO

MY METHOD WAS NOT
AVAILABLE IN THE FACILITY
SERVICE PROVIDER
ENCOURAGEDE TO USE THIS
METHOD

96 OTHER

~

1 YES

0 NO

1| YES

0 NO

1|YES

0 NO

1 MAINLY RESPONDENT
2 MAINLY SPOUSE

3 JOINT DECISION

96 OTHER

1 HUSBAND/SPOUSE

2 OTHER FAMILY MEMBER

3 FRIEND

4 COMMUNITY HEALTH WORKER

5 FACILITY-BASED FAMILY
PLANNING PROVIDER

0 Noone

98 OTHER

1 YES

0 NO

1| YES

0/NO

T YES

0 NO

1/ YES

0 NO

1 YES

0 NO

1|YES



Field Question Answer

4296 Other 1 YES
0 NO
q429_other (required) 429 other) Please specify the other?
430 (required) 430) Are you pregnant now? 1 Yes
ho
Don't Know
YES
0/ NO
LATER
NO MORE/NONE
HAVE ANOTHER CHILD
NOW/SOON
HAVE ANOTHER CHILD WITHIN
1-2 YEARS
NO CHILDREN/NO MORE
CHILDREN/CAN'T GET
PREGNANT

431 (required) 431) When you got pregnant, didyou want to get pregnant at that time?

432 (requirsd) 432) Did you want to have a baby later on or did you not want any more children?

W=

433 (required) 433} In the future, would you like to have (afanother) child, ar would you prefer not to have any (more) children?

)

w

434 (required) 434) How important is access to family planning services to your participation in livelihood and employment

VERY INMPORTANT
SOMBEWHAT IMPORTANT
NIETHER IMPORTANT/MNOT
IMPORTANT

NOT IMPORTANT

opportunities?

w

IS

note_gender REALD: In this section, | would like to ask you some guestions about your attitudes towards men's and women's roles
in this community. Please responsed by saying 1.Strongly disagree , 2. disagree, 3. Neutral 4. Agree 5. Strongly
agree

note_g501 501) Please say whether you "Strongly agres”, "Agres", "Neither agree nor disagree"”, "Disagres" or "Strongly
disagree" with the following statements.

q501_a (required) 501.a) Married womnen in this community are expected to participate in income-generating activities STROMGLY AGREE

AGREE

NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE

DISAGREE

STROMNGLY DISAGREE

MW B g

q501_b (required) 501.b) Married women who earn income are expected to hand over the income to their husband STROMGLY AGREE

AGREE

NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
DISAGREE

STRONGLY DISAGREE
STRONGLY AGREE

AGREE

NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
DISAGREE

STRONGLY DISAGREE
STROMNGLY AGREE

AGREE

NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
DISAGREE

STROMNGLY DISAGREE
STROMNGLY AGREE

AGREE

NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
DISAGREE

STRONGLY DISAGREE
STROMNGLY AGREE

AGREE

NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
DISAGREE

STRONGLY DISAGREE

MW B

q501_c (required) 501.c) Unmarried women in this community are expected to participate in income-generating activities

MW b o

q501_d (required) 501.d) Unmarried women who earn income are expected to hand over the incame to their parents

Mo Ao

q501_e (required) 501.e} Wormnen are capable of leading forest management groups

MW B g

q501_f (required) 501 f) Women are capable of leading village and youth savings and loan (VSLA, Y SLA)

MW s

Q502 (requirsd) 502) If a woman is unmarried, what is her best option to earn an income?
503 (reqguirsd) 503) If aman is unmarried, what is his best option to earn an income?

q504 (required) 504) Does your partner/spouse want you to eam an income? 1|YES

note_g505 505) Please say whether you "Strongly agres”, "Agres", "Neither agree nor disagree", "Disagres" or "Strongly
disagres” with the following statements:
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Field Question Answer

q505a (requirad) 505.a) It is acceptable for unmarried adolescents to be sexually active 5 STRONGLY AGREE
4 AGREE
3 NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE
1 STRONGLY DISAGREE
q508b (required) 505.0) Itis acceptable for unmarried adolescents to Use contraception to avoid pregnancy. 5 STRONGLY AGREE
4 AGREE
2 NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE
1 STRONGLY DISAGREE
q505¢ (required) 505.¢) A couple’'s decision about the number of children to have should be left up to the man 5 STRONGLY AGREE
4 AGREE
3 NIETHER AGREE/DISAGREE
2 DISAGREE
1 STRONGLY DISAGREE
q506 (required) 508} Many different factors can prevent women from getting medical advice or treatment for themselves. When a 1 a) The distance tothe health
women is sick and want to get medical advice or treatment, which of the following problem might prevent her from facility?
seeking medical care? 2 ) Getting money needed for advice
or reatment?
3 ¢) Getting permission to gotothe
doctor?

4 d) Mot wanting to go alone?

0 Don't know
q5061 The distance to the health facility? il k5=
0/ NO
q5062 Getting money needed for advice or treatment? 1 YES
0 NO
q5063 Getting permission to o to the doctor? TIVES
0/ NO
q5064 MNotwanting to go alone? | YES
0 NO
q5060 Don't know 1 YES
0 NO
note_shocks READ Households sometimes experience good and bad events. We would like to ask you about some of the events
your household may have experienced during the last 12 months
q601 (required) 601) During the last 12 months, was your household affected negatively by any of the following events? 1 a) Disruption of farming or livestack

READ OUT EACH SHOCK AND SELECT ALL THAT APPLY 2 by Lower crop yield due to drought,

flood, crop disease, or pests

3 ¢} Loss of livestock or poultry to
disease or pests

4 d) Significant fall in sales price of
crops or livestack or poultry?

5 e Significant rise in food prices?

& f) End or regular assistance, aid, or
remittances from outside
household

T g) Business failure

8 h) Seriousiliness or accident of
household member(s)

9 i) Birth in the household

10 j) Death of income eamer(s)

11 k) Break-up of household
{divorcefseparation/death
Jmigration)

12 1) Theft/looting of cash and other
property

13 'm) Conflictiviolence

14 n) Damage/destruction of dwelling
{for example, burning, flood, winds)

96 o) Other

0 None of the above

qBo11 Disruption of farming or livestack 1| YES
0 NO

Baseline Report for FUTURES 85



Field

96012

96013

qe8014

96015

96016

q8017

q8018

96019

960110

qe0111

960112

960113

qe0114

q680196

96010

qB01_other (required)

note_qB02
qB02_a (required)

qB602_a_other (requirsd)
q603_a (required)

Question

Lower crop yield due to drought, flood, crop disease, or pests

Loss of livestock or poultry to disease or pests

Significant fall in sales price of crops or livestock or poultry?

