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Notes

During the course of the research project, themewleanges in a number of
organizational names and administrative bound#aied associated names):

e The Ethiopian Agricultural Research OrganizatioARD) the Ethiopian Institute
of Agricultural Research (EIAR).

e The Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Commidg3RIAC) became the
Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Agency (DPPA)

e The woreda of Gera Keya was divided into two neweslas: Menz Gera Midir
and Menz Keya Midir. Unless otherwise indicatedearch took place in both of
the new woredas. The older name will be used Wwaen work crossed the two.



Glossary

Belg Short rainy season, generally lasting two msisiomewhere
between February to June, depending on region

Birr Ethiopian currency; at time of writing 9 Bir 1 US$
Certified Seed Formal sector-produced seed whicttsrepecified standards of

variety purity, and physical, physiological andisany quality.

Chercheri Retailer
Delala Broker
Farmer Variety Genetic materials broadly-definedbaal or traditional

varieties, or landraces.

Formal seed system System producing certified seeldiding official research
system, seed parastatals, and commercial seedacoesp

Gelbach Farmer collectors (for grain/seed)
Informal seed system Seed channels that includesia’ own stocks, local exchange

networks, and local seed/grain markets (=locatliti@nal,
farmer system)

Meher Main, longer rainy season, generally threfedo months
between June and October, depending on region ¢alkeml
kremt)

Kekabi Village-level broker, lit. ‘donkey ear’

Modern Variety A variety developed and releaseddomal research system

(sometimes also called ‘Improved Varieties’)

Quintal 100 kg

Sebsabi Collector

Tabia Tigray term for Farmers’ Association (=kiehe
Woreda District, level below Zone



Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

This report assesses the effects of emergencyassestance in Ethiopia. Such aid has
been given at least since 1974, making Ethiopiaunity with some of the earliest
distributions and likely the most continuous emee seed-related initiatives.

While analyses of food aid in Ethiopia have beeanalant, overviews of seed aid are
non-existent, with modest site-specific cases appganly within the last three years.

This seed assistance information gap seems a ktomador an aid practice which has
been ongoing for more than three decades and wiméblds in some of the more

marginal farming zones and among more vulnerabeladions.

Intervening in seed systems represents seriougsdsssi Seed is the input at the heart
of agricultural production and determines what farsngrow and if they will harvest.
Further, as seed is often replanted, even short-$eed-related interventions can have
effects over many seasons. The design of emergeeey aid interventions is also
particularly challenging as such interventions emenplex and context-specific, and,
following a disaster, time may be short for antatipg needs of the next season.

For all these reasons, it seems illogical (and sephat seed-related assistance to date
has received so little attention within the goveemtal and non-governmental aid
communities in Ethiopia. In short, seed aid suffeosn being a humanitarian orphan.
Seed aid is often given simply because food agivien: Alternatively, seed provision
may be lumped together with the diverse pool of-fumd items, and emphasis put on
efficient procurement and transport procedurest fiféen being a logistical exercise,
(i.e., buying and distributing seed), effectivedse@ operations demand considerable
expertise of iater alia), regional agro-ecology, livelihood strategies andrkets.
While good seed aid can help, poor assistance eée farmers even more vulnerable.

Aims and Methods
The aims of this investigation have been practcas:

e to assess the effects of seed-related assistance;

e to promote ‘better implementation practice’ for tmite and chronic stress zones;

e to help shape general policy and specific guidsliime targeted and effective seed
security support (as distinct from food securitpzsort).

The report has asked a basic set of questions:

e What is the history of seed aid in Ethiopia?

e What policies shape seed aid practice?

e What forms of seed aid have been delivered?

e Has seed aid been needed?

e What have been the short-term results of seed aid?
e What have been the longer terms results of seéd aid

vi
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Investigations have pursued three general strategieResearchers collected
information from different stakeholders in the se®d process: from national and
regional policy makers, including donors; from gowaental and non-governmental
aid implementers (GO/NGO); from seed supply prosadéormal sector and local seed
grain/traders); and from farmer aid recipients. e Mork embraced long-term and
short—term analyses, documenting seed aid histerywall as the diversity of
contemporary implementation. Third, analysts re@éwhe national and region policy
environments which have shaped seed aid practice.

In terms of field investigations, four sites wedentified for intensive case study.

* Miesso and Chiro woredas in West Hararghe (Oromiya)
* Raya Azebo woreda in Southern Tigray (Tigray)

* Humbo woreda in Wolaita (SNNPR)

* Gera Keya woreda in North Shoa (Amhara)

The first two of these sites represent ‘classie@dsaid scenarios, where chronic
drought stress has led to low crop production améated emergency aid. The latter
two sites have also received repeated aid, tholgin primary stresses are different:
high population density and land degradation.

While thisExecutive Summaigresents broad conclusions and recommendations,
specific conclusions and recommendations are listékde end of each report chapter.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

1. History and Overview of Seed Aid

Emergency Seed Aid has been implemented in Ethimpiat least 34 years and has
been near continuous since 1982. Conservativenatss suggest $US 15,000,000 per
year of seed aid has been delivered by governmesmtal non-governmental
organizations. Over a 34-year period, this translates to $US 500,000 or about
ETB, 4,650,000,000 spent for emergency seed-retesgidtance.

Three broad types of seed assistance have bedifie@kem use in Ethiopia: besides
emergency aid for a crisis or acute stress, septigded for chronic stress contexts
(‘aid for chronic stress’), and for medium to higlpetential areas where production is
being intensified (that is, more ‘developmental Jaid These three are poorly
distinguished conceptually, and often not distisped at all in terms of what is
offered ‘on the ground’. There seems to be ligfvernmental strategy tailored to
addressing these different seed assistance contiextparticular, seed assistance
strategies for the most vulnerable, those in clargiess areas, appears to be the least
well-conceived. This is despite concrete data twvtsbow that the lion’s share of
recent ‘acute’ seed aid has been delivered inlihenic stress (safety net) zones.
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At present:

Acute seed aid (repeated year after year) is beiptemented mostly in chronic
stress areas;

Acute (emergency) aid is being used as an impbovegncle for moving new,
modern varieties (which, when used alone, is aldpweental type of assistance);

The seed system support component for chronicsstress (including safety net
areas) is near-completely undefined.

The box below lists the broad types of approachese.

Emergency Seed Aid

e Direct Seed Distribution (DSD)

Revolving Seed Funds

Seed Vouchers (SV, also sometimes called ‘coupons’

Seed and Fairs (SV+F, also sometimes linkedvelitiood Fairs)
Seed Swaps (grain for seed, which is then rediged)

Cash for Seed (in relief context)

Development Seed Programs

e Agricultural packages: seed and fertilizer (fepayment)
¢ Modern varieties alone (for free or repayment)

Special Seed Assistance for Chronically-Stressed
(within safety net other poverty alleviation programs)

e Seed given in food security-related programs
e Seed given in HIV/AIDS victim support programssfigad of food aid)

11

1.2

Moving Forward: Recommendations (overview)

National reflections on seed security strategydnge be planned so as to
distinguish recommended seed system support: fargancy, for chronic

stress and for developmental contexts. Framewueks to be sharpened so as
to give strategic guidance to on-the-ground impletaikgon.

Recognizing the considerable overlap between andechronic stress
contexts, specific reflection should be given togsams which link ‘relief to
development’ (or ‘developmental relief’), startimgthe emergency phase and
continuing through recovery and beyond. This aditen should explore what
approaches are already known and proven, and veoimes need to be further
tested.

viii
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2. Policies Shaping Seed Aid

Emergency policy, seed policy and agricultural dewament policies potentially all
shape seed security approaches and this poliayasetespectively reviewed. Policies
articulating overall government strategy for acimgvseed security are not apparent.
In terms of specific thrusts, The GoE’s strategyeéd assistance for development is
strongly expressed through a number of technologyster programs, including the
National Extension Improvement Program (NEIP) atsdsuccessors. In contrast,
strategies for seed security in acute stress amdnich stress contexts remain
inadequately differentiated.

Few specific policies appear to shape seed aidfgjadly, except a provision to relax
regulations of seed quality in situations of acueed. Emergency seed aid remains an
‘orphan’ within policy.

Emergency seed aid in Ethiopia is not generallydusepromote the seed industry
(whose mandate is development as the commercitdrsegnains limited). Package
programs presently absorb most of public-sectod geeduction, which is dominated
by maize and wheat. The formal seed industry preslu‘other crops’ (non-
maize/wheat) only in small quantities. Multiplicat sites are concentrated in the
intermediate and higher attitudes and there i létnphasis on lowland crops. This
has implications for seed aid, as most of emergeiatdiyery takes place in drought-
prone areas.

Seed aid tends to be affected most by policiesgdedi for other reasons. Food
security policy presently leans heavily on agrigrdt intensification through modern
varieties. This promotion affects the shape otisad directly in terms of the GoE’s
preferred choice of approach (Direct Seed Distrdm)tand use of emergency as the
vehicle to distribute modern varieties.

Moving Forward: Recommendations (policy)

2.1 Seed security needs to be put on the emergencynichrstress and
development agendas as a central theme in its iglvh rThis needs to happen
at the policy level, as well as in practice, anohfrnational planning and all
along the chain down through to the district (waednd farmer association-
level implementation.

2.2  Special seed security expertise (segstermrexpertise) has to be made available
with the MOARD, starting at the national level.

2.3 Crop development for chronic stress areas needs nfare attention.
Chronically-stressed areas are often “low-potehti@nd need types of
technologies that recognize the high levels of askl large distances from
markets and infrastructure.
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2.3.1 One priority is to review technologies that pemfiounder stress and
under farmers’ management for high-risk conditi¢gins. low inputs).
Full packages should not be assumed in these cases.

2.3.2 A second priority is to address the barriers te ttevelopment of
technologies for stress conditions. More resourmes] to be directed
to research for lowland ecologies,

2.3.3 Related to the above (2.3.2), seed productiotofgland crops needs to
improve and become more demand-responsive.

2.4 In terms of emergency aid, seed security issued imested distinctly from
food security issues. For this to occur, the iraggn between emergency and
technical agencies needs to improve. PresengyDPA does not deal with
seeds, while MOARD generally does not engage witargencies. The current
restructuring in the MOARD may offer an opportunityforge clearer lines of
communication between DPPA and MoARD, delineatiegponsibility so that
key decisions are not lost in the “no man’s landtWeen both organizations.

More specifically in reference to emergency aid:

2.4.1 Seed aid has to be given a separate identityindisrom food aid
practice .

2.4.2 Seed aid has to be removed from the ill-definedtetuof ‘Non-Food-
Iltems (NFI). Seed-related interventions demand explicit congepts
expertise and planning. The shopping list of Nftém translates into
simplistic supply-side operations (for instancdlytag the amount of
seed aid which should be given).

3. Seed Security Assessment

Achieving seed security is quite different fromaattng food security, despite their
obvious links. One can have enough seed to sowtabpt lack sufficient food to eat,
for example, during the ‘hungry season’ prior tovieat. Conversely, a household can
have adequate food but lack access to appropreste fr planting. Despite these
important differences between food security andl sseurity, determinations of seed
security have been invariably based, implicitly explicitly, on food security
assessments. This results from a lack of appreniagind understanding of seed
security issues.

For farm families to achieve seed security: seedtbde available, farmers need to be
able to access to it, and the seed quality mustulfiiecient to promote healthy seed
system functioning. This has to happen in thetshad in the long-term

At present, there are no seed security assessmoemdsicted at any level in Ethiopia.
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More National Level Assessments

At national level, determinations of need for segdl are not done directly. Rather,
food and crop supply assessment missions, foodrigecassessments, or no
assessments at all are used to justify seed-rel&sgobnses. So seed need is
extrapolated from food securitpssessments, or ‘assumed’ from food security
assessments.

The trigger used to signal a “need for seed aidhast often a “harvest failure”. A
drop in harvest is directly linked to a lack of deeConcrete examples drawn from
across Ethiopian crops and regions show that eveawere production shortfall does
not necessarily translate to a seed shortfall.

While since 2005, there have been initial movesirfga by the Agricultural Task
Force) toward more holistic seed security assestaméime proposed changes exist
mostly on paper, and in rough (not sufficientlyidefl) indicator formats. The current
variables for ‘best-worst’ scenarios are not sighdy honed for seed security
insights, and the formats for determining seed stmste (‘emergency needs
requirements’) encourage a pre-determined resptimseseed is needed and that seed
availability is the problem.

Regional and Woreda (District) Level Assessments

Seed security assessments at the governmentdl(War@da) level are not conducted.
Seed security assessments by NGOs are not conducted

Seed need estimates at the woreda level are prdjdor two different factors.
‘Possible seed shortage’ is inferred from yieldsldisresholds. The desire to acquire
modern varieties for the zone also strongly shapes need assessments. Hence, seed
need requests in emergency appeals can be patyculidated so as to obtain modern
varieties.

Moving Forward: Recommendations (seed security assessments)

Seed security assessment tools need to be reforethiopia, capacity needs to be
built, and incentives must be put in place to emsurch tools are used. National level
organizations (such as the Agricultural Task Fost®uld be the prime drivers behind
this.

3.1  Overall national formats for assessing seed sgcsratus should shift from
those which calculate simplistic ‘seed needs’ tomeworks which recognize
different types of seed security problems, and twhiailor responses
accordingly. These problems might include diversmstraints of seed
availability, seed access and seed quality, whieh distinguished by their
presence in the short and in the long term.

Xi
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3.3

3.4

Executive Summary

3.1.1 The ‘best to worst’ scenario formula and the eraeoy needs
assessment formats should be reviewed—to shift eed ssecurity
perspectives;

3.1.2 The Crop and Food Assessments missions (and otbez ‘national
formats), should be revised to contain a specifezds security
component.

Precise seed security indicators need to build iearly warning system
programs. These might start by focusing on harsest tables and key
indicators for seed/grain market fluctuations.

Seed security assessment capacity needs to keabuggional and woreda
levels . Technical tools are already in developnemelp agricultural officials
move forward on seed security assessments. Thelseleé harvest/seed tables,
and field ‘seed system security assessment’ (SS@AJes. An explicit
technical process needs to be put in place to:

0 raise awareness of seed security versus food se@suies
0 set up woreda level seed security indicators
0 train woreda level staff in seed security fieldemssnents

More generally, a political environment for ‘ressded security assessment’ has
to be established. This is no easy ta$kchnical advances in methods alone
will not lead to more accurate assessments.

Without strong seed security frameworks and indicatas national guides) and
without strong leadership ensuring that seed sgrcassessment is given focus (as
distinct from food security and other Non-Food Itassessment), seed aid assistance
in Ethiopian will likely remain supply-driven raththan demand or problem driven

4. Implementation: Government and NGO Aid Givers

Historical records show seed aid to be continuausréas considered as stress zones.
For example, in one site of study, investigatiamsid seed given 13 times in a period
of nine years.

The emergency seed aid approaches used are strehglyed by institutional
philosophy, rather than by concrete problems enteved on the ground. Hence, seed
aid approaches used in a given zone directly demsndvhich implementers are
present. The GoE generally uses Direct Seed bugion (DSD) (assuming that seed
availability is the problem). NGOs have taken tlead in testing non-DSD
approaches: cash, vouchers, seed vouchers anddsssming that seed access is the
problem). Some NGOs still also favor DSD, par@elyl to promote new varieties.

Two themes shape novel trends in seed aid progragira) approaches to empower
farmers within the seed aid process; and b) appesato link relief response to more

xii
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developmental initiatives. ‘Developmental reliefork presently encompasses: support
to small scale business enterprises during thefrphase; support to local traders as
beneficiaries in relief (via the SVF system), antiaduction of new varieties as part of
relief aid. Using a ‘developmental relief’ perspeetmight be particularly important
for chronic stress contexts. (The direct technagadroach would need to be tailored to
high risk contexts among vulnerable populations.)

Seed aid targeting is little differentiated fronodfbaid targeting. In one effort to
encourage that seed received is actually usedrinefa, one NGO asks that recipients
to sign a ‘contract’ to plant and not sell aid.m@arly, evaluations are few and far
between. Seed aid is often treated as a logistixaicise (that is, distribute seed).
Little learning is taking place on even the shertxt effects of seed aid. There are a
few exceptions.

Moving Forward: Recommendations (GO and NGO Implementers)

4.1 Seed - related responses have to be better matohedtual seed security
problems encountered on the ground. This can beueaged by building
capacity to conduct seed security assessmentsiofsezbove); and also by
building capacity among implementers to effect aatgr range of response
options.

More specifically: developing greater responseacip will involve:

41.1 establishing two-way learning for a among prawoigrs of the
intricacies of different approaches (GO-NGO and agndGOs)

4.1.2 explicit-in-field training on approaches for impientation;

4.1.3 awareness raising within government and donotesraf the variety of
response options;

4.1.4 harnessing financial support for more targetetart

415 getting policy support for more targeted action.

4.2  The complete gap in seed aid implementer guidehmeEthiopia also needs to
be addressed. An initial set of issues for inclasio guidelines has been
suggested by seed security experts (Box belowg lishneeds to be expanded
and might best be discussed in national fora, wshong regional
representation and representation from key stakeholgroups. Such
guidelines would be indicative, and non-binding,detrate and consensus are
important for achieving subsequent advances ogritiend.

Xiii



Executive Summary

SEED RELIEF GUIDELINES FOR ETHIOPIA: (proposed items)

e Seed security assessment needs to be effectedgintervention.
e The type of aid response should be matched toethe security problem at hand.

e Implementing organizations need to have agronomxperise (seed aid is not just a
logistical exercise). Such aid intervenes at g&rthof a farming system.

e |F seedis to be providedhinimally: (examples)
1. adapted crops and accepted varieties need to mnmiter
2. the quality should be at least as good as whatdiesmormally use

e Modern varieties should be introduced in crisisqus only after a well-programmed
set of steps has been followed *.

e Monitoring and evaluation (M+E) should be builtdnall seed relief intervention
This M+E is to promote learning by doing, and toprove practice. Such Ja
commitment to follow-up should bepae-conditionto receipt of funds.

U7

e |If seed aid in any one zone continues for multggasons (3 or more) a review procgss
should take place. The review should either: laarty justify the continuance of
emergency aid; or b) stop the aid and plan an @xpgit strategy.

¢ Implementers should be held accountable for theymts they deliver (whether from
formal sector or from traders). Processes need etodévised for ensuring thjs
accountability

* Procedures detailed in Box 4 in the full report

5. Implementation: Traders

Seed/grain traders are key for stabilizing farmeeed systems during both normal
and stress periods. Farmers routinely rely on ptarto fill seed gaps and traders may
be sought as suppliers for select emergency opast{both in DSD and SVF
implementation). Traders at all levels (from coltes to large-scale traders),
distinguish between seed and grain routinely, bulifferent degrees according to crop
and according to their intended customer base. nVpinesented with specific requests
for seed (from local clients, government or expasijtetraders can refine their seed
management practices and often negotiate premiarobtain better quality seed and
sell better quality materials.

Traders’ assessments give strong insights into Wajpens to seed systems in periods
of stress. For example, traders in West Harargleunted their extensive business
experience, across periods of drought, severe tirss®t pest attack and civil strife,
Traders (from small- to large-scale) asserted thate wasno time, not a single
season, when sufficient seed was not availablecttiyrevithin the region or within
reach of the region for all key crops. Seed ditdmeed to be brought in from outside
as a form of aid.
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While in times of stress, seed availability is generally a problem, traders do cite
other signals, which indicate seed system streBssd signals can be quickly and
easily monitored at regional and more local levels.

Volume changes in seed supply

Seed price fluctuations

Changes in geographic sourcing of seed
Changes in the scale of seed loans

Seed quality shifts (both positive and negative)

o 0O O0OO0Oo

In terms of precise trends, unexpectedly, largeddrs in West Hararghecreasedhe
volumes of seed sold during stress periods (sorestitripling volumes), aiming to
capture increased demand. Prices also increasad 50-100%, with the rises due
mostly to increased transport costs.

Traders were also directly linked to NGOs and fegdi@grams, particularly involving
seed vouchers (with or without fairs). Experieshewed that incentives can be put in
place which encourage traders to improve seed y8egsain) management within a
small number of seasons, so as to improve thetgudlsupply.

Moving Forward: Recommendations (traders)

Given that local markets and traders are the bawklmd farmer seed supply, much
more attention should be given to ensuring thase¢hmarkets can supply the kinds of
seed farmers need. .

5.1  Seed/grain traders could be powerful partnerseipihg to movenew modern
varietieswidely within and among farming communities. Madtls should be
tested for directly linking formal sector seed dypwith informal trader
seed/grain sellers. Among the items that mightebted and evaluated:

5.1.1 Distribution of variety samples (to stimulate demy
5.1.2 Sale of small packets of seed,;
5.1.3 Sale of modern varieties in bulk.

5.2  Seed/grain traders are potential partners in imipgotheseed quality per sef
sowing materials put on offer to farmers.  Whle quality of farmer seed
overall is often shown to be quite adequate, proee for {nter alia)
segregating among varieties and reducing perceragbgeib-standard grains
could give farmer clients a better return for thmirchases. Awareness-raising,
capacity building and incentives might all be pbksi measures for
encouraging gradual seed/grain quality improvements
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6. Implementation: Farmer Recipients

Farmers receive seed aid repeatedly. The avemgeehold sampled received seed
aid 3.35 times, with a high of 10 separate seedeaéipts. There is little evidence that
recurrent seed aid decreases their vulnerability.

Seed aid supplied about half the seed a houselwldilly planted, for the crop
supplied, in any given emergency season. Thisthesase across all four regions
sampled. This figure for seed aid should be imetgul as elevated for three reasons:

o Aid was frequently given specifically to introduaenew variety or even a new
crop, so farmers may not have had parallel localks;

0 Seed is distributed in some regions as a ‘thirdisse, after the normal rains
(so farmers already had sown their stocks in thasen before’). Chickpea, in
particular, is often given for such late plantifdany farmers consider this a
crop of ‘last resort’ and do not have their owncki

0 Seed aid usually provided one or two different sroput farmers generally
grow a range of species. Therefore, seed aid'dribation to overall
household seed supply is less than 50%.

Fourteen percent of aid recipients relied on seeéda 100% of their sowing needs
(for the crops distributed). Even in an emergesegson, seed aid recipients obtained
over 30% of their seed from their own stocks, vaittother 12% coming from markets.

Seed aid provides a mix of Modern Varieties (MVed a&Farmer Varieties (FVs).
Across all regions (with 578 cases examined) 60%eefl aid cases involved MVs and
40% FVs. The balance of MV/FV varied between sit@s the Tigray site, 58% of
cases involved FVs; in the Amhara site, only 2%olwed FVs. In places such as
Humbo and Gera Keya, seed aid largely serves to@eMVs.

The large majority of farmers (95%) indicated thsged was available in their
respective regions in periods of stress (in conaomd with traders’ assessments,
section 5). However, farmer preference for aid approaches weaslirectly linked to
the problem identified (i.e. seed availability, demccess, or seed quality). Rather
preference varied by region and the way that araggh (DSD, cash, voucher, or
SVF) was actually implemented. Generally thosetimgrto buy their own seed (and
preferring voucher or cash approaches) highlightatithey preferred having a choice
of crops and varieties. Generally, those prefgrrthe DSD approach found
transactions with traders difficult, or sought <& modern varieties.

Overall, no conclusive patterns were identified lohg-term changes linked to
emergency seed aid (for instance possible changeged sourcing practice, or in
farmers’ relationships with others). In some 46teiviews, obtaining new varieties
was the single clear positive impact identifiedd amidespread dependency, from
farmers, traders, and aid implementers, was cgdti@single clear negative impact.
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Moving Forward: Recommendations (farmer aid recipients)

6.1 Even though farmers are ‘recipients of assistantes important they be treated
as active, not passive actors in this aid procéamcedures need to maximize
farmers’ ability to strategize even during an energy, and especially in
vulnerable areas.

More specifically: this might include

6.1.1 Farmers should have right to say ‘no’ to any oygetof crop and
variety, especially if it has been not previousbed in system (such as
many modern varieties). A range of crop and var@gbyions should
routinely be put on offer.

6.1.2 There should be vigorous efforts to get seed ait early. Early
knowledge of what crops and varieties might be &fierancreases
farmers’ flexibility to respond to changing condits (e.g. rainfall).

6.1.3 Overall standards for fair dealing with farmer®wld be reviewed, no
matter what the approach.

This might involve:

0 maximizing information to farmers on expected prhges in
advance;

0 increasing competition among providers (traderssatiers);

0 setting up procedures for farmer feedback to redideprocesses;

0 setting up transparent procedures for allowing &smo redress
grievances: —in cases where the aid process ompmduct is
significantly substandard.

Concluding Comments There are multiple and significant challengesmproving
seed-related assistance in Ethiopia, particularlghe emergency and chronic stress
contexts. Changes are needed at the policy, ratmanning and strategy levels, as
well as in the areas of regional, zonal and distimeplementation. Changes and
refinements will involve Government, NGO, as walldonor modifications.

Capacity building and political will need to benfgirced to put seed security issues on
the agenda as separate from food security isfRiesnoting seed security
assessments; better matching seed system-rela@ohses to actual constraints on-
the- ground; and generally shaping Ethiopian-spegifidelines for ‘Better Practice in
Seed Relief’, are among the central activities new@nded. The aim for future seed
system-related assistance isrtove awayrom three decades of supply-driven aid and
to move towardmore targeted, effective and problem-solving paots.

XVil



Executive Summary

Table of Contents

(T =To MY = T F= o =T 0 0= o) R [
Research Team MEMDEIS........oooiiiiiiie et e e [
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS ... e ii
F X el (0] 017/ 0 1 TSP ii
N[ (= ST RUPPPPPPTTIN v
L] 0TS o %
EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY ... e eeeeeenn s Vi
INEFOAUCTION ... e e e e e e e e e e e e nnnnnr e e e e e e e e as 1
Rationale fOr REPOI.........ooi it 1
The Scope of the Seed Aid ANAIYSIS.........ccccoieriiiiiie e 3
The Structure Of the REPOI........oiiiiii e 7
Background Tools: Seed Security and Seed Aid RESPEE............ccveeeiiiieeeeeeennn. 8
The Concept Of SEEU SECUNLY......uuuuiiriiiieereeerieiiee e e et eeeee e eeeeeees 8
Distinguishing Acute from Chronic Seed INSECUTtY.............uvvvueiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 8
Distinguishing the Dimensions of Seed Security:TAMREWOrK .............ccccuviveeeereeennnnnns 9
The History of Seed Aid in EtNIOPIA..........ccomeeiiiiiieee e 13
OVBIVIBW ...ttt ettt ettt e e e e e e e bbbttt e e e e s e amnt e e e e e e e e e e nabeenees 13
Numeric Trends iN Seed Aid...........uuiiiiiiieeeeiiieee e e e 20
Broad Types of Seed Aid GIVEN ...........uuviiceememrirriiiiniiiiii s s snnnnnees 21
Seed Needs Assessment at the National Level: Tddetuacy of ‘Harvest Declines’ 23
Summary: The History of Seed Aid in Ethiopia ..........ovvviviiiiiciccceeceeeeee 32
Moving Forward: Recommendations.............cocceemeeeeeieeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e 33
The Policy Environment Shaping Seed Aid.......cccccooeeeiiiiieeeeeeiiicceee e 34
Sources of INFOrmMAation ...........ooooiiiiiii e 34
Policy Developments DY SECION ..............u et e e 35
Summary: Main PoliCY FINAINGS ........c.uuuiiim e ieee e e 41
Moving Forward: ReCOmMmMENdatioNS............ocoeceeeeeeee et eeeeeen 42
Implementation - Supply Side: GO/NGO Seed Aid GIVEs ...........ccevvvvvnneee 44
RTAT L Lo TV Lo BN VAT 4 T g 44
SCAIE OF AIl..cei e e 45
(O gToT ot T} 72N o] o] £ - Tox o S 49
Rationale for Approach PreferenCes ... ceevveeeiieeee e 51
Implementation Issue |: Targeting .........covveeeieiieee e 58
Implementation Issue 11: EVAlUAtioN..........ccceeuiueuiiieiieiiiccssses s saennnees 59
Implementation Issue lll: Seed Needs Assessmehedtocal Level.......................... 62
Summary: GO/NGO Implementer INSIghts .......cooeeeeeeieeiiiee) 66
Moving Forward: Recommendations.............cocceemeeeeeieeeeieeeieee e eeaen 67

XVili



Executive Summary

VI:  Implementation - Supply Side: Traders........ccomeeeiiiiiiiieiiircre e 69
Traders and SEEU SUPPIY .....vrrreiiieeii et e e e et e e e e e smmnnee e e e e e 69
Traders’ Assessment of Seed Stress ConditionS...........oooeeeeeeeiiiiiiiee, 76
Reflections on Stress Periods: Traders’ VIEW....ccc...uueeeeieeiiieiieeeeee e enees 80
Traders’ RoIe iN SEE AIQ.........e it 80
Summary: Seed/Grain Trader INSIGNLS........oooeiiiie e 83
Moving Forward: ReCOMmMENdAtIONS.............cocmmmerrreiieieeeeeee e 84

VII:  Implementation - Demand Side: Farmer Aid Recipiets...........cccccceeeeeennn.. 85
West Hararghe — Chiro and Miesso woredas (Oromiya)...........cccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenn, 86
South Tigray — Raya Azebo Woreda ..., 91
Wolaita — Humbo Woreda (SNNPR)......ccoooiiiie e, 94
North Shoa —Gera Keya Woreda (AMNAra)...... . cceeeeeeieeeiieiiiiiieiieeeeeieeseennnns 98
Comparisons ACroSS REQIONS ...........coviiiieeceeeeeeeeeeereeiiieerree i ennanesees 100
Summary: Farmer INSIGNTS...........uu e eeeeeeeveeeeveeevveevveeabrre e eeeenreeeeeees 105
Moving Forward: Recommendations.............cocceemeeeeeeieeeieeeceeeeeeeeeeeeee e 107

VI CONCIUSIONS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeebsrennnnseeee 108

Y] (=T (= o = R 112

F N ] 810 (S ORI 118
List of Persons Consulted / CONLACES ........ceeeeeeiuiiieeee e 118

XiX



Executive Summary

List of Tables

(Abbreviated titles)

Table 1

Table 2

Table 3

Table 4

Table 5

Table 6

Table 7

Table 8

Table 9

Table 10
Table 11
Table 12
Table 13
Table 14
Table 15
Table 16
Table 17
Table 18
Table 19
Table 20
Table 21
Table 22
Table 23
Table 24
Table 25
Table 26
Table 27
Table 28
Table 29
Table 30
Table 31
Table 32
Table 33
Table 34
Table 35
Table 36
Table 37
Table 38
Table 39
Table 40
Table 41
Table 42
Table 43
Table 44
Table 45
Table 46
Table 47
Table 48
Table 49

Investigative thrusts used iN aNAlYSIS.........ccvvvviiiiiiiiieiiierrree e 4
Characteristics Of analytiCal SIt€S..uuue.uuuuiurririiiiiiiiiicei e e 6
Seed Security Framework: Basic Elements.............ccccceveeiiiiiiiiiiieicc e 9
Seed System Problems and Broadly Ap@tepResponses .............ccccevvvveeveeeeee, 10
Typology of current seed system iNtEli@as.................coeeviviiiiiiiieiieeeeceeeees 11
Seed Aid in Ethiopia: Summary 1974MEBPNt .........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee s 14
Broad types of seed-related assistanea g1 Ethiopia............c.ccccviiiiiiieeennnn. 21
2006 Emergency seed appeal, by SafdatamteNon-Safety Net Woredas............ 23
Emergency seed requirement assessmamatia..............ccceeeeeiiiiiiiie e, 28
Formulation of scenario for project ofeegency seed needs..............cceeeeennnnn. 29..
Seed Security Framework; Possible GlBbdly Warning Indicators .................... 31
ESE seed sales, 1979/80 t0 1991/92..........c.uuviiiiiiieieiiiiiiiieeee e 37
Government and NGO organizations involuesh-site seed aid analysis............. 44
Emergency seed aid in Humbo woreda trBIggars.............c.ovvvevvviiviiiiiiiiirnns 47
Tigray overview of seed aid through t{{igeARD & WARDO records)............... 48
Tigray overview of seed aid through tiABCS records) ...........ccccveveeeeernnnns 48.
Types of seed security problems and by@gpropriate responses....................... 51
Implementers’ preferred approaches, aaslons for preferences. ..........cccccvvvvvnnee. 51
Miesso seed aid requests and receiB0B Meher...........ccccoevviiiiiiiiiiiieee e 64
Miesso seed aid requests and recei@@0B Meher.............vveiiiiieiiiiiiiiiniiininnnns 64
Miesso seed aid requests and recei@@06 Meher............ccccvvvvvvviviiveiiieiiinnninnn. 64
Raya Azebo seed aid requests and reCeiptS........uuuuuuuruueeeeiiiiieeesesennnens 65
Seed/grain traders in West Harargheepnicreases in crisis season................. 1.7
Seed/grain traders in West Hararghes sadeease in crisis season................. 78...
West Hararghe — number of times farmegsived seed aid.................coceeee.. 87..
West Hararghe — cases where seed aitlexipp) seed sowed..............cccceeeee 7.8
West Hararghe — all sources for seedgdan aid season.............ccccoeeevvvvvmnne. 88
West Hararghe — proportion of seed freetsaid, by crop.......ccccccevvvvvvvvnnnnee. 89
West Hararghe — proportion of modernfanuer varieties supplied by seed aid.. 89
South Tigray — number of times farmecgired seed aid ...........ccceeeeeeeiiiiiiom 91
South Tigray — cases where seed aidiedpgll seed sowed. ........................... Q2.
South Tigray — all sources for seed plim aid season.......................ooc oo 92
South Tigray — proportion of seed fromdsaid, by Crop........ccccccovviiiiiiiierieen. 93
South Tigray — proportion of modern aantier varieties supplied by seed aid. .... 94
Wolaita — number of times farmers resgiseed aid. ...........ccccceeeeeerniiinit e 95
Wolaita — cases where seed aid supglisded sowed. ............cccoovvieeeiiiiiiens 96
Wolaita — all sources for seed plantegidrseason. ............ccccvvvvieeeeeeee et cmmmmenss 96
Wolaita — proportion of seed from se@gllay Crop. .......cccooeeeieiiiiiiiiiin i s 97
Wolaita — proportion of modern and farwemieties supplied by seed aid. ............ 97
North Shoa — cases where seed aid sd@liseed sowed............ccccceeeeeiiiiinm 98
North Shoa — all sources for seed plaintafd season. ...........ccccceeeeeeiees e e s 99
North Shoa — proportion of seed from s8edby Crop .............oeooeeeiviiiiiiiies 99
North Shoa — proportion of modern anch&rvarieties supplied by seed aid...... 100
All four sites — mean and maximum nundfeseed aid events recalled. .............. 101
All four sites — all sources of seed f@drin aid season. .................eeoeeeeee e 101

All four sites — cases where seed aigl®gall seed sowed. .............evveuennnenn 102

All four sites — proportion of modern datmer varieties supplied by seed aid. .. 102
All four sites — farmers’ preferred metmsbtain seed aid............................ 103

All four sites — new crops/varieties freeed aid?........................ oo, 105

XX



Executive Summary

List of Figures

(Abbreviated titles)

Figure 1 Map of Ethiopia showing location of rasdasites. ..., 6
Figure 2 Seed sales by ESE to State Farms, AISG®/ldnd NGOs 1979/80 to 1991/92...37
Figure 3 Flows of Seed/Grain (potential seedhfarimal market, Menz Gera woreda. ........ 73
Figure 4 Flows of Seed/Grain (potential seedhforimal market, West Hararghe................ 75
Figure 5 Trends in crop and seed prices in Iseat/grain markets through season............. 79

List of Boxes

(Abbreviated titles)

Box 1
Box 2
Box 3
Box 4
Box 5
Box 6
Box 7
Box 8
Box 9

Sowing needs in relation t0 NArVeSES. ..o 25
Contingency Planning for Year 2005 (ATF).ccceuiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeee e ee e 30
FAO: Basic Guiding Principles for Seed Relie............ccccovvvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiceeee e, 43
Introducing new varieties in acute stregs0os: Key Steps .......ooovvvvvvevieeviieeeiieennn. 57
FAO - REST Agreements : Tigray: Targetirege® Aid RecipientS...........c.oecvvvveeee. 59
Seed System Relief and Evaluation OVErViEW..............cevvvevvvevvvvvvreeriinnrieeeeenes 61
Proposed guidelines for the implementatibseed relief in Ethiopia...................... 8.6
How seed/grain traders potentially dististjubetween Seed and Grain...................... 71
Criteria for traders associated with CAR&®d voucher program.............ccccveveeeennn. 81

XXI



Introduction

|: INTRODUCTION

Rationale for Report

Why focus on seed aid?

