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* AFSP interventions address Nepal’s dual challenges of low agricultural
productivity and food security from a multisectoral perspective.

* While pathways linking agriculture to nutrition have been well-
articulated, the evidence on impact of agricultural interventions on
nutrition outcomes remains unclear.

* Rigorous studies on the impact of Farmer Field Schools for topics
other than Integrated Pest Management are limited.
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES

* The Nepal Agriculture and Food ‘ |
Security Project (AFSP) aimed to
enhance food and nutritional ~
security in targeted communities of
19 districts of mid and far-west hills
and mountains.
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* Component 1: Technology Development and Adaptation
 Component 2: Technology Dissemination and Adoption
* Component 3: Food and Nutritional Status Enhancement

* Component 4: Project Management
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PROJECT COMPONENTS

* Component 1: Technology Development and Adaptation

* Component 4: Project Management
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KEY INTERVENTIONS: AGRICULTURE

* Farmer Field Schools (FFS)
* Improved crop varieties
* Improved seed production

* Improved management
technologies for crops
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KEY INTERVENTIONS: LIVESTOCK
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e Goat, poultry,
dairy programs

* Improved
management
practices
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KEY INTERVENTIONS: NUTRITION
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* Revitalization of mothers’ F _“
groups A S

* Behavior Change
Communication for
nutrition

* Home Nutrition
Garden/Village Model
Farm

* Small Grant Support
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Theory of Change
1. Group Formation 2. Group Joining = Lii;”;gftand 5. Complementarities
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Evaluation Questions

1. Group Formation 2. Group Joining > L(;i;)n;r;iand 5. Complementarities

How many
farmers groups
were successfully
formed?

How many
mother’s groups
were successfully
formed/revitalize
d?

GAFSP

* What
proportion of
farmers joined
groups?

 What kind of
groups did
they join?

What proportion
of expecting and
recent mothers
joined groups?

What proportion
, of group

members
adopted new
practices?

What proportion
of mothers
adopted new
practices?
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Did farmers see
increased income
due to their
adoption of new
practices?

Does trajectory of
income gains
change over time?

v

* Did mothers
see the biggest
gains when
their families
also had access
to farmers
groups?

* Which kind of
livelihoods

Did groups most
maternal/child help mothers
health improve improve
due to new nutrition?
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EVALUATION DESIGN

Eligible VDCs

Baseline Survey

AFSP VDCs
(190)

Late Starter VDCs

Early Starter VDCs

Treatment (start program in (start program in
Year 1) Year 3)
Surveys
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DATA COLLECTION

Baseline (July - Oct 2013) 2280
Midline (Sept — Nov 2016) 3157
Endline (Sept — Nov 2017) 2271

Surveys included

* Crops cultivated and production

* Livestock owned and production

* Annual income and expenditure

* Maternal nutrition and IYCF practices (24 hour dietary recall)
Household Food Insecurity Access Scale
Child anthropometry
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* To measure impact of the program, we compare experience of hh in
all AFSP communities with external controls

e Difference-in-Differences

 ANCOVA specification, controlling for covariates (Ex. total crops
grown, marital status, education, number of plots, livestock holdings)

* Impact estimates of the regressions across a series of outcomes

* Given complexity in separating inputs and outcomes from multiple
sectors (nutr, ag, livestock) impact estimates focus on aggregate
household income
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RESULTS: AFSP EFFECT ON TOTAL INCOME

Baseline-Midline
11
.
AFSP Treatment - 2152 Households
* Average income
Midline-Endline increase of 11-18%
13 relative to control
AFSP Treatment - * 2209 Households ...
communities
Baseline-Endline
AFSP Treatment . 1'8 1877 Households
0 1 2 3
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RESULTS: TREATMENT EFFECT ON TOTAL INCOME