Significant rise in food prices?

End or regular assistance, aid, or remittances from outside household

Business failure

Serious illness or accident of household member(s)

Birth in the household

Death of income earner(s)

Break-up of household (divorce/separation/death/migration)

Theftlooting of cash and other property

Conflictiviclence

Damagefdestruction of dwelling (for example, burning, flood, winds)

Other

None of the above

601.other) Please specify the other?

602 Rank the three most significant negative events you experienced in the last 12 months.

602.a) First significant negative events you experienced in the last 12 months.

602 a.other) Please specify the other?

Answer

1| VES
0 NO
1 YES

1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES

1 YES

T|YES
0 NO

1 a) Disruption of farming or livestack

2 b} Lower crop yield due to drought,
flood, crop disease, or pests

3 ¢} Loss of livestock or poultry ta
disease or pests

4 d) Significant fall in sales price of
crops or livestack or poultry?

5 e) Significant rise in food prices?

& ) End or regular assistance, aid, or
remittances from outside
housefold

7 g) Business failure

8 h) Seriousiliness or accident of
household member(s)

9 i) Birth in the household

10 j) Death of income eamer(s)

11 k) Break-up of household
{divorcefseparation/death
Jmigration)

12 1) Theftflooting of cash and other
property

13 m) Conflictfviolence

14 n) Damage/destruction of dwelling
{for example, burning, flood, winds)

96 o) Other

0 MNone of the above

603.a) What did your household doin response to these first significant events to try to regain your former welfare 1 RELIED ON SAVINGS

level?

Baseline Report for FUTURES 86



Field Question Answer

%)

RECEIVED UNCONDITIOMAL
HELP FROM
RELATIVES/FRIENDS
RECEIVED HELP FROM THE
GOVERNMENT

RECEIVED HELP FROM
NGOLOCAL INSTITUTION
OBTAINED CREDIT/TOOK LOAN
FROM A FINANCIAL
INSTITUTION

BORROWED FROM RELATIVES/
FRIENDS

SALE OF ASSETS
(AGRICULTURAL)

SALE OF ASSETS (NON-
AGROCULTURAL)

REDUCED EXPENDITURES
SOUGHT ADDITIONAL
WORKINEW LIVELIHOOD
HOUSEHOLD MEMBER(S)
MIGRATED

12 INTENSIFIED FARMING

14 COLLECTING (SELLING) NON-
TIMBER FOREST PRODUCTS

w

=

a

@

iy

@

= K}

(NTFPs)

0 NOTHING

96 OTHER
qB03_a’ Relied on savings 1[YES

0/ NO
q603_a2 Received unconditional help from relativesfriends 1|YES

0 NO
q603_a3 Received help from the government | ¥YES

0/ NO
q603_ad Received help from ngoflocal institution 1 YES

0 NO
q603_a5 Obtained credititook loan from a financial institution 1 YES

0 NO
qB03_ab Borrowed from relatives/ friends 1| ¥ES

0 NO
qB03_a7 Sale of assets (agricultural) 1| ¥ES

0 NO
q603_as Sale of assets (non-agrocultural) 1 YES

0 NO
q603_as Reduced expenditures 1|YES

0/ NO
ge03_al0 Sought additional work/new livelihood | ¥ES

0 NO
q603_all Household member(s) migrated T MES

0/NO
qB03_a12 Intensified farming 1|YES

0 NO
qé03_al14 Collecting (selling) non-timber forest products (ntfps) 1| ¥ES

0 NO
qe03_ao Nothing 1| YES

0 NO
q603_a96 Other 1|YES

0/ NO
q603_a_other (requirad) 6023 a.other) Please specify the other?
q602_b (required) 602 .b) Second significant negative events you experienced in the last 12 months 1 a) Disruption of farming or livestack

2 b} Lower crop yield due to drought,
flood, crop disease, or pests

3 «¢) Loss of livestock or poultry to
disease or pests
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Field Question Answer

4 ) Significant fall in seles price of
crops or livestack or poultry?
5 &) Significant rise in food prices?
& f) End or regular assistance, aid, or
remittances from outside
housshold
7 g) Business failure
8 h) Serious illness or accident of
household member(s)
9 i) Birth in the household
10 j) Death of income eamer(s)
11 k) Break-up of household
{divorcefseparation/death
Amigration)
12 1) Theft/looting of cash and other
property
13 m) Conflictfviolence
14 n) Damage/destruction of dwelling
(for example, burning, flood, winds)
96 o) Other
0 Noneof the above
qB02_b_other (raquirsd) 602.b.other) Please specify the other?
qB03_b (required) 603.b) What did your household doin response to these second significant events to try to regain your former 1 RELIED ON SAVINGS
welfare level? 2 RECEIVED UNCONDITIONAL
HELP FROM
RELATIVES/FRIENDS
3 RECEIVEDHELP FROM THE
GOVERNMENT
4 ' RECEIVED HELP FROM
NGO/LOCAL INSTITUTION
5 OBTAINED CREDIT/TOOK LOAN
FROM A FINANCIAL
INSTITUTION
6 BORROWED FROM RELATIVES/
FRIENDS
7 | SALE OF ASSETS
(AGRICULTURAL)
8 SALE OF ASSETS (NON-
AGROCULTURAL)
9 REDUCED EXPENDITURES
10 SOUGHT ADDITIONAL
WORKINEW LIVELIHOOD
11 HOUSEHOLD MEMBER(S)
MIGRATED
12 INTEMSEIFIED FARMING
14 COLLECTING (SELLING) NON-
TIMBER FOREST PRODUCTS
(NTFPs)
0 NOTHING
98 OTHER
qe03_b1 Relied on savings 1| YES
0 NO
qB03_b2 Received unconditional help from relativesifriends T|YES
0/NO
q603_b3 Received help from the government 1 YES

qB03_b4 Received help from ngoflocal institution t|YES
qB03_b5 Obtained credititonk loan from a financial institution 1|YES

qB03_b6 Borrowed from relatives/ friends 1 [YES
0 NO
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Field

9603_b7

9603_b8

q603_b9

9603_b10

9603_b11

q803_b12

q803_p14

9603_b0

9603_h96

Qq603_b_other (requirsd)
qB02_c (required)

q602_c_other (required)
qB03_c (required)

Question

Sale of assets (agricultural)

Sale of assets (non-agrocultural)

Reduced expenditures

Sought additional worldnew livelihood

Haousehold member(s) migrated

Intensified farming

Collecting {selling) non-timber forest products (ntfps)

Mothing

Other

603 b other) Please specify the other?
602.c) Third significant negative events you experienced in the last 12 months

601.c.other) Flease specify the other?