This report aims to assess the effects of emergseaegl assistance in Ethiopia. Such
humanitarian aid has been given at least since,197aking Ethiopia a country with
some of the earliest distributions and likely thesincontinuous emergency seed-
related initiatives.

While analyses of food aid in Ethiopia have beeonalant (e.g. Claet al, 1997,
Sharp, 1997; H.K. Desta, 2003; Quisumbing, 2008)ath overviews of seed aid are
non-existent, with modest site-specific cases appg only within the last 3 years
(Mburathi et al, 2004; Bramelet al, 2004). This seed assistance information gap
seems a crucial one for an aid practice which leas longoing for 34 years, which has
been implemented across most regions of the cauentid/which repeatedly unfolds in
some of the more marginal farming zones and amarrg vulnerable populations.

The aims of the investigation have been practinako

e to assess the effects of seed-related assistance;

e to promote ‘better implementation practice’ foe hcute and chronic stress zones;

e to help shape general policy and specific guidsliioe targeted and effective seed
security support (as distinct from food securitpzort).

Worldwide, but particularly across Africa, seed \pston to quicken recovery of
agricultural systems following disasters has becaméncreasingly important activity
of governmental and non-governmental relief agencidts rationale has been an
enlightened one: right after a crisis (for exampli®@ught, flood, short-term conflict),
farmers should be given the means to produce tveir crops for food or sale. In
theory, such aid promotes farmer dignity and castalements of sustainability as
farmer production should be restored, and subsédioen aid limited. Also, in
theory, such aid makes solid economic sense: diQetg of sorghum seed, a farmer in
Hararghe can potentially realize 1000 kg of prouunctthis is a good return on a
humanitarian aid investment.

This report aims to put seed aid practice in then@rspotlight. Nationally, within
Ethiopia, several diverse trends suggest an urgesd for such a seed aid review. The
Government of Ethiopia (GOE) is increasingly caoneel about dependencies due to
repeated aid and national decision-makers ardew@y strategies for addressing
constraints particularly in chronic stress areasaymous, 2003). Simultaneously,
there is a strong national push towards agricdltumtansification and especially for
diffusing research-proven technologies towards sofitlee harder- to- reach areas (i.e.
those often targeted by repeated delivery) (Ab20©6). These review activities are
also taking place at a time when the aid and deweémt communities are looking
towards a broader combination of measures to tackld and livelihood insecurity



Introduction

within Ethiopia, including support to productionarket-based measures and provision
of social “safety-nets” (GoE, 2004b).

Internationally, this longer-term seed aid reviewlds on complementary and quite
recent initiatives suggesting the need for seededidction and critique. Since 2003, a
number of key seed assistance policy makers hase bgtensively reviewing their
shorter-term seed aid activities with the aim opiaving their effectiveness. The
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United iNias (FAO) has revised it basic
“Guiding Principles for Seed Relief” (Sperlireg al, 2004b). The Office of Foreign
Disaster Assistance of The United States Agency lfbernational Development
(USAID/OFDA), has funded a set practical securitg aeed aid briefs (Sperlirgg al,
2006a), and increasingly calls for post-implemeatatevaluation, including in
Ethiopia (e.g. Brandstetter, 2004; Gregg, 2004).

Two phrases commonly heard in Ethiopia, by off&iahd humanitarian practitioners
alike, suggest that the general ‘problem’ of seedassistance, and particularly of
assistance in chronic stress areas, has entered@oinowledge.

1) “It is not the rains in Ethiopia we need to wgrabout, but whether it rains in
America and Canada.”

[meaning: it does not really matter how the haiwgseld locally; more important is
the supplies of external aid.]

2) “In Ethiopia, most of the emergency aid is jusEfidievelopment”

[meaning: disaster-related aid is being given ia short-term because fundamental
production and developmental problems are notgogufficiently addressed].

It is now past time to give seed aid practice fbse scrutiny it deserves.

Caveat: moving beyond delivery logistics

This review of emergency seed assistance in Ethisfairts with a caveat. Intervening
in seed systems during and immediately post cpeisods, represents truly serious
business. Seed is the input at the heart of dgrral production. It determines what
crops and varieties will farmers grow, when anthdy will have a harvest, and partly
influences how much they will have to eat. Givkattseed can also be replanted, the
effects of seed aid may endure for many seasoms tife emergency intervention
ends.

The design of emergency seed aid interventionfies @articularly challenging. Seed
interventions are complex and context-specificeeslly so following a disaster; time
is usually short as seed is needed before theptexting season; and the implementer
agency best placed to respond may lack experienioeal seed systems and seed
security analysis.
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For all these reasons, it seems illogical (and sapihat seed-related assistance has so
far been little highlighted or analyzed within thevernmental and non-governmental
aid communities. In short, seed aid suffers framg@ a humanitarian orphan. Seed
aid is often given simply because food aid is giveance seed insecurity in a region
is most often ‘assumed’ via food security assesssneMllternatively, seed provision is
frequently lumped together within the diverse pobhon-food items NFI. NFI may
include inputs related to health, nutrition, watsanitation, as well as agricultural
needs, and their lumping together suggests that thecessful delivery mainly
involves efficient procurement and transport prared. Far from being a logistical
exercise (that is, simply buying and distributirepd), effective seed aid operations
demand considerable expertise ofit€r alia), regional agro-ecology, livelihood
strategies, and markets. Substantial evidencesfisws that ineffective seed aid can
damage vulnerable farming systems and local eca®mimultiple ways.

The purpose of this report work is to ‘go beyorstitig the problems’ and to provide a

solid platform for moving towards improvements ieed-related assistance. This

includes seed-related assistance to address doesgs situations and to address more
chronic stress situations.

Finally, this report may well be the first one ajzathg the effects of chronic as well as
acute seed aid. Lessons from Ethiopia can helprmtbe design and delivery of seed-

related assistance in other chronic stress contemts other chronic aid delivery
contexts.

The Scope of the Seed Aid Analysis

Basic Questions
This report asks a set of basic guiding questions:

e What is the history of seed aid in Ethiopia?

e What policies shape seed aid practice?

e What forms of seed aid have been delivered?

e Has seed aid been needed?

e What have been the short-term results of seed aid?

e What have been the longer terms results of seéd aid

Investigations conducted

To gain insight into these rather fundamental qaestthe investigations have pursued
three general strategies. First, researchers ballected information from different
stakeholders in the seed aid process: from ndtiand regional policy makers,
including donors; from governmental and non-govesntal aid implementers; from
seed supply providers (formal sector and local gganh/traders); and from farmer aid
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recipients. Second, the scope of work has embrho#d the long-term and short —
term analyses, documenting the history of over e¢hecades of seed aid
implementation as well as the diversity of conterapp practice. Third, analysts have
reviewed the national and regional policy environteein which seed aid has been
shaped, and have compared policy guidance with whiaids on the ground. Hence
this report on seed aid in Ethiopia aims to beragrehensive one.

The types of investigations conducted for the seddeview fall into six major types.
These are introduced in Table 1 below, with shotés on the scope and methods used
in each. Greater detail appears in subsequenbasctivhere findings associated with
each thrust are presented.

Table 1 Investigative thrusts used in analysis dbng-term seed aid in Ethiopia

Type of Investigation Commentary

Seed Aid Policy Analyses Review of major policy doents related to
emergency relief, seed policy and agricultura
development (laws, proclamations, secondary
materials)

Interviews at national and regional levels, with:
e seed sector officials

emergency agency professionals

academics/policy research NGOs

donors

humanitarian practitioners

Documentary Review of Seed Aid Practice Reviewrofget reports spanning 35+ years
Consultation of MOARD data bases

Governmental and Non-Governmental | Interviews in both Addis Ababa and four major
Organization (NGO) Implementers regions. Consultation of project and program
records

Gov't focus zonal and woreda: emergency,
agricultural and food security officials

NGO: 15+ detailed intra-program analyses

Seed Suppliers Interviews (formal sectgrinterviews along the full seed chain in two sites:
and local seed/grain traders interviews ,| Gera Keya and West Hararghe. Includes: farmer

including market analysis) producers, collectors, retailers, medium level and
large traders
Farmers Seed Aid Recipients 400 interviews conducted in four major

regions:Amhara, Oromiya, SNNPR and Tigray
Interviews and Focus Groups
Focus Groups Discussions at each prime worgda
site

Secondary Information collection MoARD, DPPA ratsirseed system literature
Ethiopia agriculture research reports
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Site Choice

For in-the-field analyses (of seed suppliers, aiglementers, farmer aid recipients),
several sites were selected for more intensiveiipgdhese were selected by the
research team, in close consultation with expenmtsthe Ethiopian Agricultural
Research Institute (EIAR) and regional AgricultuRésearch Institutes, major aid
implementers, as well as food security and aid egp@ the regional Bureaux of
Agriculture and the DPPA.

To ensure for valid cross-site comparisons, bub ats promote opportunities for
extrapolation of findings, regions and specific eaas (districts) were chosen along
the following criteria.

0 locales had to be sites of repeated seed aidr [@vg-term, with frequency)

o locales had to be afflicted by different typesésses (drought, civil conflict,
frost, green famine)

o locales had to embrace multiple aid implementeysaésto compare/contrast
approaches in one site)

o there had to be solid body of secondary informati@o that the regional and

systems were well documented (farming systemsp-smonomics,

livelihoods)

there had to a strong local commitment to examiseed aid openly

o the sites, as a whole, had to represent distinctifey systems

o the sites, as a whole, had to represent diffeegibnal administrations

(@)

At the first stages of selection West Hararghe (@ya), Wolaita (SNNPR), North
Shoa (Amhara), and the South Zone of Tigray weeatiled as valuable zones for
gathering detailed information. The entire resedeam then traveled to each zone to
hold formal launch meetings with key government aNdn Governmental
Organization (NGO) officials, and to hone in on ttteice of woredas for intensive
follow up. After local consultation, the followingoredas were selected as the final
field sites.

e Miesso and Chiro woredas in West Hararghe (Oromiya)
e Raya Azebo woreda in Southern Tigray (Tigray)

e Humbo woreda in Wolaita (SNNPR)

e Gera Keya woreda in North Shoa (Amhara)

The first two of these sites represent ‘classiedsaid scenarios, where chronic
drought stress has led to low crop production apetated emergency aid. The latter
two sites have also received repeated aid, tholgin primary stresses are different
(high population density and land degradation). wille range of crops have been
distributed across these sites by the governmettdifferent NGOs, using diverse

approaches — Direct Seed Distribution (DSD), semdthiers, and cash for seed.

Figure 1 shows the location of the sites of inggdton. Brief descriptive characters
for each site appear in Table 2.
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Figure 1 Map of Ethiopia showing location

of resezh sites for farmer surveys and

intensive study of seed aid4): 1 — Miesso and Chiro, West Hararghe (Oromiya); 2-
Raya Azebo, South Tigray; 3 — Humbo, Wolaita (SNNPR 4 — Gera Keya, North Shoa

(Amhara).

Table 2 Salient characteristics of sites chosenrfmtensive seed aid analysis

Amhara Region: Gera Keya

e Land degradation, frost, hail,
waterlogging, some drought

e Seed aid since at least 1985

e Barley, wheat and beans

¢ Implementers: GoE, FAO, World Vision
Ethiopia (WVE)

e Only DSD

Oromiya Region: West Hararghe

(Chiro and Miesso)

e Moisture stress/drought

e Seed aid at least since 1984

e Sorghum, maize + haricot bean main crg

e Many implementers: BoARD/DPPA,
CARE, International Rescue Committee,
Hararghe Catholic Secretariat, Ethiopian
Red Cross Society (ERCS), GOAL

® DSD, vouchers, seed vouchers and fairs

SNNPR: Wolaita- Humbo

‘Green famine’ small land size, drought
Seed aid at least since early 1990’s
Maize, beans, sweet potatoes, enset
Implementers: WVE, International
Medical Corps, Concern, Christian Reli
and Development Association (CRDA)

Tigray: Raya Azebo

Moisture stress/drought

Seed aid since mid-1980s

Teff, chickpea, maize.
Implementers: BOARD, REST
DSD, cash for seed (revolving fund)

" o o o o

e DSD, Seed Vouchers and Fairs.

ps
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The Structure of the Report

This report is divided into eight major sectionéfter this introduction, Chapter II
presents some of the basic introductory concepmdeteto understand the elements of
seed security, and gives an overview of the kirfdgoproaches used to date to address
possible security constraints. Chapters Il andgive overviews of seed aid in the
Ethiopian context: chapter Il focuses on the histof seed aid and gives a more
global analysis of how emergency seed problems baem conceived and requests
triggered. Chapter IV describes the policy envinent shaping seed aid to-date,
drawing elements from emergency, seed and deveboganpolicies and programs.
Chapters V, VI and VII, then shift to implementatiooncerns and what happens on
the ground. They describe the processes of sdguaitice and some of the effects of
such practice on farmers’ crops , seed acquisaimmhseed security strategies. Chapter
V and VI specifically look at the ‘supply side aid ': what the governmental and
non-governmental agencies have to share, as walilg on the insights of local
seed/grain traders who are key seed suppliers @oubgers of local seed systems in
normal and stress periods. The last substantiapteh VII, turns to the purported
beneficiaries, or the ‘demand side of seed aid’ Vibevs and practices of farmer seed-
aid recipients figure prominently. The final chaptVIIl, summarizes the main
conclusions and broad recommendations for movingvefod. In addition, more
detailed summaries as well as more specific recamatens appear at the end of
each individual chapter.
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[I: BACKGROUND TOOLS: SEED SECURITY AND
SEED AID RESPONSE

Before addressing seed aid and seed security ispaesfic to Ethiopia, this section

presents select key concepts and background matexassary for interpreting the

analysis. The concept of seed security is intredua some detail and the types of
seed aid approaches used to support such seawitlyen presented.

The Concept of Seed Security

Farm families are seed secure when they have atxesged (and planting material) of
adequate quantity, acceptable quality and in tiorepfanting. Seed security is best
framed within the broader context of food and livebd security. Helping farmers to
obtain the planting materials they need will enalblem to produce for their own
consumption as well as for sale.

Achieving seed security is quite different fromaattng food security, despite their
obvious links. One can have enough seed to sowtébpt lack sufficient food to eat,
for example during the ‘hungry season’ prior tovest. Conversely, a household can
have adequate food but lack access to appropresté for planting. Despite these
important differences between food security andl sseurity, determinations of seed
security are invariably based, implicitly or exjliz, on food security assessments.
This results from a lack of appreciation and uniderding of seed security issues.

The concept of seed security (and its inversecungy) is often nuanced by two broad
sets of parameters: duration (are the problemd sindonger-term?) and the different
features needed to ensure security (if there areeras, what types of diverse
problems might farmers encounter?). These areisssc below.

Distinguishing Acute from Chronic Seed Insecurity

Seed security concerns can be short-term, thadciste’ or longer-term and longer-
lasting, that is ‘chronic’.

Acute Seed Insecurity

Acute seed insecurity is brought on by distincgrsiduration events that often affect a
broad range of the population. It can be spurredheyfailure to plant in a single
season, dramatic loss of a harvest, or by higHdesfanfestation of seed stocks. While
during normal times households may variously betifled as seed secure, semi-
secure, or always seed-short, during an acute eusit as a flood or short civil
disturbance all households may be affected. Tharseers who recover quickly, with
or without one-off seed-related assistance, arenofhose who have suffered only
acute stress. Acute food stress (and the neefdddraid) is not necessarily followed

! This section draws directly from L. Sperling, H@ooper and T. Remington, (forthcoming, 2008)
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by seed stress (and the potential need for some dbseed aid). Seed systems can be
very resilient, and, for some crops (e.g. sorghdamners’ require only small amounts
of seed.

Chronic Seed Insecurity

Chronic seed insecurity is independent of acutesstor disaster, although it may be
exacerbated by it. Chronic seed insecurity mayooed among populations who have
been marginalized in different ways — e.g. econaityidpoor, little land, little labor);
ecologically (with degraded land); or politicallin (insecure areas, or on land with
uncertain tenure arrangements). Populations tHtgrsthronic seed insecurity may be
continually short of adequate seed to plant; mase tthfficulties in acquiring seed off
farm due to lack of funds; or may routinely usedseé low quality or unwanted
varieties. Such households experience built-inemahility to seed system calamities.

Reflections on the relationship between acute & chronic insecurity

Acute and chronic seed insecurity will very ofteqisetogether during an emergency.
Indeed, in cases where emergencies are recurrentsgor example in drought-prone
areas, acute situations are nearly always supes@atbon chronic problems that are
rooted in poverty.

Distinguishing the Dimensions of Seed Security: a F ramework

The concept of seed securitger se embodies several fundamental aspects.
Differentiating among these is crucial to promok®se features that foster seed
security as well as to anticipate the ways in whsigbh security might be threatened.

The Seed Security Framework (Table 3) outlinesftimelamental elements of seed

security: seed has to be available, farmers nedzktable to access it, and the seed
quality must be sufficient to promote healthy segstem functioning.

Table 3 Seed Security Framework: Basic Elements

Parameter Seed Security

Availability Sufficient quantity of seed of adaptexbps are within reasonable
proximity (spatial availability), and in time foritical sowing periods
(temporal availability).

Access People have adequate income or other resolarpurchase or barter for
appropriate seeds

Quality Seed is of acceptable quality and of desuarieties (seed health,
physiological quality, and variety integrity)
source: Remingtoat al(2002)

Availability is defined narrowly as whether sufficient quantifyseed of target crops is
present within reasonable proximity (spatial avaliy) and in time for critical
sowing periods (temporal availability). It is esgalty a geographically-based
parameter, and so is independent of the socio-edimmsiatus of farmers.
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Seedaccesss a parameter specific to farmers or communitidargely depends upon
the assets of the farmer or household in questiether they have the cash (financial
capital) or social networks (social capital) toghase or barter for seed.

Seedquality includes two broad aspects: seed qualédy se and variety quality. Seed
quality consists of physical, physiological and isay attributes (such as the
germination rate, and the absence or presencesefsk, stones, sand, broken seed or
weeds). Variety quality consists of genetic attrd®s,) such as plant type, duration of
growth cycle, seed color and shape, palatability smon.

In using the framework, it is important to emphasihat the distinction between
availability and access is dependent on scale.oAteslevel, if one is willing to pay
enough to transport seed from far enough away,ngiateseed is always available.
Likewise, the concepts of availability and quabte interrelated. If sowing material is
available which will mature to harvest, but whichaf low quality or of unwanted
crops or varieties, one might identify the secucityistraint as a seed quality problem,
but one could also question whether appropriated’sés available at all.

More Refined Analyses Leading to More Targeted Responses

Using the two aspects of seed security outlinedr@pdable 4 gives examples of more
targeted responses to seed insecurity. So, fangbea if ‘'seed availability’ is assessed

as the problem, seed-based interventions, suckeasisiportation (for acute shocks)

or development of community-based seed productidarprises (for chronic stress),

may be appropriate. In contrast, a diagnosis gfablem of ‘seed access’ might

wisely trigger a more holistic analysis of livelibo strategies. In the acute phase,
providing farmers with cash or vouchers to getrtiugsired seed might be the best
response to address problems of access. Howevaftemtification of access problems

on a chronic basis should lead practitioners t& lwell beyond seed and seed security
constraints. The inability to access a certain s&amey good on a repeated basis is
usually equated with problems of basic povertytidtives to help farmers generate

income and strengthen their livelihood base woed$sential here.

Table 4 Seed System Problems and Broadly Approprie Responses

Parameter of the Acute (short-term) Chronic (longer-term)
problem
Unavailability of seed Direct distribution of seed Support development of seed
(possibly for sale) production, incl. commercial

enterprise, where viable
Poor and vulnerable farmers doCash or voucher disbursement| Poverty-reduction programs: e.g.
not have access to seed support development of
Seed fairs with vouchers or caghincome-generating activities
Agro-enterprises

Current Major Response Options Being Used in Emergency

Finally, as an introductory tool, this section skets the types of seed-related
interventions currently being implemented. Sucterwventions are distinguished
between those which deliver direct forms of aidd(aenerally assume ‘a lack of
available seed’) and those which are market-basddyae recipients cash or vouchers

10
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to procure seed themselves (and hence assumedfaamgcess’ as the driving need).
Responses might also focus on seed quality issah, varietal quality and seed
quality per se(health, germination rates, and purity), althotlggse tend to be medium
or longer-term interventions (Table 5).

Table 5 Typology of current seed system interventions

Description / Rationale

Constraints to which they
should be targeted

Direct aid

1. Direct Seed
Distribution

Emergency Seed
Provision

‘Seeds and tools’

Procurement of quality seed from outsi
the agro-ecological region, for delivery
farmers. The most widely used approz
to seed relief.

Short term response to address proble
of seed availability especially i
situations of total crop failure and/
long-term displacement of farmer
Response sometimes also used
introduce new crops + varieties that a
usually supplied by the formal sector

*ms
h
r
S.
to
Are

2. Local procurement
and distribution of seed

Procurement of quality seed from with
the agro-ecological region, for delivery
farmers. A variant of 1.

Short term response to address proble
of seed access or highly localiz
problems of seed availability

'ms
ed

3. Food aid

‘Seed aid protection
ration’

Food aid is often supplied in emergen
situations alongside seed aid so that
farming family does not need to consur
the seed provided. Where local se
systems are functioning, but the previc
harvest was poor, food aid can similal
protect farmers’ own seed stocks.

Short term response accompanying din
seed distribution to address problems
seed availability

ect
of

Market-based aid approaches

4. Vouchers / Cash to
farmers

Vouchers or cash can provide poo
farmers with the means to access s
where it is available, from local market
or the commercial sector. Vouchers
cash enables farmers to access crops
varieties of their choice.

Short term response to address proble
of seed access especially in situations
local seed shortages and local market
farmer-farmer barter normally used

ms
of
5 or

5. Seed Fairs

Seed fairs provide aad hocmarket place
to facilitate access to seeds, or spec
crops and varieties, from other farme
traders, and the formal sector. Usus
used in conjunction with vouchers
provide poorer farmers with purchasii
power.

Short or medium term response to
address problems of seed access
especially for subsistence crops, and
where local markets normally used

Seed production and varietal development

6. Seed Production

Community-based, local
seed production

Farmers are trained and/or contracted
produce seed, distinct from their regu
production activities, often based «
formal seed standards. Some approac
focus on improving quality attribute:
others are designed specifically

facilitate the movement of new ‘improve
varieties into local systems; still othe
are conceived as basically incomr
generating or profit-making enterprises.

Medium or long term response to addrg¢
problems of seed quality (of loc
materials) or, access or availability

new varieties.

7. Provision or
development of better
varieties through small
packets, participatory
varietal selection, or
participatory plant
breeding

Important where farmers need access
new genetic material.

Medium or long term response to addr¢
problems of seed quality (geneti
varietal attributes).

2SS
c/

11
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Important within the emergency seed assistancd feelthat for many years, Direct
Seed Distribution (DSD — also known as “Seeds amolsT) has dominated seed aid
response. Use of a DSD approach would imply tHatlaof seed (non-availability) is
the problem encountered on the ground. In practiX®D approaches also often
involve promotion of Modern Varieties as their gahelement. Such a seed security
response implies that ‘problems of seed qualitwehaeen identified. In brief, the
main seed security response option, used worldwade, as we shall see, also in
Ethiopia, assumes that seed availability and segditg are the key constraints in
acute stress contexts.

Voucher and cash approaches, linked to seed-retetgidtance, have been promoted
mostly within the last five years (with the seedusioer approach having been first
used in Kenya in 2000, and moving to Ethiopia diaditereafter). Both these forms
of assistance tend to be based on the assumptarséedis available in a given
context, and that farmers simply need enhanced srieapuy it.  So, in theory, use of
these latter approaches would imply that the aplementers have diagnosed the seed
security problem as being one of access one.

One can continue down the Table 5 item by item simattly realize that, in theory,
each approach currently in use carries with it (fetlistinct assumptions of what
specific seed security problem might be encountéredilability, access, seed/varietal
quality) and whether this problem is a short (apor long-term one. In practice, we
will see that these approaches are almost alwag® insabsence of any real diagnosis
of the seed security problem and are chosen f@orsadelinked from on-the ground
analysis. For example, one implementer might asv@yor DSD (and know only
how to conduct this); and another implementer mightays prefer cash (as this
coincides with his/her institutional philosophy)This indiscriminate use of seed-
related responses is making the seed aid field nesh effective than it can be:
problems are not being solved, and unintendedtsffeach as dependencies, are being
promoted.

The main message of these background tools is tdo-f First, effective seed aid
response has to be linked to an understanding eaf security issues. Second seed
security issues cannot be directly inferred fronodfosecurity frameworks and
assessments.

It is within this context of a potentially broadmber of supply-side options, and with

the recognition that each could potentially respaada well-defined set of seed
security constraints, that we turn to specificesof seed aid in Ethiopia.

12
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[Il:  THE HISTORY OF SEED AID IN ETHIOPIA

Overview

Seed aid in Ethiopia has been delivered at leasesi974, that is, from the time when
the Relief and Rehabilitation Commission (RRC) wast established (Shimeles
Adugna, pers. comm., 2006). Seed aid also seemavi® been near continuous since
1982. As suggested by one World Food Program septative, from the mid-1980’s
onward, food insecurity in Ethiopia has been asslymih “five to six million people
chronically food insecure ....no matter what happe(&haver, 2004). With food
insecurity, the need for seed has been routinsly laéen taken as a given.

Table 6 gives a long-term snapshot of seed aid/elgii taking examples from the

centralized records (found in Addis Ababa) whiclesant country-wide overviews.

Remarkable is the large range of crops deliveradseed aid, (for example, chickpea,
lentil, horsebeans, sorghum, teff, barley, peasictiabeans) suggesting that crop
choice is somewhat tailored to agro-ecological zoBarly records also show seed for
aid variously being sourced from local marketsyvate traders, the Agricultural

Marketing Corporation (AMC), as well as from thehiepian Seed Corporation (now
Ethiopian Seed Enterprise - ESE). Unlike in mathep Africa countries, seed aid in
Ethiopia is not uniquely tied to the Ethiopian segwlustry, although some

implementers do often prefer to promote modernetias and commercial seed via aid
relief (for example, the Food and Agriculture Orgation of the United Nations -

FAO). The aid situation in Ethiopia, where theseai partial de-linking of aid away

from the seed industry, means that there is patetttisource a diversity of crops to
meet regional needs, and also to seek out localptad varieties of these crops.
Hence seed aid in Ethiopia includes farmer vasgetieodern varieties released within
Ethiopia, as well as occasional cases of modenetyamportation, for such crops as
vegetable seed, Irish Potato and hybrid maize §&eChapter V, on implementation
programs.)

The formal sector, ESE, does provide some stoaksn@rgency use. For example, in
for the period July 2003 to July 2004, “Relief SagvOrganizations” purchased
26,107.26 quintals of ESE’s total 208,670 quintdlproduction, or 12.5% of its total
seed stocks (Ali Adam, pers. comm., 2004). Howel&E professionals suggest that
even within the last five years, as Ethiopian popcashes for agricultural
intensification, the volume of such formal seed@epurchases for seed aid has been
declining (ESE, communication Sept 14, 2005). t8yivn accounts, ESE does not
maintain stocks of the drought-tolerant, short-eya@rieties that are often sought by
NGOs working particularly in emergency operatiamsliought-prone zones. Further,
both ESE and select NGOs report that donors aes offuctant to distribute varieties
that demand inputs as part of emergency respondanaome cases, donors prohibit
the distribution of specialized crops such as liybraize, altogether. As ESE tends to
specialize in wheat and maize, and promotes vasigtiimarily for the better potential
regions, its role as a seed supplier for acutssimesas inherently remains limited.

13



Table 6 Seed Aid in Ethiopia: Summary 1974 to pisent

History of Seed Aid

Year Type of Assistance Region Crop Total Amount Organization Source of Information
(most reports available in UN-EUE library, Addis
Ababa)

1974 DSD (with Oxen) Tigray and Wollo | not specified n/a Tiers Fund Shimeles Adugna, first head of the Relief and
Rehabilitation Commission- First year RRC was
established,- seed aid given

1983-1984 DSD (maybe with Wollo and parts of| not specified “agricultural FAO/WFP special task forcg ~ Special Task force DaentmFAO/WFP

fertilizer inputs) south and inputs for 50,000 “Exceptional International Assistance Required a@od-
southwest [farmers]” Supplies, Agriculture and Animal Husbandry for &&n
Countries in 1983/4. Situation Report No. 2"
(This is a request:
not clear if it was
implemented)
seed and tools countrywide crop not report: The Ethiopian Drought/Famine Fiscal YeE985
specified—but in 1986 some and 1986
‘seed swap’ whereby swap relief food | 33,000 MT of RRC distributed food
1985-86 17765 MT of US for local grain, to | seed given to By the staff of the USAID Office Americin Embassy,

wheat sold to AMC to
purchase local seeds

available in country

‘food for seed’
programs

Agricultural packages

be then used as
seed

Some seed
bought from
AMC (teff)

and Ethiopian
Seed Corporation
(which provided
wheat and maize

CARE- dist.
maize and
sorghum seed in
Hararghe-

haricot and
chickpeas
sourced from
private traders

Sorghum from

local markets

drought victims
among with 1.3
million hand tools
and 19,000 draft
oxen

Seed given could
cover 10-15%
national
requirement,

More than $US
43 million spent
in Agricultural
Recovery

US and CRDA NGOs-
(Christian Relief and
Development Organization)

also operating were :
Ethiopian Red Cross (ERCS
League of Red Cross and
Red Crescent Societies
(LICROSS)

International Committee of
the Red Cross (ICRC)

World Vision International

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. Mimeo 94 pages
USAID written report, , but with broad country eview

US statistics plus , individual NGO statistics

report: Provisional Summary of Emergency Contritsi
Received in 1986. Ethiopia (Un-EUE document 183p.