Baseline-Midline
.099

Long Exposure AFSP 5 N=12152
- * From baseline to
Short Exposure AFSP ]
endline, both long and
short exposure
Midline-Endline communities witness
'11 . . . . .
Long Exposure AFSP - 0 N = 2209 statistically significant
1 ' ins (16%
Short Exposure AFSP - . Income gains ( o

and 20%, respectively)
relative to control
communities

Baseline-Endline

Long Exposure AFSP 10 N = 1877

Short Exposure AFSP
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RESULTS: TREATMENT EFFECT ON CROP INCOME
Baseline-Midline
078
AFSP Treatment - * 1958 Households
* No statistical
difference between
Midline-Endline AFSP and control
049 communities
AFSP Treatment - * 1968 Households
Baseline-Endline
AFSP Treatment -0?4 1655 Households
-.(l)S 0 .OIS |l .1I5 I2
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RESULTS: TREATMENT EFFECT (FARMER GROUP)
ON CROP INCOME

Baseline-Midline

Farmer Group Baseline-Midline - 1958 Households L.
* For those joining

farmer groups, we do
see statistically
Midline-Endline . . r . .
significant gains in
income from crops
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Farmer Group Midline-Endline . 1968 Households

Baseline-Endline

Farmer Group Baseline-Endline - -02 1 1655 Households
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RESULTS: AFSP EFFECT ON LIVESTOCK INCOME

Baseline-Midline
.069
o
AFSP Treatment 1224 Households
 Livestock income in
Vidline Endl: AFSP communities was
idline-Endline ] )
18% higher than in
.098 .
AFSP Treatment . 1081 Households control Commumtlesr
Oon average
Baseline-Endline
AFSP Treatment - : 1'8 1065 Households
-1 0 1 2 3
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RESULTS: TREATMENT EFFECT (FARMER GROUP) ON

LIVESTOCK INCOME

Baseline-Midline

Farmer Group Baseline-Midline

Midline-Endline

Farmer Group Midline-Endline

Baseline-Endline

Farmer Group Baseline-Endline -

GAFSP

12
.
1224 Households
.08
* 1081 Households
: 1.7 1065 Households
1 2 3
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Households that report
farmer group
membership have
overall increase of 17%
in livestock income
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RESULTS: FARMER GROUP MEMBERSHIP

Control

AFSP

* Number of hhs with a
member joining a
farmer group was
much higher in AFSP
project areas

GAFSP

B Always in

[ [ [ [
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BN Everin | Neverin
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RESULTS: FOOD INSECURITY STATUS, PAST 30 DAYS

_ Control
Baseline
AFSP
o Control
Midline
Endline
AFSP 11 3
| I | | |
0 20 40 60 80 100

None B Mmild
B Moderate | Scvere

Notes: Food insecurity status is on a 0 to 9 scale based on responses to 9 food insecurity

questions. Scale severity: 0 None, 1-3 Mild, 4-6 Moderate, 7-9 Severe.
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Overall reported food
security improved

Improvements cannot
be attributed to AFSP
since they are also
experienced by
control communities
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RESULTS: WOMEN’S AVG DIETARY DIVERISTY SCORE

3.8
Baseline

3.8

Midline

Endline

I AFSP
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* Average dietary

diversity scores for
pregnant or nursing
women increased from
baseline to endline
across both project and
control areas
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* AFSP communities saw bigger increases in average household income
than non-AFSP communities (18% more)

* Gains were driven by income from livestock
* Gains were sustained 3-5 years after households were introduced to the
program
* Improved food security indicators not statistically better in AFSP areas
e BCC activities of nutrition component started much later in project
e Perhaps due to spillover (radio campaign, materials given to FCHVs)

* Non-AFSP communities experienced nutrition and food security
improvements, even without the income gains experienced by AFSP hhs

* Learning from AFSP informing targeting for new project, by using data
collected to create a proxy-means test to select beneficiaries
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RESULTS: INCOME GAINS FOR HH JOINING GROUPS DUE TO AFSP

* Farmers encouraged
to join a group
through AFSP had 37%
income gain, while
farmers who did not
join via AFSP had avg
gains of 14%.

Farmer's Group
|

Not FG
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* However, not
statistically significant

' ' ' ' ' ' at 10% level
-2 0 2 4 6 8

Income growth. (BL to EL) as a'proportion of
baseline income

- 90% Confidence Interval
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