603.c) What didyour household do in response to these third significant events to try to regain your former welfare

level?

Answer

1 YES
0 NO
1| VES

1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1| YES

1| YES

1 YES
0 NO

1 a) Disruption of farming or livestack

2 b) Lower crop yield due to drought,
flood, crop disease, or pests

3 «¢) Loss of livestock or poultry to
disease or pests

4 d) Significant fall in sales price of
Crops or livestock or poultry?

5 e Significant rise in food prices?

6 f) End or regular assistance, aid, or
remittances from outside
household

T g) Business failure

& h) Serious illness or accident of
househald member(s)

9 i) Birth in the household

10 j) Death of income eamer(s)

11 k) Break-up of household
{divorcefseparation/death
Jmigration)

12 1) Theft/looting of cash and other
property

13 m) Conflictviolence

14 n) Damage/destruction of dwelling
ifor example, bumning, flood, winds)

96 o) Other

0 None of the above

1 RELIED ON SAVINGS

2 RECEIVED UNCONDITIONAL
HELP FROM
RELATIVES/FRIENDS

3 RECEIVEDHELP FROM THE
GOVERNMENT

4 RECEIVED HELP FROM
NGOLOCAL INSTITUTION

5 OBTAINED CREDIT/TOOK LOAN
FROM A FINANCIAL
INSTITUTION

6 BORROWED FROM RELATIVES/
FRIENDS

7 SALE OF ASSETS
(AGRICULTURAL)

8 SALE OF ASSETS (NON-
AGROCULTURAL)
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Field

QqB03_c1

q603_c2

q603_c3

qB03_c4

Qqe03_c5

q603_cb

q603_c7

qe03_c8

q603_c8

q603_c10

qB03_c1

q603_c12

q603_c14

q603_c0

QqB03_c96

q603_c_other {requirad)
qe04 (reguired)

96041

6042

q8043

qe044

96045

Question

Relied on savings

Received unconditional help from relativesifriends

Received help from the government

Received help from ngoflocal institution

Obtained credittook loan from a financial institution

Borrowed from relatives/ friends

Sale of assets {agriculturaly

Sale of assets (non-agrocultural)

Reduced expenditures

Sought additional workinew livelihood

Household member(s) migrated

Intensified farming

Collecting {=elling) non-timber forest products (ntfps)

Nothing

Other

603.c.other) Flease specify the ather?

604) Curing the last 12 months, was your household affected positively by any of the following events?
READ OUT EACH SHOCK AND SELECT ALL THAT APPLY

Mew or regular job for & household member

New orincreased remittances

New government grant/support

Inheritance, large gift, lottery winnings

Scholarships

Answer

©

REDUCED EXPENDITURES
SOUGHT ADDITIGNAL
WORKINEWY LIVELIHOOD
HOUSEHOLD MEMBER(S)
MIGRATED

12 INTENSIFIED FARMING

14| COLLECTING (SELLING) NON-
TIMBER FOREST PRODUCTS
(NTFPs)

NOTHING

96 OTHER

1/ YES

0 NO

=)

=

1 YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1| YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1| VES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1|YES
0 NO
1 YES
0 NO

1 a) New or regular job for a
household member

)

b} New or increased remittances

w

¢} New government grant/support

4 d) Inheritance, large gift, lottery
winnings

5 e} Scholarships

96 T Other

0 None of the Above

1|YES

0 NO

TI%ES

0/ NO

1 YES

0 NO

T|YES

0/NO

T YES
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Field

p0496

qB040

qB04_other (required)
note_food

Q805 (required)

qB0B (required)

807 (requirad)

608 (required)

qb08 (required)

610 (requirsd)

a6 11 (required)

812 (required)

813 (required)

614 (required)

615 (required)

616 (required)

g8 17 (required)

qB18 (required)

619 (raquired)

qb20 (required)

qb21 (required)

622 (requirsd)

623 (required)

note_end

note_from_data_collectoer

Question

Other

6040 ) None of the Above

604.other) Please specify the other?
Before we end, | have a few questions about food consumption in your household

608) In the past four weeks, did you worry that your household would not have enough food?

606} How often did this happen?

607) In the past four weeks, were you or any household member not able to eat the kinds of foods you preferred

because of a lack of resources?

608) How often did this happen?

609] In the past four weeks, did you or any household member have to eat a limited variety of foods dus to a |ack of
resources?

610) How often did this happen?

611) In the past four weeks, did you or any household member have to eat some foods that you really did not want to
eat because of a lack of resources to obtain other types of food?

612) How often did this happen?

613} In the past four weeks, did you or any household member have to eat a smaller meal than you felt you needed

because there was not enough food?

614) How often did this happen?

615) In the past four weeks, did you or any household member have to eat fewer meals in a day because there was
not enough food?

616) How often did this happen?

617) In the past four weeks, was there ever no food to eat of any kindin your household because of lack of
resources to get food?

618) How often did this happen?

619) In the past four weeks, did you or any household member goto sleep at night hungry because there was not
enough food?

620) How often did this happen?

621) In the past four weeks, did you or any household member go a whole day and night with out eating anything
because there was not enough food?

622) How often did this happen?