Donors for Agricultural Inputs:

USAID, AEA Canada, Band Aid, UK, France, CRDA,
EEC, IFAD, Ireland, CRS, Oxfam UK, Sweden, China,
CIDA, Menschen,
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Year Type of Assistance Region Crop Total Amount Organization Source of Information
included:. Ministry of Agriculture/ UN Office for Emergency
maize Operations in Ethiopia: Seed Coordination Meetings
1986 DSD Wollo sorghum RRC 1986: comments
teff
also: barley CRDA Knowledge of ‘suitable seed to specific areas khba
Hararghe, Tigray, | wheat gathered at central place (ESC/MOA)’
Eritrea haricot bean Oxfam
chickpea Assessment of how much seed should be done through
lentil SCF RRC early warning figures
sesame
Horse beans but, type of seed- should be advised through MO
some seed from ESC (wheat) there should be trials and multiplication of drbtig
some food-for-seed swaps resistant varieties
some purchase on market
Scheduled a field evaluation 1986: several cafes o
(as above, 33,000 MT seed) unsuitable varieties and many cases of seed being
distributed late.
1985-89 Seed and Tools CRDA report: “5-year review of CRDA General rehab progra
country wide 1985-1989 (year 1990)"
(CRDA 1985 99,655 tools and 6,000 MT seed (crop not spabifie
reports) CRDA assisting with Logistics as MOA “do not have
198616,700 metric tons of seed, 437514 tools inflEthiopia's 14 | the capacity to purchase, transport and co-ordihate
(also data adminisitrative regions- esp. Wollo distribution of agricultural inputs in a timely maer”
1990, 1991
appended) 1987 67,531 quintals of seed distributed to 28 impletimg agencies in| 1988- some evaluation of seed aid given:

12 of Ethiopia’s 14 administrative regions

In order of importance, seed given of: wheatclkghéa, sorghum and
teff then maize, barley, peas, haricot beans,|¢eatid horse beans plus|
169,690 hand tools

1988130,134 quintals seed (9085 during the Belg )X 049
quintals of 17 varieties of seed during the Mepérs 339,131 pieces.
of 10 different types of tools—to drought-affecfadmers in 11
administrative regions

1989 33,438 quintals of 15 types of seed and5Ba2pieces of 12
different tools. distributed in all administrativegions but Tigray

1990 18,028 quintals of seed
96,055 pieces of tools

1991 12,813.50 quintals of seed

gave 15 kg per beneficiary — met 63% of needs,
CRDA coordinates the General Rehabilitation

Programme (GRP): includes 29 member churches and
agencies

Expernditure: Agricultural Rehbilitation: CRDA

Year Million Birr

1985 5,965,710
1986 17,193,560
1987 8,487,947
1988 15,504,648
1989 4,669,916
Total 51,821,781
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Year Region Type of Crop/ Total Amount Organization Source of Information
Assistance
1987 “Peasant Sector” DSD “Peasant Sector”: tons FAO Crop Assessment Mission Report Ethiopia (Nov-
Dec 1988). Rome Dec 1988. 18pp + Annexes
Shewa (developmental Teff 2.2
Sidamo aid?) Maize 40.1 Seed Sourced from Agricultural Inputs Supply Co.
Welo Sorghum 0.7 (ALSCO)
Gamo Gofa Wheat 75.5
Hererge Peas 0.2 Crops focused on Maize and Wheat. This is likely
Keffa Haricot bean 0.2. developmental aid.
lllubabor Chickpea 2.2
Wellega
Total 1211
“Settlements” “Settlements”: Tons
Maize 125
Sorghum 3.8
Wheat 17.6
Peas 1.4
Haricot bean 0.5
Total 35.8
1988 “Peasant Sector” DSD “Peasant Sector”: tons FAO Crop Assessment Mission Report Ethiopia (Nov-
Dec 1988). Rome Dec 1988. 18pp + Annexes
Shewa (developmental Maize 8.8
Sidamo aid?) Sorghum 0.1 Seed Sourced from Agricultural Inputs Supply Co.
Welo Wheat 30.4 (ALSCO)
Gamo Gofa
Hererge Total 39.3
Keffa Crops focused on Maize and Wheat. This is likely
lllubabor “Settlements”: Tons developmental aid.
Wellega
Maize 3.6
Sorghum 2.4
Haricot bean 0.9
“Settlements” Soyabean 0.3
Total 7.2
United Nations 1993 Consolidated Inter-Agency Appea
1992 DSD 5,870 MT FAO-OSRO Ethiopia
response to FAO’s 1992 Emergency|
(especially in Tigray Appeal January 1993: Special Emergency Programme for the
and Wollo) Horn of Africa (SEPHA)
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Year Type of Assistance | Region Crop Total Amount Organization Source of Information

1993 DSD for: Imported $19,341,000 funds United Nations 1993 Consolidated Inter-Agency Aglpe
Tigray, MNetekel | seeds: requested by FAO Ethiopia
“provision of seeds” Wello, Arsi, emphasis on
Hararghe hybrid maize | January-June 1993 January 1993: Special Emergency Programme for the
North Shewa, and sorghum Horn of Africa (SEPHA)
Sidamo, Wellega, | to be supplied
lllubabor, Keffa, | by state farms This was an appeal-- it is not clear how much was
Assosa, Gambella eventually supplied

Also : import
request for
high-quality
vegetable
seeds, and high
yielding Irish
Potato
varieties

Local
purchases
barley, teff,
pulses and
oilseeds- from
other regions:
Gojjam,
Sidamo and
Wollega

1993/4 DSD “drought-affected | (not clear 26,000 MT of ‘Seed’ | MOA, although FAO- Project Proposal for the establishment of natisead
areas” which crops) (quotations in doc) OSRO contributed 6,050 reserve

but included: MT or 23%
the distribution
of improved
varieties that
are no longer
resistant or
prevalent
diseases (e.g.
Enkoy and
Dashen Wheat
varieties)

and grain of
local landraces
used as ‘seed’
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Year Type of Assistance Region Crop Total Amount Organization Source of Informatio
countrywide emergency Relief and Rehabilitation The Relief and Rehabilitation Commission: 16 Dec
1995 (with only root REQUEST Commission 1994: Relief and Rehabilitation requirement Assise
crops given in for 1995
regions 2 and 5) 13,127 MT seeds and
40, 978 MT of
fertilizer

includes also training
on root crops
propagation and
production

Also, for West
Hararghe, for those
displaced by ethnic
conflict, who are
returning: 165.5 MT
seed and 2814 sets of

hand tools
CARE- Chiro East Shewa: East Short-cycle maize, sorghum and haricot CARE Final crop assessment : 1995 East ShewaaBd3Vest
and West Haraghe¢ bean—on loan basis. Hararghe
DSD
1995 CARE Ethiopia’s Food Information Systems
Main season
MOA: 5.4 MTt short-maturing seeds
(not specificed ).5 mt of pesticide
(sevin) on loan basis
DSD Miesso

CARE: 7.5 MT maize, 17.8 MT
sorghum

3 MT haricot bean improved seeds
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Year Type of Region Crop Total Amount Organization Source of Information
Assistance
for: report: Food and Agriculture Organization of theited
2001 Seed and Tools For Amhara: amount requested: | FAO Nations: November 2000. Special Relief Operations
Amhara wheat Service: TCOR
Tigray barley $US 4,217,000.
Oromiya Irish Potato Ethiopia January-Dec 2001. “Agricultural and Liteek
SNNPR vegetable seed Relief and Rehabilitation Requirements for the [yfuy
Afar affected Populations of Ethiopia
Somali
For Tigray:
wheat
barley see also: report (anon): Non-food Aid Humanitrian
Irish Potato Requriements for 2001. (UN-EUE document 162-180).
vegetable seed
For Oromiya:
maize, barely,

haricot beans,
vegetable seed,
sweet potato

cuttings
UN Strategy Paper, Ethiopia November 2002
2002 DSD countrywide sweet potatoes | $2,349,888 GoE
assessment of seed and vegetable (requested) + FAO
need-- seeds
(via UN Office for the
Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs)
2003-4 Emergency seed $ US 6,117,490
appeal
2004-5 Emergency seed $ US 9,149,565
appeal
2006 Emergency seed $ US 4,866,466
appeal:
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Numeric Trends in Seed Aid

It is difficult to calculate the magnitude of emengy seed aid in Ethiopia and assess if
absolute volumes are increasing or decreasing. t\lgheertain is that seed aid has
been near- constantly delivered for 34 years drat,the number of implementers has
augmented particularly within the last five yeaes both agricultural and non-
agricultural NGOs regularly implement aid, in adzhtto the GoE’s own emergency
seed programs. The difficulty in making absolutedsealculations is three fold.

Fragmented delivery documentation

First, documentation is relatively scarce. Thedilp of the United Nations Emergency
Unit in Ethiopia (UN-EUE) contains some important early accounts of seed aid
delivery as do the headquarters and regional affice NGO implementers. The
CRDA, for instance, had particularly thorough nelso Government records, whether
from Federal or from Regional offices (e.g. Minysbf Agriculture, zonal Bureau of
Agricultural Development), tend to be fragmentedld anostly are available only for
the last five years. Seed aid records are retaomdyg for short periods. Finally,
different implementers do not always coordinateimfation sharing. Government
and NGO records are not always amalgamated, eviae isame decentralized zone.

Under reporting of seed-specific aid

Seed delivery is often lumped together in ‘genaellef supplies’ or with the
heterogeneous group labeled Non-Food Items (NBlst@xen, fertilizers, pesticides,
etc): hence it is not itemized specifically. Seealy also be given as an adjunct to food
aid shipments, and not be reported separately.

Failure to distinguish emergency from non-emergency seed aid

The most important reason for not being able ttatsoemergency seed aid trends is a
conceptual one, and has important implications $baping practical seed aid
interventions. Emergency seed aid delivery is Ihust distinguished from two
other types of seed-related aid: seed assistavem gor chronic stress areas (now
included as part of the Ethiopian safety net promgeand seed assistance given within
a larger cadre of developmental assistance. $histussed directly below.

What is certain is that the money involved in sa&toperations is impressive. For
the three-year period 2003-2005, government emeygappeals requested an average
of $US 8,078,791 per year, with $4,866,466 beirguested in 2006, a period after
good harvesfs(Lautze, 2006). These government appeals aredifitian to the
substantial funds directly accessed by NGAsconservative calculation (including
Government and NGO seed aid deliveries) would stgggdeast $US 15,000,000 per
year over the last 34 yearmcluding in such extreme drought-affected yeer<4986,
when at least $43,000,000 in agricultural recov@npstly seed) was distributed in
rural areas. With a total cross-year figure of $US 510,000,060emergency seed
(about ETB 4,650,000,000 Birr), one would expecseée marked changes in rural
agricultural productivity, due to seed aid emerggassistance

% Seed was being requested for select flood/corffected regions (Amare Mengistu, pers. comm.,
2007)
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Broad Types of Seed Aid Given

Three broad categories of seed aid are given ilofth Seed is given for emergency
response, for developmental reasons, and oftercasiponent of poverty or chronic —
stress alleviation programs. While this reportidguishes them conceptually, these
three broad types are mixed together during peraddsplementation, lacking clear

definition of goals, strategy or priority contenfTable 7 loosely summarizes what
might be found within each type of seed aid catggolComments on each are
presented below.

Table 7 Broad types of seed-related assistance givin Ethiopia

Emergency Seed Aid

e Direct Seed Distribution (DSD)

¢ Revolving Seed Funds

e Seed Vouchers (SV, also sometimes called ‘coupons’

e Seed and Fairs (SV+F, also sometimes linkedvelihood Fairs)
e Seed Swaps (grain for seed, which is then rediged)

e Cash for Seed (in relief context)

Development Seed Programs

e Agricultural packages: seed and fertilizer (fepayment)
e Modern varieties alone (for free or repayment)

Special Seed Assistance for Chronically-Stressed
(within safety net other poverty alleviation programs)

e Seed given in food security-related programs
e Seed given in HIV/AIDS victim support programsstiead of food aid)

Emergency seed aid

Emergency seed aid in Ethiopia embraces a variedf sgproaches (Table 7). There
is no evidence that the use of these approachésksd to specific seed security
problemsper se Rather, choice of use each approach seemsrwbeclosely linked
to the a) institutional philosophy of the implemeamt) donor guidance or stipulations
and; ) capacity to implement any one type of raspdsee chapter ¥/)

Developmental Seed Aid

The content of developmental seed aid in Ethiopgs Ibeen well documented
elsewhere (Howarét al, 2003, and see Chapter IV). The government hag been
promoting modern varieties, and use of certifieddseften along with fertilizer and

3 Chapter IV of this report,Ithplementation on the ground: The supply sideginti from GO/NGO
seed aid giverssummarizes perceived strengths and weaknesseschfseed aid option.
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pesticide complements. Such ‘package programs’ haee designed for the better-off
contexts but are also often been implemented in $iligess regions.

An unusual finding from an emergency seed aid patsge is the degree to which
developmental needs shape the content of whagisested in emergency programs.
Within the course of fieldwork, there was subst@rgvidence that local-level officials
are using emergency requests as the prime velucleelping farming constituencies
get access to modern (or research-derived) vagidé@dapter V). Because formal
extension and the formal seed sector do not sbevenaarginal areas on a routine basis,
‘emergencies’ prove the stop-gap measure througlthwpoor or geographically
distant populations get access to public reseamttos development products.
Certainly, there should more cost-effective anddted ways of distributing modern
varieties than blanket seed aid distributions dutimes of high stress.

Seed Aid as component of chronic stress-poverty alleviation programs
(including safety net programs)

Finally, the least defined of the broad types @&dsaid is that associated with poverty
alleviation programs. Seed is a common compomesaiety net programs, in general
food-security-related programs, and even in thaso@ated with HIV/AIDS victim
support. Yet, despite that these programs aren déieused on the most vulnerable
populations, and often in regions of marginal pathty, the seed aid strategy is
neither explicit, nor tailored, nor consistent (eell documented), as how best to
reach some of the ‘hardest to support.’

In brief, after multiple interviews with implememngeat many levels, it appears that the
seed aid strategy for chronic stress contexts isttyormuch a ‘black box'.
Implementers can recite well the food package wea| but when it comes to seed,
the delivery content changes by site and is radigulated. In fact, in multiple cases,
officials were unclear if seed aid was or was nov@ponent of the safety net program
implementation in their own sites.

This vague thinking associated with a vital segulir(which has effects for seasons to
come) is odd, given the extent of implementatigncompelling analysis of a recent

GoE emergency seed appeal shows that about ¥.eofvtihedas requesting seed
assistance are indeed those targeted for safetgtaerentions (143 out of the total of

203 woredas seeking assistance; Table 8) (LautX@6)2 Hence it is much more

common for seed aid to be given within safety retes than within non safety net

zones. Further, of the 203 woredas seeking emeygad assistance in 2006, only 29
(14%) did not seek assistance in 2003, 2004, ob ZDAutze, 2006). The problems

being faced are clearly chronic ones-- and the segdassistance strategy adopted
should be tailored to the specific needs of thi®git stress context.
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Table 8 2006 Emergency seed appeal, by Safety idatl Non-Safety Net Woredas

Woredas nee(?cing seed assistanc;a Total Safety Net
. Safety Net Non Safety Woredas
Region Total (PSNP) Net Svsl;ertg d'::t requesting
Woredas  Woredas seeds (%)
Tigray 28 24 4 30 80%
Gambella 6 n/a* 6 n/a n/a
Oromiya 53 43 10 51 84%
Amhara 56 52 4 53 98%
Dire Dawa 1 1 0 1 100%
Afar 3 n/a 3 n/a n/a
Somali 24 n/a 24 n/a n/a
SNNPR 24 23 1 57 40%
Benishangul
Gumuz 8 n/a 8 n/a n/a
Harari 0 0 0 1 0
Total 203 143 60 193 74%

Source, Lautze (2006) (*- Safety Net program musrating in some regions)

Seed Needs Assessment at the National Level:
The Inadequacy of ‘Harvest Declines’

In this last section, we move from the supply sflseed aid (what is delivered and
implemented) to looking at how the demand for ssddor the ‘needs’ is assessed.

This theme of needs assessment (also linked tgrideis’ of the seed security
concerns) is a key one, and will be addressedvaraksections of the report. Here,
we investigate the overview frameworks which aredusn making seed need
determinations. In Chapter V (GO/NO implementaasyl Chapter VI (seed/grain
traders), we examine the processes by which caiontaare more precisely made in
practice, tracing seed needs calculations froowitreda level up.

Seed Needs Assessments: general methods (or lack thereof)

Seed security assessments, worldwide, are rarelgngexplicit attention. Seed
security and food security are often conflated @ad ‘nearly the same one’ and seed
security assessments are invariably based, iniplioit explicitly, on food security
assessments. Thus, in practice, one of four giemeis routinely employed for
‘assessing’ seed security, none of which is swfily accurate or timely for assessing
seed security among vulnerable farming populations:

. No assessment is done at all—and seed need is @dsum

o Food security assessments are effected—and seddsressumed.

. A crop production fall (decline) is measured—aneldseeed is assumed.

. Lengthy surveys of farming and rural productionteyss are completed—and
the results are analyzed and written up—after eemgseed has been delivered

(Sperlinget al, 2004a)
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As mentioned previously, food security and seedisigcare linked, but also are quite
distinct. Households can have enough seed to suatabut little to cover their large
food needs. Conversely, households can have adefp@d, but lack access to the
seed they need to make their plots productive foS8d insecurity does not necessarily
equal seed insecurity, and vice-versa, seed inggdaes not necessarily translate into
food insecurity. Assessments which target in @ankidy indicator features of both are
required.

General assessments: based on food and crop sumggessment missions

Within Ethiopia, seed needs assessments are mustlyllinked to the MoA/FAO
Crop and Food Supply Assessment Missions (CFSAMXK@bede, Amare Mengistu,
pers. comm., 2007). These missions take placestyearly (monitoring each of the
two major seasons) and have been ongoing in Ethetgieast since 1994, Focusing on
crop production (yield assessments), the missionadby aim to project total grain
production estimates and assess grain market umigtj so as to calculate possible
emergency food requirements.

The methodology for the CFSAM has been formally lishlied (FAO, 1995) and is
under revision. It is not the purpose of this saiedreport to make a formal analysis
of the food assessment approach. Simply, hereeierate the major point: seed need
assessments within Ethiopia are extrapolated fraop production surveys, yield loss
assessments and ultimately food need assessmehis.is in spite of the fact the
CFSAMs do not focus on seed explicitly (H. Josseyaers. comm., 2007).

The limits of using ‘harvest loss’ as the prime skeeed assessment indicator.

The most common trigger for justifying the delivexfyseed aid, within Ethiopia and
beyond, is a broad observation that there has édearvest failure’. ‘Harvest failure’
or ‘production shortfall’; is invariably then bedéinked with the conclusion that ‘seed
is not available’ (and then that it needs to beught in from elsewhere). Many of the
seed need guidelines used in Ethiopia, state ftipabduction decreases 50%, seed aid
‘should be dispensed.” The issue is how to starimbve forward towards more
accurate assessments.

Drawing on basic agronomic knowledge, and refiningith in-the field reality, recent
research has closely examined seed needs as th&yteepossible harvests (Sperling
et al, 2006b). Findings show that the per cent of a mbimarvest required to meet the
sowing needs in the next season is the inverskeeofultiplication rate. Small seeded
crops generally have high multiplication rates #mgs only a very small proportion of
the harvest is needed as seed. For the dominaiitgnaia crops of dryland Africa --
millet and sorghum — typically less than three petof the harvest is needed for seed.

Examples, drawn from the field sites within thipad, illustrate the relation between
harvest and seed availability more specifically XBb), drawing on contexts of
drought-prone, flood- frost prone and ‘green farhmegions (more lush regions with
miniscule landholdings). The message from all éhtzbles is consistent: that a
production shortfall is not necessarily equal tseeed shortfallnot even in a bad year,
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and not even when multiple re-sowings may be needed many crops analyzed in
the Ethiopian contexts (for example, common beafafbean, maize, sorghum,
peanut, wheat, teff) harvests can drop as much(0a80%, and enough seed is
potentially on offer. We are cautious and addéptilly’ as the quality of seed in the
harvest has to be adequate and farmers have to the iposition to save sufficient
stocks till sowing time. This may be particuladyallenging in regions with just one
agricultural season per year.

The point is, as a tool, sowing needs/harvest iegl@ould provide a keen indicator as
to whether a potential seed security problem isrgmg or not. Such sowing
need/harvest calculations would also be easy &zetountrywide. Many woreda level
officials most likely could have such informatioasdy available, through first-hand
knowledge or via consultation with local agricudilirexperts, including Farmers’
Association leaders.

Box 1 Sowing needs in relation to harvests (why@oduction shortfall does not
necessarily equal a seed shortfall).

This box examines seed needs as they relate tibjmbksarvests. These calculations talke
only minutes to complete, with much of the baserimiation at the ready disposal pf
agronomists and farmers working in a given region.

Example A from North Shoa gives the basic framewo@ne has to have an idea of the
average areas sown to a crop per household andriumiv seed farmers use or the density
of seed sown. The return for these crops (i.etiphigation rate) will then give an estimate
of yields. Seed needed for sowing can then behmadtagainst yields (or harvests).

A. Crop/seed basics: North Shoa, Gera Keya

Crop Wheat Teff
Surface Area per household (ha) 0.25 0.50
Seeding rates (kg/ha) 160 35
Sowing needs (kg) 40 17.5
Multiplication rates 11.25 34.28
Harvest (kg) 450 600
% Harvest to meet sowing needs 8.9 29

Example B, from Wolaita, repeats the exercisejddtawn from actual survey data.

B. Crop/seed basics Wolaita (actual survey data

Crop Beans Maize
Surface Area per Household 0.24 0.28
Seeding rates (kg/ha) 50 30-35
Sowing needs (kg) 12 91
Multiplication rates 12 17
Harvest (kg) 144 550
% Harvest to meet sowing needs 8.3 5.9
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Example C, from Tigray expands the range of crops.

C. Crop/seed basics Tigray

Crop Teff Chickpea
Surface Area per Household 0.6 0.25
Seeding rates (kg/ha) 30 100
Sowing needs (kg) 18 25
Multiplication rates 44 14
Harvest (kg) 792 352
% Harvest to meet sowing needs 2.3 71

Example D moves to even greater precision (andaiwml from intensive PhD work). It
factors in actual farmer sowing rates for sorghtakigg account that they may have to
resow) and contrasts yields for a ‘good’ versukaal’ year.

D. Crops/Seed Basics, sorghum - West Hararghe KB field data)

c Chiro Miesso
5 (highland) (lowland)

Surface Area per Household (ha) 0.5 0.75
Sowing needs (kg— for area) 7-8 11-12
Harvest/yield — good year (kg) 1250 1600
% Harvest to meet sowing needs: good year 0.7 0.75
Harvestlyield — bad year (kg) 400 260
% Harvest to meet sowing needs: bad year 2.0 4.6

In all the above, less that 10% of a harvest islegdor a farmer to have enough seed. So
harvests can ‘fail—but seed may still be available

Moving towards seed system security assessment methods

Current seed security calculations within Ethiofbaus on tallying up seed needs.
The emergency formats used encourages a supplrdapproach, which assumes,
by format design, that seed is not available aadittwill need to be purchased and be
brought into a region (see Table 9, for recent 2@¥4sion of emergency assessment
formats). This seemingly reductionist approach nsspite of several recent and
important conceptual advances in Ethiopia.

Emergency scenario construction

As of 2004-2005 government “scenarios for projegtemergency seed seeds” are
aiming to divide between ‘best’, ‘mid’ and ‘worstase scenarios (Table 10). Thisis a
laudable step forward. At this initial stage, sal€omments are suggested, to move
towards greater realism and usability. The vergdanumber of indicators used makes
it difficult to get the ‘whole picture’ of a seeceaurity situation. Some of the

indicators listed are not directly seed securitgtesl at all, for instance, “prevalence of
human diseases”, “man-made disaster”, or “livestsitkation.” Third, the degree of
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differentiation within indicators for each scenadoesn’t always link to the purported
differences with the broad scenarios: e.g. suppipmut credit may or may not alter a
best-, mid-, or worst-case scenario. Seed secapgcialists working closely with
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MoA&R experts could likely refine
this currently somewhat crude instrument rathdcieffitly. It needs to become a more
useful ‘thinking’ instrument particularly for natial decision-makers, and a more
convincing communication tool geared towards pdssibnors.

MoA/EAOQO field missions

Another notable and parallel development withini&tfa is related to the demand for
more specific seed security assessments as thag telcomprehensive on-the-ground
missions. As of September 2005, after an Agricalturask Force Meeting, both
MoARD and The FAO recognized that separate compahe seed security
assessments were required (Amare Mengistu, paramco2007). An initial checklist
was drawn up to look at seed systems and seeditgecusome detail within the
consultancy terms of reference for broad field mrsgsee Box 2). Unfortunately, the
Terms of Reference (TOR) cannot be implemented rutheecurrent quite short rural
missions format, for several reasons. Practitidestimony suggests these missions
tend, by necessity, to be often car based (progarop yields from beyond the
vehicle windows) Methods for assessing each cdehibrusts have yet to be outlined
and standardized in full; and third, capacity &ssessing this novel seed security
thrust has not yet been built within Ethiopia. nftrtunately also, we see that even
with a more enlightened seed security checklisg ultimate goal of the seed security
assessment process seems again, at this early staigeeived towards the calculating
of seed tallies, that is, the end goal is the arhafirseed needed to be bought and
distributed (see Box 2, areas in bold).
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Table 9 Emergency seed requirement assessment fain

Region Zone Woreda Season year
Seed Variety Amount | Unit price | Total Loading/unloading Amount | Total Total area| Sowing Deadline | *Source
Type (QY) (Birr/Qt) | price & transportation | of seeds | beneficiary| to be date for arrival | of seeds
(Birr) cost (Birr) per HH HHs covered | (dd/mmlyy) | (dd/mm/yr
(kg) 9ha)

* |If the source is local put “local” but if th@grce is not local put the name of the source place
What are the main reasons for applying for emergeereds assistance

1.
2.
3

(source: Anonymous, 2006)
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Table 10 Formulation of scenario for project of emergency seed needs

Indicators Best scenario Mid-Scenario Worst scenao
On-set of Meher Normal Mixed Late to very late
Distribution of Meher season Satisfactory Belowmal Poor and cause moisture stress
Cessation of Meher rain The rain stops at normag ti Early withdrawal Very early termination from nal time
Outbreaks of crop pest/diseases Only regular pestsil Unusual occurrence for short time  Sevetbreaks and persists for long time
Flood/hail/water logging None Some areas Wide areas
Man-made disaster None None May be some
Market price of farm products Show improvementsrdast year| Unchanged from last year Prices fall fanmers lose purchasing
power
Status of seed quality No major problem Delay irvhat affected seed Due to forced maturity huge problem
quality occurs. shriveled and rotten seeds due to
use of grain
On-set, cessation, performance or rain Normal Below normal failure
during Belg 2005
Supply of inputs credit for Belg 2005 No shortfall Some shortfall in remote areas Huge shortage ierakBelg areas due tg
price and supply limitation
Meher effects on Belg 2005 No significant adveiféects Little efforts occur Substantial adverse effects
prevail
Livestock situation Normal Some More
Prevalence of human diseases None Insignificant etisease outbreaks in lowland areas
and resettlement areas
Per capita crop production and local food | As usual Below average Unsatisfactory
supply
Forced seed consumption In very highly vulnerabbas Severe in Meher dependent highlgevere in both Meher and Belg areas
vulnerable areas including vulnerable areas
Seed availability of preferred varieties Availabiebetter rainfall areas Limited availability Onftyixed or bulked grains available
Seed stocking Fair Inadequate Absent
Crop production prospects for Meher 2004 Normatlose to normal Below normal Much below normal
Crop production prospects for Belg 2005 Normalltse to long term Below Average Close to total failure
average
Prospects for emergency seed needs Minimum regeimenplus some Minimum requirements plus Minimum requirements plus huge
extra needs substantial unpredictable needs | additional unpredictable needs

(source: National Disaster Management Agricultdi@dk Force, 2005)
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Box 2 Contingency Planning for Year 2005. Nationdisaster Management Agricultural
Task Force polding addedl

Section 2.3 Current projection of seed-insecugityations (excerpt)

v' Describe local system and how farmers normally meqeeds

v Identify how disasters affect the households acdlleeed systems

v Assess the farm/local coping strategies to comdsed ssecurity and
assess if there is any sign of losing these cogtiragegies including status
of off-farm activities incomes

v Assess if the seed shortage is absolute (lackaifadoility or total seed
shortage in area)

v Identify is the seed shortage is acute (cause@dmnt current disasters )
chronic (long terms and structural problems) or plax (combination of
both factors)

v’ Assess if the problem is lack of seed or needgdeciic crop variety

v' Inquire effects of disasters on seed quality

4

Estimate/project the emergency seed needs (typesoobps, variety, quantity,
estimates costs and time for seed supply).

So in brief, there have been important moves with@last two years for putting seed
security assessments on the national agenda,tasctifsom food security
assessments. Much of the progress, however, hagone beyond the stage of ‘need
identification’.

In terms of concrete steps for moving forward, sd&tieopian professional have quite
clear ideas. As affirmed cogently by one FAO ekpelping to lead the overall
agricultural emergency assessments:

e We need a comprehensive, simply handy seed seagggssment tool or method.

e The tool needs to be tested on the ground, notwithyexperienced seed security
specialists, but also with the lay practitionersowtill also use it.

e The tool will then need to be promoted-- and céapdo use it widely built
(Amare. Mengistu, pers. comm., 2007)

Certainly, given the fast-evolving state of seetlséy methods and assessment
procedures worldwide (CIAT/CRS, 2007), the methodalal pre-conditions for
moving forward in Ethiopia are already in placeidiirg tools embrace methods to

assess both acute and chronic stress contexty. af@@lso sensitive enough to
identify gradations in seed security.
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Early Warning System Indicators

Addendum, and from a more national perspectived seeurity indicators can, and
need to be built early warning system programstioNal data to predict seed security
(or seed insecurity) are, again, linked to butedtédht from, food security indicatoper
se. Sowing needs to harvest loss calculations couldesas one important signal.
Seed prices of key crops found on markets couldesas another (noting that seed
pricing spikes are different from food pricing sgsl (Table 11).

Table 11 Seed Security Framework; Possible Glob&8arly Warning Indicators

Parameter More Macro Seed Security Indicators

Seed Availability | Production shortfall versus Sé&sbd Calculations

Seed Access Prices of Seed/Grain key crops on marke

e For crops normally sold on markets

e Focus on key local varieties (per region)

¢ Distinguish between normal price spikes at sowimg) ‘anusual’

Quality (proxy? in global bases? qualitativeiafle/)

Other indicators, which can be used at regionalte{and via working with seed/grain
traders) include:

e volume changes in seed supplies

e changes in seed sourcing areas

e changes in scale of seed loans

These are discussed in Chapter VI.

Without strong seed security frameworks and indicatas national guides), seed aid

assistance in Ethiopian will likely remain supplyven rather than demand or
problem driven

Separate expertise within MOARD to lead seed sagudsues

Finally, there is a need to establish seed secaxipertise squarely with the MoARD
and linked closely with the DPPA. This expertigesl not necessarily refer to formal
seed sector specialists who may focus on commesmgls and varieties, and devote
their major efforts to certified seed. Seed ségwwxperts need to have the capacity to
conceptualize and strategize support all the sgstres which farmers use, informal
(local and traditional) as well as formal. In faot a country like Ethiopia, where
upwards of 95% of seed may be sourced form locskegys, the particular capacity to
understand how informal systems function, and hotegrated systems might be
catalyzed (which combine informal and formal stitasy would seem paramount.
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SUMMARY: THE HISTORY OF SEED AID IN ETHIOPIA

Long-Term Trends

Emergency Seed Aid has been implemented in Ethiopiat least 34 years and
has been near continuous since 1982.

Conservative estimates suggest $US 15,000,000gaer0f seed aid has been
delivered by governmental and non-governmentalrorgéions combined. Over a
34-year period, this translates to $US 510,000¢Ctbout ETB, 4,650,000,000
spent for emergency seed-related assistance.

Broad Types of Seed Aid

Three broad types of seed aid have been ideniifiege in Ethiopia: in response
to emergency or acute stress; for developmentaloresa and for chronic stress
contexts. These three are poorly distinguishedceotually, and often not
distinguished at all in terms of what is offered tte ground'.

More specifically:

o0 There seems to be little governmental strategyrel to addressing these
different seed assistance contexts;

0 Seed assistance strategies for the most vulnethblee in chronic stress areas,
appears to be the least well-conceived. This spitie the concrete data which
show that the lion’s share of recent ‘acute’ seed heas been delivered in
chronic stress (safety net) zones.

Frameworks for Seed Need or Seed Security Determinations

At the national level, determinations of need feed aid are not done directly.
Rather, they are extrapolated from food secumggessments, or ‘assumed’ from
food security assessments. Field analysis showas ftiod security and seed
security are linked, but not the same. Independ®miplementary assessments are
required.

The trigger used to signal a ‘need for seed aidhast often a ‘harvest failure’.
Concrete examples drawn from across Ethiopian caogsregions, show that even
a severe production shortfall does not necesdaaihslate to a seed shortfall.

While since 2005, there have been initial movesirfgal by the Agricultural Task
Force) toward more holistic seed security assestsntre proposed changes exist
mostly on paper, and in rough (not sufficientlyaede) indicator formats.

Without strong seed security frameworks and indica{as national guides) and
without strong leadership ensuring that seed scigigiven focus (as distinct
from food security and other Non-Food Items), se&Hassistance in Ethiopian

will likely remain supply-driven rather than demamd problem-driven
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MOVING FORWARD: RECOMMENDATIONS

General

National reflections on seed security strategy néedbe planned so as to
distinguish recommended seed system support: fergency, for chronic stress,
and for developmental contexts. Frameworks nedektsharpened so as to give
strategic guidance to on-the-ground implementation.

Recognizing the considerable overlap between amudlechronic stress contexts,
specific reflection should be given to programsalihink ‘relief to development’
(or developmental relief), starting in the emergephase and continuing through
recovery and beyond. This reflection should exple@hich approaches are already
known and proven, which ones need to be furtheéedes

Seed Security Perspectives need to drive natiogebkidn-making, and not more
simplistic (or reduced) calculation of seed neddese&a

Specific

Special seed security expertise (segstenexpertise) has to be made available
with the MOARD, starting at the national level .

Seed security assessment tools need to be betieedrfor Ethiopia, capacity
needs to be built, and incentives have to be pytiace to ensure they are used.
National level organizations (such as the AgriaatdTask Force) need to be prime
drivers behind this.

Precise seed security indicators need to builtéaidy warning system programs as
well as into on-the-ground assessment programs) Woreda up to national levels.
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I\V: THE PoLICY ENVIRONMENT SHAPING SEED AID

This chapter reviews how seed aid practices inodpthi are shaped by the policy
environment. In the case of seed aid, this padicyironment is complex, as seed aid
bridges emergency relief with longer-term developthand is implemented both by
government and NGOs. Therefore, relevant polidesie from different sectors

(disaster relief, agricultural development, seedusiry) and sources (donors, NGOs,
different levels of government).

