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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction
Ethiopia has a vision to become a lower middle-income country with zero net carbon
emission by 2025. Over the past two decades or so, the country has achieved economic
growth at about 10% annually. Despite the progress, Ethiopia s vulnerability to the
vagaries of extreme weather conditions, largely attributed to climate change, threatens its
growth and development efforts. Projections suggest that with business-as-usual actions
continue, the negative effects of climate change will increase, with rising temperatures and
unpredictable levels of precipitation in the coming decades. Realizing the unsustainability
of business as usual approaches and actions, the potential negative effects of increased
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions on GDP growth, the need for implementing mitigating
actions and building resilience, the Government of Ethiopia issued the Climate Resilient
Green Economy (CRGE) strategy in 2011.
The CRGE s goal is to contribute to the country s economic growth and to limit net GHG
emissions by 2030 to below 150 Mt CO2e – from around 250 Mt CO2e with business as
usual practices. However, GHG reduction cannot be achieved through stand-alone climate
change projects; it requires coordinated and integrated actions, which complement and
leverage mitigation and adaptation actions implemented by public, private and nongovernmental actors.
Over the past few years, there have been attempts to establish CRGE units to integrate
CRGE objectives and targets with sector development programs. The rationale for
establishing the CRGE units in sector ministries has been to put in place structures, which
have strong technical expertise to design, develop, and implement programs that will
contribute to deliver results on CRGE objectives and targets.
Purpose of the assessment
The assessment was conducted to find out the effectiveness of structures for
mainstreaming mitigation and adaptation actions in programs/projects facilitated,
supported and/or implemented by the Ministry of Agriculture and Natural Resources
(MoANR), and the Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries (MoLF). The assessment reviewed
the efficiency of the current institutional arrangements and task structures in supporting
other directorates and institutions in the implementation of actions that would contribute
to the achievement of the CRGE goals. The assessment was conducted in seven federal and
sixty regional institutions, including MoANR, MoLF, Agricultural Transformation Agency
(ATA), National Meteorology Agency (NMA), Ethiopian Institute of Agricultural Research
(EIAR), Ministry of Environment, Forestry and Climate Change (MEFCC) and Ministry of
Finance and Economic Cooperation (MoFEC). In MoANR and MoLF, all relevant functional
directorates (Food Security, Rural Job Creation Opportunity, Small Irrigation Development
& Distribution, Soil Fertility Improvement, Rural Land Administration and Utilization, Crop,
|Page
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Plant Protection, Agricultural Sector Reform, Public Relations Bureau and Planning &
Monitoring) were assessed.
Methodology
The assessment applied randomization to select sample Zones and Woredas in four
Regional States (Oromia, Tigray, Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples (SNNP) and
Amhara) where ATA is currently working. Two Zones from each region, four Woredas from
each Zone and two Kebeles from two zones were selected for the assessment. A qualitative
approach was used for the assessment for the following reasons.
1. In view of the purpose of the study (acquire an understanding of the current
institutional arrangement, working structure underlying activities and capacities at
Woreda, Zone, regional and federal level), quantitative data was not necessary.
2. Most of the rural Woredas have similar characteristics in terms of institutional
setup, human and technical capacity. Thus, the findings from the sample Woredas
would be enough to represent CRGE implementation at Woreda level.
However, a quantitative tool has been used to assess vertical and horizontal coordination
as well as CRGE and CSA knowledge. The tool applied a score of 0 to 5 where zero was
given to no coordination and knowledge, and 5 was given to high level of coordination and
knowledge.
Overall findings
At the MoANR, CRGE coordination is under the Natural Resources Management Directorate
and is led by a unit. On the other hand, at the MoLF, a Directorate leads CRGE activities.
There is no CRGE focal point person or a unit dedicated to CRGE coordination at EIAR and
NMA. ATA has a Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation Program and is the only
institution that has mainstreamed CRGE/CSA across its programs. It also has a focal person
dedicated to CRGE.
Both CRGE teams at MoANR and MoLF have limited working relationships with other
directorates1 within their respective ministries implementing climate change-related
activities. Despite this, the level of awareness about CRGE and CSA at the federal level, in
both institutions, is relatively high. This was also similar across other supporting
institutions as EIRA and NMA. However, communication and coordination within the
ministries (MoANR and MoLF) is weak and is not structured to support the realization of
the CRGE objectives and targets. Neither the CRGE Unit nor the Natural Resources
Management Directorate has established a communication protocol to link and coordinate
work with other directorates within the Ministry. The only exception to this was activities
carried out during the development of a funding proposal for submission to the Green

Directorates within MoANR assessed and referred to in this document include the following: Food Security,
Rural Job Creation Opportunity, Small Irrigation Development & Distribution, Soil Fertility Improvement,
Rural Land Administration and Utilization, Crop, Plant Protection, Agricultural Sector Reform, Public
Relations Bureau and Planning & Monitoring.
1
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Climate Fund. The CRGE Unit at MoANR coordinated the proposal preparation and worked
with experts from other directorates.
One of the responsibilities of the CRGE Unit was to coordinate and provide technical
support to other directorates and programs in designing and implementing CSA practices.