623) Concerning your household's food consumption over the past one month, which of the following is true? Note
that "adequate” means no more or no less than what the respondent considers to be the minimum consumption
needs of the household

Thank you for your time and your attention. | asked alot of questions during this interview and | am very appreciative
of you sharing your responses with me. Thank you for helping us with the research study. Good day to you

Dear data collector you have successfully completed interviewing this respondent. If you have any note regarding

this interview, please write it here
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Answer

w o h

Wk

2

YES
NO
YES
NO

YES

NO

RARELY (ONCE OR TWICE)
SOMETIMES (2 TO 10 TIMES)
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES)
YES

NO

RARELY (ONCE OR TWICE)
SOMETIMES (2 TO 10 TIMES)
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES)
TES

NO

RARELY (ONCE OR TWICE)
SOMETIMES (2 TO 10 TIMES)
OFTEN {MORE THAN 10 TIMES)
TES

NO

RARELY (ONCE OR TWICE)
SOMETIMES (3 TO 10 TIMES)
OFTEN {MORE THAN 10 TIMES)
YES

NO

RARELY (ONCE OR TWICE)
SOMETIMES (2 TO 10 TIMES)
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES)
YES

NO

RARELY (ONCE OR TWICE)
SOMETIMES (2 TO 10 TIMES)
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES)
NES

NO

RARELY (ONCE OR TWICE)
SOMETIMES (2 TO 10 TIMES)
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES)
¥ES

NO

RARELY (ONCE OR TWICE)
SOMETIMES (2 TO 10 TIMES)
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES)
YES

NO

RARELY (ONCE OR TWICE)
SOMETIMES (2 TO 10 TIMES)
OFTEN (MORE THAN 10 TIMES)
It was adequate

It was less than adequate

It was more than adequate



Appendix 1b. Family planning provider’s survey

Providers_Questionnaire_v13

Field

Question

Answer

Collector Info

I survey_date (required)

I data_collector_name (required)

I data_collector_phone_number (required)

I supervisor_name (required)

Indicate the date
Data collector name

Data collector phone number
E g 0871304050
Supervisor name

I region (requirad)

I Zone

I woreda (required)

I kebele (raquirad)

I hf_type (required)

I hf_authority (require)

I hf_authority_other (required)

01) Region

02) Zone

03) Name of woreda

04) Name of kebele

05) Health facility type

06) Health facility managing authority

06.other] If others, please specify

1 Oromia
buno_bedelle Buno Bedelle
illubabor  llubabeor
alge_sachi Alge Sachi
bilo_nopa Bilo Nopa
chora  Chora
doreni  Doreni
hurumu Hurumu

yayu Yayu

Alge
Hitogu
Yagere Buno
SiGanji

Iriya
Sambato
Supe o1
Chaokorsa Dayu
Al

MfCage
WMEksle

© w w » o bW

= o

12 LiAiBona

13 Jato

14 Semano

15 Deleksa

16 Dilbi

17 SiboNogo

18 Chega

19 Abdallaa

20 Bero Muri

21 HaleluHadesa
22 Tobo

23 Diduu

24 Hi Abbo

25 DI Haroo

26 Sibo

27 Keresi

28 Sonta

29 Hurumu Town
30 TiHobi

31 Inataro

32 Yembo

32 Witate

34 Leka

35 Achibo

36 JfShono

37 BofWegel

38 Kemise

1 HEALTH CENTER
2|/HEALTH POST
1 GOVERNMENT/PUBLIC
2 PRIVATE

3 MISSION/FAITH-BASED
96 OTHER
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Field Question Answer

I hf_location (required) 07) Where is the location of the health facility 1 URBAN
2 RURAL
gps (required) 08) Record the GPS point of the health facility.
Please wait tifl the accuracy s less than 5m. it will record autornatically

note_hhyisit health facility VISIT

instance_name (required) MName of Health Facility
Pleasewrite the fill name in English, with no abbreviations

hfv_1 {required) Is the family planning service provider available for interview? Respondent in the health facility
Respondent NOT in the health

facility

=1

hfv_2 (required) |s the family planning service provider available for interview?

Respondent in the health facility
Respondant NOT in the health
facility

o

Respondent in the health facility
Respondent NOT in the health
facility

o

‘ hfv_3 (required) |5 the family planning service provider available for interview?

read_consent {required) STUDY TITLE: Evaluation of the FUTURES project Baseline data collection
UNC Institutional Review Board #21-2142
SPONSOR: United States Agency for International Development (USAID)
Principal Investigator: Janine Barden-O'Fallon, University of North Carolina
Laocal Investigator: Fikadu Mitiku Abdissa, Jimma University
Version Date: September 15, 2021
INTRODUCTION
Thisis a consent form for a study to learn about family planning services for youth in this area. The study is funded by
USAID threugh the Data for Impact project and is implemented by Jimma University and the University of North
Carolina, USA. This information is being collected as part of an evaluation of the FUTURES project implemented by
CARE Ethiopia and it its three partners, Oromia Development Association, Environment and Coffee Forest Forum, and
Kulich Youth Reproductive Health and Development Organization. You are being asked to participate because you are
a family planning provider at this health facility. Participation means that you will be interviewed by a member of the
Jimma University data collection team. We anticipate this interview will take up to one hour.

As a participant, you will be asked questions about the family planning services provided at this health facility and your
attitudes about services for adolescents and youth. Your responses will be recorded using a tablet or paper form. Your
participation is voluntary. We do not expect any risks to you from being in this study. You may not benefit directly from
being in this study, but information you share may help improve future training and programming in this area. The study
results will be shared with CARE Ethiopia and its partners, USAID and the Packard Foundation

You do not have to answer any question you do not want to. When you do answer questions, we want you to feel

comfortable and answer them as honestly as you can

We will try our best to make sure that your name and all information collected from you stays private and confidential
The only people who will see your responses are research staff who have been trained in confidentiality. When we use
the information you give us in writing reparts, neither your name nor health facility affiliation will be included

The findings from this study will help CARE Ethiopia, the Packard Foundation, and USAID make decisions on family
planning provider training and service provision

Therewill be no payment for participation in this study.

This study was submitted to the Jimma University, College of Agriculture and Veterinary Medicine and Faculty of Public
Health Ethical Review Boards and the Institutional Review Board at the University of Morth Caralina (USA). If you have
any questions about this study or the results, you can contact the following: Fikadu Mitiku Abdissa at (+251-471110019
or +251-923612548) at Jimma University.

Before you agree to being in this study, we will answer any questions you have. If you join the study, you can ask
questions at any time

If you sign below, it will mean that you understand what you have read and you would like to take part in this study.

consent_granted (requirad) Vyouldyou like to participant in this study? 1 Respondent agrees to be
interviewed

0 Respondent does NOT agree to
be interviewesd
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Field Question Answer

I signature (requirad) Signature of Participant

nots_101 First, | would like to askyou some questions about this health facility.
Please read tothe respondent

0 NO

q101 (required) 101) What clinic-based feed-back mechanisms does this facility use:
Cirele all methods mentioned and probe by saying any more?

