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v Since 2012, WLRC/CDE established six (seven)
Learning Watersheds located in Abbay Basin.

Learning Watershed (LW) is an approach initiated to:
v" advance technical, institutional, and knowledge -

management capacity of participatory IWM efforts.

v’ generate evidence on what it takes to rehabilitate
degraded lands and on environmental and socio-
economic impacts.

Goal

v integrate natural resource management, agricultural production,
and livelihood goals
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How the LW approach was designed?

> Involves development/extension-community-research partnership

> Six steps process to address constraints on technical, institutional, monitoring, financial, &
legal in watershed management

SLM Pathway in LWs
LW operational framework
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1. Assessment of the context

m Baseline survey —context analysis of
resources, constraints and community needs

= Use spatial mapping units (500-1000m2)
enable to assess the local context in detall
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WOCAT questionnaire
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1. Community agreed bylaws

a) Institutional arrangement to foster b) Free community labor mobilization
collective action at planning, and work norm
implementing, supervision - 40-60 days/year

- 4-6m/day/active labor
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c) Bylaw for enforcing no free grazing practice
» ldentification of communal resources — pasture/grazing, mountains/hillslopes
» organize user groups for benefit sharing
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2. Farmer-Research-Extension Group (FREG)
= Platform to foster demand driven technology extension - demonstration, evaluation & dissemination
= Link extension (demand) and research (supply)

» FREG for promoting Crop and fodder varieties
» FREG for promoting Animal breeds, animal health services
» FREG for promoting Agricultural machineries and technologies
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3. Cost-sharing for technology supply

m  Homestead based livelihood interventions (horticulture,
fodder, dairy, fattening, poultry, stoves, pumps, apiculture)

pm (716) |EEIETET o4 BSOS >’ Number of farmers involved in
homestead intensification = 5964
GO (737) [ll72 87 IS0
DY (739) [#88100100625HBEINIGEN
9
BK (o15) [EEOII20/120 141 IZ7GNMI.
Am (o52) 3T CER R
AG (1505) [EBENIN2057 205 130 NEESTAcSENOSN

Learning Watershed

0 500 1000 1500 2000
M Fruit production (676,22%) m Coffee Production (506,17%)
B Rhamnus (578,19%) Poultry (day old & 45 days chicken)(694,23%)
B Fattening (1021,34%) B Al services (732,24%)
B Apiculture (64,2%) B Hand dug wells (886,29%)
B Rope & washer pump (140,5%) B Energy saving stoves (667,22%)
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0  WOCAT impact monitoring tool is 0 Rehabilitation of degraded lands and
applied - an expert based conservation of arable lands - photo

Impacts of the Technology m o n ito ri n g

Production and socio-economic benefits Production and socio-economic disadvantages
+++ increased fodder production + increased labour constraints
increased animal production + Decrease access to local bulls under zero grazing
+ diversification of income sources
increased production area
Socio-cultural benefits Socio-cultural disadvantages
++ TR e T e
++  improved conservation / erosion knowledge
+ conflict mitigation
+ improved situation of disadvantaged groups
Ecological benefits Ecological disadvantages
+++ reduced surface runoff + increased fire risk

+++ improved soil cover

+++ reduced soilloss

++ increased biomass above ground C
++  increased plant diversity

+ increased soil moisture

+ recharge of groundwater table / aquifer

+ increased / maintained habitat diversity

Off-site benefits Off-site disadvantages

+++ increased stream flow in dry season
*++  reduced downstream sitation

+ reduced downstream flooding
Contribution to human well-being / livelihoods

++  the livestock production is moderately improved due to increase in biomass/ pasture harvest

0 Performance Assessment of Sustainability

H

Y-Group: Ecological and Socio-

Economic Response

Poor Good V. Good

X-Group: Level of commitment by leaders &
communities (Woreda/Kebele & communities)
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Evidence on SLM impacts

O Improved vegetation cover of degraded

lands (10.5 of 14%)

0 Change in land use (7%)

Average
Aba Gerima
Gosh

Debre Yacob
Debre Mewi

Atari Mesk

X g

—— 7.5
I °

. 6.3
10

14.2

I 13.7
I 16

- 20.5
Wk

0 5 10
H Percent of vegetation cover change

15

Areas with vegetation cover improvement
. 10.52
|

20 25 30
B Percent of degraded land

N
L
> VO \
~ i
e e l
o v o,
2 ¥ L oy gl "
\ -y “‘ 4 AT
2 A W
o <« P A
-~ , ¥, i L AN B Wy
/ |
| <
Legend L
- o | Svan
l ‘, St et
a Landuse Change
{ Bannate
» [ @ |
& " ) Cutvated Lana
P Cwpased i
- 0 Coymind Lot
Graninsd
S -
i | - P Oegacediana
J I e ot Catchents Genssians
— T Ptnce 1Change N oy
A T e vegustion | g [
. oroen [ v ronet
> wonaians [ Pertmcn
- - 3] Facec Grmsane T Sverre vegesten

Atan Mesk Watershed Canopy Cover Change(2010 -2017)
: -

N 2010 oy

O Increased biomass

y JRE P




-

WATER & LAND

Evidence on SLM Impacts

RESOURCE
CENTRE
= Sediment management ] _
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Evidence on SLM impacts

= Enhanced soil moisture and base flow
- Average daily minimum flow- 0.5 I/s (~40m3/day)
-40,000 liter/day can serve about 1600 TLU

Debre Yacob average daily stream flow I
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m Increased number of shallow wells
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= Improved Livelihood
- Diversified income sources from homesteads
-Multiple benefits from restoration, agricultural technologies and livelihood options

Beneficiaries of watershed interventions
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1. Apply participatory approaches and planning & monitoring tools adaptable
to the context towards achieving SLM pathway = Synergy of
restoration & conservation, agriculture and livelihood goals

2. EthioCAT play a role to foster scaling-up of SLM pathway

3. Evidence on SLM inform LDN target at national level
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