There is no single set of ‘seed relief policiesit kather a range of policies, strategies,
and institutions that may influence seed reliedirtiker, some policies, while on paper
connected with seed aid, may little influence heedsaid is actually implemented. In
exploring the different areas of policy, this claptonsiders:

e How current policies affect the practice of seetl ai

e How policies may differ from different sources (e.gegional/federal,
NGO/GO)

e How the policy environment has (or has not) evolved

The policy environment could play an important rate enabling good seed aid
practice, leading to less vulnerable seed systerdsia the longer-run, a better base
for appropriate development efforts.

Sources of Information

For this analysis, the chapter draws upon polieiddressing different sectors and
themes. These include: agricultural developmemirgency relief; seed supply; and
regional harmonization. Besides policies from @@k, policies from donors, NGOs,
and Regional States have also been explored -uglththese were often less formally-
articulated. This work involved collection of pidiled laws and proclamations, and
secondary materials from major libraries and agencinterviews with key informants
were an important source of information. Theseghbwut current and former
officials from a range of agencies. In Addis Abatbés included the Federal MOARD,
the Ethiopian Seed Enterprise (ESE), the NatioealdIndustry Agency (NSIA, now
part of NAIA), and EIAR. Interviews with emergen@gencies involved officials
from the DPPA/RRC, the Agricultural Task Force, &80’s Emergency Unit, as
well as major NGOs that work across regions (CARRS, WVE). Other interviews
in Addis included donors, academics, and policgaesh NGOs (e.g. PANE).
Interviews at the regional level, particularly wBloARD officials responsible for food
security, and other practitioners of seed aid, weegpful in understanding how
policies affect implementation on the ground, adl a® regional variation in policies.
Annexl| lists all those contacted for interviews, anditlogtails. Finally, reviews and
analyses of various areas of policy offered usewarviews (e.g. Seboka and Deressa,
2000; Sahlu, n.d.; Mburatlet al, 2004; Bramekt al, 2004; Getachew, 2005; Mulatu,
n.d.).
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This analysis explores how policies influence sedd (or not), and so is more

interested in how a policy is actually used tharawihk said in policy texts. Different

organizations have their own particular perspestiaad capacities, which affect how
they interpret and use policy. Thus, this is aoracriented analysis, which considers
which organizations are influential in shapipglicy in action (Keeley and Scoones,

2003).

Policy Developments by Sector

This section summarizes important policy developmen different sectors that
potentially affect seed aid. The aim is to hightignajor trends, rather than give
comprehensive detail for all areas.

Emergency Relief

Ethiopia had a Food Shortage Committee since te ot the 1970s, and seed aid
activities started as early as 1974, in respond@darisis in northern Ethiopia. An
early warning system, and the Relief and RehabditaCommission (RRC) were soon
established (GoE, 1974, 1979). At that time, “ge@ommissioner of RRC was like
being a Super-Minister” (Shimeles Adugna, pers. mon2007), as the Commissioner
chaired an Advisory Council attended by Ministéns|uding Agriculture, Health, and
Water (Zeleke, 1988). Many believed at the timat it most a decade of aid was
needed to return Ethiopia to self-sufficiency inriagitural production (Shimeles
Adugna, pers. comm2007). Following a detailed review (Office of tiNational
Committee for Central Planning, 1988), the stratémyydisaster preparedness and
prevention was revised, seeking better integratidh development, recognizing that
“preparedness measures [are] platforms for devetowim(GoE, 1989: 9). This
strategy suggested 17 different areas to develoméoeasing preparedness, including
strategic seed reserves. Seed reserves werepptiposed as a national preparedness
strategy (e.g. RRC, 1995; NSIA, 1999). Howevegdseeserves have never been
implemented, possibly due to the challenge of ifgnyy appropriate crop varieties for
the seed reserve, or possibly because they aramaconomically viable option.
Policy updates in the 1990s recast the RRC as #ReM(GoE, 1993, 1995). More
recently, the DPPC has been placed under the HeédefRD, and restructured as an
Agency (DPPA) (GoE, 2004a).

The DPPA (and its precursors) issues appeals, exb @d comes under its umbrella.
However, it has no expertise on seed, and getteelinical advice from MoARD
(Mesfin Shiferaw, pers. comm., 2004). There hag Ibeen recognition that seed aid
needed to be treated distinctly from food aid;ifmtance, the donors’ Seed Meetings
in 1986 highlighted the importance of addressingdftia’s incredible agro-ecological
diversity. Seed agencies (e.g. NSIA) organizedmrergency Seed Committee in the
late 1990s, but links with the DPPA remained weak the last few years, the
emergency agencies have organized National Disd&eagement Task Forces for
‘Non Food Items’, with seed aid advice coming untlex Agricultural Task Force
(ATF). The ATF is chaired by a MoARD official, amglnow the DPPA’s main link to
the Ministry, and its source of technical adviceseed appeals. Though the ATF has
existed at least since 2001, it was not very adiafere 2005, and mostly met onaoh
hocbasis (Lautzest al, 2005). One concern is that the ATF may actuatpken the
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rather diffuse links between the DPPA and the MoARDBarding seed aid, as it gives
emergency officials an excuse for not engaging \aitly details of seed aid. The
DPPA devolves all technical, seed-related materthé ATF, while the latter leaves
emergency issues to the DPPA. This separatiomles mrisks a situation where no
organization is fully responsible for seed aid dexis. The DPPA needs more fully to
engage with issues around seed security, and mgiysiump seed in with the rest of
what it calls ‘Non Food Items’ (NFI).

A second issue arising from emergency relief poiscghronic stress. The recognition
that repeated ‘emergencies’ often reflected chratiess, that farmers’ assets were
declining despite regular aid, and that donors wgrestioning emergency appeals
(sometimes pledging only 60% of requests; Brharea,j pers. comm2007) spurred

a fundamental change in non-relief strategy. Thediktive Safety Net Program
(PSNP) started in 2004, designating roughly 200edas as chronically food-insecure,
and transferring food or cash to vulnerable houllshim these woredas in exchange
for labor to build community assets (e.g. road$he assumption is that guaranteed
annual transfers help prevent asset depletion (De2002; Devereux, 2001), enabling
at least some households to invest their assetseaadtually ‘graduate’ to self-
sufficiency (GoE, 2004b). This PSNP is one of Bwmod Security components in
Ethiopia’s current poverty reduction strategy (#kn for Accelerated Sustainable
Development to End Poverty, or PASDEP). The PSiyRats a significant change in
thinking and practice around aid, distinguishinguitacemergencies from chronic
poverty. The PSNP is significant not only for stsale (its annual budget is roughly 2
billion Birr), but also because it establishes mgple that chronic stress needs to be
treated differently from acute stress, and bringscerns with aid dependency into the
heart of emergency policy. The PSNP’s relationséed aid is a complex (still
vaguely-defined) one: chronically-stressed PSNP edas receive both
‘developmental’ as well as emergency seed aid gbamingly little geared to chronic
stressper sg. This is discussed further below in the sectmm Agricultural
Development.

Seed Policy

The ESE was founded in 1979, obtaining legal statd®982. Like most seed supply
institutions of the time, the ESE did not develdmrsg links to farmers, but rather
focused its supply on a few large users (Table 12til the Dergue’sfall in 1991,
nearly half of all MV seed produced went to Statgnfis, with the MoA and the
Agricultural Input Supply Corporation (AISCO) eateiving another quarter, mostly
to supply resettlement schemes and Service Co-bmsa rather than individual
farmers. Directing scarce MV seed to a small nundfeinstitutions reflected the
Dergueregime’s promotion of mechanized State Farms, aabgnt collectivization,
which was at the core of its agricultural developinstrategy (Beletest al, 1991,
Cohen and Isaakson, 1988). Also, this State Faias left little MV seed for
distribution to individual smallholders in normatchnology-promotion activities.
Until ten years ago, extension was also limiteditenscope, so most smallholder
farmers did not have much exposure to different MVs

36



Policies Shaping Seed Aid

Table 12 ESE sales of all the seed it produced beaten 1979/80 and 1991/92, and
proportion of this production going to State Farms,MoA/AISCO, and NGOs

Total seed sales Sales to State Sales to MoA / Sales to NGOs
Year from ESE (t) Farms (%) AISCO (%)* (%)

1979/80 20928 90.8 6.1 3.1
1980/81 22366 75.1 15.5 9.5
1981/82 18812 85.3 3.6 11.0
1982/83 20254 80.3 12.2 7.5
1983/84 7775 58.9 22.2 18.9
1984/85 28856 18.6 57.1 24.3
1985/86 29375 18.1 25.0 56.8
1986/87 26406 27.7 44.5 27.8
1987/88 25058 26.6 18.6 54.8
1988/89 16386 43.4 21.9 34.7
1989/90 10664 49.0 16.6 34.4
1990/91 9885 54.2 32.7 13.1
1991/92 12070 10.3 24.0 65.7
Mean:

1979-1992 19142 46.8 24.7 28.6

Source: Agrawal and Wolde Mariam (1995): (*MoA indes resettlement programs, while AISCO
began trading in 1984 and mostly served Service@ratives rather than individual farmers).

NGOs are also important clients, purchasing ove¥ 28 all the seed the ESE
produced between 1979 and 1992. Much of this wagrmergency relief, especially
following the 1984-85 famine. NGO purchases peakelP86, with NGOs receiving
more than 16,000 tons of ESE seed (Figure 2).

Figure 2 Amount of MV seed sold by ESE to State Fans, AISCO/MoA, and NGOs
between 1979/80 and 1991/92. Sources as in Talfle 1
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Since the 1990s, much of the ESE’s output has tmmneeet (planned) input package
programs (NSIA, 1999), as has seed from the fatmased seed multiplication

schemes (Getachew Desta, 2001; Solomon Gebre-Med@01). Seed production

and supply have never been driven by farmers’ desdar seed, and marketing
remains very weak. The location of ESE producfemms and contract growers are
mostly in the higher elevations, reflecting the dwance of wheat and maize in MV
sales (Sahlu, n.d.). This means there is nearlgeeal multiplication capacity within

the formal sector for the lowlands (that is, argaserally characterized by significant
‘moisture stress’, or drought.)

The National Seed Industry Agency (NSIA, now NAlAstablished in 1992, gave
regulatory and policy oversight to the sector. Bezd Law (GoE, 2000) regulates
commercial seed sales, requiring vendors to meahg@e of conditions in order to sell
seed (e.g. obtaining a certificate, meeting physgaality standards, appropriate
labeling, etc.). The only mention of emergencydseethis Law is in Article 26,
which relaxes germination requirements (allowinggedsegerminating 10% below
established standards to be sold) in the evenndfiaute shortage in the country.”
This provision has been used by FAO, and NGOs sisclCISP (in Beneshangul),
buying from the ESE or other vendors (Getinet Ghayepers. comm.2006).
However, local seed/grain traders involved in S¥edichers and Fairs (SVF), for
instance, have generally not been required to moeetal seed standards, whether the
established or the relaxed standards. Currentypdievelopments foresee increasing
seed production and regulation at the regional llewath Seed Testing Labs
established in several regions. However, regieaall units rely on Federal authorities
for training, and are very thin on staff and resesr (Ayenew Arega, pers. comm
2006). Some regional labs do not function (Yonakl$ and Getachew Desta, pers.
comm, 2006). Along with decentralization, regional hanmzation is also an issue
with seed policy, addressing areas such as cetidit, testing standards, and release
procedures. However, some countries will needrémndtically change laws to reach
harmonization, and there is little movement rightvnin this area (Aberra Deressa,
pers. comm 2006).

This review raises a few points about seed policy:

e The system is largely supply-driven, reflecting astpemphasis on serving a few
large buyers. The formal seed market is the wedikdsin supply system, with no
detailed knowledge of demand (Sahlu, n.d.; Mulatd,).

e The focus of the formal seed sector on a limitedyeaof crops (largely wheat and
maize) and on varieties adapted to higher poteateds, puts in question the role
of the formal seed sector (and formal policy) feoth chronic stress and
emergency contexts. As of now, ‘seed policy’ ihiBpia, largely translates to
seed policy for the agriculturally more productaenes.

e Sales of the largest private sector seed compaoge€r Hi-Bred Ethiopia, remain
small (Raymakers, 2002), and the ESE is being plstee take a more
developmental and less commercial role (GoE, 20044 relative weakness of
the commercial seed industry in Ethiopia means tthexe is less pressure for seed

38



Policies Shaping Seed Aid

aid to promote it. (which might be an appropriegeponse, given the crop and
variety profiles on offer).

e There seems to be at least one notable exceptiothetoabove, in which a
commercially seed industry in Ethiopia gets itsvihg force from seed aid
customers: the escalation of the sweet potatongutise for delivery in stressed
regions of the SNNPR. The usefulness of this mmmgfor poor farmers has
received highly mixed feedback, partly due to tighly variable quality of sweet
potato cuttings delivered.

Agricultural Development Policies

PreDerguepolicies generally ignored smallholders (Getach2@5; Gilkes, 1975),
though success in integrated rural developmenept®jin the early 1970s such as the
Chilalo Agricultural Development Unit (CADU), andther local-scale extension
projects, helped convince policy-makers that snoédiérs had potential to increase
production (Cohen, 1975). This led to the Minimitackage Programs, and the
Peasant Agricultural Development and Extension Rrmg which promoted input
packages to smallholders in the 1970s-80s. Adticall research was also directed to
develop technology packages for delivery. Howetle, limited scope of extension,
and its poor links with research hampered impact fPeressa and Seboka, 1996).
Also, theDerguestill centred their food security strategy on Steéems and Service
Co-operatives, directing most seed and other infuthese sectors, while imposing
market controls on smallholders (Cohen and Isagks@88; Beleteet al, 1991). Thus
most smallholders had little access to MV seed]entie policy environment was a
dis-incentive to production. Most market contralere lifted soon before the
Dergue’sfall in 1991.

The current government’s food security policy isridgltural Development Led
Industrialization (ADLI), which focuses on increagi smallholder production.
Demonstrations by Sasakawa/Global 2000 in the rBD4& convinced policy-makers
that appropriate crop technologies already existadt, that promotion of these
technologies was the main priority (Keeley and ®e&sp 2000). The National
Extension Improvement Program (NEIP) was launchetPO5 and grew dramatically
to deliver input packages to several million farmby the end of the decade. Most of
the seed production from the ESE, as well as frarmér-based seed multiplication
schemes, is to meet this demand (Solomon Gebre4iWMea001). There has been a
great deal of comment on this program (see Howearal, 2003), much of it beyond
the scope of this report, but a few points arevasie here. Marginal areas have
historically been less served by research, andyatauh increases were less apparent
in chronically-stressed areas. Another issueas sbhme farmers appear to dislike the
inflexibility of the packages, since it limits tlhechoice. As one West Hararghe
BoARD official noted “Farmers get the MV seed onlith fertilizer — in a package —
and don't like the fertilizer because it doesn’t @well in this area. But that [fixed
package] is government policy.” (Wandalla perango, 2006). Thirdly, BOARD
staff must meet ambitious targets for the numberMd packages distributed,
suggesting that MV promotion sometimes reflectspbuguotas rather than farmers’
demands. This drive to promote MV seed has cleaflyenced seed aid in some
places (see Chapter VII).
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Recent policy development include a renewed interedarmer co-operatives for
improved supply and marketing of inputs (includseged), and greater recognition that
rural livelihoods do not solely depend on farmin@he 2002 update to the Food
Security Strategy (GoE, 2002) gives more attentiondrought-prone areas than
previously, and clearly distinguishes chronic frorare transitory stress. The strategy
makes a plea for the development of more drougistant crop technologies for
vulnerable areas. As mentioned above, emergeniey nelw uses the PSNP to address
chronic stress, and some of these beneficiariehdpe 10%; S. Ashley, pers. comm.
2006) also receive technology packages, including Bked. However, as the
MoARD'’s head of Food Security noted, the availdds have not changed to meet
chronic stress in the same way that food aid h&eed interventions could help
[chronic stress and safety nets] a lot, but we reeedange in input packages towards
stress,” (Brhane Gizaw, pers. comr006). Despite both the 2002 Food Security
Policy and the PSNP calling for more MV technolsgibat are relevant to chronic
stress areas, it appears that this remains ari@rdavelopment.

Policies of Practitioners, Donors and Regions

As introduced in the section “Broad types of Seédl Biven” in Chapter Ill, the actual
approach an organization takes for seed aid refldoe institutional philosophy,
donors’ preferences, and institutional capacityctual differences on the ground (in
the emergency situation, agro-ecological contegpear to play less of a role here.
There are clear differences in approaches amofgreiit NGOs, as well as between
most NGOs and the GoE. The influence of donsralso apparent in some cases,
particularly FAO in promoting DSD of new varietiegnd USAID/OFDA in
encouraging SVF. In Tigray, REST stated that ommod Entremonde, had
encouraged them to use cash for aid, while WVE& aiscash and SVF in Wolaita
“reflected donors’ interests” (Moise K. and Asfaw,Nbers. comm 2005). Donors
may also influence crop choice — for instance, USAlsists on OPV maize, though
the BOARD in Wolaita wanted to distribute hybridgh{ch they largely did).

There appears to be little formal regional-leveligyoon seed, though there is some
variation among regions. This is most apparenTigray, which forbids free seed
distributions. For instance, Tigrayan officialespically linked the use of revolving
funds to “a regional policy to reduce dependenakraake seed aid demand-driven for
farmers to develop a sense of ownership” (Neges$sd, 2006: 7). Tigray's recent
history, which helped forge strong links betweemmiars and local government, may
be one reason why its policy seems slightly diffiereThe relatively small number of
NGOs operating in Tigray, compared to, say, SNNBRIso an important difference.

Finally, dependency is a concern across NGOs, donamd government. The
requirement to repay loans in PSNP and NEIP prognaflects this concern. With
seed aid, dependency is theoretically addressdd reitolving funds, where farmers
repay seed received at the end of the season. pildpesed practice is seen with DSD
schemes (GoE or WVE) in Gera Keya, with WVE in Ham@ISP in Hararghe, and
with all actors in Tigray. However, some organizas, such as CARE, do not
generally require repayment.  While the concernhwdependency is very
understandable, in practice repayment rates hage bery low and in some regions
virtually non-existent. Implementers also hightigihoblems with logistics (collecting
and storing seed) and with the generally low quaift'seed returned’ (see chapter V).
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When seed aid is so frequently repeated, farmeysfe®h there are few consequences
for failing to repay seed. However, failure toagmovernment loans (e.g. for package
program) has had some serious consequences inicpractone OCHA official
recounted that extension forbade NGOs distribuftiag seeds to some farmers during
this 2003 crisis, as they had yet to repay thanofor input packages for the previous
(drought) season, and that this restriction mayhaade the crisis significantly worse
for these farmers (anon, pers. comad04).

SUMMARY: MAIN POLICY FINDINGS

e Few policies shape seed aid specifically (exceptlex regulations of seed quality
in situations of acute need).

e Policies for supporting seed security in acutesstend chronic stress contexts
remain inadequately differentiated. In contrdse, GoE’s strategy of seed
assistance for development is strongly expressaehtha number of package
programs, including NEIP and its successors.

e The single ‘national’ suggestion for preparednassirad seed security, strategic
seed reserves, has not been implemented. This enaythh good reason given the
diversity of crop and varieties which would be neddand the unproven economic
viability of the operations.

e In terms of general aid appeals and responsesg tlkea novel trend towards
addressing chronic stress differently from acuteergiencies. Safety Nets and
Resettlement are now the primary strategies forems$thg chronic vulnerability.
However, the seed security component within thesegrams is not well
articulated.

e Emergency seed aid in Ethiopia is not generally usgoromote the seed industry
(whose mandate is development as the commerciabrseemains limited).
Package programs presently absorb most of pubties seed production, which
is dominated by maize and wheat.

e The formal seed industry produces ‘other crops’nf{nmize/wheat) in small
guantities. Multiplication sites are concentraiadthe intermediate and higher
attitudes and there is little emphasis on lowlar@ps. This has implications for
seed aid, as most of emergency delivery takes tagdeught-prone areas.

e Food security policy is presently framed througthtelogy transfer via package
programs, which vigorously promote Modern Varipgckages. This promotion
affects the shape of seed aid directly, in termthefgovernment’s preferred choice
of approach (DSD) and the use of emergency aideagehicle to distribute MVs .
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MOVING FORWARD: RECOMMENDATIONS

Seed security needs to be treated distinctly frood fsecurity within emergency
agencies. For this to occur, the integration betwemergency and technical
agencies needs to improve. Presently, the DPPA dotdeal with seeds, while
MoARD generally does not engage with emergencidge current restructuring in
the MoOARD may offer an opportunity to forge cleafgres of communication

between DPPA and MoARD, delineating responsibiitythat key decisions are
not lost in the “no man’s land” between both orgations.

Crop development for chronic stress areas needsiéae attention. Chronically-
stressed areas are often ‘low-potential’, and nbgubs of technologies that
recognize the high levels of risk (and large diséan from markets and
infrastructure).

o One priority is to review of technologies that penfi under stress and under
farmers’ management for high-risk conditions (iav inputs). Full packages
should not be assumed in these cases.

o0 A second priority is to address the barriers to tlewvelopment of these
technologies. More resources need to be directetedearch for lowland
ecologies.

0 Related to the above, seed production for lowlanogps needs to improve and
become more demand-responsive.

Seed aid remains an ‘orphan’ within policy, thoulé practice affects the farming
system, potentially for years to come. Internaloguidelines for seed aid have
been recently developed by the FAO (see Box 3wveldcthiopian policy-makers

may wish to initiate a parallel process to devedepd relief principles specific to
the Ethiopian context.
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Box 3 FAOQ: Basic Guiding Principles for Seed Relfe

1. A needs assessment should underpin any decisiamgitertake seed relief and should guide
the choice among possible interventions. This naedessment should be holistic, putting s
security in the context of livelihood security.

2. Seed relief interventions have to be clearly matdbethe context (for example, a crisis caus
by drought may require very different actions frarorisis caused by war). By supporting fo
production, seed relief should decrease dependenoepeated food aid.

3. Seed relief activities should aim to both (i) bfeefive with the immediate objective of
facilitating access to appropriate planting matgaad (ii) to contribute to the restoration,
rehabilitation, or improvement of agricultural systs in the longer term.

4. Ideally, considerations of seed system sustairlsitiould be built into seed interventions
from the beginning. As a minimum, seed aid showlchd harm to farming systems. Thus,
emergency relief activities should support loc&dseystem development, ideally by
integrating long-term needs in the design of tregeqmt.

5. Seed relief activities should be built upon a salidlerstanding of all the seed systems farm
use and the role they have in supporting livelilodthe local system is usually more
important in farmers’ seed security and has beewsho be quite resilient. Depending on th
context, the focus in an emergency should norni@lpn keeping the local seed system
operational. One practical problem is that seetesys are often not sufficiently understood,
especially in emergency situations. Hence, theeenised for more emphasis on understand
seed systems and their role in supporting livellso@nd on needs assessment.

6. Seed relief interventions should facilitate farmefwices of crops and varieties. Seed relief
interventions should aim to improve, or at leasimaén, seed quality and aim to facilitate
access to varieties that are adapted to enviroraheomditions and farmers’ needs, including
nutritional needs.

7. Monitoring and evaluation should be built into s#led relief interventions, to facilitate learni
by doing and thereby to improve interventions.

8. An information system should be put in place toriowe institutional learning and as a
repository of information gained from cumulativepexience. Such information systems sho|
be institutionalized at national levels, to theagest extent possible.

9. A strategy to move from the acute emergency resptima capacity building or developmen
phase should be included in the design of thevatdion.

These guiding principles were endorsed by the FAO Emergency Coordination Group (Rome, 20 June 2003), based on
the recommendations of a stakeholders’ workshop “Improving the Effectiveness and Sustainability of Seed Relief”
(Rome, 26—28 May 2003). The initial draft was prepared by the FAO seed relief discussion group.
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V: IMPLEMENTATION - SUPPLY SIDE:
GO/NGO SEED AID GIVERS

With this section, the report moves towards exanginmplementation on the ground.
It focuses on insights of Governmental and NGO saddimplementers within the
four regions of intensive field study. The extehtregional seed aid is considered, as
well as the range of approaches in use. Implememtiso share their own reflections
on key processes which shape seed-related assisiater alia: determining needs,
targeting, choosing approaches, as well as mongand evaluation.

The implementer focus has been on those organmzatmath significant seed aid
experience. Government officials and NGO managedsfield staff have generously
shared their experiences on seed aid trends, etengths and challenges still to be
met.

In contrast, there are organizations which engageed aid as a one-off activity, who
have little agriculture expertise and who approaebd aid as a logistical exercise
(procure and distribute seed). Such fly-by-nighedseaid practitioners should be
banned from the practice—and their comments arénchtded herein.

Who and Where

Governmental and principal NGO implementers at e@agional site were enlisted to
reflect on local seed aid practices. Focus graspudsions in each region initially
brought all implementers together to help structine regional analysis and share
overall observations. Most of the key implementevere also subsequently
interviewed in their regional home offices. Tall@ summarizes the organizations
most involved in providing on-site analysis (forlflist of persons consulted, see
Annex 1). Select other NGOs shared insights froweirtheadquarter bases in Addis
Ababa based, including Catholic Relief Services SLRCARE, Save the Children UK
(SC-UK) and World Vision Ethiopia (WVE).

Table 13 Government and NGO organizations involveth on-site seed aid analysis

Site Organizations consulted

Govt: BOARD; Bureau of Agriculture and Rural Devetognt
Tigray: DPPA
Raya Azebo WARDO: Woreda Agriculture and Rural DevelaghOffice

TARI: Tigray Agricultural Research Institute

Others Relief Society of Tigray (REST)
Adigrat Diocesan Catholic SecretaffdDCS)

North Shoa: Govt: BOoARD (including zonal and woreda level)

Gera Keya
Others: World Vision Ethiopia

Food and Agriculture Organization- (loogresentative)
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Wolaita: Humbo Govt:  WARDO
Zonal Planning Office

Others: World Vision Ethiopia (WVE)
International Medical Corps (IMC)
Concern
Christian Relief and Development AssociatiBthiopia

West Hararghe: Govt:  BOARD

Chiro and Miesso Zonal Planning Office
DPPA

Others: CARE
CISP
International Rescue Committee (IRC)
Ethiopian Red Cross and International ReakEr
Goal
Hararghe Catholic Secretariat (HCS)

SCALE OF AID

Tables 14, 15 and 16 suggest the scale of seedtaide local level, the woreda
(district ) unit of action. Such data were coléztat all sites and can be obtained from
the site-specific reporfs. Here we give but two examples to suggest thelgre

As the tables show, seed has been implemented signdicant scale within local
zones. Once a zone is identified as a stressseed, aid tends to be continuous, year
after year, and often season after season, foetamsas where two cropping seasons
are key. The available data from Humbo show 1&ildigions in nine years; the
available data from Raya Azebo show five distribngi in four years. This continuous
delivery of seed aid is confirmed also from thdpmnt view. Chapter VII, on farmer
recipients, shows that there are farmers who ceourd having received seed aid 10
times, in the not so distant past.

In terms of the aggregate numbers, and the questiotrends in seed aid (is it
increasing or decreasing?), the tables should deged with caution. First, while
researchers have made substantial efforts, workitigimplementers to aggregate the
data, the overall figures are likely incomplete. hefle tends to be multiple
implementers in many of the zones, sometimes skewemd aid rounds by one
implementer per season, decentralized records @raéatessarily forwarded to one
coordination center, and seed aid records ovaralrarely kept for more than a few
seasons. Simply, the institutional memory is uallgushallow, especially as staff
turnover in such jobs also tends to be high. Gavent implementers also frequently
complained of coordination problems, even in thmeaone. As one Humbo official
lamented:

“Sometimes NGOs just do anything, government doesen know. At the time
of maize planting, they may give sweet potatoe$?RR official, anon, Humbo
Focus group discussion, 2005).

* contacts for site reports: Tigragregusse@yahoo.conNorth Shoa -wendafrash@yahoo.com
Wolaita —anbes2003@yahoo.com/est Hararghe smyberhanu@yahoo.com
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Second, in terms of assessing trends of need, mgplers are adamant that seed aid
amounts received due not correlate with seed adlete Rather the amount of seed
aid given correlates with the government or donondé available during any
particular season. So the amount of aid giveectly relates to money on offer, and
not necessarily ‘beneficiary need.’

The continual succession of seed aid in stressszbas been remarked on by aid
implementers and farmers alike. On the one haaotth groups work hard to keep the
aid machine going (filing requests season by seasod lining up to receive
distributions). On the other, implementers andnfens have expressed deep concern
over the dependencies which are developing (sematpas below). As an example of
this concern, WVE in Humbo makes farmers sign d@raghthat they really will plant
the seed-- so that compelling ‘need’ is deteadin

“Seed aid in this area has become like a busines3fficial in Humbo)

“Now farmers want vouchers every season” — Offiae\West Hararghe)
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Table 14 Period {seasons} in last 8 years when emency seed aid has been given in the Humbo woreda

Year Season Number of Seed Aid Approach Overall Crops Quantity Donor
HH Cost (Birr)
1997 Belg 950 DSD 64,156 S/potato 8 million cuttings Gov't
56 DSD 4925.85 Maize 400 kg Gov't
1998 Meher 1000 DSD 58850 S/potato 11.8 millionicgt | WVE
1999 Meher 74 DSD 5572.7 Ch/pea 18.5 Qt WVE
Belg 32 DSD 4925.25 Maize 8 Qt WVE
2000 Belg 3214 DSD Maize 401.8 Qt WVE
Meher 416 DSD Teff 62.4 Qt WVE
2001 Belg 1090 DSD Maize 136.2 Qt WVE
Meher 65 DSD Maize 8.4 Qt WVE
169 DSD Teff 25.4 Qt WVE
2002 Belg 1800 DSD Maize 112.5 Qt Gov't
2003 Meher 1736 Seed fair 28001 Teff 129.6 Qt USAID
1196 Seed fair Teff 180.6 Qt FAO
4218 Seed fair Teff 811 Qt WVE
431 Seed fair 28001 H/Bean 107.8 Qt USAID
869 Seed fair H/Bean 391.0 Qt FAO
2352 Seed fair H/Bean 588 Ot WVE
132 Seed fair F/Bean 50 Qt WVE
480 Seed fair 30000 Ch/Pea 120 Qt Gov't
46 Seed fair S/potato 92160 cuttings WVE
260 Seed fair Cotton 10 Ot WVE
529 Seed fair S/potato 2.4 million cuttings FAO
2004 Belg 1200 Seed fair Maize 150 Ot WVE
1000 Seed fair Sorghum 50 Qt Red Crq
2005 Belg 7732 DSD Maize 832.5 Qt WVE
Meher DSD Ch/pea 500 Qt WVE

SS
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Table 15 Tigray BOARD & WARDO overview through time on what was implemented

Year Season Woredas | No. Households Reason for seed  Seed Aid Overall Cost | Crops given + amt. of Donor
aid Approach (Birr) seed
2002 Meher Raya 1768 Moisture stress Cash 150,000 Chick pea FAO
Azebo
2003 Meher Raya 1200 Moisture stress 717,500 Barley 600 Qt | FAO
Azebo
Meher Raya 2400 Moisture stress DSD° Teff 1850 Qt
Azebo
2004 Residual Raya Moisture stress DSD 504,000 Chick pea 2464 Qt | FAO
moisture Azebo
2006 Belg Raya 1691 (11 FAs) | Moisture stress Cash 189,450 Tethl Market FAO
Azebo
Belg Alamata 942 Moisture stress Cash 105,585 f dref maize
Belg Ofla 1095 Moisture stress Cash 123,085 Batey lentil

Table 16 Tigray overview of seed aid implementeditough time (source: ADCS records)

Year Season Woredas #HH Reason farSeed Aid| Overall Crops given +source of seed
seed aid Approach | Cost Crops Source Donor
(Birr)
2003 Belg Gulomekeda 2000 War an&eed 173805.95 Barley, Wheat| Local vender and USAID/ OFDA
famine voucher Bean BoARD
2004 Belg Gulomekeda and1500 War and Seed 150500 Barley, Wheat Local vender and USAID/ OFDA
Saissie famine voucher Bean BoARD
2005 Belg Gulomekeda, 532 War and Seed 79800 Barley, Wheat | Local vender and USAID/ OFDA
Saissie and Irob famine voucher Bean BoARD
2006 Belg Gulomekeda, 410 War and Seed 72980 Barley, Wheat | Local vender and USAID/ OFDA
Saissie and Irob famine voucher Bean BoARD

> Due to urgency of the emergency relief it was dedithe approach to be cash for seed but stilteditdhasis (revolving).
® Work for seed programme (soil and water conseswaktivities).
" Initially cash was given to BOARD, then seed pasgd from different sources (local providers, faspand some from Gojjam)
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CHOICE OF APPROACH

Implementing agencies interviewed employ a rangappiroaches, including all those
identified as being the main ones practiced indgtiai (see Table 7). Choice of use of
an approach seems to be most closely linked t@}hestitutional philosophy of the
implementer; b) donor guidance or stipulations and;apacity to implement any one
type of response. Seed security assessments adone (see later section of this
chapter), so, in the absence of diagnosis and staheling of the seed security
problem on the ground, emergency seed aid is ovemhgly supply driven.

Approach Choice by Institution

Organizations tend to specialize in one approadmother, although a select few test
several delivery options, as their thinking evohassl sharpens. This tendency to
specialize means that the profile of approached usa zone directly corresponds to
the implementers present in a zone. As exampletypds of aid approach and
institutional linking we sketch the following :

» GoOE: The government prefers DSD- it allows fagéascale delivery, decision-
making is often determined centrally, and logsfiacus on well-known activities:
procurement and distribution. In more recent yetns GoE has also insisted, in
theory, on the use of ‘revolving funds’ as a stadd#esign in seed aid in an effort
to stem dependencies .