SUGGESTION BOX
CLIENT INTERVIEW OR
SURVEY FORM

OFFICIAL MEETIING WITH
COMMIUNITY LEADERS

I 100 (required) 100) Does this health facility use any feedback collection mechanisms? i d e

o

w

4 INFORMAL DISCUSSION
WITH CLIENTS OR THE
COMMUNITY
5 COMMUNITY SCORE CARD
96 OTHER
I A 101_other (requirad) 101.cther) Please specify the other
102 (requirad) 102) Does this facility receive any external supervision withen the last 6 months, e g.. from the district, regional, zonal THES
I or national office? 0 NO
103 (required) 103) Does this facility receive any supportive supervision for the provision of youth-friendly health services withen the TIYES
I last 6 months? 0 NO
104 (requirad) 104) Does this facility track family planning referrals? 1|YES
‘ 0 NO
105 (requirad) 105) How does this facility mainly track family planning referrals? 1  REFERRAL SLIP/PAPER
/PRESCRIPTION
2 MOBILE PHONE REFERRAL
RECEIPT
3 |[ELECTRONIC REFERRAL
RECEIFT
96 OTHER
I q05_other {required) 105.cther) Please specify the other
q108 106) Does this facility provide (stock the method) or counselfrefer any of the following modern methods of family
planning:
q106_a (required) 106.a) Oral contraceptive pills 1/ PROVIDE
2 COUNSEL ONLY
0 NEITHER
q106_b (required) 106 b) Injectables 1/ PROVIDE
2 COUNSEL ONLY
0 NEITHER
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Field Question Answer

PROVIDE
COUNSEL ONLY
NEITHER
PROVIDE
COUNSEL OMLY
NEITHER
PROVIDE
COUNSEL ONLY
NEITHER

- q106_c (required) 106.c) Condoms

o6 | =

q106_d (required) 106.d) IUD

o n

106_e (required) 106.e) Implant

PR

PROVIDE
COUNSEL ONLY
NEITHER
PROVIDE
COUNSEL OMLY
NEITHER

- q106_f (required) 106.f) Emergency contraceptive pills

Y o

. q106_g (required) 106.g) Cycle beads for Standard Days Method

=1 S

. q107 (required) 107) Does this facility provide |UD or implant removal on site?

YES, REMOVAL OF BOTH
YES. REMOVAL OF IUD ONLY
YES, REMOVAL OF IMPLANT
OMLY

0 NO

w

HEALTH FACILITY CHARACTERIS

q108 108) Are the following services available to youth ages 15-19 at this clinic?
- q108_a (required) 108.4) Information and counselling on reproductive health, sexuality and safe sex? TIYES
0 NO
- q108_b (required) 108.b) Testing for sexually transmitted infections/reproductive tract infections? THNES
0 NO
q108_c (required) 108 ¢) Treatment for sexually transmitted infections/reproductive tract infections? 1YES
0 NO
q108_d (required) 108.d) Pregnancy testing? 1 YES
0 NO
q108_e (required) 108 e} Information and counseling on oral contraceptive pills? 1YES
0 NO
q108_f (required) 108 f) Information and counselling on injectable contraception? 11YES
0 NO
q108_g (required) 108.9) Information and counseling on condom use or dual method use? 1YES
0 NO
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Field

- q108_h (required)
- q108_i (required)
- q108_j (required)

. 109 (required)

. q 0 (required)

. g110_cther (required)

. a111 (required)
. q112 (reguired)

. q112_other (required)

. 113 (required)

. q113_a (required)

Question

108.h} Information and counselling on IUDs?

108.i) Information and counselling on implants?

108 j) Information and counseling on emergency contraception?

108) Does this facility provide mainstreamed youth-friendly health services, separate youth-friendly health services, or

neither?

110} What does this facility do to ensure the privacy and confidentiality of family planning clients?
CIRCLE ALL MENTIONED

110.0ther) Please specify the other
111) Are there any additional practices in place to ensure the privacy and confidentiality of adolescent family planning
clients?

112) What are these additional practices?
CIRCELE ALL MENTIONED

112 other) Please specify the other
113) Does this clinic do anything to help adolescents and youth feel that they are treated respectfully and are not
Jjudged for using family planning services?

113.a) What does this clinic do to help adolescents and youth feel that they are treated respectfully and are not judged

for using family planning services?

Answer

o -

P = s =

w

YES

NO

YES

NO

¥ES

NO

MAINSTREAMED

SEPARATE

NEITHER
ENSURES VISUAL PRIVACY
ENSURES AUDITORY
PRIVACY
ASSURES CLIENT
CONFIDENTIALITY

96 OTHER

o

1
0

[

w

NONE

YES

NO
SEPARATE HOURS FOR
ADOLESCENTS

SEPARATE
COUNSELING/EXAMINATION
ROOM

SEPARATE WAITING ROOM

96 OTHER

1
0

YES
NO

note_g114

- q114_a (required)
- aq114_b (required)
- q114_c (required)
- q114_d (required)
. q115 (required)

. q115_other (required)

. q116 (required)

. q117 (required)

114} Does this facility have a fee for the following items:
114.a) Client health card

114 b) Laboratory

114.¢) imaging (e.g., ultrasound, x-ray}

114.d) Contraceptive commodities

115) What is the procedure if a client is unable to pay for any of the fees associated with family planning services in
this facility?

115 other) Please specify the other

116} Does the facility have a different fee scale for adolescents?

117) What is the fee scale for adolescents?

1 YES

0 NO

TIYES

0 NO

1| YES

0 NO

1 YES

0 NO

1 FEE EXEMPTION, NO
PA/MENT EXPECTED

2 FEE DISCOUNTED

3 PAYMENT EXPECTED
LATER

4 SERVICE NOT PROVIDED,
ASKED TO COME BACK
WHEN ABLE TO PAY

5 ACCEPT PAYMENT IN-KIND

6 FEE COVERED BY
COMMUNITY HEALTH
INSURANCE

96 OTHER

1 YES

0 NO

- 120 (required)
- 121 (required)

120) Does this facility provide treatment for survivors of gender-based violence?

121) Does this facility have case management for gender-based violence?
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Field

- 122 (required)

Question

122) In your opinion, does this faciity have a strong gender-based violence referral pathway?

Answer

1YES
0 NO

. note_demo_opinions

. q201 (required)
. q202 (required)

. g202_other (required)
. q203_year (required)

. q203_month (requirad)
. q204 (requirad)

. 205 (requirad)

READ: Now | will ask some questions about yourself and your work as a family planning service provider.
201) RECORD SEX:

202} What is your profession?

202.other) Please specify the other

203 .a) How long (in years) have you worked at this facility?

Fecord 0 if less than one year, and record months inthe next question

203 b) How long {in months) have you worked at this facility?