« CARE: This NGO generally promotes rights-basedreaghes and in seed aid
feels giving farmers choice is paramount. Muclitoteed aid involves promotion
of cash and vouchers approaches.

» Catholic Relief Services (CRS): This NGO oftendes/support for markets-based
enterprises. Its experience working with seed/gh@ders has also led it to believe
that seed is usually available in stress contextéence CRS promotes Seed
Vouchers and Fairs as the preferred seed aid qpdierthis approach benefits
farmers, and sellers alike (traders, small farnmérepreneurs).

* Relief Society of Tigray (REST): This NGO embraeeslear philosophy whereby
farmer empowerment and citizen choice is key. dteferred approach is
dispensing cash (for seed and other items) direotlyeneficiaries. Beneficiaries
thus have choice, but also ‘remain accountableterstrategies chosen.

» World Vision Ethiopia (WVE). This NGO has strongijlied itself to initiatives
on agricultural intensification. Hence, even in @ergency work, WVE often
promotes modern varieties, distributed via DSD work

These summaries represent but general tendendiéghin the last five years in

Ethiopia, there has been some experimentation iergency seed aid response. For
instance, The International Rescue Committee (IR€Y, Goal, as well as CARE and
CRS have experimented with vouchers in seed aidmeSorganizations have also
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experimented with explicitly linking emergency tewvelopment work (see section
below, ‘Linking Relief to Development’).

The major point here is that the broad approactd useemergency seed aid is
strongly-shaped by institutional philosophy and netessarily by specific problems
on the ground. In select cases, donors also mmfliethe seed aid content.
USAID/OFDA for instance, prefers that aid be givémat farmers themselves can
maintain. This donor also discourages distributadnhybrid maize in high stress
contexts and often suggests that aid implementérersify away from maize

altogether, in sites where the crop has becomeuatiysilominant.

Approach Choice by Seed Security Problem

Current responses are not necessarily matched tahesground problems,
implementers are working in contexts of relativeaance, due to the lack of security
assessments. Table 17 suggests useful ways fomgnésrward to conceptualize
more targeted options. The table distinguishesmitlly effective response a) by type
of seed security constraint encountered, and bywkgther the constraint is a short-
term or longer-term one. Certainly the choice afead-aid response is not always a
straight-forward one as real life constraints iméere, such as timing, capacity, and
scale of need. However, the choice of a partictdaponse should always be actively
taken (and default options reviewed), and practéie might usefully sharpen their
understanding of what types of problems a pdedicseed-related emergency
response can or cannot address.
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Table 17 Types of seed security problems and brodappropriate responses

Problem Short-term Long-term

Unavailability of ~ Where farmers source seed Where farmers source seed

seed predominately through informal seed predominately through informal seed
channels: channels:

Enhance immediate operation of local
and regional markets (response
dependent on context: for example,
offer inventory credit to traders, and
facilitate improved access to market
information, including advance notice
of demand subsidies or of purchase)

Support development of local and
regional markets (encourage more acce
to credit, better established market
information channels, more effective
transport and seed storage support.)

Where farmers source seed Where farmers source seed
predominately through formal seed predominately through formal seed
channels: channels:

Direct distribution of seed Support development of quality assured

seed production or supply chains, incl.
commercial enterprises where viable

Poor and
vulnerable do not

Cash disbursement
Voucher disbursement (w/seed fairs) Poverty reduction programs

have access to seed

Seed of poor
quality and/or
lack of
appropriate
varieties

Seed fairs with quality controls Programs to improve seed quality (on
Direct distribution or sale of samples farm and/or in seed and grain markets)
of quality seed (for subsequent

multiplication) Participatory varietal selection
Distribution of foundation (pure and
healthy) seed to a limited number of
farmers, making use of informal seed
channels to diffuse the seed to others.

Participatory plant breeding

source: Sperling et al., forthcoming (2008)

RATIONALE FOR APPROACH PREFERENCES

SS

While seed security problenmser sedo not drive response, implementers do have
strong views on why one type of seed aid might tedepred over another. Table 18
summarizes implementer views on why they employadiqular approach. Where
possible, implementers’ own phrases have been used.

Table 18 Implementers’ preferred approaches, andeasons for preferences.

Organization | Seed Aid Approach Preference

GoE- Humbo | Direct Seed Distribution (DSD)—with rewlving assed system

Allows seed to be purchased in bulk—Ilowers transaaosts
Office of Agriculture determines crops and varigtie

Can include modern varieties for certain crops gaaind chickpea)
Can use local varieties for certain crops (teffjdut bean)

(In theory), seed is not free—but has to be repaid
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REST- Tigray

Cash

Given the emergency nature of the interventiontethe no quickel
and faster modality for intervention.

Gives an opportunity for farmers to make their akinice on the kind
of seed (in terms of crop/crop variety) that arasistent to the local
agro-ecology, fertility status of land, the perisbden the rain starts.
Farmers have a greater control over the qualigeefl they purchase
Even if the farmers make mistakes, which are ldsdyl than when
the trader provide them with the seeds, it remdarmers’ own
responsibility (and no one else ‘can be blamed’.)

There are no known sources for some seeds Hanfets; (mix of
barley and wheat)

Only through this method can farmers get prefesestls

DSD has problems with poor quality seeds of unkneaurces

With DSD, there is no system to control the priveged supplies
Generally, extra cost for transportation, loadimégading and storags
facilities incurred in non-cash response

D

ADCS- Tigray

Seed Vouchers and Fairs (SVF) (on wh&VF avoids)

Farmers can expend the cash for other purposesdikeoling, food
closing, and other expenses

DSD requires detailed assessment follow up, cost iarleads to
corruption during purchasing process.

Seed bought from outside the region has adaptatiaslems, though
it is important when there is no seed in the surding area at all.
The coupon system can be stopped any time upomeaistent in
terms of price, quality and seed/variety type.

CRS
(Ethiopia)

Seed Vouchers and Fairs (with Livelihood Focus)

Allows farmers to select which crops and varietiesy want

Has two sets of beneficiaries; farmers, but alsalkstraders (many of
whom may be farmer-sellers, many of whom are women)

Injects money into the local and regional economieather than
spending the bulk of funds outside the zone.

CARE- West
Hararghe:

Vouchers- with select Traders

Gives farmers choice in crops and varieties

Allows farmers to access much-needed local vasetie
Works with regional seed/grain traders to impreged quality
overall and hence has lasting effects on local sgst&m
Logistically much easier than DSD, and much eaben SVF

Across
Governmental
& NGO
organizations

Revolving funds (Seed)

Revolving funds (Cash- in Tigray)

Repayment rate is minimal
If seed is returned, it is of low quality (brokeith stones, not usable
as seed),

The implementers’ collecting process from farmerarduous
GO/NGO capacity to store ‘collected seed’ is nolirgeveloped or
strains their current capacity storage

v

There is no transparent and accountable systemsdhaols the
revolving fund for further re-use.
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While there is a diversity of views, both governmand NGO seed aid implementers
seem to have near-universal consensus on one gkprhetice: that of the proposed
use of revolving funds. For a range of reasonsreffen Table 18, implementers do
not consider revolving funds as a viable operatiapion. As summed up by one
implementer in Humbo:

“We no longer even bother to ask for repaymenand farmers don’t offer”. So
now, “we understand each other”.

In terms of implementation, there is great varigpiin content even within a single
approach. DSD has been used to distribute botal laed modern varieties; and
vouchers have been used to help farmers obtain feeedformal sector stockists as
well as from local seed/grain traders.

Likewise, there is scope for both ‘good practicetdbad practice’ in processes of
implementation. In the course of field investigati there were numerous accounts of
DSD procurement being tied to favored interestsesfd arriving late and of targeting
towards progressive farmers. Similarly, use of olmrs has opened the way for
traders (and even community elders) to abuse thks; charging prices that are too
high, putting on offer second rate or non-desireelds The converse also unfolded: in
both these approaches, supplies were deliveredribatfarmer-consumer needs in a
timely fashion.

A point to emphasize is that the strengths and nesdes of an approach do not just
lie in its overall structure. The end-value alsepends on how it has been
implemented. Policymakers and implementers mightaagious about making blanket
statements about the superiority of one approaeh avother. Some approaches have
clear design advantages for some contexts (paatiguin terms of the seed security
problems they aim to address). However, their migd value also hinges on how
they are implemented. Strangely, precise guidelif@ shaping field seed aid
implementation are lacking in Ethiopia, a pointilighted later in this chapter.

Quality issues: a prime point for discussion

Finally, in terms of overall approaches used, thess-cutting issue of quality is
introduced. Seed quality embraces two aspesgedquality per se and varietal
quality. Seed quality consists of physical, phigiecal and sanitary attributes (such
as the germination rate, and absence/presencesedsdi, stones, sand, broken seed or
weeds). Varietal quality consists of genetic htttes, such as plant type, duration of
growth cycle, seed color and shape, &tc.

The quality of seed delivered through seed assistaman important concern — for all:
donors, governments, seed aid implementers, farrRexsr quality seed, that fails to
emerge or flower and yield, can leave farm famile@®n more food insecure. In
unusual cases, it can also introduce longer-riskihe oft-cited food aid example
whereby an aid delivery in Ethiopia has been helsponsible for introducing the
invasive and toxic weedRarthenium hysterophorous, o€ongress weed’ (Aberra
Deressa, pers. comm., 2005; Berhanu Gebre-Medf82)1 Hararghe farmers call it

8 This section draws from L. Sperling et al. 2006e.
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feremsis meaning ‘sign off’ (and leave your farm), and tixeed has become a serious
constraint to farming in the last 15 years.

Issues of seed quality very much shape the typsseil assistance that can unfold. In
emergency seed procurement, quality issues maash ddicus on whether the seed is
healthy and physically pure (as several donorsiredormal certification prior to seed
procurement.). Quality stereotypes equate seed ngpriiom the formal sector
commercial sources as being of high performingetas with high germination and
good seed health, and seed coming from the inforseator (home-produced or
procured from the market) as being of poor quatitylow performing traditional
varieties. Recent field studies show that suchléaban be deceptive (Otsyudd al,
2004). The quality of formal-sector seed may netas advertised and emergency-
grade seed overall is of both variable health aedetic quality. Farmer seed and
market seed has also proven to be ‘objectively’'gobd quality, as assessed in
laboratory analyses (Rubyogo, 2006; Otsyatlal, 2004).

The focus on the seed health parameter of “quality’emergency has diverted
attention away from what might be the more impdrtarality issue: the seed on offer
must be adapted to the stress conditions at hamthave farmer- acceptable crop
characteristics. While relatively few crops andieties are multiplied by the formal
sector, those emerging from formal research sedaioren offer from commercial
companies are assumed ‘good enough’ for emergdstrjbdtion, whether or not they
have been selected for use in the regions of stoes$or growing under the
management conditions practiced by recipient fasm®o in the relief business, there
are often trade-offs to accessing seed with a guaietal quality versus seed with a
given health/physical quality (Sperlireg al, 2006e).

In commenting on quality in specific Ethiopian @esites, many practitioners have
given priority to ‘getting the variety right.” Tlsun the Humbo area, officials prefer to
use local varieties in aid for some crops, but seelkze, chickpea and sweet potato
from formal systems. In contrast, implementer&era Keya have almost exclusively
focused on formal sector varieties and hence ogstineir distributions largely to
modern varieties wheat.

Formal seed sector certification is not the onlywapromote good seed quality (and,
as indicated, varieties of such seed may be sulgtstd for emergency situations.).
NGOs, such as WVE in Wolaita ask for competitivdsbon seed procured by traders
from the local markets, specifically so WVE caniesv seed quality issues. Within
the voucher or seed voucher and fair system, sealitygissues are also built into the
process in several ways. In the CARE approach, MWé®@onnel screen the traders to
be involved in the initial procurement: in additiomhaving a license, traders have to
agree to separate out varieties, have a warehandenaintain specific seed stores. In
the CRS approach, local farmer-based seed commitie® engaged to assess the
quality of seed lots prior to their purchase orréaruit seed sellers with locally
respected seed. One advantage of empowering mwamunities to plan and
implement seed aid programs is that it enabtesal certification Precise individuals,
identifiable within the community, are held accable for the quality of seed.
Further, if farmers do not like what they buy—theyl boycott that trader for many
seasons to come. Ensuring seed providers are ratedxde for the product they put on
offer can be a powerful monitoring tool.
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Lastly, the ideal clashes with the real, when ssddmplementation is delayed. When
programming reaches the stage of ‘too late’, letétkpea, from any source available,
is overwhelmingly the crop/variety of choice in demd programs. Quality issues
during late implementation may fall by the wayside.

Underlying Themes Guiding Seed Aid Approach Choice

Underlying the choice of an approach, there are vaoe recent aid strategy thrusts
which bear mention: moves to empower communitiegbe aid process; and efforts to
link the relief phase with more developmental gains

Empowerment

This empowerment thrust manifests itself in a) mgMarmers choice in selecting crops
and varieties so as to strategize on their ownrsgweeds during stress periods and b)
giving them cash, to allot among seed and non-seeds post- disaster. It comes
from a dual logic: that farmers have the real etge and the right to decide what is
needed or not; and, second; that with rights caspansibilities, so farmers should be
held accountable for the choices made. This nesnpowering or rights-based
perspective contrasts markedly with some of theentop-down agriculture packages
programs promoted by the GoE and NGOs through@utdlintryside.

Linking Relief to Development

The second thrust shaping some types of seed midsfrom the recognition that seed
aid is often being given in chronic stress aream s areas where only modest
development initiatives may exist. Some implementeonsciously promote
developmental perspectives under the umbrellalfreWhether the process is done
well or not (and whether the specific programs enogre the right ones) presents one
set of questions. Whether a more ‘development#frgerspective is needed is
beyond question.

Three types of more developmental relief identifiddring the fieldwork are
summarized below.

A) Local level seed enterprise/ Improving seed qui&y

Some NGOs, during emergency, aim to improve seeaglitgquor stimulate seed
enterprises by working through local seed systerAs. examples, the International
Rescue Committee (IRC) routinely sources its be#iafrseed from small scale farmer
producers in the Alemaya area (Berhanu Amsalusgoed communication).
Similarly, one of the big traders linked with CAREoucher program buys some of
his emergency supplies from small-scale, commubdged seed initiatives in the
Boffa area. Both these initiatives support fledgamall-scale seed enterprises.
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B) Stimulating local economies

Other NGOs use the seed aid vehicle to supportegperprise in the economy more
generally. CRS, for example, stresses that locellisscale traders and farmers are
equal beneficiaries in its seed voucher and fa#R)Sprograms. In terms of its seed
sellers at fairs, CRS gives priority to smallerd&es, women traders and even farmer
traders, in efforts to keep the money circulatirithin the local region and to give the
first-cut benefits to those with incipient or smsdlale businesses. (The approach
contrasts somewhat with CARE’s voucher approadheasatter ends up working with
somewhat larger traders, due to its procuremeptlstions). (see Chapter VI, on
Traders.)

C) Introducing modern varieties’

Third, a major aid vehicle perceived as a develogaie@ne focuses on distributing
modern varieties within DSD programs. Whether #pproach indeed links relief
with development greatly depends on how the agtisilesigned and implemented
during the emergency phase.

Introducing new varieties can play a role in rasipifood security in times of crisis.
Crises may be caused by crop/variety breakdowrgs épurred by plant disease or
sharply declining soil fertility). More routinelygrises may be seen as an opportunity
to introduce new varieties to promote what are ©mmed more ‘modern’ practices to
strengthen systems plagued by low production.

Regardless of the potential for improving smallleoldroductivity through new variety
introduction, it is important to first evaluate gdse limits to such introductions in
crisis times. In periods of emergency and prolonggeess, small farmers are already
at levels of increased risk: they are generallyregohaving lost household assets,
livestock or crops in the field; and cannot afféodwaste further often scarce land or
labor resources.

Emergency seed aid which is considering possiladp/eariety introductions has to be
programmed along a well-planned set of steps. Aniba key elements: the crop and
variety have to be ‘proven’ for the context (b@tapted and farmer-acceptable);
farmers have to be given a choice as to whetharobrthey want to test the new
materials or not (and these should be test sizesseed amounts to cover large
surfaces); and subsequent monitoring and evaludtas to be built into the ‘aid

project’, at least long enough to see field perfance and whether farmers want to
sow such varieties again (see Box 4 for full setteps).

Disturbingly, as will be seen in a following section seed assessments, emergency
seed aid in several regions in Ethiopia is sometiosed athe main vehicle whereby
farmers get access to modern varieties. Thistipeashows a clear confusion of the

® This section draws heavily on the published seedrity and seed aid practice brief, "Using seed ai
to give farmers access to seed of new varietiggetihget al.2006e
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between the relief process and much needed- dewelap programs. It also
represents a very costly (uneconomical) way of mtimy modern varieties, by
randomly distributing them during high stress pésio Seed aid should not be used to
fill in for failed or non-existent development pragns. Selectively making modern
varieties on offer, within relief programs, can tewer, make a positive different in
well-planned cases.

Box 4 Introducing new varieties in acute stress p@ds: key steps.(source: Sperlinget al,
2006c¢)

Conduct a Seed System Security Assessment
a. What are the current seed system weaknesses andtbg?
b. Would new varieties open ygomisingopportunities: why, how, for
whom?
c. What are the potential risks?

e Work with farm communities and other informed personnel to choose possible
new varieties Is there sufficienprior evidencehat varieties:
a. are adapted to the specific agro-ecological zones?
b. meet farmers’ acceptability criteria (harvest/dustvest. for
subsistence/market)?
c. can be successfully used under farmers’ own manegeoonditions (e.g.
without fertilizer) ?

e Design introductions so as to minimize risk and marize farmers’ informed
choice

a. Offer ‘test size’ packets: introductions shouldspeall-scale.

b. Give farmers choices to use variety or not, armmbgsible, put several
varieties on offer

c. Provide sufficient accompanying information to allfarmers to make
variety choices and management decisions (platitimg levels of input
use, crop associations)

e Build in explicit monitoring and evaluation of newvarieties: are they
performing? for whom? where?

e Count on a multi-year process:
a. Can the new introductions be successfully integrat stressed farming
systems?
b. If yes, is further fine-tuning needed?

Having given an overview of approaches in use leyGl©® and NGO implementers at
the field level, the report briefly reviews saliesged aid-related issues in three key
implementation realms: targeting, evaluation anadse assessment. These are
addressed in order of increasingly complexity, @s@ved by implementers.
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Implementation Issue I: Targeting

Targeting of Recipients for Seed Aid

Targeting (at all levels) presents its own chaleighe scope of which go beyond this
seed-aid report. A number of documents on targe®ports exist for Ethiopia, giving
overall trends, and NGOS themselves often reflectheir site specific conditions in
the course of follow-up. This section highlightsavimay be seed specific concerns;
i.e. issues related to seed aid targeting whielmat necessarily related food or other
non-food item delivery.

Targeting: seed aid specific needs

In terms of seed aid, three distinct points beapleamsis. First, a family having food
shortage does not necessarily have a seed shoftamge Chapter III) While,
implementers may find it logistically easy to delivfood aid and seed aid as a
package, such a practice is often uneconomical. f@mmwisdom suggests that the
subset lacking seed is much smaller that the suldsahg food.

Second, to use seed, key conditions need to bdaoe.pA household has to have
access to land (but not necessarily own it); néalaisr to ensure sowing is on time (a
constraint if one is working first to help othersed their plots) and, in Ethiopia, a
household often needs access to oxen to preparefighds. During study
investigations, farmers frequently complained thdtile they received seed on
schedule, but they could not rent oxen—so sowe] atdid not sow at all. For some
regions of Ethiopia, implementers might considewle‘seed and oxen-use voucher’
program can be tested systematically.

Third, as modern varieties are often the input veeéd in aid, particularly by
government officials, implementers might reflect ieth type of household (land
profile, input access) can or cannot absorb thie t9f seed aid. This issue of ‘tied
seed aid’ (that is aid which is useful only if mgas conditions are met) should lead to
more refined targeting processes. Types of segdst@ould be distinguished for
chronic stress recipients, for acute stress vic(iin®d, intermittent conflict), and for
developmental recipients (stratifying here alsoMeein those who do or do not have
access to inputs.).

Seed Aid Recipient Criteria

As with other items, seed aid targeting takes p&#deo levels: area targeting and
beneficiary targeting

* Area targeting: Usually done at woreda level by team from officé o
administration, agriculture, DPPA and NGO to idBntithe specific seed needy
area/location within the woreda.

* Beneficiary targeting: This is often done by a committee comprised ofy ke
informants, development agents, elders and chaatteks. The committee selects
beneficiaries using set criteria (e.g. Box 5) final approval may be via a
community meeting A complaint settlement committeat each Farmers’
Association may also address issues of any misgsgdting (absent beneficiaries).
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Box 5 summarizes one recent targeting negotiatierwden FAO and REST for
distributing seed in 2005. The list is one of there comprehensive lists available,
although most of the indicators are associated griiynwith poverty (and the harvest
threshold is quite high!). It is quite challengiagd potentially time-consuming to
target specifically for seed aid. One procedureduby WVE in Humbo helps
participants themselves self-select who does os ame need aid. Simply, farmers
who take seed aid have to sign a contract that whiylant it and not sell it. This
procedure stems from the experience that seedfadd & not used as expected. It
may be eaten or sold, as highly valued seed cah fgbod prices, In a concrete
example again from Humbo, a farmer with 81 Birramiupons (vouchers) sold to
another for 60 Birr, and both benefited. In these, the seed aid activity proved one
of income generation)..

Box 5 FAO - REST Agreements : Tigray: Targeting 8ed Aid Recipients(source: FAO,
2005)

Non-negotiable entry points

A. Families who had little or no harvest (>50% croijufa) as a consequence of
drought;

B. Families falling in to the poorest category, 30%h& community;

C. Families who have "access" to sufficient land flanting (generally minimum of

0.25ha) not necessarily owned.

Other criteria to be followed in the screening of bneficiary lists
1. Priority to elder (>60) and child headed faesl{<18);
Priority to women headed households;

Priority to households with large family sizé (members);

Priority to families with chronically ill or dabled members;

g1 B D

Priority to families with orphaned children;

Implementation Issue Il: Evaluation

Within this study, even the very basic ‘logisticalaluation figures were hard to trace
beyond several seasons: how much seed was deljiera’hom and where, or how
many farmers were reached with vouchers across@ z8uch a shallow institutional
memory is disturbing given the length of time seed has been implemented in
Ethiopia, the scale on which it has been practaratithe amount of money which has
been spent. This lack of monitoring and evaluasitso means that very little learning
(feedback) is taking place in seed aid practice.

Isolated examples of different types of evaluatiomese located. They are mentioned

here so that practitioners (and government) migirt 0 share experiences. In terms
of real time evaluations (as the event is unro)lif€@RS is a prime implementer doing
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this routinely, during the period when its seedaluer and fairs are taking place. At a
slightly later stage, after seed delivery CONCERNurtbo-Wolaita) regularly
conducts post-season distributions, as does REgTaf). REST, in particular, seems
to monitor the growth cycle quite closely: emergenftowering, grain filling, and
harvest. WVE (Humbo) also did a revealing follow-upfter a ‘cash for relief
distribution’, where money was given to help farmegplace lost assets (c. 2004) It
found that farmer recipients had spent most ofidemoney given to acquire livestock
(cows, goats) and that virtually none of the fuhdd been allotted to seed. The results
promote reflection on whether seed aid is pricait$ivity for this context.

Lastly, a few select donors have been the drivorgd for promoting more extensive
evaluations within the past couple of years. TH&RAUD/OFDA, in particular, has
solicited specific evaluations to compare differgtes of seed over one season, and
to look more closely at the effectiveness of itaatters program, (Brandstetter, 2004;
Gregg, 2004). Again, overall, only a paltry numbéseed-aid related evaluations can
be located, for more than three decades of aid.

In brief, there is a real need for integrated mmmnily and evaluation, at various levels
in Ethiopia, through time and across zones, if sgdgractice is to evolve in positive
ways. This means that practitioners have to bkngito reflect on went well- or not;
and donors have to be open to accepting (and lgudjports) which suggest mistakes
had been made. Box 6 outlines the diverse typesvafuations which should be
associated with seed aid programs through time tladpecific types themes which
need to be addressed within each. Such evaluailbanly take place if the GoE and
donors promote them, if funds and human resouroesrede available to conduct
them, and if the lessons subsequently learnedham fied into evolving policy and
program design. No implementer wants to spend toraucting evaluations if the
results are not subsequently used.
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Box 6 Seed System Relief and Evaluation Overvidaoburce: Sperlinget al, 2006d)

Type of |Agency’s assessments of Recipients’ assessment of
Evaluation

Insights (from diverse perspectives) on:

Real-time
e products on offer (crop/variety choice, seed quatieed amounts)

(during e the immediate intervention process (--whateveigaaled as important, e.g,

intervention) | length of intervention, incl. waiting time; numband order of farmers served,
adequacy of support personnel)

Output Insights on the efficiency of intervention: itganization and general logistics
(from diverse perspectives):

(about one-

month after)

e timing (especially in relation to subsequent plag}i

e targeting ( process and perceived ‘fairness’)

e choice of locales

e choice of crops and varieties

e adequacy of seed quality on offer (and validitypadcess guiding quality
verification)

e adequacy of preparatory information or sessions

e scale (numbers served, overall amounts of seedodupts delivered or madé
accessible )

(What worked? What was missing? What modificatisimsuld be made in future

Outcome

(after first

Insights on first effects of intervention.

Recipient Focus:
e Yield performance and farmer satisfaction with pfvarieties obtained as ai

D

~
~

)

season) (qualitative and quantitative variety attributes
e Importance of seed aid in relation to farmers’ ogeed sources
0 what proportion of the aid given was sown and why?
0 what proportion of the total seed sown came frai(\zersus , home
saved seed, local markets, exchange) and why?
Farming System/Implementer Focus: some key guiéstipns,
e Was the impact of the disaster on farming systaufficently understood to
guide planning (looking with hindsight)?
e Was the general choice of intervention valid (ankdd to a specific seed
security need?)
e Was the intervention actually needed (what evidghce
e Did the intervention strengthen or protect seedisgc(evidence)?
e Which broad groups were reached via the intervar{timd which not)?
e Where there any unanticipated positive effects?
e Where there unanticipated negative effects?
(What worked? What was missing? What modificatisimsuld be made in future
Impact Impact of intervention on: (including possible atge as well as positive effects.
evaluations
. Stability of production and food security
(after several |. Crop and varietal diversity (positive and possitégative effects)
seasons) . Household income - local economy.
. Seed channel functioning , incl: local grain marfkeictioning and
commercial enterprise development
. System resilience to possible next set of shocks?
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Implementation Issue Ill: Seed Needs Assessment at  the Local
Level

As the third key theme, we consider seed needssseats, or what might be better
labeled seed security assessments. Basically dbestign being asked is whether
farmers have seed security during a crisis perigidre explicitly, this involves three
sub-questions: is seed available? can farmersag¢teand is it of the right quality
(right varieties, with good health and germinatmmiential)? Assessing ‘seed needs’,
the more common term, unfortunately carries witihé connotation that the process is
about seed counting. It includes an assumptiongbed is needed (that seed is not
available), and that the challenge is to deterrhme& much seed is needed.

The overall framework used in Ethiopia for assagsieed security has been described
in Chapter lll. Seed security is assessed (or seed is assumed) based on the Crop
and Food Supply Assessment Missions, (although rexdeere confirm that the
CFSAM method has no seed security compompentse H. Josserand, pers. comm.,
2007). The overall trigger for seed aid need iaramiversal pronouncement of a
‘harvest failure’ or crop production loss. Agaihe usefulness of the ‘harvest failure’
indicator has been questioned. (Chapter Ill) artd deearly show that only in extreme
cases would a production shortfall necessarilyctlydead to a seed shortfall (Box 1).

In this section, the report looks how thecesse®f seed security assessment unfold
at the local woreda level. It is this unit of aysaé which subsequently informs all
those above it, as seed needs are amalgamatedHeoworeda upwards — to the zone
or region — and then to the national levels. & seed security assessment process has
weaknesses at this pillar unit of analysis, it laws all the way up the assessment
chain. While some argue that the woreda is anpirtggiate unit of assessment as it
rarely corresponds to a well-defined agro-ecoldgizane, the woreda has the
advantage that it is a concerted zone of actionoveBment officers can likely
accommodate (and know well) any agro-ecologicabtians.

Seed Needs Assessments: the process officially outlined

The normative (theoretical) process for securigeasment contains a number of basic
features across zones.

Crop assessment is carried out twice to four timegar i.e. in 'Belg’ and 'Meher’
seasons. In some cases, there are both pre-ostdhgrvest assessments. In others,
mainly a post-harvest focus. Depending on the ztme crop assessment done for
Belg season might be around May or June and foresdason at October.

A team from offices of agriculture (agronomist, rmai husbandry expert) and DPPA
carry out this crop assessment by area. Healthedndation officers might also be
involved. Farmers and Development Agents ofterradtivice as to which areas may
be most affected as well as insights into speafigp or livestock problems. In

Tigray, a level below the woreda, tfabia helps monitor and feed information back
to woreda officials throughout the cropping season.
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The crop assessment is done using farm questi@snaihysical observation, market
survey and farm survey. In some cases specifio gyi@ld loss assessments are
effected. From the yield assessment, a food gaplcsilated (e.g. 15 kg of some crop
bases per individual per month). The food gam theguely translated into a seed
gap. At all field sites this process of translatioom food to seed gap remains unclear.

Other select non-crop information may also be ct#ié. For instance, the market
price of live animals and milk products may be ased. It will then be translated in
terms of money /income/ a farm household mightiobtand translated again into the
amount of food which can be purchased. Where sgietgrams are operational,
monthly stipends might also be factored into timalfifood gap tally.” At no point, in
any of the field zones, was a specific seed sgcassessment or even a seed need
assessment procedure described. Further, in dfirde four zones, two factors were
described as shaping the demand for seed: ae#twgap (as extrapolated from the
food gap); and b) the quantities of modern varseti@nted, so as to introduce more
promising materials into the zone.

In brief, no seed security assessment is effectatieaworeda level: Further, seed
figures are based on a) estimates of seed shophge b) desired quantities of
modern varieties which implementers’ hope to aajuia the seed aid process.

Seeds Needs Assessment: process as implemented

The actual process of seed security/seed needssassat is somewhat different from
what is officially described. In terms of severatiations from the norm, government
officials reported:

“Government asks us if we need seed, -- and wgesy (DPPA: Humbo )
[no assessment is made].

“We try to visit a few fields- but transport isgislem and the needed profile
of personnel is not available. (BoARD- Hararghe).”

“Seed aid since | have been here has been goirsinme 1993. There have
been no assessments” (BOARD - Humbo)

Other, more technical challenges became more evaiea routine basis. Officials are
not clear what degree of harvest loss might repteaeproblem for future sowing
needs (30% loss? 50%7? 70%7). Further, not krgpggprecific land areas cultivated
per crop, officials frequently base crop-specifistimates on full hectarge being
farmed, not on the hectarage of the qoep se

Two field examples illustrate further problems astdillenges shaping seed security
assessments at the woreda level.

Miesso: Hararghe

Officials in Miesso transparently shared recordthodée seed aid requests and receipts.
They also projected the 2007 season. Their consvdrihe process helped clarify the
seed aid mechanics.
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The figures on seed aid below suggest in the Miesse that most of the seed
requested was indeed received, for the three sgasdicated. However, as signaled
by woreda officials, the amounts requested weively small (except in 2003, when
the full request was not met.) Officials emphadizkat they specifically limited
requests so that their modest targets would be met.

Of equal interest are the vyield loss projectionscwispurred seed aid. In all four
cases, they hover around 60% loss. However, seedequests, when specified in
terms of households to be served, show a steadyase across the season, going from
562 to 3048 households, despite the same estinyiddl losses across years. |t
becomes clear that seed aid in this high strese gonot about yield losger se but
rather about technology transfer. Seed aid is gortant vehicle for moving modern
varieties. It is local officials who offered thissight.

Table 19 Miesso seed aid requests and receiptszd03 Mehet

Crop Seed requested (Qtl) Seed received (Qtl)
Sorghum 1000 900
Maize 1250 115
Teff 100 100
Chickpea 400 450
Haricot bean 400 200
Sesame 6 0

Notes:

* The sorghum sourced was local, from traders amdees (varieties not specified). Tests with the
agronomist from local office showed >85% germinatio

¢ Teff was MV from Debre Zeit station, obtained witAO money.

Table 20 Miesso seed aid requests and receiptsZ@05 Mehet

Crop Seed requested (Qtl) Seed received (Qtl)
Maize 256.2 256.2
Sesame 11.24 11.24

Notes:
¢ Fast-maturing maize planted mostly when early sgw/fail, for late planting
¢ Sesame is a ‘development’ crop—high value for cash.

* This aid request was in response t6@6 yield lossbefore that season, which would put
51,374farmers (presumably including all family membersfaod deficit. From these figures, they
planned seed provision f662 households.

Table 21 Miesso seed aid requests and receipts2d06 Mehet

Crop Seed requested (Qtl) Seed received (Qtl)
Maize 167 167
Haricot bean 134.3 34

Notes:
* Maize was ‘Katumani’ or ‘Melkassa 1’, beans wereehitan 142’ (MV).

* A production shortfall for beans was why they said they received lesstteam requested
(presumably means MV seed production).

* vyield lossagain “not more tha0%: gave seed aid tb 011 households.

¢ FAO-supported Community-Based Seed Enterprise s@uece of some seed, as they have two
sites in Miesso woreda
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This present year (2007), officials again predigtedd loss of 60%, and this time have
requested seed aid f8j048households. Among the varieties requested is the
sorghum MV ‘Meko’.