204) In your current position, and as a part of your work for this facility, do you personally provide any services that are
designed to be youth or adolescent friendly ? i.e., designed with the specific aim to encourage youth or adolescent
utilization of family planning?

205) Have you received any in-service training, fraining updates or refresher training on topics specific to youth or
adolescent friendly services? IF YES, was the training, training update or refresher training within the past two years or
rrare than o years ago?

1 MALE

2 FEMALE

NURSE (Bsc)
NURSE (Diplomay
MIDWIFE (Bsc)
MIDWIFE (Diploma)
HEALTH OFFICER
DOCTOR

HEALTH EXTENSION
WORKER
PHARMACIST
MEDICAL LAB. TECH. (Bsc)
MEDICAL LAB. TECH

o -~ o o b W =

z ©

(Diplomay)
96 OTHER

TIYES
0 NO

YES, WITHIN PAST TWO
YEARS

YES, OVER TWO YEARS AGO
NO TRAININGS OR UPDATES

w

B o
- 206_a (required)

- q208_b (required)

- 206 _c (required)

- q206_d (required)

- Gq206_e (required)

- q206_f (required)

- q206_g (required)

- g206_h (required)

206) Please say whether you strondly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following statements:

206.a) It is acceptable for unmarried adolescents to be sexually active

206.b) It is acceptable for unmarried adolescents to use contraception to avoid pregnancy

206.c) If & client wanted it, | would provide a family planning method before she has had children

206.d) If an unmarried client wanted it, | would provide them a family planning method

206.e) | would require parental consent before providing any contraceptive methods to youth younger than 17 years

old

206 f) Helping a client make an informed choice about a family planning includes explaining contraceptive methods
that can be used without other people knowing about it

206.g) A couple’s decision about the number of children to have should be left up to the man

206 h) | should discuss all contraceptive method options with a client regardless of whether they are married or not
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4 STRONGLY AGREE

3 AGREE

2 DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE
4 STRONGLY AGREE

3 AGREE

2 DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE

STROMNGLY AGREE
AGREE

DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE

MEERES

STROMNGLY AGREE
AGREE

DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE

[ERETRES

STRONGLY AGREE
AGREE

DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE
STRONGLY AGREE
AGREE

DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE
STRONGLY AGREE
AGREE

DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE
STRONGLY AGREE
AGREE

DISAGREE

NS BB RN B R ES

oW s



Field Question Answer

1 STRONGLY DISAGREE
q206_i (required) 206.1) | would provide long term contraception ta an adolescent client if she wanted it 4 STROMGLY AGREE
3 AGREE
2 DISAGREE
1 STRONGLY DISAGREE
q207 (requirad) 207) Inyour opinion, does this health facility do a good job in making family planning services accessible to TIYES
I adolescents? 0 NO
. 208 (required) 208) IF MO: What could the facility do to improve its accessibility to adolescents?
note_end Thank you for your time and for participating in this study. We are very appreciative of your responses.
note_from_data_collectoer Dear data collector you have successfully completed interviewing this respondent. If you have any note regarding this

interview, please write it here
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Appendix 1c. SDGAG

The six dimensions of SDG Analysis grid along with their respective themes and goals involved.

1. SOCIAL DIMENSION: Seeks to address social needs, individual and collective aspirations, health and well-
being needs, and quality of life needs.

Themes/Goals

Weight

Assessment Justification

1.1 Poverty reduction

1.1.1 | Putin place measures to support the most disadvantaged
and most vulnerable within local communities

1.1.2 | Implement measures to support the most disadvantaged
and most vulnerable, at the national level

1.1.3 | Contribute to actions seeking to reduce poverty at the

supranational level

Average weighting and performance: Poverty reduction

1.2 Water

1.2.1 | Ensure a potable water supply for everyone

1.2.2 | Ensure adequate quality of water supply according to its
uses

1.2.3 | Ensure access to adequate sanitation and hygiene services

1.2.4 | Increase the population’s participation in mastering water

and improving its management

Average weighting and performance: Water

1.3 Food

1.3.1 | Ensure access to food

1.3.2 | Ensure the nutritional quality of food

1.3.3 | Ensure food security

1.3.4 | Enhance food sovereignty

1.3.5 | Implement sustainable agricultural and fishing practices
Average weighting and performance: Food

1.4 Health

1.4.1 | Improve and maintain the health of populations

1.4.2 | Ensure access to health care

1.4.3 | Promote preventive interventions in health, healthy
environments, and the adoption of healthy lifestyle habits

1.4.4 | Reduce factors likely to cause mental health issues

1.4.5 | Meet the specific needs of maternal and infant health

1.4.6 | Reduce irritants

Average weighting and performance: Health

1.5 Safety

1.5.1 | Create a feeling of security

1.5.2 | Ensure effective safety

1.5.3 | Provide basic safety education

Average weighting and performance: Safety
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1.6 Education

1.6.1 | Ensure access to a quality educational system

1.6.2 | Ensure basic functional education for all

1.6.3 | Allow everyone to acquire the level of education they wish
to attain

1.6.4 | Allow access to continuing education and training

1.6.5 | Provide education on sustainable development and

citizenship

Average weighting and performance: Education

1.7 Community and their involvement

1.7.1 | Promote community involvement

1.7.2 | Value and recognize personal and collective achievement

1.7.3 | Promote social cohesion

1.7.4 | Promote connections

1.7.5 | Allow for the development of self-esteem and self
confidence

1.7.6 | Improve the independence and resilience of communities

Average weighting and performance

1.8 Human settlements

1.8.1 | Ensure access to housing

1.8.2 | Prioritize sustainable mobility

1.8.3 | Build sustainable infrastructures

1.8.4 | Promote sustainable cities and human settlements
1.8.5 | Work to make the real estate sector secure and reliable
1.8.6 | Promote equity and territorial solidarity

Average weighting and performance: Human settlements

1.9 Gender

1.9.1 | Seek to implement equal rights without gender distinctions
1.9.2 | Seek gender equity

1.9.3 | Promote the independence of women and girls

Average weighting and performance: Gender

Average weighting and performance: Social dimension

2. ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION: Seeks to address the need for a quality natural environment and for
sustainable resources, and to redefine the relationship between humans and nature.

2.1 Ecosystems

2.1.1 | Develop knowledge of ecosystems and the species that
depend on them

2.1.2 | Preserve continental ecosystems

2.1.3 | Restrict the biological, chemical, and physical degradation
of the soil

2.1.4 | Combat desertification

2.1.5 | Preserve marine and coastal ecosystems

2.1.6 | Establish objectives for restoring degraded ecosystems

Average weighting and performance: Ecosystems
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2.2 Biodiversity

2.2.1 | Encourage biodiversity protection
2.2.2 | Protect rare, threatened, and at-risk species
2.2.3 | Raise awareness of symbolic species

Average weighting and performance: Biodiversity

2.3 Resources

2.3.1 | Preserve the resources needed to sustain life in
ecosystems

2.3.2 | Choose low-impact resources

2.3.3 | Plan for the prudent use of renewable resources

2.3.4 | Plan for the prudent use of non-renewable resources

2.3.5 | Optimize resources that are at the end of their life

Average weighting and performance: Resources

2.4 Ou

tputs

241

Identify liquid, solid, and gaseous outputs and the impacts
of releasing them into the environment

2.4.2 | Minimize outputs

2.4.3 | Minimize impacts

2.4.4 | Manage hazardous waste properly
2.4.5 | Limit global pollutant emissions
Average weighting and performance: Outputs
2.5 Land use

2.5.1 | Optimize land use

2.5.2 | Limit usage conflicts

2.5.3 | Maintain landscape diversity
Average weighting and performance: Land use
2.6 Climate change

2.6.1 | Quantify greenhouse gas emissions

2.6.2 | Reduce GHG emissions

2.6.3 | Increase carbon sinks

2.6.4 | Compensate for greenhouse gas emissions

2.6.5 | Plan for adaptation measures to respond to the new climate

reality

Average weighting and performance: Climate change

Average weighting and performance: Ecological dimension

3. ECONOMIC DIMENSION: Seeks to address the material needs and financial empowerment of individuals
and communities.

3.1 Responsible production

3.1.1 | Producing quality goods and services

3.1.2 | Ensure balance between needs and the goods and
services produced

3.1.3 | Promoting eco design from a product life cycle perspective

3.1.4 | Promote sustainable industrialization
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3.1.5 | Implement extended producer responsibility

Average weighting and performance: Responsible production

3.2 Responsible consumption

3.2.1 | Facilitating access to goods and services

3.2.2 | Encourage responsible purchasing and consumption

3.2.3 | Encourage responsible investment

Average weighting and performance: Responsible consumption

3.3 Economic viability

3.3.1 | To ensure economic viability

3.3.2 | To encourage responsible sources of funding

3.3.3 | To limit the financial risks

3.3.4 | To limit the return on capital

Average weighting and performance: Economic viability

3.4 Work

3.4.1 | To promote access to an occupation

3.4.2 | To ensure fair value for people’s work

Average weighting and performance: Work

3.5 Wealth and prosperity

3.5.1 | To stimulate exchanges between people and societies

3.5.2 | To aim for wealth growth

3.5.3 | To establish sustainable tourism practices

3.5.4 | To limit the possibility of capital flight

Average weighting and performance: Wealth and prosperity

3.6 Energy

3.6.1 | To ensure access to reliable and affordable energy
services

3.6.2 | To promote the use of energy with less impact

3.6.3 | To plan a wise use of energy

Average weighting and performance: Energy

3.7 Entrepreneurship

3.7.1 | To develop an entrepreneurial culture

3.7.2 | To support entrepreneurial capacity

3.7.3 | To ensure equitable access to means of wealth production

Average weighting and performance: Entrepreneurship

3.8 Economic models

3.8.1 | To eliminate distortions from economic models

3.8.2 | To value social and solidarity economy

3.8.3 | To maintain or integrate traditional economic models with

the dominant economy

3.8.4 | To support emerging and innovative economic models

Average weighting and performance: Economic models

Average weighting and performance: Economic dimension
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4. CULTURAL DIMENSION: Seeks to address the need to affirm, express, protect, and promote the diversity

of cultural traits.

4.1 Transmission of cultural heritage

4.1.1 | To promote individual expression, freedom and pluralism of
beliefs, opinions and identities

4.1.2 | To ensure the conservation, restoration, and compensation
of the cultural heritage

4.1.3 | To recognize cultural representations of the environment

4.1.4 | To develop knowledge of the past and of history

4.1.5 | To value and support linguistic diversity

Average weighting and performance: Transmission of cultural
heritage

4.2 Cultural and artistic practices

4.2.1 | To encourage cultural expression

4.2.2 | To affirm the plural and evolving nature of culture

4.2.3 | To recognize the importance of minorities and their
contributions to society

4.2.4 | To provide access to culture through education at all levels

Average weighting and performance: Cultural and artistic practices

4.3 Cultural diversity

4.3.1 | To promote interculturality

4.3.2 | To ensure equity between cultures

4.3.3 | To support the diversity of cultural expressions

Average weighting and performance: Cultural diversity

4.4 Contribution of culture to development

441 | To promote the emergence of a cultural industry that
generates jobs and wealth

4.4.2 | To make explicit the links between culture, development,
employment, and economic prosperity

4.4.3 | To ensure an equitable sharing of innovations arising from
cultural assets or traditional knowledge

Average weighting and performance: Contribution of culture to
development

Average weighting and performance: Cultural dimension

5. ETHICAL DIMENSION: Seeks equity needs, consistency needs, and the need to identify with common

values

5.1 Responsibility

5.1.1 | To act with integrity and transparently

5.1.2 | To apply the precautionary principle

5.1.3 | To respect human rights

5.1.4 | To assume responsibility for human beings, other living
beings, and non-living beings

5.1.5 | To balance individual freedom and collective
responsibilities

5.1.6 | To promote the adoption of sustainable lifestyles

Average weighting and performance: Responsibility
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5.2 Peace

5.2.1 | To promote a culture of peace and non-violence

5.2.2 | To search for peaceful solutions to conflicts

5.2.3 | To work towards post-conflict resolution and reconstruction

5.2.4 | To foster a sense of justice

Average weighting and performance: Peace

5.3 Benevolence

5.3.1 | Toincrease accessibility

5.3.2 | To offer compensation to affected individuals and groups

5.3.3 | To develop community spirit and solidarity

5.3.4 | To embrace otherness

Average weighting and performance

5.4 Sharing

5.4.1 | To maximize benefits

5.4.2 | To ensure a redistribution mechanism

5.4.3 | To respect common goods

Average weighting and performance: Sharing

5.5 Ethical process

5.5.1 | To question ethical goals

5.5.2 | To develop an ethical dialogue

5.5.3 | To promote the emergence and sharing of common values

5.5.4 | To ensure consistency between actions and values

Average weighting and performance: Ethical process

Average weighting and performance: Ethical dimension

6. GOVERNANCE DIMENSION: Seeks to participation and citizenship, democracy and transparency needs,

and the need for effective institutions.