Raya Azebo: Tigray

Seed Aid requests and receipts in Raya Azebo sheensgewhat separate pattern.
Table 22 summarizes seed requests and seed rebaithcke years.

Table 22 Raya Azebo seed aid requests and receipts

Year Season Crop Seed requestedSeed received
(Qt) (Qt)

2005 Meher Teff 250 217.1
Meher Chickpea -* 80

2006 Belg Teff 750 78.4
Meher Chickpea 850 272

2007 Belg Teff 603 -
Meher Chickpea -* 110

Source: Raya Azebo woreda offi¢e€ases where Meher rains were too late, so checkyees
brought in to grow on residual moisture)

In all cases, the seed received was significaetg than that requested In terms of the
seed requested, 86%, 32%, 11% and 0% was recdivethe varied requests from
2005-2007. Reductions in the amount delivered vesygained by the limits in the
overall funding eventually received. © However wmot cases, crops not requested
completely replaced other crops requested (chick@sasubstituted for teff). Perhaps
there was a complete shift in seed aid strateglygarmiddle of the season? Certainly if
the rains unexpectedly stop, a short cycle croph ss chickpea, would be needed.
Alternatively, if the distributions were late, chpgea may have been offered as a stop
gap measure.

In terms of the discrepancy between amounts redeand requested, officials in
Addis Ababa recounted that cuts are the norm fsntloreda rather than the
exception. As stated by one member of the Agricaltliask Force,We have never
accepted what they have provided: we always adiest figures” (anon, 2007).

This tendency to negotiate amounts was confirmebddgaesearch team at several
points. As an FAO officer frankly stated, “we aféen required to reduce amounts
requested dramatically, so we get on the telephomsredas and start to negotiate:
‘why don’t you reduce this number on this or theBimply, this is not professional
and we need to rethink this whole seed assessmadgs.” (Amare Mengistu, pers.
comm., 2007.)
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Seed Needs Assessments at the woreda level

In sum, in reference to seed security assessmethts woreda level:
1) There are none. Food security assessment®adected.

2) Seed need calculations are skewed, basecdedrskertage being extrapolated from
‘food gaps’

3) Seed calculations are additionally skewed: baseidnplementers’ frequent
practice to use seed aid as the vehicle to acqeirevarieties.

4) Maneuvering all along the chain (lack of trusaiccuracy of figures and alternate
agendas) shapes all technical calculations. Kmgwiat figures may be cut,
initial seed estimates may be inflated.

Some of this information may not be ‘new’ (esp#gito those on the ‘inside’ of these

processes). However, it is past time to addressteébhnical challenges in getting
rigorous seed security assessments, with the watedtae node. Equally important

will be putting in place political processes, whiehcourage accuracy. This would
mean that decision-makers would aim to deliver segdested, if seed were shown to
be needed, and if funds were available to covdrrtbed.

SUMMARY: GO/NGO IMPLEMENTER INSIGHTS

» Historical records show seed aid to be continuousreas considered as stress
zones. In the site of this field study where resomwere most complete,
investigations found seed given 13 times in a geoinine years.

* It is not possible to state if the amount of se&t reeeded in any one zone is
increasing or decreasing. Records are fragmeAdnportant, seed aid received
is related only to the level of funds available,t no the level of seed aid
necessarily needed.

» Emergency seed aid approaches used are stronglyedhhy institutional
philosophy, rather than by concrete problems enewped on the ground. Hence,
seed aid approaches used in a zone seed diregigndeon which implementers
are present in the zone.

 The GoE generally uses a Direct Seed DistributidB§) approach, sometimes
coupled with a demand for repayment (labeled aslveng funds). GO and NGO
implementers near-universally assess the ‘revolfungls’ approach as a non-
viable system: “It just doesn’t work”.

* The NGO implementers have taken the lead in testongDSD approaches, cash,

vouchers, seed vouchers and fairs, although so@@®dNstill also favor DSD,
particularly to promote new varieties.
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Two themes shape some of the novel trends in sdgat@gramming:
o0 Approaches to empower farmers within the seed @dgss;

o Approaches to link relief response to more developia initiatives.
Explicitly programming a ‘developmental relief pective might be
particularly important for chronic stress contexts.

‘Developmental relief work presently encompassessipport to small scale
business enterprises during the relief phase; stppéocal traders as beneficiaries
in relief via the SVF system; and introductionnaw varieties as part of relief
aid.

Seed aid targeting is little differentiated fronoébaid targeting. In one effort to
encourage that seed received is actually usedN@@ asks that recipients sign a
‘contract’ to plant and not sell.

Evaluations are few and far between. Seed aiditendreated as a logistical
exercise (buy and distribute seed). Little leagnia taking place in seed aid
particularly on even its short-term effects. Thare a few notable exceptions.
Overall, the list is paltry in comparison to theotisands of emergency seed
programs.

Seed security assessments by NGOs are not conducted

Seed security assessments at the local governnvemteda) level are not
conducted. At best, seed needs are extrapolaiedfvod security assessments.

Seed need estimates at the woreda level are daldular two different factors:
‘possible seed shortage’; and requests to acquoéem varieties for the zone.
Seed need requests may be particularly inflatemk4o obtain modern varieties.

In sum, seed aid approaches are overwhelming swujpplgn. Need for seed is
often not determined nor do seed security assessniake place which might
identify concerns beyond immediate seed availgbiliSeed aid is used to meet
mixed agendas: to help with possible seed shortagdsto obtain development
inputs (new varieties), as these may not be eabiigined otherwise.

MOVING FORWARD: RECOMMENDATIONS

The overall goals of seed aid in emergency nedaetdefined—and implementation
strategies should directly be tailored to thosdgggémplementers should be strongly
encouraged to stop using seed aid mainly to oloamwvarieties.)

Given that seed aid is mostly going on in chrotiess contexts, a broader set of
‘developmental relief* strategies needs to be akdiied and tested on the ground.
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Seed-related responses have to be better matcleaduial seed security problems
encountered on the ground. This can be encourage8uidding capacity to
conduct seed security assessments (point belowl);aéso by building capacity
among implementers to implement a greater rangespionse options.

Seed security assessment capacity needs to beabthik woreda level. Technical
tools are already in development to help agricaltofficials move forward. These
include harvest/seed tables, and field ‘seed systecurity assessment’ (SSSA)
guides. An explicit technical process needs tpuidan place to:

0 raise awareness of seed security versus food pe@sies

0 set up woreda level seed security indicators

o train woreda level staff in seed security fieldesssnents

A political environment for ‘real seed security @ssment’ has to be established.
This is no easy task. Technical advances in mstladohe will not lead to more
accurate assessments.

The complete gap in seed aid implementer guidelfoes€thiopia needs to be
addressed. An initial set of issues for inclusiomguidelines has been suggested by
seed security experts (Box 7). These need to la@pshed through wide
consultation.

Box 7 Proposed guidelines for the implementation afeed relief in Ethiopia.

SEED RELIEF GUIDELINES FOR ETHIOPIA: (proposed items)

Seed security assessment needs to be effected@iitervention
The type of aid response should be matched toetbe security problem at hand

Implementing organizations need to have agronomperise (seed aid is not just| a
logistical exercise). Such aid intervenes at tharhof a farming system.

IF seed is to be provideMinimally (examples)
1.adapted crops and accepted varieties need to lmnmifer
2.the quality should be at least as good as whateiemormally use

Modern varieties should be introduced in crisisiqgois only after a well-programmed
set of steps has been followed (see Box 4)

Monitoring and evaluation should be built into sdled relief interventions- to promate
learning by doing, and improve practice. Such amdment to follow-up should be fa
pre-condition to receipt of funds

If seed aid in any one zone continues for multgg@asons (3 or more) a review procgss
should take place. The review should either glistify the continuance of emergengy
aid, or b) stop the aid and plan an explicit skiategy.

Implementers should be held accountable for theymts they deliver (whether from
formal sector or from traders). Processes need etodévised for ensuring thjs
accountability
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VI: IMPLEMENTATION - SUPPLY SIDE: TRADERS

Seed/grain traders, those who sell in open mar&ets move supplies within and
across regions, are critical actors in helping famsmachieve seed security. During
normal times, Ethiopian farmers are increasingipgifocal markets to source some of
their seed (Dalton and Lipper, 2007). This maytddop off seed from their own
harvests; to get new, local or modern varietiesctvithey want to test; to renew seed
stocks; and, occasionally to fill empty seed stofeBuring crisis times, such traders
are also critical suppliers of seed to GO and N@&Plementers engaged in seed aid,
as farmers may seek a larger proportion of thesd s#f-farm. (Note that we use the
term “seed/grain trader” to refer to those supplieho sell crops largely for use as
grain, but a subset of which can potentially beduse seed - assuming it is adapted,
and of farmer-acceptable quality.

This section draws on trader expertise to get smidit insight into trends in seed
security and seed aid assistance. Via tradersalseeaim to understand better what
happens to seed supply and markets during peribsgisass: that is, how do drought,
floods, civil strife affect seed availability, faers’ access to seed (including prices)
and seed quality?

TRADERS AND SEED SUPPLY

To conduct this work, investigations first sketchmat the broad seed/grain supply
chains in the two select regions of Menz Gera M(gart of former Gera Keya, in
North Shoa) and West Hararghe. Trader intervieerewhen conducted at the various
levels of these supply and purchase chains. fteisessary to differentiate among
levels of traders for two reasons directly relatedseed security. First, in terms of
seed quality, one need to find out if traders deaked (and potential seed) as well as
grain. Hence it important to differentiate amongoge who collect directly from
farmers and may keep potential seed separate;e thbe bulk grain and seed; and
those who source crop materials from further aw@gcond, in terms of seed security,
one needs to understand the degree to which tradersnfluence overall supply or
seed availability. Naturally, traders who have éaemnd reliable transport and storage
facilities (large trucks, well conditioned storagaits), define their territory of
potential action (i.e. getting supplies) differgnttom, say a local seller, who brings
her own-produced seed to markets on a bicycle okelo Bigger traders (regional
traders or wholesalers) need to be interviewethese business people may be able to
bring seed/grain from areas quite distant. Likewisis also important to work with
traders who engage in direct transactions with &sm-as they can give insight into
local seed availability (as well as distinguish whan usefully be planted, and what

%\while emergency aid reports may often state tiaarmers ate all their seed”, as a justification f
the aid request, field evidence shows that thipphas much less often less assumed. As farmer lore
comments, “No one wants his daughter to marry smmevho is silly enough to consume all his seed
stocks.”
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not). During the course of investigations 21 egiem interviews were conducted in
the Asebe Teferi/West Hararghe area; and 14 in &eya /Menz Gera Midir).

Seed / grain: do traders know to distinguish between the two?

Interviews in two regions showed that traders, gsoap, can theoretically distinguish
seed from grain along a number of parameters, biytaccasionally manage the two
clusters separately. Much depends on the tradastbmer base: where the seed/grain
products will be sold and what the customer demands

As Box 8 shows much of traders’ potential managdroéseed quality (for those who
calculate seed purchasers as one customer bassg$oon post-harvest actions. This
involves selecting out visibly damaged grains #rah selecting out non-seed or inert
material (pebbles, dust). Additionally, some tradgive considerable weight to variety
choice, particularly those who focus on export sfraguch as haricot beans, those who
deal in modern varieties (e.g. of maize, of whea] those who deal with varieties
especially adapted to harsh zones. As would heeagd, trader knowledge on
specific variety names varies greatly accordinghie’her proximity to a farming
community and scale of operation. Those workingally with farmers nearly always
distinguish among named varieties. Even the béglers (wholesalers) however,
including those residing in towns, may group vaegt together by visual
characteristics, such as red or white sorghumbyayeographic origin: e.g. sorghum
from Miesso versus sorghum from Jijigaa. So wihie biggest traders, for the non-
commercial crops, may not recall specific varidéddels, they all showed a strong
sense of variety adaptation within broad zones.ybdathis is because those traders
interviewed work within stress regions.

Interestingly, specific seed knowledge, and specfied management practice seems
to change dramatically in cases when sgedseis demanded. Government officials
sometimes contract farmers to multiply modern \eese (maize, wheat) or highly
adapted local ones (sorghum). Within West Hararglven at the lowest level of
routine seed acquisition, a ‘collector’, the persdro buys directly from farmers, may
pay 5-10 Birr/quintal premium for good seed of loceops, such as sorghum. For
export crops, such as the white haricot beansetsadigher up the chain pay as much
as a 33% premium for pure, clean seed/grain, 4\irsus 3 Birr for kg (or 100 Birr
premium per quintal). So, while seed may not tdke lion’s share of a traders’
business, it is something of a market niche tradddsess explicitly. (In terms of the
scale of a traders’ food versus seed businesstrader interviewed suggested a 95/5%
food/seed divide for his business, and anotherf®@96bd and seed, respectively).
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Box 8 SEED/GRAIN TRADERS How they potentially disinguish between Seed and
Grain (comments from West Hararghe).

* Visual appearance (physical properties)seed has to look mature, not broken, not
attacked by insects/pests discolored varieties vetho Seeds of a certain size might|be
sought, or specific shape.

* Selection before saleinert matter may be removed (such as dust, sdololg® grain).

* Variety type: in some cases specific varieties are sought bgtsa@hen for export
or modern varieties); varieties might also be raysty clustered by zones of
adaptation (e.g. highland and lowland sorghuros)y maturity dates (e.g. short and
longer-term maize); minimally, seed traders sartaties by color classes, although
some traders, also distinguish varieties cleartpwicolor classes (e.g. within white
teff, more and less drought tolerant). Trader Keoge of varieties differs greatly by
crop.

* Defined, proven sources (provenance)t is those crops grown and sourced locally
which are generally considered to have ‘seed piaienBeyond an agro-ecological
zone, general only more commercial crops or modarieties (of maize, wheat,
beans) are considered by traders to have seedipbten

* Seed Treatmentsiarger traders may use phostoxin (fumigant), notradly used for
food.

e Germination Tests: limited, but found with some traders. Also, cantitb choose
seed that has not started to germinate (not haaatomith moisture).

* Conditions of Storage:Not in pits for sorghum, maize, barley.

* Length of storage: one year or less, for crops such as bean and wheat.

Levels of traders and the seed/grain distinction

To interpret traders’ potential seed and grain eige but also to understand better
traders’ ability to supply large amount of seeds ilso crucial to gain insight into the
broader seed/grain market flows. Sketches of $laets were traced for two sites,

West Hararghe and Menz Gera (with diagrams andnaganying notes appearing

below).

Several general comments are in order. First, atléiwel closest to farmers, the
collectors, the seed and grain distinction is maeey clear. Collectors are often
tasked by their employers (medium and larger scatéers), to find specific varieties
of a certain quality type. Collectors, often hayilived in the ‘buying community’
much of their lives may seek out farmers knowngdmrducing good seed (even seed
harvested separately in the field from grain), avay have ‘standing orders’ for ‘this
type of bean’, or ‘this quality of sorghum’. Witkuch specific demand, farmer-
producers know in advance that they are produ@agd’ from the moment the crop is
sown, and they manage the crop accordingly.
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At the initial stages of study, researchers hadrassl that the higher one goes up the
seed chain, the less specific the seed-related lkedge, and the more ‘crude’ or
poorly managed the seed and grain distinction.is §foss categorization provedt

to hold in a well-defined number of cases. Tlareevery large traders (e.g. 1000 Qtls
sorghum any one season), who acquire their seed foorh clearly defined agro-
ecological zones, and through direct contacts laittpe numbers of farmers: hence one
trader in Chiro basically monopolizes the seedfgrgipply over three full woredas.
His scale is large but fairly uniform in terms bétvarietal adaptability of the goods he
puts on offer. So, even as he bulks up, he aimgonmix varieties. Further, those
traders who deal with export and internally- comeradrcrops (haricot beans, wheat
and maize) may also aim to maintain strong starsdavén as volumes rise. Simply,
this makes economic sense: losses become tooigiteaimuch grain has to be sorted
out so as to deliver their high quality producindfy, there seem to be traders (often
medium level, not the largest) who respond to selemands, usually dictated by the
agro-ecological specificity (that is, need to ad@pharsh conditions). For example,
CARE reported a case from the woreda ‘Achar’ wheeispecific pearl millet variety
(‘Dekuny’) was in high demand after the 2003 drdught apparently not locally
available. The trader serving the community predideed from his storage houses,
seed which had been separate and well-maintaimedghout the year. In some sense,
this trader was serving not only to fill a possibked availability gap during a stress
period but also a ‘plant genetic resource’ gaghisTrrader backup function for the
community is an important one.

So in sum, traders do distinguish seed and graitinely, but to different degrees
according to crop. Minimally in these stress zomdishave basic knowledge of what
types of varieties may be adapted for sowing. dditeon, when presented with site
specific requests for ‘seed’, whether from governinefficials, urban dwellers or
exporters, trader seed knowledge, and seed managearebecome a good deal more
refined, and traders might even be ready to paged’ premium.

Figures 3 and 4 sketch initial seed flows for twess Both diagrams need to be
further elaborated but can presently serve to stiatthe seed/grain divide among
traders partly depends on their position in thepupnd purchase chain, as well as the
customer base they aim to serve.
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E. Big traders

A

D. Medium level traders

A

A 4

C. “Cherchari’/
“Sebsabi” Retailers

A 4

A

B. Farmers Collectors
“Gelbach”

A

A. Farmers
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Seed/Grain Traders

City dwellers

Farmers

Addis Ababa and Debre Birhan
“Chercharis”

May have multiple storage facilities
and trucks

To Addis Ababa (faba bean, lentil
and fenugreek)

City dwellers

Farmers (major share)
Chercharis

May have 1 or 2 storage facilities

City dwellers (grain selling)
Farmers (grain and seed)
Medium and big traders

Work throughout the year (on
Tuesday and Saturday)

To all of the above actors and urban dwellers

May be economically weak, with small
landholdings

Mostly seasonal (December-April)

Cherchari (“Sebsabi”)

Gelbach (farmer collectors)
Medium level merchants (traders)
Urban dwellers

Big merchants/ traders

Figure 3 Flows of Seed/Grain (potential seed) in informarkeaflows: in Menz Gera

woreda (Amhara - draft).

The up-ward movement (acquired locally) is fordddean, lentil, chick pea, field pea,
fenugreek, barley and a small amount of wheatohtrast, sorghum and maize are
completely acquired from outside the zone, asaddhge majority of the wheat, which
comes from Ataye (Ephratana Gidim), Addis Ababahi@eBirhan and other places

depicted by the down-ward movement.
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Notes on figure 3:

A. Farmers

Farmers sell for all the hierarchies above themeddmg on the amount they hold and the
profit margin they believe to get from each. Wheayt deal in small amounts of grain, they
may aim to sell directly to urban dwellers. Withder supplies, they may sell to other actors in
the grain market system.

B. “Gelbach” farmer collectors

They collect grain from the surrounding farmerseiy'lgive often give premium prices for

guality grain because it helps them mix high gualitth those low quality grains so that their

overall average price becomes more elevated. InzMgera, it seems that collectors do not
give special price for seed (in contrast to Westakghe).

“Gelbaches” do not work for a single trader in tohen. Rather, they shift their customers
based on the profit margin they obtain in each eiadlay. But, to some extent there are some
Gelbaches/farmer collectors who work with spectfizders for a longer-term based their
establishing certain levels of trust, particulanyelation establishing grain market price.

Collectors are named as “Gelbach”, if they are ffarming community and “Sebsabi”/
“Cherchari” if they are from the urban dwellersotBl that direct links between Gelbach and
Chercheri are relatively rare.

C. “Cherecharis’/"Sebsabis” or retailers

These are small town-based traders, who, using tven capital, purchase from farmers,
medium and big traders. For maize, sorghum and whesy may buy from medium and big
traders and sell to farmers and urban dwellers pdmehase small amounts. In contrast, for
barley, faba bean, lentil, chickpea, and fenugrébky may purchase from farmers and
sometimes from “Gelbaches”, and then sell ‘up’ tedmm level and bigger traders. Local lore
suggests that these retailers do not use balameesather use a dish believed to be equivalent
with 1.5 kilogram (which, in practice, might vargom 1.35 to 1.4 kgs, so as to profit from
non-standard measures).

D. and E. Medium and big traders

Both medium level and big traders purchase sorghnchmaize grain (not sown) primarily

from Addis Ababa, Debre Birhan and Ataye areas. &/hmeay be purchased from Debre
Birhan area. Those crops potentially used for sbadey, faba bean, lentil, chick pea and
fenugreek, are obtained from local markets (farmé@elbaches”, and from “Sebsabis”/

retailers). Both medium and big traders transparlely, faba bean, lentil and fenugreek out of
the immediate region, to Debre Birhan and Addisl#ha
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D. Big traders

C. Medium level traders

B. Collectors: may
serve 3-5 villages

Seed/Grain Traders

May sell to distant areas (cities, even
abroad)
May sell down to medium level traders

May get seed directly from farmers
(level A)

May get grain from collectors or grain
millers

May re-supply collectors with seed
(during shortage)

May re-supply farmers directly (during
shortage)

Collectors link farmers and bigger merchants
Varieties at this level are relatively unmixed

“Kekabi” (“donkey ear”): they link farmers
and collectors, they have no money of theif
own and serve a broker function

A. Farmers who sell their own
production as seed

May sell to neighbors directly

May sell at local markets themselves
May sell ‘up’ to collectors or directly
to grain millers

May sometimes sell to bigger
merchants (level C)

Figure 4 Flows of Seed/Grain (potential seed) in informafke&aflows in West Hararghe

(Draft)

The precise mapping of these chains differs by .crBpr instance, beans and coffee
would start from farmer producers and go up and ajuthe region: there would
generally not be re-sale downwards. In contrasgtaim, teff, maize and wheat have
upward and downward flows, Ato D and D to A.
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TRADERS’ ASSESSMENT OF SEED STRESS CONDITIONS

The traders interviewed in the Hararghe area hpdrticularly long-term view of the
seed/grain commerce within the high stress regidmich is a classic seed aid area).
The medium to larger scale traders, those withggonal and occasionally national
seed/grain commerce view, had been working an geesd18 years in the trade, with
a range of six to 40 years. The collectors, thabgsest to farmers, with an ability to
assess particularly local supplies, had been irtrdde an average of slightly over 8
years (with a range of 5 to 12 years). As impdrta@ of the 12 collectors had been
living in their respective farming communities dheir lives so had first-hand
experience of the crop production fluctuationsdgreriod of three to five decades.

Seed Availability during stress periods

Traders were interviewed on the issue of seed ahisily during stress periods. In
terms of the types of stresses, all traders hadiwiad business during periods of
extensive drought and insect and pest attack, eneral had worked through isolated
periods of civil strife.

All traders, at all scales mapping their extengigory, asserted théhere was no
time, not a single season, when seed was not @eil#irectly within the region or
within reach of the region for all key cropgFor the last four years of seed aid, the
CARE senior project manager similarly confirmedttfoa his seed voucher programs
in West Hararghe, 100% of the seed had been obitécally). So, in theory, through
time, no seed had to be brought into the regiadherform of aid.

The confirmed availability of seed does not meat there were not constraints within
the seed system during times of stress. Among tifesses or changes signaled by
traders, four were particularly important:

. Volume changes in seed supply

Price fluctuations

Changes in geographic sourcing of seed
Changes in the scale of seed loans

Changes in seed quality were also mentioned agnalsibut no clear trends emerged
across crops or sites. Assessments were split adéther quality was the same or
worse, and in several cases for beans, ‘betterytaan a larger proportion of trader
wares was obtained from the Nazret area. So changesed quality could potentially

be used as a seed security stress signal, buisisglecific case study, focus on their
variable gave no particular insight.

Each of these is four main stress signals islgraé$cussed below.

Seed System Stress during periods of Crisis

Insights on changes in seed security in the regioring periods of stress were
obtained exclusively through trader interview. &ivthe limited field frames, cross-
check methods could not be employed to match trestzll against other forms of
potentially objective data, for example, recordmfrmarketing information systems.
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As such, findings below should be considered adicative’. The trends are real (and
confirmed by many): however, the precise magnitudkeshange (for instance in
trading volumes or price) would need to be furtharified through method
triangulation.

Volume changes in seed supplied

Traders were asked to refer to the trading yeavghich they had firmest recall and to
compare a specific stress season versus a speaifistress season, and to highlight as
much as possible seed-specific information. Mosisehyears related with the period
between 2001 and 2004.

Table 23 indicates the volume of the trader busiriesed obtained) in a stress versus
non-stress period. The focus is on the three amups involved in seed transactions.

Unexpectedly, the findings showed that for the mediand larger traders, seed
supplies substantialipcreaseduring periods of stress, directly in responstatmers’
demand. (Several even commented that they mayveatwork in the seed business in
normal times, especially in relation to sorghumhisTincrease in supplies obtained
occurred in 12 of the 17 cases examined in Table @8d most frequently in the case
of maize. The magnitude of these increases wasrgiyvery high: on average, these
medium and larger traders more than tripled theimel of (potential) seed sold for
each crop.

For local grain collectors, the trend was the ogiposThe volume of seed they directly

obtained from the countrysiakecreasedor nearly every case examined (21 out of 23
cases in examined in Table 23, or 30 out of 32s;akall crops are included). These

decreases were large — on average, seed volumaseabby local collectors dropped

by 65% in crisis years. Collectors commented tbe&l farmers during stress years
prefer to keep the bulk of the harvests they obt&lence ‘extra’ supplies for sale are

greatly reduced.

Table 23 In West Hararghe, cases where traders ineased the amount of (potential) seed
supply, compared to a normal season, by type mercha (medium/large traders, or
smaller collectors), and crop.

Medium to large grain traders Small grain collectors
Crop N cases Increased % N cases Increased %
sales in crisis sales in crisis
Maize 6 5 83.3 6 1 16.7
Sorghum 6 4 66.7 10 1 10.0
Haricot beans 5 3 60.0 7 0 0.0

Price Fluctuations

Traders were also asked to recall price pattemspecific stress and non-stress years.
Note for most crops, medium and larger tradersdcderoutine 20 to 30 Birr/Qtl
difference between seed and grain of the same amifp, such seed and grain
difference translating to between 5 and 10 Birthatcollector level. Again, intensive
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seed market investigations would be well worth pung. For now, more indicative
trends appear in Table 24.

Across the board, for all, prices significantly gp during stress periods, again
focusing on the three major crops sown in the megiBrices rise at a relatively higher
rate as one goes up the trader chain, as largéertraalso seek seed from distances
relatively further away. Interviews with largeadlers suggest that transport costs are
the biggest factor affecting seed price duringi€risnes, not rise in the price in the
crop materialper se Also of note is that traders indicated that sasal price
fluctuations were often not related to any locasisrat all, but, as in the case of the
export crop white haricot beans, global and natialeanand patterns largely shaped
the local price changes.

Table 24 For all traders and collectors interviewed, tleecpnt increase in mean buying and
selling prices for seed of different crops betwaerrmal and a crisis year.

Large grain traders Local grain collectors
Crop Price increase in crisis Price increase in crisis
n year (%) n year (%)
Buying Selling Buying Selling
Maize 8 92.8 79.6 7 49.4 44.0
Sorghum 7 89.9 96.4 11 28.0 25.6
Haricot beans 6 62.8 56.9 7 20.7 19.3

As an ‘early warning system indicator’, it would bell worth examining seed and
grain price differences more systematically. T™hsuld be done at one point in time,
through the course of an agricultural season, anosa stress and non-stress seasons.
Even during normal times, one would expect the gggd and grain patterns price to
be substantially different. Field evidence froraesthere (western Kenya; Otsyda
al., 2004) shows that prices for potential seed rieepy only during the period
immediately prior to sowing (and may extend somg to eight weeks). Unlike grain
prices, seed prices do not rise during the hunger geriods (and immediately pre-
harvest). For this reason, standard price infalnatollected on food commodities is
not an adequate monitoring indicator for seed ptieads. Figure 5 conceptually
suggests the seed and grain price trend differeribiede that grain price trends are
highly variable by crop and environment: the patteelow is sketched mainly for
didactic reasons
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Figure 5 Trends in crop and seed prices in local seed/gramarkets through season
showing seed price peaks at sowing time and graimipe peaks before harvest.

— Seed Price -
Grain Price
...... beginning end season begmmi
season season

Seed sourcing areas

While collectors continue to source seed locallgrein stress times, medium and
large traders, aiming to greatly scale up commedepted several strategies so as to
increase their seed supplies. Some worked witreatgr number of local collectors,
some simply emptied their existing stores (and i@adrly for sorghum existing
storage stocks were often deemed sufficient); sactigely decidedhot to export from
the zone, and, instead, given greater attentiolodale clientele. As stated by one
trader:

Instead of exporting during stress, | consciousgide to focus on local markets, and
even sell my own stored wares there. This migbk ldke | am doing something
‘good’ but it is also in my own self- interestnéed to give priority to providing local
farmers seed as they are the ones, who throughdiaai next harvests, who guarantee
my own future supplieéMohammed T., pers. comm., 2007)

There were, however, a select number of cases Wiaelers elected to go outside their
normal zones to obtain seed they sense would bkcisafly adapted. In West
Hararghe, traders mentioned obtaining larger ptops of their bean supply from the
Central Rift Valley areas, and particularly sougciNazret; and for maize, select
varieties were sought from Wollega, Nazret, Jijigga even Addis Ababa.

Scale of Seed Loans

Finally we mention changes in the scale of seeddoaAmong the nine medium and

larger-scale traders (that is business people auitisiderable financial standing within

the community), only one, considered somewhat tofi@ ‘do-gooder among the poor’

gives seed load during normal times. Simply, trademly state, that such loans

generally are not need and not requested. Inasmiduring stress periods (and 2003
was used as the reference point) seven of thegaine substantial loans, with a single
trader giving up to 50-60 quintals of seed reaghup to 500 farmers. Sometimes
these loans are paid back—and sometimes not.
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Reflections on Stress Periods; Traders’ view

Interestingly several of the traders interviewedesiioned the entire rationale of
bringing in seed aid, during purported stress pistio

Stated on€'ln fact, there is no situation we have experiengdtere you have to bring
in seed. | have never had to import it from elsen@h Those aid organizations that do
this practice more often than not also come late] then they come to purchase seed
from us” (Gashaw, pers. comm., 2007)

Stated another:No aid should be given. Traders can take carelwftdations.”
(Mohammed T., pers. comm., 2007).

These comments may partially reflect a position'self-interest’. They may also
contain a strong element of realism.

TRADERS’ ROLE IN SEED AID

Lastly, we turn to the specific role of traderspiroviding seed for relief work. The
role of traders in providing seed particularly fose in emergency direct seed
distributions has been well documented and has la@eong standard practice in
Ethiopia. Because of Ethiopia’s great agro-ecaalgdiversity, seed for aid, has long
been sourced partly from local channels (at leiastesl985; see Table 6, Chapter IlI).
Procurement from local systems has also long beemorm, particularly for high
stress areas, as the Ethiopian Seed Enterprisppdeg by government policy, has
given priority to crops and varieties which prodweell mainly in medium to higher
potential zones.

This section briefly signals recent developmentgnmergency seed assistance which
aim to expand the role of traders beyond theirassprocurement intermediaries.

Seed /Grain Traders, Seed Vouchers, and Seed Vouchers + Fairs

As indicated in the preceding Chapter V, on GO &GO implementation, traders
have been identified not only as ‘aid providerst biso as a potentially important
group of beneficiaries within emergency seed aiéraijpons. Using a seed voucher or
seed voucher and fair approach, NGOs in partidudae sometimes sought to spread
the benefits of seed procurement (and seed sateshcga many in the community,
including many traders. In one model, local tradersa given set of days will be asked
to bring their seed supplies to select ‘fairs’, dadner aid recipients will then choose
the crops and varieties they want to sow themsglw@sg an aid voucher to reimburse
the seller. In another model, farmer aid recipierdaemed with vouchers, may
themselves make the journey to select trader stagesn to choose from the crops and
varieties on offer. In both cases, a relativelyager number of traders (greater than in
standard DSD operations) capture part of the sieecharket. Traders associated with
the voucher approach may be larger ones, but ired8@®O implementation models
(notably that of CRS), smaller-scale traders, worttaders and even farmer sellers
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(vending their home production) are encouragedattiggpate. One supposition is that
the more local the traders, the more likely tha wWoucher monies received will be
recirculated within the local economies. The semacher and fair approach has been
spearheaded by the CRS worldwide and particularhAirica, including Ethiopia
(Bramelet al, 2004). CARE, in Ethiopia and especially Harargileo has extensive
experience in using the SVF approach, and morentlgceéhe seed voucher approach
alone.

Traders as current vehicles to improve seed quality?

One aspect of seed voucher approach is of particulerest for this analysis of seed
security and seed stress, and the role of tradétsre we highlight specific seed
management requirements for traders involved ircheuaid operations.

To reemphasize points briefly mentioned previou§lhapter V), seed quality issues
are built into the seed voucher and seed vouchgifansystem in several ways. In
the CRS approach, locally based farmer committede tharge of seed quality
screening, and provide potential cus tomers withaitkgl information on variety
features, seed production and storage conditioesopls and varieties put on offer. In
the CARE model, the onus of providing quality seedut on traders themselves, pre-
fair, through a series of formal procurement andnaggment stipulations. As
summarized in Box 9, CARE, requires that potent@mlicher seed be maintained in
specific seed stores (clean, insect free), an@veral cases, has requested traders keep
batches of potential seed in separate locations.

Box 9 Traders associated with CARE'’s seed voucher prograrfr depending on market
may vary from 30,000 to 100,000 Birr worth of seell

Formal Criteria Demanded (Contract, selected itgms

e Those who have paid the current season tax far libense

e Those capable of putting an insurance deposit (Bd@dor one market, 5000 Birr
for 3 markets or more)

e Those capable of constructing sufficient seed wausé (clean, insect free)

e Those having a balance cleared by the Ethiopiagingaand standardization
authority

* Those who can provide seeds of sufficient quaatity quality &tc.

Other Criteria (as guided by Project Manager)
e Known by/local acceptance within community
e Transaction with multiple crops (e.g. 5 to 6)
¢ Ability to move to sites (have transport) if sitesre distant

In terms of looking at the evolution in ‘seed qtiglithe CARE model has been the
easier one to trace, as traders comment on thair dvanging practices. Through
working over progressive seasons with CARE in tee&d aid-seed voucher program,
participating traders claim:
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* to have a better sense of the specificity of varaetaptation;

* to have mastered the logistics of seed storagrigfating, sealing storage spaces,
sorting inert material); and

» to have gained greater appreciation of farmerdd sisenands, in contrast to food
demands.

One key trader even now aims to seek out activiedy darly-maturing varieties of

especial interest to his west Harerghe client ipfBsennau Aberra, pers. comm., 2005).
While CARE does ‘train’ traders in seed qualityuiss, it also engages in punitive
action (i.e. withdraws contracts) from those whovee substandard material. Perhaps
both thrusts are helping to improve seed qualiapnaards of vast quantities of local
materials.

Traders as future vehicles to improve seed quality?

The issue being raised here is if seed/grain tsadérse business people who
routinely supply farmers with the bulk of their d8rm sowing materials, might be
more actively engaged in gradually improving thealgy of local seed system
material.

One trader raised this issue herself in the comteRelping farmers gain access to new
varieties:

Commented Asnaketch Tadesse: “I know some ofetlvevarieties, like the Katumani
variety of maize. Simply, they are just not auaéshere. If | were given two quintals,
| could distribute these to many farmers | know-rtbellect the harvest—and then re-
distribute”

Her insights that the varieties are not readilyilat¢e locally, [although they may be
desired by farmers] are confirmed by senior Miegeceda agricultural officials.

So given that the general government systems, hsagv&SE more specifically, have
had difficulty meeting farmers’ demands for newietes (in formats farmers find

acceptable), perhaps alternate modes of routingibdison or sale might be tried.

Giving test samples to stimulate farmer demand, selting small, non-risk size

packets are several of the approaches that havepoeeen useful elsewhere (Sperling
et al, 1996).

But beyond enhancing variety quality, the issueai@siabout whether traders can be
encouraged to deliver better seed quality se routinely. This is not to infer that the
seed quality of normal farmer produce is bad (latwy tests show otherwise). Simply
this is to suggest that small improvements in qualan be achieved, and have been
achieved via seed fairs and when associated wbréxrops. Can incentives not be
conceived to extend these known practices morely#dde

In brief, traders often serve as the backbone ef ghed system in crisis times
(including helping farmers to gain access to spegifant genetic materials). Cannot
their considerable commerce also be harnessedtiugity improve seed quality and
variety quality during more stable periods?
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SUMMARY: SEED/GRAIN TRADER INSIGHTS

Seed/grain traders are key for stabilizing farmeeed systems during both normal
and stress periods. Farmers routinely rely on ptarto fill seed gaps and traders may
be sought as suppliers for select emergency opasfboth DSD and SVF).

Trader at all levels, from collectors to large-sdaaders, distinguish between seed and
grain routinely, but to different degrees accordiogcrop and according to their
intended customer base. When presented with speeduests for seed (from local
clients, government or exporters), traders cantiyreafine their seed management
practices and often negotiate premiums when oloigibetter quality and selling better
quality materials. At a minimum, traders have s@&ldwledge of variety adaptation.

Traders’ assessments give strong insights into Wajpens to seed systems in periods
of stress. Mapping their extensive history in Wekdtrarghe, across periods of
drought, severe insect and pest attack and cwifestraders (at all levels) asserted
that there waso time not a single season, when sufficient seed wasanailable
directly within the region or within reach of thegion for all key crops. Seed did not
need to be brought in as a form of aid.

While in times of stress, seed availability is geherally a problem, traders did cite
other signals which indicate seed system stresssdltan be quickly and easily
monitored at regional and more local levels.

Volume changes in seed supply

Seed price fluctuations

Changes in geographic sourcing of seed
Changes in the scale of seed loans

Seed quality shifts (both positive and negative)

O 0O O0OO0O0o

In terms of precise trends, unexpectedly, amorgglairaders in West Harerghe, seed
commerce and volumes obtainedreasedduring periods of stress, as traders aim to
capture increased demand. Prices also increased H0-100%, with the rises
reportedly due more to increased transport costs tises in the value of the planting
material itself.

Experience with traders involved in the CARE seedicher program shows that
incentives can be put in place which encourageetgatb improve seed (versus grain)
management across a short number of seasons.
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MOVING FORWARD: RECOMMENDATIONS

Given that local markets, and traders are the baoklof farmer seed supply, much
more attention should be given to ensuring thaddhmarkets can supply the kinds of
seed farmers need. One major challenge is howeverdge traders’ efforts to

gradually improve the quality of seed on offer ormal market channels.

0 Seed/grain traders could be potentially powerfuttrgas in helping to

move new modern varietiesvidely within and among stressed farming
communities. Methods should be tested for direlitlging formal sector
seed supply with informal trader seed/grain sellddsstribution of variety
samples (to stimulate demand); sale of small packétseed; and more
systematic sale of modern varieties in bulk areoogtthat might be tested
and closely evaluated.

Seed/grain traders are also potential partnerspraving theseed quality
per seof sowing materials put on offer to farmers. Whihe quality of
farmer seed overall is often shown to be quite ad&x] procedures for
(inter alia) segregating among varieties and reducing pergentd sub-
standard grains could give farmer clients a beétmrn for their purchases.
Awareness-raising, capacity building and incentimgght all be possible
measures for encouraging gradual seed/grain quadgyovements.

Seed/grain traders have unique insight into seeties)ys in stress and normal

This is particularly the case when assgssupplies, that is, seed

availability. Traders have particular skills irsassing seed availability, and their
expertise should be incorporated as a feature nwisleled security assessments.
Procedures for differentiating among traders ararthssessment strengths are
well established.

Indicators for seed market fluctuations need tosyematically built into seed
security assessment data bases (e.g. volume changegd supply; seed price
fluctuations). These can potentially be used &sl security stress indicators for
both regional and local field assessments andrig @@arning data bases.
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VII: IMPLEMENTATION - DEMAND SIDE:
FARMER AID RECIPIENTS

This chapter looks at the effects of seed aid fibm users or farmer recipients’
perspective. It draws from intensive study in faites, and interviews with 399
farmers in alf! The chapter traces farmers’ history with seekl e different kinds
of aid received, and their evaluations of the usefs of assistance. In addition, it
objectively analyzes the importance of the aid ikezkin relation to local strategies
for coping with stress, which include farmers acagi seed on their own from local
channels.

The four intensive study sites differ markedly grmis of agro-ecology, farming
systems, and implementer profile. They also regresour different regions (see
Chapter | on rationale for site selection). Sdes intended to be indicative, and were
selected in order to explore a range of differenmitexts and approaches to seed aid,
rather than cover every zone that had received aieed

Sites selected include:
0 Miesso and Chiro woredas in West Hararghe (Oromiya)
o0 Raya Azebo woreda in Southern Tigray (Tigray)
0 Humbo woreda in Wolaita (SNNPR)
0 Gera Keya woreda in North Shoa (Amhara)

The first two of these sites represent ‘classicédsaid scenarios, where chronic
drought stress has led to low crop production apetated emergency aid. The latter
two sites have also received repeated aid, tholgin primary stresses are different
(population pressure and soil degradation, respayg)i A wide range of crops has
been distributed across these sites by the govenrtnemed different NGOs, using
diverse approaches — DSD, seed vouchers, and @aséed.

To capture distinct insights , the chapter firggants findings site by site. Cross-site
comparisons are then elaborated to identify broadere Ethiopia-wide trends.

Methods

This farmer recipient analysis is primarily based farmers’ responses to detailed
surveys, administered in 2006. Additional inforimat comes from focus-group
discussions with farmers, and information collectedm seed aid practitioners
(presented in Chapter IV).

1 Note the original survey was done among a largempde, about 120 farmers at each site.
Questionnaires showing strong evidence of intergigias (i.e. too many comparable answers) were
eliminated to ensure rigor.
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The surveys asked farmers about their experientte sged aid, seeking details of all
events they could recall. Farmers gave detailsgrgeions of the crops and varieties
involved in recent seed aid events, the quantreesived, and all other seed sources
used that season. Farmers also gave their oporiomany different aspects of seed
aid (e.g. the appropriateness of varieties suppbed longer-term impacts of aid).
Thus, the surveys combined qualitative and qudiviadata, using both closed and
open questions. Sampling was purposive, seekih§ammers’ Association (FAs) and
individual households that had received seed gdatedly.

West Hararghe — Chiro and Miesso woredas (Oromiya)

Context

West Hararghe Zone provides a ‘classic’ exampla wfilnerable region where a crisis
can affect many households. For instance, in ZTNZB00 000 people, a third of the
total zone population, were assessed to be foetums. Many households in the zone
are chronically vulnerable, due to poor crop pradumcand low asset ownership, and
frequently receive assistance (Piguet, 2003). @&ktas occurred here since 1984 at
least, and nearly every year since the mid-1990s.

Mixed crop-livestock farming is the main activityjth sorghum, maize, and haricot
beans the main crops (Storekal, 1991). Unlike elsewhere, the survey covered two
woredas, Miesso and Chiro, as both receive freqseetl aid, yet represent distinct
agroecologies: Miesso in the lowlands, and Chirthie densely-populated Chercher
Highlands. Variable and uncertain rainfall affecttb woredas, though Miesso is
especially drought-prone, and land degradationnsagor constraint in Chiro (ICRA,
1996). Surveys interviewed 77 farmers in Miesst 4D in Chiro, thus 117 overall.

Seed aid is a common intervention in West Harardhdividual households received
aid on as many as ten different occasions (somstimae than once a season), and on
average three times overall (Table 25). Both gowent and a wide range of different
NGOs have been active in the area, using DSD, #saweouchers (with or without
seed fairs) to provide seed.
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Table 25 Number of times farmers in West Hararghe ecalled receiving seed aid.

Woreda
number of times Chiro Miesso
seed aid (N=40) (N=77)
% of total % of total
1 2.5 -
2 40.0 33.8
3 40.0 37.7
4 5.0 19.5
5 10.0 2.6
6 - 3.9
7 2.5 -
8 - 1.3
9 - -
10 - 1.3
Total 100.0 100.0
Average 2.9 times 3.2 times

West Hararghe: seed aid and other sources of seed

Farmers detailed all seed sources used for twosgpopvided by a recent aid (Table
26). In only nine cases (7.7%) was seed aid thdiy source in that crisis season. So
over 92% of seed aid recipients obtained at leastesof the seed they planted from
channels other than aid. This makes it clear #an in this highly-stressed region,
the vast majority of aid recipients still had accesother sources of seed.

Table 26 Number of farmers for whom seed aid supjgd all the seed sowed for two crops
in a specific seed aid season.

Measure Woreda
Chiro Miesso Both
Number of farmers 40 77 117
Cases where aid supplied all seed 5 4 9
% of total 12.5 5.2 7.7

Most of the cases where seed aid supplied 100%rofdrs’ seed were for haricot bean
and maize. Many farmers do not save seed of theges, but rather purchase seed
when needed from local markets. Home storage otdtabeans can reduce seed
quality (due to Bruchid problems) and local markgtsvide specific varieties that
fetch the best prices, while short-season maizeoisnally only sown when long-
season sorghum plantings have failed. Thus seettidse crops is locally available —
seed aid here simply takes the place of markethasic for some farmers. Farmers’
own seed channels still provide much of the seeddith these crops.

“I usually have a small amount of seed in stored #re government adds. If

| do not get seed, | can sell a goat or hen... 8o seed aid, | now have
livestock offspring.”— West Hararghe farmer
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Table 27 summarizes 201 different seed aid eventsg the relative contribution of
different sources to what was actually plantedhe season seed aid was received.
Seed aid met 49.3% of seed needs for West Hardagmers for the crops it provided
(in Miesso, this was 42.8%). Thus, seed aid reaoigi still obtained over half their
seed from other sources in the informal or localdssystem: a third of all plantings
came from their own stocks, while local marketsavalso important, particularly in
Miesso, where markets supplied 19.6% of seed.

Seed aid, especially DSD, assumes that vulnerabheeirs have no available seed in a
crisis. Table 27 shows that the assumption heirec@rect. Both traders and farmers
interviewed in West Hararghe indicated that seexlbeen available locally over all
the last drought seasons recalled (including tmeth2003 season). Farmers (and local
traders) in West Hararghe have well-developed esfras for coping with seed
insecurity (McGuire, 2007). Seed aid could suppEaed security here by helping
farmers taaccessappropriate seed.

There are three reasons why 49.3% is a high edtimiateed aid’s contribution to
overall seed security. Firstly, seed aid genergllgvides one or two crops per
household, though West Hararghe farmers grow arwigiege than this: crops not
provided by seed aid would still need to be souifcech the local system. Secondly,
the households not targeted by seed aid also ralysbn their own sources for seed.
Finally, some farmers might over-state the imparéanf seed aid in interviews for
strategic reasons, possibly hoping for future tesce.

Table 27 Importance of seed aid, in relation to ber sources of seed for the same crop
during a specific seed aid season in Chiro and Miss woredas in West Hararghe.

Woreda
Seed Source Chiro (n=68) Miesso (n=133) Both (n=201)
% of all seed plante% of all seed plante® of all seed planted

Seed aid 59.0 42.8 49.3

Home stocks 28.6 34.8 32.3
Local market 10.2 19.6 15.8
Gift 1.6 2.5 2.1

Exchange 0.6 0.2 0.3
Extension 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other source 0.0 0.2 0.1
All sources 100.0 100.0 100.0

West Hararghe: crops supplied by seed aid

Table 28 shows seed aid by crop. In West Haramglagze and haricot beans comprise
the majority of seed aid, with 44.8 % and 33.1 %albfseed supplied, respectively.

Though sorghum is the dominant crop in the reg@nmuch smaller amount is

supplied.
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received by crop, and the proportion of each crop’seed coming from aid.

Crop N of cases Crop’s proportion Seed aid as
of all aid (%) proportion of crop
planted (%)
Maize 88 44.8 43.3
Haricot bean 58 33.1 56.4
Sorghum 32 13.0 41.2
Barley 8 3.6 68.4
Chickpea 3 1.0 100.0
Faba bean 3 1.7 100.0
Lentil 6 0.7 80.0
All crops (*) 201 100.0 49.3

(* Totals include small amounts of other crops stodwn here.)

For each crop, Table 28 also shows the proportfowhat was planted in the crisis
season coming from seed aid . The local systdhsspplied the majority of maize
and sorghum, the main local crops, in a crisis@gaas aid only covered around 40%
of sowings of these two crops. Aid provides a hpgbportion of seed for chickpea,
faba beans, and lentils, though sample sizes dadaimounts are small in these cases.
However, some of these crops may not normally bedsé&®y many farmers, such as
chickpea. Farmeitsope they do not have to plasttickpea, as this usually means their
main cereal sowings had failed. So it is unsumpgighat seed aid supplied all the
chickpea seed for the three cases recorded.

West Hararghe: crop varieties supplied by seed aid

Table 29 The proportion of Modern and Farmer Varidies supplied by seed aid for each
crop in West Hararghe.

Crop N of cases Modern Variety (%) Farmer Variety (%)
Maize 88 52.3 47.7
Haricot bean 58 86.2 13.8
Sorghum 32 40.6 59.4
Chickpea 3 0 100.0
Barley 8 0 100.0
Faba bean 3 33.3 66.7
Lentil 6 66.7 33.3
Groundnut 2 0 100
Teff 1 0 100
All crops 201 56.7 43.3

Table 29 shows that a slightly higher proportiorseéd aid comes as modern varieties
than as farmer varieties. DSD emphasizes MVs méoethe 86 cases with DSD, 54
(62.8%) involved MVs; in contrast, the 115 case®ining vouchers had MVs on 60
occasions (52.2%). With vouchers, farmers havegrat of choice, and opt for a
different mix of crops and varieties than DSD pd®s. Seed aid, especially DSD,
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sometimes is used for promoting new MVs to farmB&ARD officials in the region
confirmed that they used seed aid as a way toadtdi MV seed for farmers. This is
a clear example of where seed for emergency relies with seed for development.
As Chapter V points out, distributing MV seed téew farmers in a stress period may
not be the best way to promote them.

West Hararghe: seed availability

Despite repeated stress, the evidence here indithtd the major crops are still
available locally. Farmers routinely seek seedhfreeighbors or from local traders to
meet household-level shortfalls. The vast majootyfarmers (95%) felt that there
would be enough seed available in local marketéhfem to purchase, if they had the
means to do so (vouchers or cash).

There is very little formal seed supply in West &tghe, especially in Miesso, since
the ESE has limited capacity in lowland seed pradoc Woreda BoARD say they
receive little MV seed for developmental prograars] emergency seed is one way to
get seed to pass on to farmers. Seed aid herenotaye explicitly about addressing
seed insecuritper seput about accessing MV seed for promotion.

"People don't want or need seed aid. They wantvaeties. The only time
they see the people from the Ministry of Agrictis when they come and
ask ‘who needs seed relief2’W. Hararghe farmer

West Hararghe: approaches compared

In addition to DSD, some NGOS, such as CARE and, lB&d vouchers (sometimes
in conjunction with fairs). Comparing DSD with wahers:

e Chickpea and sesame were more frequently supplidd3D, while haricot bean,
sorghum, and barley were more often provided bychets.

e Farmers receive significantly more crops with varsh@.1 crops on average) than
with DSD (1.5)*2.

e As indicated above, DSD practice leaned more styotmyvards supplying MVs
than voucher practice (which focused on FVs).

Thus, when farmers can choose crops and variettasmauchers, they sought a wider,
and different range of crops. It is interestingntute that some farmers sought Belg
crops (teff, barley) with vouchers, or long-seasoop varieties for planting with the
early Belg rains (e.g. sorghum FVs such as ‘Ab@élot These crops are clearly
intended for sowing the following season, rathemtlthe season when seed aid was
supplied (with the late Meher rains). This suggdbat some farmers may not use
vouchers to meet immediate needs, but rather gicalyy prepare for the coming
season.

12 A similar pattern was seen with number of varitieceived: mean of 2.2 with vouchers, and 1.5 with
DSD. Trends statistically significant (p<0.001)@ss both woredas.
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West Hararghe: farmer preferences

Farmers in West Hararghe were split over preferB@&P or vouchers as a seed aid
approach. Of those who preferred vouchers, maityteey appreciated being able to
choose the crops and varieties themselves. Sommers distrusted traders, or found
going to market time-consuming, and said they preteDSD. Note it is difficult to
get frank opinions from farmers in an interviewtisgf, as the quote below indicates:
many are hesitant to criticize any assistance tbegive.

“The seed was given late. But | do not want to glam. If | am given seed
free | must not complain. I am poor. | have toetakhat | am given.” West
Hararghe farmer

South Tigray — Raya Azebo Woreda

Context

The second study site, Raya Azebo in South Tigsaglso a fairly ‘typical’ example
of a vulnerable, drought-prone farming system. aRlivelihoods depend on mixed
farming, with sorghum, teff, maize, and barley thest important cereals. In good
seasons, the area is productive, but rainfall oasdtextent is erratic, particularly for
the Belgrains, affecting crop production. As it faces mecly environmental stresses,
and is far from major centers, Raya Azebo is carsd among the more vulnerable
woredas in Tigray to food insecurity (Negusseal, 2006).

Raya Azebo has received seed aid on many occasiioces the mid-1980s. Seed aid
was given to at least some of the 108 farmers gaedrgirtually every year since 1997,
with the earliest reported case in 1986. REST #rmal BOARD are the main
organizations involved in seed aid in the woredSD is used, but in recent years
REST has started to provide cash for seed, follgwie encouragement of one of its
donors (Entremonde). With this, farmers are giveaney (recently, 112 Birr/
household, about US$12.50) to purchase seeds olodhemarket. Farmers in this
sample recalled receiving aid on average three stinlleough seed aid reached
households as often as seven times (Table 30).

Table 30 Number of times farmers in Raya Azebo, Sdern Tigray recalled receiving
seed aid.

Raya Azebo
Number of times (N=108)
seed aid
% of total
1 3.7
2 25.0
3 46.3
4 17.6
5 6.5
6 -
7 0.9
Total 100.0
Average 3.02 times
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South Tigray: seed aid and other sources of seed

Table 31 shows that there were only 12 cases (1bflfte sample) where seed aid
provided all the seed for two crops sown. So §e20Po of aid recipients had at least
some seed from another source in an emergencyrséasmne of their major crops.

Table 31 Number of farmers for whom seed aid supd all the seed planted for two
crops in a specific seed aid season in South Tigray

Measure Raya Azebo
Number of farmers 108
Cases where aid supplied all seed 12
% of total 11.1

For an individual crop, Raya Azebo farmers receif@dpurchased) over 22 kg of
seed, on average. Table 32 shows proportionsisdapy different sources in the seed
aid season, covering 176 cases across a rangejs. ciSeed aid provided 62.3% of
the sowed seed for these crops, with 24.5% comorg home stocks, and 13.1% from
the local market. A larger proportion of seed cdrom aid in Raya Azebo than in the
other study sites. This may be because many farneeeived cash; 76% of the seed
provided by aid was purchased on the local marKétthis is accounted for, local
traders actually supplied more than 60% of the sgadted. Cash for seed aid may
simply be substituting for seed purchases farmexdavotherwise have made.

Table 32 Importance of seed aid, in relation to ber sources of seed for the same crop
during a specific seed aid season in Raya Azebo veodla in South Tigray.

Raya Azebo(n=176)
Seed Source % of all seed planted
Seed aid 62.3
Home stocks 24.5
Local market 13.1
Gift 0.0
Exchange 0.2
Extension 0.0
Other source 0.0
All sources of aid crop 100.0

South Tigray: crops supplied by seed aid

Table 33 breaks down the amount of seed aid suppljecrop. The vast majority of
seed aid is either teff or chickpea, representiBfo 7and 19% of all aid. Other
important crops in the region, such as sorghumzepand haricot bean, were supplied
in very small amounts. This may reflect the timofgseed aid, coming too late for the
sowing of Belgcereals or too late even for fast-maturing maizecoghum.
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Table 33 Details of recent seed aid in Raya Azebshowing proportion of all seed aid
received by crop, and the proportion of each crop’seed coming from aid.

Crop N of cases Crop’s proportion Seed aid as
of all aid (%) proportion of crop
planted (%)
Teff 127 78.2 57.8
Chickpea 44 19.2 84.5
Maize 1 0.6 79.3
Sorghum 2 0.9 73.8
Haricot bean 1 0.4 100.0
Barley 1 0.7 50.0
Totals 176 100.0 62.3

Of the teff sowed in the aid season, 57.8% camaesa aid, with the balance coming
from home stocks or local markets. In contrast5 84 of chickpea seed came through
aid. Similar to West Hararghe, chickpea is notaomcrop in South Tigray, but is

mainly planted after other crops fail. Thereforany farmers would not have seed
stocks in their home. Seed aid provides relativetjh proportions of seed for other
crops in Table 33, though overall quantities aralsmAs mentioned above, cash
provides most of the seed aid here, so most teff sepurchased locally. Most of the
teff planted in a stress season came from farnm®ssi stocks or the local market

(purchased by farmers on their own, or with casimfrseed aid); only 14% of teff

came in from outside the area (with DSD).

South Tigray: approaches compared and varieties supplied

Farmers obtained more seed with cash (26 kg, orageg than with DSD (16 kg);
these differences were most pronounced with téfhether farmers had DSD or cash
for seed, their own home stocks or local marketsiged broadly similar proportions
of all the seed planted.

Farmers using cash to buy seed got a slightly, dagnificantly, wider range of

varieties than with DSD (averagdsl2 and 1.04, respectively). However, the key
difference with cash over DSD was choice and fléxyp Cash for relief allows

farmers to strategize. As explained by one farmer:

““Manga’ takes longer to mature than ‘Buni’ [Bothra local teff varieties]. If
the rains are good, | sow the former, and if poagal for the latter.” — Raya
Azebo farmer

With cash relief, farmers can delay choosing whiahety until they know the rainfall
patterns, and select the appropriate variety.

DSD and cash differ markedly around the range opsrand types of varieties
supplied (Table 34). DSD gave out a wider rangecrops, and strongly (>90%)
leaned towards MVs. In contrast, only 17% of thaps farmers purchased themselves
with cash for seed were MVs. Farmers largely pasel teff and chickpeas,
presumably for immediate sowing. A few purchasedisum and barley, crops not
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supplied with DSD. These are usually sown withgBelins. Hence such purchases
show that some farmers do not use seed aid to imneetdiate needs but rather to
prepare for the next season.

Table 34 The proportion of Modern and Farmer varidies supplied for each crop
according to approach of seed aid used (DSD or cgsh Raya Azebo, South Tigray.

Crop DSD CASH
N cases Modern Farmer |N cases Modern Farmer
variety (%) variety (%) variety (%) variety (%)
Teff 104 97.1 2.9 117 18.8 81.2
Chickpea 46 80.4 19.6 36 13.9 86.1
Maize 7 42.9 57.1 0 - -
Sorghum 0 - - 5 0 100.0
Haricot bean 7 100.0 0 1 100.0 0
Barley 0 - - 5 0 100.0
Faba bean 1 100.0 0 0 - -
Wheat 1 100.0 0 0 - -
Oil crops 1 100.0 0 0 - -
Cotton 7 100.0 0 0 - -
Total 174 90.8 9.2 164 17.1 82.9

Three quarters (78%) of Raya Azebo farmers pradecash to DSD. This was for
several reasons. One was seed quality: for examphany complained about
receiving a chickpea variety via DSD from Gojjamhieh failed to germinate. With
cash they can go to local, trusted sources of s@éxb, cash gives farmers choice and
flexibility, allowing them wait until rains have &blished before choosing appropriate
varieties (as seen with teff FVs). Some, howegemplained of inflated prices when
using cash aid to buy seed. In general, not mscknown about the effect of
cash/vouchers on markets.

This site shows that, even in a chronically-strésaeea, significant quantities of

locally-adapted seed are available from local markélost of the seed purchased via
relief was teff and chickpea, though this may fleash arriving late in the season,
rather than a particular desire for these cropshemVgiven a chance to buy seeds,
farmers select different crops and varieties (off&rs) from DSD, and strategize

according to immediate rainfall patterns, and trtbwn needs.

Wolaita — Humbo Woreda (SNNPR)

Context

The Wolaita Zone is one of the most densely popdlareas of Ethiopia. The area is
known for ‘green famine’, where very small holdingean that production does not
always meet food needs (Tadesse, 2002). Humbodapre south-east Wolaita, is
mostly lowland and of mid-altitude agro-ecologiddaize, beans, and sweet potatoes
feature in a very diverse crop repertoire. Foatl aicurs regularly in Humbo, is a
significant source of annual consumption, especit poorer households (Famine
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Early Warning System, 2006). Officials here aracaned with dependency. As one
official noted

“Humbo never misses any aid, including seed aid nousignificant change is
observed.” — aid implementer, Wolaita

Records show that seed aid has occurred in Humbeaat since 1986, and at an
intensive level since 1997, following El Niflo. Ap&om the government, WVE, the
Red Cross, and IMC have supplied aid. Main apgresaised in the area include
DSD (with and without revolving seed), as well aed vouchers and fairs. The 113
farmers surveyed recalled receiving seed aid amgeeof 3.59 times, with over 27%
receiving aid five times or more, and one farmealéeng ten different seed aid events
(Table 35). There is serious concern about ingffedargeting and fear that seed aid
is mis-used, so both government and WVE, the maONn Humbo, have started
asking farmers to sign an agreement that theyphalht the seed, and not sell vouchers
on to someone else. This atmosphere of controkgulation around seed aid may
have influenced their responses to the survey.

Table 35 Number of times farmers in Humbo woreda, Wlaita recalled receiving seed
aid.

Humbo
Number of times (N=113)
seed aid
% of total
1 8.8
2 22.1
3 24.8
4 16.8
5 15.9
6 4.4
7 2.7
8 2.7
9 0.9
10 0.9
Total 100.0
Average 3.59 times

Wolaita: seed aid and other sources of seed

For 16 cases (14.2%), seed aid provided all thd ssed for the two crops given
(Table 36). Thus, over 85% of the farmers who ik@xkseed aid still got at least some
of their seed from non-aid sources.
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Table 36 Number of farmers for whom seed aid supj@d all the seed planted for two
crops in a specific seed aid season in Humbo, Wdkai

Measure Humbo
Number of farmers 113
Cases where aid supplied all seed 16
% of total 14.2

Table 37 summarizes 130 specific cases of seedshalying the proportions of all

seed sowed provided by different sources. Seegraided 59.9% of all seed sowed
in the aid season, with home stocks and local nisudach providing about 17%. To
interpret these figures it is important to notet theed aid is often used in Humbo to
promote MVs of maize or sweet potato. Second, nfanyers signed a commitment
to plant the seed received, so may be over-statmgprtance of seed aid. Finally,
Humbo farmers grow many crops, though seed aid sapplies one or two crops.

Thus, in reality, seed aid likely meets much Id&nt59.9% of a household’'s seed
needs.

Table 37 Importance of seed aid, in relation to ber sources of seed for the same crop
during a specific seed aid season Humbo woreda in&éita.

Humbo (n=130)
Seed Source % of all seed planted
Seed aid 59.9
Home stocks 17.2
Local market 17.7
Gift 1.8
Exchange 0.7
Extension 2.8
Other source 0.0
All sources of aid crop 100.0

Wolaita: crops supplied by seed aid

Table 38 shows crops and varieties supplied by BMdize and chickpea are the most
important, though haricot bean and teff are algaicant. The small mass of sweet
potato cuttings understates their importance irds@d. In fact, promoting large
numbers of sweet potato cuttings has been a refpdture of seed aid in Wolaita,
including in Humbo. FAO, in particular, has funded number of large-scale
distributions since the 1990s, supplying many wmil§ of sweet potato cuttings as
emergency aid. This use of vegetatively-propagafesties for an emergency is very
unusual, and the quality of cutting provided by & been unusually uneven (anon.,
pers. comm., 2005). Private businesses usuallplguguttings to aid providers,
though local markets also sell sweet potato cugting
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Table 38 Details of recent seed aid in Humbo woreg Wolaita, showing proportion of all
seed aid received by crop, and the proportion of €h crop’s seed coming from aid.

Crop N of cases Crop’s proportion Seed aid as
of all aid (%) proportion of crop
planted (%)
Maize 62 354 41.4
Chickpea 28 34.2 84.8
Haricot bean 10 12.3 90.1
Teff 13 15.0 94.5
Sweet potato 13 1.8 51.2
Sorghum 4 1.4 100.0
Total 130 100.0 59.9

Seed aid supplied 41.4 % of sowed seed for maieemain crop (Table 38). Figures
are higher for other crops, but some of these (saglchickpea or teff) are less
significant in the local repertoires, and may netdaved by all farmers in a normal
year (Famine Early Warning System, 2006).

Table 39 breaks down recent seed aid by MV and BPWerall, MVs dominate seed
aid in Humbo woreda: 72.3% of aid comes as MV#lumbo. This is especially
striking for maize, where i{Fhybrids are often promoted over open-pollinatedson
Most of the sweet potato varieties supplied weradiGsa’. This is an MV variety
(Awassa-83) released long in the past and welbéshed in Wolaita, so some farmers
regard it as a local type (Million Tadesse, 200D)SD also supplied cash crops such
as cotton, fruit, vegetables, and sesame, whichnatenormally associated with
emergency relief. Table 39 again shows how seedirmitHumbo overlaps with
development goals around the promotion of new camgkvarieties.

Table 39 The proportion of Modern and Farmer varidies supplied for each crop in
Humbo woreda, Wolaita.

Crop N cases Modern variety (%) Farmer variety (%)
Maize 62 100.0 0
Chickpea 28 39.3 60.7
Haricot bean 10 20.0 80.0
Teff 13 53.8 46.2
Sweet potato 13 76.9 23.1
Sorghum 4 50.0 50.0
Total 130 72.3 27.7

Wolaita: comparing DSD and vouchers

Many Humbo farmers have experienced both DSD anB. SMow do they compare

these approaches? Slightly more than half (55%femed to be given seed directly,
rather than to purchase the seed with voucheragsir.cSome preferring DSD felt the
seed from DSD had better yield potential than demd traders. It may be that these
individuals are thinking of MVs (hybrid maize, castops) that are only supplied by
DSD. In a separate question, farmers were si@mflg more positive about the

quality and yield potential of seed from SVF thaani DSD, so there is not any
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obvious difference with respect to seed physicalligubetween the two approaches.
Local traders usually can supply seed of acceptgmdity, and certainly better quality
than the sweet potato cuttings supplied by DSD 0042 (which dried out before

delivery and failed to produce). On a differentejosome farmers, particularly
women, preferred DSD as it involved less travelgatation, and bureaucracy to
obtain seed than did the voucher approach. Cleddy some, the more

straightforward the transaction the better.

The 45% preferring vouchers highlighted the abitity choose crops and varieties
themselves. Farmers using SVF chose maize and potsoes far less frequently
than DSD had supplied, opting instead for chickpeaaricot beans. Some farmers
also preferred the greater quantities availablé wituchers: vouchers DSD supplied
19.1 kg per crop, significantly more than DSD (8.

Finally, there is no evidence of any restrictioasseed availability in local markets.
Farmers recounted being able to obtain seed fatadle food crops using vouchers.

North Shoa —Gera Keya Woreda (Amhara)

Context

The final site is Gera Keya woreda, a remote regmothe highlands of North Shoa

Zone. Though not a classic drought-prone regionevertheless is vulnerable as 60%
of land is sown to Belg crops, and the Belg ralniglbecoming less dependable.