6.1 Institutions

6.1.1 | To improve the effectiveness, accountability, and
inclusiveness of institutions

6.1.2 | To ensure access and equality in the face of justice

6.1.3 | To limit opportunities for corruption

6.1.4 | To encourage competence

Average weighting and performance: Institutions

6.2 Tools and processes

6.2.1 | To integrate sustainable development into management
processes

6.2.2 | To optimize the use of instruments for operationalizing
sustainable development

Average weighting and performance: Tools and processes

6.3 Participation and citizenship

6.3.1 | To promote engagement and mobilization around a
common vision

6.3.2 | To encourage stakeholder Participation and citizenship
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6.3.3

To ensure the inclusiveness of participatory mechanisms

6.3.4 | To recognize the contribution of donors

6.3.5 | To develop partnerships

6.3.6 | To consider the level of acceptability

6.3.7 | To make exercising active citizenship possible

Average weighting and performance: Participation and citizenship
6.4 Subsidiary

6.4.1 | To bring decision-making closer to stakeholders

6.4.2 | To promote the accountability of actors

6.4.3 | To ensure consistency among the various levels of decision

making

Average weighting and performance: Subsidiary

6.5 Local integration

6.5.1 | To respect the legal context
6.5.2 | To include specific local issues
6.5.3 | To ensure systemic coherence

Average weighting and performance: Local integration

6.6 Information

6.6.1 | To ensure access to prior, relevant, comprehensible and
fair information

6.6.2 | To use the appropriate communication mechanisms

6.6.3 | To provide basic information to decision-makers

6.6.4 | To establish monitoring and evaluation measures

6.6.5 | To be accountable in a transparent way

Average weighting and performance: Information

6.7 Innovation

6.7.1 | To optimize innovation potential and diversify options
6.7.2 | To promote research and development

6.7.3 | To encourage the implementation of new solutions
6.7.4 | To promote access to knowledge and technologies
6.7.5 | To manage risks associated with new technologies

Average weighting and performance: Innovation

6.8 Risk management and resilience

6.8.1 | To identify risks

6.8.2 | To apply the principle of prevention

6.8.3 | To consider the perception of risk

6.8.4 | To promote an equitable distribution of risks
6.8.5 | To provide for adaptations to changes

Average weighting and performance: Risk management and
resilience

Average weighting and performance: Governance dimension
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Appendix 2. Data Collection Team

Number | Name Sex Role and Responsibility
1. Derresa Bulcha Male Coordinator
2. Tolcha Techane Male Supervisor
3. Abdi Tesfa Male Enumerator
4. Zanaba Kedir Female Enumerator
5. Gelane Hinsarmu Female Enumerator
6. Alemitu Worku Female Enumerator
7. Garamu Motumma Male Supervisor
8. Chaltu Dabi Female Enumerator
9. Burtukan Tolera Female Enumerator
10. | Meti Gemechu Female Enumerator
11. | Zahara kedir Female Supervisor
12. | Dr. Itu Gemeda Female Enumerator
13. | Fozia Ali Female Enumerator
14. | Nigatu Ararso Male Enumerator
15. | Gadise Idilu Female Enumerator
16. | Hawi Gemechu Female Supervisor
17. | Kumela Deksisa Male Enumerator
18. | Marta Hailemariam Female Enumerator
19. | Kasech Tibebu Female Enumerator
20. | Akima Kedir Female Enumerator
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Appendix 3. Household shocks in 12 months preceding survey

Intervention  Comparison Total Unweighted
% % % number
Experienced any shocks 60.6 60.8 60.7 676
N 555 558 1,113
Shocks experienced:
Significant rise in food prices 77.5 83.7 82.2 546
Loss of livestock or poultry to disease or pests 36.1 27.7 29.7 * 214
Lower crop yield due to drought, flood, crop disease, or pests 19 19.6 19.5 132
Disruption of farming or livestock 15.7 12.6 13.4 96
Serious illness or accident of household member(s) 8.9 8.7 8.7 59
Business failure 3.6 6.7 5.9 35
Significant fall in sales price of crops or livestock or poultry 3.5 3.0 3.1 22
End of regular assistance, aid, or remittances 3.5 2.0 2.4 19
Death of income earner(s) 3.3 2.3 2.6 19
Birth in the household 1.8 2.7 25 15
Conflict/violence 2.3 2.0 21 15
Theft/looting of cash and other property 2.0 2.0 2.0 14
Break-up of household (divorce/separation/death/migration) 2.1 1.2 1.4 11
Damage/destruction of dwelling 0.3 15 1.2 6
Other 0.6 0.3 0.4 3
Shocks reported as most significant (n=676)
Significant rise in food prices 53.5 63.8 61.3 398
Loss of livestock or poultry to disease or pests 211 13.2 15.1 114
Lower crop yield due to drought, flood, crop disease, or pests 9.4 9 9.1 63
Disruption of farming or livestock 6.2 3.3 4 32
Serious illness or accident of household member(s) 3.3 4.6 43 26
Business failure 0.3 1.4 1.1 6
Significant fall in sales price of crops or livestock or poultry 0.6 1.2 1.1 6
End or regular assistance, aid, or remittances 0.3 0.0 0.1 1
Death of income earner(s) 1.8 1.4 1.5 11
Birth in the household 0.3 0.0 0.1 1
Conflict/violence 0.3 0.3 0.3 2
Theft/looting of cash and other property 15 0.9 1.0 8
Break-up of household (divorce/separation/death/migration) 0.6 0.3 0.4 3
None of the above 0.6 0.6 0.6 4
Other 0.3 0.0 0.1 1
Response to shocks reported as most significant (n=616)
Reduced expenditures 20.6 19.8 20.0 226
Relied on savings 20.9 19.2 19.6 224
Nothing 16.2 12.8 13.6 160
Other 0.7 0.4 0.4 6
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Positive events experienced 12 months preceding the survey
(n=196)

New or regular job for a household member
New or increased remittances

New government grant/support

Inheritance

Scholarships

7.2
5.6
1.6
1.4
0.2

10.7
6.9
0.6
0.5
0.4

9.8
6.6
0.8
0.8
0.3

100
70
12
11

* p-value < 0.05
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