Other acute stresses include frost, hail, and watging, which can lead to harvest

failure, while land degradation is a chronic chadle. Gera Keya has received regular
assistance, including seed aid since at least 198&. main crops here are barley and
wheat, followed by beans (Integrated Food Sec&iggram, 2000).

Surveys interviewed 61 farmers in Gera Keya. Aswhere, most of this sample had
received seed aid more than once, averaging 3méstiand on as many as seven
occasions. The BoARD and WVE were the sole orgdiuas providing seed aid here,

and DSD was the only approach used.

North Shoa: Seed aid and other sources of seed

Seed aid here was the sole source of seed on 28ions (32.8% of the sample; Table
40). This is a higher proportion than elsewheneugh this represents only one crop,
compared with two crops in other sites. This isdose Gera Keya farmers almost
never received more than one crop for seed ai@bleT40 shows that more than two
thirds of farmers had other seed sources for the supplied.

Table 40 Number of farmers for whom seed aid supplied aldbed planted for two crops in
a specific seed aid season in Gera Keya, North.Shoa

Measure Gera Keya
Number of farmers 61
Cases where aid supplied all seed 19
% of total 31.1
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On average, Gera Keya farmers each received 5133 &ged, some getting over 100
kg. Table 41 traces seed sources for 61 casesjrginthat seed aid provided 52.4%

of the seed sowed in the emergency season forrtipestipplied. Home stocks also

contributed a high proportion (37.9%) of seed mdntwith these 61 farmers saving

over two tons of seed. High quantities reflectdbeninance of wheat here, which has
a very high sowing rate (>150 kgHa However, it is still notable that ‘emergency’

aid is being given to farmers who still have so mhome-saved seed — 37.9% is the
highest proportion of all four research sites.

Table 41 Importance of seed aid, in relation to other sosafeseed for the same crop during
a specific seed aid season Gera Keya woreda, [Stidh.

Gera Keya (n=62)
Seed Source % of all seed planted
Seed aid 52.4
Home stocks 37.9
Local market 8.8
Gift 0.9
Exchange 0.0
Extension 0.0
Other source 0.0
All sources of aid crop 100.0

North Shoa: crops supplied by seed aid

Three quarters of all seed supplied in Gera Keyahsat (75.5%), with chickpea
comprising much of the rest (Table 42). For wheag&d aid provides 48% of the seed
in an aid season. Though a much higher propodfaseed for chickpea comes from
aid, this is a minor crop, sowed mainly when othfaik so farmers are unlikely to
save much in anticipation of a poor year.

Table 42 Details of recent seed aid in Gera Keyaoreda, North Shoa, showing
proportion of all seed aid received by crop, and ta proportion of each crop’s seed
coming from aid

Crop N of cases Crop’s proportion Seed aid as
of all aid (%) |proportion of crop
planted (%)

Wheat 40 75.5 48.0
Chickpea 14 17.2 81.6
Faba bean 1 1.6 455
Barley 1 1.6 55.6

Total (*) 61 100.0 52.4

(* totals include small amounts of other crops stodwn here).

Table 43 shows that nearly all (98%) seed aid is M\Gera Keya, mostly wheat.
Officials claim that FVs are unavailable in the ketr though farmers in the woreda
grow a diverse range of FVs of wheat and barletefrated Food Security Program,
2000). Also, in one part of Gera Keya, intensiveveys showed that only 6% of
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farmers sow MV wheat exclusively, with the rest mgx FVs with MVs (Molla,
2006). It may well be that some FVs are no lorajggropriate for conditions in Gera
Keya (as some officials say), but this would beuansual situation, and would need
further investigation. In any case, the completglegasis on MVs with DSD in Gera
Keya is striking.

Table 43 The proportion of Modern (i.e. formally released) and Farmer varieties
supplied for each crop in Gera Keya woreda, North Boa.

Crop Total Modern variety (%) Farmer variety (%)
Wheat 40 100.0 0
Chickpea 14 92.9 7.1
Faba bean 1 100.0 0
Triticale 3 100.0 0
Teff 1 100.0 0
Barley 1 100.0 0
Lentil 1 100.0 0
Total 61 98.4 1.6

Table 43 shows that seed aid in Gera Keya cleanlyhasizes MVs and new crops. In
some cases, DSD in Gera Keya supplied crops that e@mpletely new to the area,
such as Triticale, grass pea, or enset. Seedea@ dppears to be driven by factors
possibly in addition to those addressing farmeggdsinsecurity. This sample includes
two Farmers’ Associations (FAs), one (Tsehaysin@)civ received seed aid much
more frequently than the other (Gumer). Aid to lasesina was almost exclusively
wheat, in large quantities, while Gumer farmersens®d small amounts of a wide
range of crops (including wheat). Such markededdfices in seed aid strategy
between two FAs in the same woreda are not eagilamed by objective differences
in seed security at the FA level. There are farooeoperatives present in the area, but
it is unclear how much they have influenced seddsapply.

The assumption that local seed is unavailable irmG&ya needs to be reviewed.
There are ample home stocks, and clearly a restieed system for the major local
crops. However, the strong orientation towardsmmiting new varieties and crops
deflects from any attention to local seed avaiighilvhether in home stores or local
markets.

Comparisons Across Regions

All sites: number of seed aid events

The nearly 400 farmers interviewed across the fagions received seed aid on
average over three times, some recalling up teé¢parate seed aid events (Table 44).
The repeated use of seed aid in all these regom®teworthy. This gives a clear
example of the problem of dependency, where farrhar®e come to expect that an
‘emergency’ intervention will occur most years.
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Table 44 The maximum and mean number of seasons pEsdents recalled receiving seed
aid in each study region.

Region
Measure Oromiya Tigray SNNPR Amhara All
(Miesso/ (Raya (Humbo) (Gera Regions
Chiro) Azebo) Keya)
N farmers surveyed 117 108 113 61 399
Maximum number 10 7 10 7 10
of times seed aid
Mean number of 3.08 3.02 3.59 3.15 3.35
times seed aid

All sites: contribution of seed aid to all seed planted

Farmers received or purchased slightly more than kg of seed for each crop
addressed by seed aid (Table 45). Gera Keya isxteption here, where over 50 kg
of seed was distributed, which reflects the higtdgeg rate of wheat, but also the clear
emphasis on MV in this site. Across all sitesdsaie provided slightly more than half
the seed of the aid crop that was sown in thevetdgron season. However, the actual
contribution of seed aid to local seed security @ much lower than the percentages
in Table 45: much of the seed aid in the lattey sies is for MV promotion; farmers
grow a range of crops not covered by seed aid;saed aid vouchers or cash may
simply have financed actions (getting seed fronallocarkets) that farmers were going
to undertake anyway.

Table 45 Tracing specific cases of seed aid, wijuantities received, as well as uses and
other sources of seed for the aid crop and season.

Region
Measure Oromiya Tigray =~ SNNPR Amhara |  All

(Miesso/ (Raya (Humbo)  (Gera Keya) Regions
Chiro) Azebo)

N seed aid events 201 176 139 62 578
measured *
Total seed aid received 2384.0 4019.1 1483.7 3163.5 11050.2
in sample (kg)

Mean amount received 11.9 10.7 10.7 51.3 19.0
per crop (kg)
Aid as proportion of 49.3 62.3 59.9 52.4 55.4

that crop’s seed (%
(* some farmers detailed two separate instanceeed aid, so the sample size here is greater
than the number of individual farmers surveyed)

All sites: seed sources used in emergency

While some farmers may face challenges with seemssc availability is only a
problem in rare cases. As Table 46 attests, avam femergency’ situation, seed aid
supplies around half (55.4%) of the seed plantedhe crop supplied. Home stores
still supply 30.1% of seed, and markets 12.8%. Widespread use of vouchers or
cash means that, in reality, local markets supptedth more than 12.8% of seed —
over 60% in the Tigray case, for example.
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Table 46 For crops given in seed aid, the proportioof all seed of that crop planted in the
aid season from different sources, across four stydegions.

Region
crop (Mie_sso/ (Raya (Humbo) (Gera Keya) Regions
Chiro) Azebo)
n=201 n=176 n=139 n=62 n=578

Seed aid (%) 49.3 62.3 59.9 52.4 55.4
Home stocks (%) 32.2 24.5 17.2 37.9 30.1
Local market (%) 15.7 13.1 17.7 8.8 12.8
Gifts (%) 2.1 0.0 1.8 0.9 1.0
Exchange (%) 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.0 0.5
Extension (%) 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.4
Other sources (%) 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

All sites: crops and varieties supplied in seed aid

Table 47 shows that MV promotion is often a goaseéd aid — it occurs 60% of the
time in practice. In Humbo and Gera Keya, in gaitr, it seems to be the main goal
of aid. While promoting MVs to farmers can be veseful, MVs may not always be
appropriate following a crisis, or in chronicalliressed contexts. It is significant that
when farmers are given the choice, through voucbersash, they choose a much
higher proportion of FVs for themselves, as wellaawider range of crops overall.
This was especially the case in West Hararghe ¢IMiesso) and in Tigray.

Table 47 Proportions of crops distributed by recenseed aid in each study region, broken
down by Modern Varieties (MV) and Farmer Varieties (FV).

Region All
Oromiya Tigray SNNPR | Amhara Regions
Crop (M!esso/ (Raya (Humbo) % | (Gera Keya) %
Chiro) % Azebo) % %
MV FV | MV FV | MV FV MV FV | MV FV
Maize 52 48| 100 0] 100 0 - - 72 28
Teff 0O 100| 42 58| 54 46| 100 0| 43 57
Chickpea 0O 100, 45 55| 39 61| 93 71 49 51
Haricotbean| 86 14| 50 50| 20 80 - -1 76 24
Sorghum 41 59 0 100 50 50 - -1 38 62
Wheat - - - - - -| 100 0| 100 0
Sweet Potato - - - - 77 23 - - 77 23
Barley 0 100 0 100 - -| 100 0| 10 90
Lentil 67 33 - - - -| 100 O 71 29
Total* 57 43| 42 58| 72 23| 98 21 60 40

(* Totals include crops not shows here, such ascaéte (Amhara), and groundnut (Oromiya)).
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All sites: farmer opinions on seed aid by approach
Sample of farmer quotes:

“Poor farmers prefer vouchers. | prefer vouche¥ou know my daughters
and sons may see money in my hand, and we haveemsb So better | get
the voucher so | do not spend money.”

“With vouchers, you are tied to 1 or 2 traders thwtash you can select the
seed you really need.”

“I like DSD, if it is crops and varieties | know.”

“The seed of our ancestors was very good, butrkis seed [DSD] we just
don’t have confidence in it.”

“Seed aid helps us get new varieties. That is@dghing.”

“A good farmer, even in the very worst year, wiie seed. | do not need to
go to the market, and | do not need seed aid.”

[On revolving funds] “Why should pay for varieties | don’t know? | am
already taking a risk.”

Farmers’ preferences for how they received seedwaice divided fairly evenly
between DSD and buying their own seed with castiooichers (Table 48). Tigray
farmers preferred to buy their own seed (reflectimgr recent experience with cash),
while farmers in Gera Keya only knew DSD. Somettté# reasons behind these
preferences relate to how seed is delivered: sfameers would rather avoid the
trouble of traveling to, and bargaining with, tresleand would rather have the seed
brought to them. In contrast, others appreciaiagoable to decide which varieties
they purchase for seed. This desire for contrgl aiso be why 80% of farmers across
all sites preferred cash over vouchers in ordepuochase seed. However, some
farmers prefer vouchers to cash, as they are sothabthey fear the cash would be
spent for other purposes.

Table 48 Farmers’ preferred means to obtain seed aiin each study region.

Preferred Region
means of Oromiya Tigray SNNPR  Amhara All
getting seed (Miesso/ (Raya (Humbo) (Gera Keya) Regions
Chiro) Azebo)
DSD 56.4 % 21.5% 55.0 % 91.8% 183
Buy own (cash 43.6 % 78.5 % 45.0 % 8.2 U 171
/ vouchers)
N responding 117 107 69 61 354

Farmers clearly do not feel availability would bepaoblem: in the ‘classic’
chronically drought-prone sites (Miesso/Chiro in &Velararghe, and Raya Azebo in
South Tigray), over 95% of farmers (n=225) feltttkaed would be available if they
had been given the means to purchase it.
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Farmers’ opinions of seed aid event differed adogrtb whether they had DSD, or
bought seed with vouchers or cash. Across thedes, ehigher proportion of
farmers who bought sedellt that:

e They had theorrect cropfor the emergency
e They had theorrect varietyfor the emergency
e Theseed qualityvas at least as good as the seed they normally use

e Theyieldwas at least as good as the yield of seed theyailyrose

Seed delivery wagn timefor their needs.

However, a higher proportion of farmers who bouteir own seed felt that they had
to travel too far to get it.

These findings show that, when farmers can chobeg bwn seeds with cash or
vouchers, they are better able to select apprepdedps and varieties, responding to
specific rainfall events or field conditions, faxanple. Over 90% felt that the seed
they purchased was as good, if not better, thain tleemal seed, and they were also
highly positive about yield. Vouchers or cash aspplied seed on time more often
than did DSD. Overall, farmers are quite posiab®ut receiving support to buy their
own seed. However, Table 48 shows that many farst@t prefer DSD. Some feel
that buying seed from markets involves too muchds$taip or travel time. Others
complain about cheating from traders over priceuantity. Others complain about
the involvement of local FA leadership, who thewiml collect their vouchers,
purchase the seed, and then redistribute it om biekialf. Whatever approach is used,
it is important to have safeguards to ensure thahérs are dealt with fairly, that
barriers to individual participation are addressad] that farmers have a full and free
choice in the seed they acquire.

Enduring impacts

Finally, farmers gave their views on the long-tempacts of repeated seed aid in their
area. One key impact of seed aid is the delivérpavel crops or varieties to an
affected region, whether as part of a program of M@motion, or simply because
seed aid links traders to other actors, such gsresearchers, in the seed chain. Table
49 shows farmers’ views about this type of impathough only 20% stated that seed
aid had supplied a new crop, over 70% of farmess@ate seed aid with the supply of
a new variety to the area. Most of these farmaystiey are still using this variety.
For some, this was the most significant, and usefuticome of repeated seed aid. For
instance, one Humbo farmer, who received aid fefgagate times since 1996, felt he
only really benefited when he was able to get vafiety through a voucher, as teff
could withstand moisture stress.
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Table 49 Farmers’ views on long-term impact of seedid, across each study region.

Region
Impact of seed aid Oromiya  Tigray SNNPR  Amhara A'_'
(Miesso/ (Raya (Humbo) (Gera Keya) Regions
Chiro) Azebo)
Suppliesa Yes 13 % 30 % 23 % 13% | 20%
new crop?  No 87 % 70 % 77 % 87 % 80 %
Suppliesa Yes 63 % 72 % 74 % 84 % 72 %
new variety? No 37 % 28 % 26 % 16 % 28 %

More general opinions about the impact of seedwaite harder to obtain. Farmers
tend to be cautious, and few wished to be criticadn interview setting. Surprising
site-specific effects were highlighted. For ins@nin Tigray, farmers say that cash
aid saves them from exploitation by local moneydens, who may lend 1 Birr at
sowing time, but expect 4 Birr repayment six monidgier. However, overall, no
conclusive patterns of long-term changes were ifiledht for instance in practices or
seed sourcing, or in farmers’ relationships witlhess. In some 400 interviews,
obtaining new varieties was the single clear pasitmpact; and widespread concerns,
from farmers, traders, and aid implementers, wéetl as the single clear negative

impact.

SUMMARY: FARMER INSIGHTS

» Farmers receive seed aid repeatedly. The avemgehold sampled received
seed aid 3.35 times, with a high of 10 separate aikreceipts. There is little
evidence that recurring seed aid decreases thieierability.

» Seed aid supplied about half the seed a houselotldlly planted, for the crop
supplied, in any given emergency season. Thistimasase across all four regions
sampled. The seed aid figure should be interprateslevated for three reasons:

o Aid was frequently given specifically to introduaenew variety or even a
new crop so farmers may not have parallel localkstp

0 Seed is distributed in some regions as a ‘thirdissa, after the normal
rains (so farmers already sown their stocks in theason before’).
Chickpea, in particular often given for such lgbtéainting. Many consider
this a crop of ‘last resort’ and do not have tlosun stocks.

0 Seed aid usually provided one or two different srdput farmers generally

grow a range of species. Therefore, seed aid’dribation to overall
household seed supply is less than 50%.
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Fourteen percent of aid recipients relied on seddf@a 100% of their sowing
needs (for the crops distributed). Even in an gerey season, seed aid recipients
obtained over 30% of their seed from their own lstpaevith another 12% coming
from markets.

o For their staple crops, such as maize, wheat, oghsm, a higher
proportion of seed came from the local system (et@oks and markets).

o In Tigray, cash for seed was a common seed aidoappy and ‘seed aid’
obtained from the market. In this site, over 60Bthe seed planted in an
aid season came from local markets.

Seed aid provides a mix of Modern Varieties (MVs)l &armer Varieties (FVSs).
Across all regions (with 578 cases examined) 60%eefl aid cases involved MVs
and 40% FVs.

o0 The balance of MV/FV varied between sites: in Thgray site, 58% of
cases involved FVs; in the Amhara site, only 2¥olined FVs.

o The balance also varied by approach: DSD tendesimphasize Modern
Varieties. When given a choice (with SVF, or cash)mers opted for a
much higher proportion of Farmer Varieties, and idew range of crop
species.

In some places, such as Humbo and Gera Keya, sbérgely serves to promote
MVs. This approach seems to give priority to depetent goals (and might be
reviewed in terms of its ability to address seedusgy for a vulnerable
household).

Over 95% of farmers indicated that seed was aJailaltheir respective regions in
periods of stress. (in concurrence with traderseasment of seed availability, see
Chapter VI).

Farmer preference for aid approaches, was notthirdoked to the problem
identified (i.e. seed availability, seed access,sked quality). Rather preference
varied, by region and the way that an approach (D%Bh, voucher, or SVF) was
actually implemented. Generally those wanting g their own seed highlighted
that they preferred having choice of crops and eti@s. Generally, those
preferring DSD found transactions with traders idift, or sought access to
modern varieties.

Overall, no conclusive patterns were identifiedaoiy-term changes linked to seed
aid (for instance possible changes in seed sourpiragtice, or in farmers’
relationships with others). In some 400 intervieaistaining new varieties was the
single clear positive impact identified; and widesggl dependency, from farmers,
traders, and aid implementers, were cited as tiggestlear negative impact.
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MOVING FORWARD: RECOMMENDATIONS

Even though farmers are ‘recipients of assistantes, important that they be treated
as active, not passive players in this aid proceBsocedures need to maximize
farmers’ ability to strategize even during an ermsary, and especially in vulnerable

areas.

Concretely, this might include

a) Farmers should have right to say ‘no’ to any type of crop and variety,
especially if not previously used in system (sastMVs). A range of crop and
variety options should routinely be put on offer.

b) There should be vigorous efforts to get seecbaidearly. Early knowledge
of what crops and varieties might be on offer iases farmers’ flexibility to
respond to changing conditions (e.g. rainfall).

c) Overall standards for ‘fair dealing with farmeshould be reviewed, no
matter what the approach.

This might involve:

o

(0]
0]
(0]

maximizing information to farmers on expected prhges in advance
increasing competition among providers (traderssaliers)

setting up procedures for ‘farmer feedback’ torrefaid processes

setting up transparent procedures for allowing &emto redress
grievances: —in cases where the aid process qradlict is significantly
substandard.

* For the supply side (implementers) and from the s&ke (farmers), learning has
to accelerate in seed aid practice—towards morectye forms of relief and
recovery.
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VIII: CONCLUSIONS

This report has presented an overview of emergeseeyl aid in Ethiopia. It has
reviewed its history, the policies shaping seet] and examined how the practice
unfolds on the ground, in four separate regionslfara, Tigray, SNNPR, and
Oromiya), and from the perspectives of implemen(&®, NGO and traders) as well
as recipients (farmer seed-aid receivers). .

Each chapter includes it own summary and recomntiemsafor ‘moving forward’
(improving practice) in regard to the specific treepresented. Below, the six central
thrusts needed to focus and sharpen seed aid iopiztare re-emphasized.

1. PUT SEED SECURITY ON THE AGENDA AS DISTINCT FROM
FOOD SECURITY

Intervening in seed systems represents seriougsdsssi Seed is the input at the heart
of agricultural production and determines what farsngrow, when and if they will
harvest. As seed is often replanted, even short-seed-related interventions can
have effects over many seasons. Good seed-syssgstaase can help; poor assistance
can make farmers even more vulnerable.

Those professionals intervening in seed systemst nhaésse comprehensive
understanding of what seed security might entall laow to achieve it. Investigations
have clearly shown that achieving seed securityglifferent from achieving food

security. The two are linked, but far from the same

In Ethiopia, seed security has to be put on theeldgwnent, emergency, and chronic
stress agendas as a central theme in its own righis needs to happen at the policy
level, in national planning and all along the chdgwn through to the district (woreda
) and Farmer Association-level implementation.

More specifically in reference to emergency aid:

Seed aid has to be given a separate identity, mistirom food aid practice.

Seed aid has to be removed from the ill-definedstér of ‘Non-Food- Items (NFI).
Seed-related interventions demand explicit con¢egtpertise and planning. The
shopping list of NFI often translates into simptitupply side operations (tallying the
amount of seed aid which should be given).

2. DEVELOP POLICY AND STRATEGY FOR SEED SECURITY
SUPPORT FOR THREE MAIN CONTEXTS
Seed system- related assistance is taking plat@ee main contexts in Ethiopia; in

areas characterized by acute stress (e.g. flooshort-term civil strife); in areas
suffering chronic stress (e.g. areas of repeatedgit, or ‘green famine’), and in
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medium to higher potential zones where initiativies intensify agriculture are
paramount. In terms of farming and seed systeheset contexts largely represent
distinct challenges and opportunities.

For each context, there needs better definitionafthe goals to be achieved; b) the
strategy for achieving them; and c) the supporicps needed to enable effective
action. Such strategic thinking might best speadlbd at the national level.

At present:
o0 Acute aid (and repeated acute aid) is being imphéetemostly in chronic
stress areas;

o0 Acute (emergency) aid is being used as an impoxtahicle for moving
new, modern varieties (which, when used alone,dsvelopmental type of
assistance);

0 The seed system support component for chronic sstegsas is near-
completely undefined.

Given the overlap in reality between acute and micrstress contexts, novel
approaches explicitly promoting ‘developmentaletlmight also be considered.

3. SUPPORT PROCESSES FOR REAL SEED SECURITY ASSESSMENT
EMERGENCY AND CHRONIC

It is hard to implement effective seed system raspdf the seed security context is
not well understood, in normal as well as in stygmsods. At present there are no seed
security assessments conducted at any level imjthi Rather, food and crop supply
assessment missions, food security assessmems, assessments at all are used to
justify seed-related responses. At its most comnaodrop in harvest is directly
linked to a lack of seed, and seed is deliverean@gion. So across the board, in stress
periods, seed availability is usually assumed to abgroblem, and direct seed
distribution is assumed to be the solution. Intst, actual field evidence, presented
within this report and elsewhere, from farmers &min traders, shows seed to be
widely available in crisis periods under the langgjority of circumstances.

Advances, patrticularly in the last five years, hallewed experts to understand better
the three prime dimensions of seed security, the¢d has to be available; farmers
need to gain access to it; and the seed quality brisufficient to promote healthy
seed systems. Methods have also been developesbéss such seed security in the
short and long-term (acute and chronic contex$), insecurity does not just involve
one problem and one potential response.

Capacity to assess seed security and to implernehtassessments has to built widely
in Ethiopia, from national to districiMoreda) Further internal policy initiatives as
well as donor influence, have to encourage thah s@ed security assessments (as
distinct from food security assessments) beconmaatd requirements for subsequent
action.
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More specifically:

I. Seed Security expertise has to strengthened wghMbARD and has to
guide emergency, safety net, as well as more dpredatal decisions.

ii. Seed security indicators have to be integratedeatty warning system data
bases.

iii. Seed security assessment methods have to be imykuheg the field level.

Iv. Seed security awareness raising (as distinct froad fsecurity) has to be
encouraged widely—so as to shape policy, natioma!|strategy and local
implementation.

v. Political environments need to encourage realssgged security assessments.
(Seed need figures will continue to be inflatedguth figures are routinely
cut and seed aid continues to be the conduit imbew varieties).

The report contains specific guidance on develope®y security indicators and seed
security field method procedures (see also CIAT/CE®7). The knowledge exists to
move forward on seed security assessment, evée ishiort-term.

4. ESTABLISH PROCEDURES TO MATCH THE TYPE OF RESPONSE
TO ASSESSMENT RESULTS

Seed-related responses are now supply-driven apmedmainly driven by current
institutional philosophy and institutional capacityhey are not primarily driven by
seed security problems encountered on the ground.

0 The GoE generally uses a Direct Seed Distributid®§) approach.

o The NGO implementers have taken the lead in testiaypn-DSD
approaches, cash, vouchers, seed vouchers and fitsough some still
also favor DSD, particularly to promote new vagsti

Among governmental and non-governmental organizaticapacity needs to be built
to implement the range of appropriate responset® dorge links with specialized
partners with such capacity.

More specifically:

Developing greater response capacity will involve:

0 establishing a two-way learning among practitioradysut the intricacies of
different approaches

o explicit in-field training on approach implementatj

0 awareness raising within government and donor esrdf the variety of
response options;

o financial support for more targeted action;

0 policy support for more targeted action.
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5. DEVISE NATIONAL GUIDELINES TO IMPROVE PRACTICE

Seed aid is not a logistical exercise (and in n@ases should not involve procurement
and delivery at all). Given the consequences of paervention, there is a need to for
basic Ethiopian guidelines to shape and promotiebeeed aid practice’.

Guidelines for seed relief exist at the United biasi level and guidance for in-the-field
implementation has recently appeared in varied $o(see Sperlingt al, 2006a-e).
The challenge is to develop Ethiopian-specificdrgtractice principles.

Box 7 presented an initial list of better practjpenciples suggested by Ethiopian
professionals. The list needs to be expanded aghtrbest be discussed in national
fora, with strong regional representation and repméation from key stakeholder
groups. Such guidelines would be indicative, ammh-binding, so debate and
consensus are important for achieving subsequeaiads on the ground.

6. PUT INCREASED EMPHASIS ON STRENGTHENING
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION IN CHRONIC STRESS ZONES

Finally, even thought the focus on this report @srbon emergency aid, the real spurs
for such aid, repeated over 34 years, have beamichstresses, natural, as well as
man-made.

At a fundamental level, crop development for chcosiress areas needs far more
attention in the Ethiopian research and developnsgstems. Chronically-stressed
areas are often ‘low-potential’, and require typégechnologies that recognize the
high levels of risk (and large distances from mexland infrastructure). In terms of
priorities:

i There is a need to review technologies that perfander stress and under
farmers’ management for high-risk conditions. FRafut packages should not
be assumed in these cases.

i Barriers to the development of these technolegreeed to be explicitly
identified and addressedinter alia, more resources need to be directed to
research for lowland ecologies; and seed produdtiofowland crops needs to
improve and become more demand-responsive.

As evidenced within this report, all six thrusts@an associated clear set of activities
at the national through to local levels. All invelpolicy and implementation changes.
There are no quick solutions for restructuring agfthing seed aid in Ethiopia, and a
significant overhaul is what is needed.

There are, however, multiple concrete steps wheh lse implemented even now,
which can launch or accelerate positive seed dgcohanges among vulnerable
farmers. Some positive changes — such as refiamgrgency response — can be
envisioned in the short-term (1-3 years). Otheils daemand more long-term and

concerted action. New strategies for addressieg security in chronic stress need to
be developed, tested and implemented.
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List of Persons Consulted / Contacts

List of People Contacted

1. Addis Ababa and International

Name

Organization

Ali Adam

Ethiopian Seed Enterprise, Addis Ababa

Shukri Ahmed

FAO, Rome

Amare Mengistu

FAO, Ethiopia

Asfaw Mekuria

DPPA, Addis Ababa

Steve Ashley

Food Security Consultant, Norwich, UK

Assefa Tofu

World Vision Ethiopia, Addis Ababa

Asmare Ayene

CARE Ethiopia, Addis Ababa

John Augsberger

USAID, Office of Foreign Disastesiitance

Ayenew Arega

Ag. Inputs, Quality Control, MOARD, éid Ababa

Bekele Dinku

Head of Agricultural Inputs, MOARDgdAis Ababa

Belay Simane

Institute of Development Researcldig\dbaba
University

Brhane Gizaw

Head of Food Security, MOARD, AddisaBb

Rod Charters

FAO, Ethiopia

Derese Getachaw

Sociology & Anthropology, Addis Bdb&niversity

Demissie Mitiku

Ethiopian Institute for AgriculturResearch, D/Zeit

Demissie Fantaye

Political Science and InternatiBe¢ations, Addis
Ababa University

Fasil Kelemewerk

Ethiopian Institute for AgriculaiiResearch, Addis

Fasil Reda

Ethiopian Institute for Agricultural Rasch, Nazret

Fikre Markos

Head of Crop Protection, MOARD, Addisaba

Fikre Mekuria

MoARD, Addis Ababa

Gebregziabher Dori

USAID, Office of Foreign DisasAssistance

Getachew Belay

Ethiopian Institute for AgricultuResearch, D/Zeit

Getachew Desta

Ethiopian Seed Enterprise, AddabAb

Getinet Gebeyehu

Consultant, Ethiohorn Consult

Girma Aboma

Poverty Action Network of Civil Sogreh Ethiopia
(PANE)

Patrick Gordon

DPPA, Addis Ababa

Gure Kumssa

Catholic Relief Services, Addis Ababa

Henri Josserand

FAO, Rome

Afurika Juvenal

CARE Ethiopia, Addis Ababa

Legesse Dadi

Catholic Relief Services, Addis Abab

Mattewos Hundie

Chair of Agricultural Task ForcepARD, Addis Ababa

Mesay Kassaye

Self help

Mesfin Shiferaw

Head of Relief Co-ordination, DPR¥&dis Ababa

Million Belihu

USAID, Office of Foreign Disaster Asstance
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Moges Bekele

Catholic Relief Services, Addis Ababa

Seid Ahmed Ethiopian Institute for Agricultural Resch, Addis
Shimeles Adugna DG, Ethiopian Committee for the Renss
Tekie Alemu Economics, Addis Ababa University

Workneh Negatu

Institute of Development Researddig®\Ababa
University

Yimer Assen

FAO & Federal MOARD, Addis Ababa

Yonas Sahlu

Ethiopian Seed Enterprise, Addis Ababa

2. West Hararghe

Name

Organization

Abdisa Regassaa

BoARD, Miesso

Ashenafi Alem

Food Security, BOARD, Miesso

Aynalem Birhan

Extension, BOARD, Miesso

Bezuwerk Alemeshet

Crop Production, BOARD, Miesso

Birhanu Abera

Trader, Asebe Teferi

Daniel Tadesse

Food Security, BOARD, Miesso

Etefa Gefu EIAR, Miesso Research Center
Hailu Merga CARE West Hararghe
John Abdu International Rescue Committee

Kiros Tsegaye

CARE West Hararghe

Miliion Terefe

EIAR, Miesso Research Center

Tigeneh Shiferaw

West Hararghe Zonal Administration

Wondale

WARDO, Chiro

Zewdu Ayele

ILRI/IPMS

3. North Shoa

Name

Organization

Abiy Hailegebrial

North Shoa Agricultural Office

Asfaw Getachew

Ethiopian Rural Self-Help AssociaieRSHA)

Atlabachew Ashalew

Gera Keya

Ayalew Adgeh

North Shoa Zone Rural Development @@ffi

Damtew Lulseged

Gera Keya Agricultural Dev Office

Endrias Bernardu

Gera Keya

Kassa Wolde Berhan

Rural Development AgriculturBc®f

Mulugeta Kebede

MOA- Gera Keya

Tadele Taye

World Vision Ethiopia, Gera Keya

Tesfaye Bekele

World Vision Ethiopia, Gera Keya
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Name

Organization

Abraham Ambole

BoARD, Humbo

Abraham Asha

CONCERN Worldwide, Soddo

Amanuel Robel

BoARD, Soddo

Asfaw Marime

World Vision Ethiopia, Humbo

Bahiru Asfaw

Action for Development

Bezuneh Gebremedhin

Wolaita Zone Rural Developr@@vernment Office

Mesfin Ketena

World Vision Ethiopia, Humbo

Taye Buke

Rural Development, Humbo

Tensae Dubale

WKHC-TDA

Tesfaye Sime

Wolaita Zone Rural Development Government Office

Zegeye Wondimu

BoARD, Humbo

5. Tigray
Name Organization
Abbadi Girmay TARI, Mekele
Alem BoARD, Raya Azebo

Alem Birhane

ADCS, Tigray (CRS)

Alem G/Tsadik

ADCS, Tigray (CRS)

Amannel CRS, Mekele

Amare Belay TARI, Mekele
Ataklitie Hailu REST, Tigray

Ayele taye BoARD, Raya Azebo
Belay BoARD, Raya Azebo
Beyene Demtsu TARI, Mekele
Birhane G/hiwet DPPA, Tigray
Dagnew Menan REST, Tigray

Debas

BoARD, Raya Azebo

Haftu Adhana

BoARD, Raya Azebo

Fereweini Asefa

DPPC, Tigray

Fiseha Bezabih

Crop Production, BOARD, Tigray

Haile Fiseha

Raya Azebo Woreda Head

Haileslasie Desta

World Vision Ethiopia, Tigray

Kahsay G/medhin

Co-operative Planning, Tigray

Kahsay Equar

BoARD, Raya Azebo

Mebrahtu Tsegay REST, Tigray
Solomon Alene Early warning & aid, DPPC, Tigray
Tsegay Mebrahtu REST, Tigray

Zemichale Bagale

Orthodox Church
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