However, the Unit is not currently doing so because of the following factors.
1) Structure: The current structure of the CRGE Unit does not allow it to directly
liaise with other directorates under other State Ministers.
2) Absence of clear guidance and mandate: The CRGE Unit does not have clear
guidance and mandate that enables it to proactively establish and nurture
working relationships with other directorates and programs. For example, there
is no mechanism for supporting programs such as the Agricultural Growth
Program (AGP) to integrate CSA into its activities.
3) Lack of awareness: Other directorates and programs within MoNAR lack clear
awareness about CRGE and consider it as a stand-alone initiative rather than a
strategy that needs to be mainstreamed across all programs.
Details of the findings concerning horizontal and vertical coordination and knowledge and
capacities regarding CRGE and CSA are described below.
The horizontal coordination of CRGE among actors at all administration levels has been
assessed using a score of 0 to 5. The assessment was conducted in MoANR. MoLF did not
have established entities at Zone and Woreda level at the time of the assessment and the
federal level ministry was not fully staffed. Although Woreda and Kebele level
administrative entities do not have written guidelines for coordinating activities between
themselves, they scored 4 (higher than federal structures) in inter-technical coordination.
This is attributable to the willingness of crop/soil, livestock, NRM experts to work together
and coordinate activities among themselves. The fact that experts work in the same office
and only one expert is assigned in each technical field was helpful. However, coordination
at federal level scored 3 because of the absence of written guidelines for coordination
among directorates coupled with limited knowledge about activities and the tasks of other
directorates. As the figure below shows, federal level coordination scored 3 because of
informal coordination among directorates and other supporting institutions.
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Figure 1: Horizontal Coordination
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Vertical coordination at Federal and Woreda level was also assessed through similar
approach. However, the assessment was done only for MoANR. A score of 0 to 5 was
applied based on the level of structure put in place and the effectiveness of coordination.
There is no written guideline in place for vertical coordination. The current coordination
practice is to communicate and work along the same institutional structure. Thus, the CRGE
Unit at the federal level communicates with either the Natural Resources Office at the
Bureau of Agriculture or communicates with the CRGE focal point person at the regional
level. Coordination between federal and regional levels as well as Woreda and Kebele level
scored 4. However, regional-zonal and zonal-woreda coordination was weak. This is largely
due to the structure and mandates of zones as well as weak human capacity. The zonal
structure does not exist in Tigray Region. In Amhara and Oromia Regions, zones are
understaffed. However, in SNNPR zones are relativity stronger and well organized.
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Figure 2: Vertical Coordination
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At regional level, focal persons at the natural resources units within Bureaus of Agriculture
lead the CRGE implementation process. Regions such as the SNNPR have a taskforce that
comprises other experts, mostly from crop, NRM, soil and M&E. However, the level of
involvement from these units or experts is limited. Knowledge about CSA at the regional
level, among different experts is relatively high. The various experts surveyed understand
what climate smart agricultural practices entail and the mechanisms of executing these CSA
practices. However, regional-level CRGE focal persons do not have structured working
arrangements with other directorates or Woredas. This is, for the most part, due to the
absence of clear directions or sufficient mandates. Currently, there is no structure to enable
CRGE implementation at zone level.
While most Woredas have crop/soil, livestock and NRM experts who implement CSA
practices, there are no embedded structures to guide the CRGE coordination work. CSA
practices are implemented at the Woreda level as part of their regular activity. No
systematic planning and integration of resilience or GHG emission reduction activities are
implemented. Despite this structural limitation, Woreda experts have varying degrees of
knowledge of CSA practices. Some experts have benefitted from trainings on CSA practices.
However, the depth of their knowledge does not enable them to make methodical decisions
and carryout ex-ante planning and impact monitoring of CSA. By and large, almost all
Woreda experts have no knowledge of CRGE with the notable exception of Woredas that
benefitted from early implementation of CRGE projects.
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The level of knowledge about CRGE was assessed among those interviewed at federal,
regional, Zone, Woreda and Kebele levels. It was ranked from 0 to 5 and the average score
was used to calculate the institutional score. While MoANR scored 5 at the federal level,
other institutions scored 3. On average, the federal level scored 4. Oromia region scored the
highest on knowledge about CRGE at the regional level. Tigray scored the lowest both at
regional and woreda levels. No score was given to Tigray at zonal level as it has no zones.
The region also scored very low at the regional, Woreda and Kebele levels due to frequent
turnover of staff. Oromia and SNNPR personnel have been in place the longest and have
participated in numerous trainings and awareness raising workshops.
Figure 3: Level of CRGE Knowledge
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CSA knowledge and understanding was also assessed and it focused on evaluating the
extent to which experts were familiar with CSA activities, their skill in planning,
implementation, and understanding of indicators as well as monitoring and reporting. A
score of 0 to 5 was applied and the highest score (5) was given to individuals who had
training and full knowledge of CSA while 0 was given to those with no knowledge. Staff
working at the federal level scored the highest as experts at MoANR and other institutions
had short-term training on CSA practices as well as extensive knowledge on planning,
albeit shortcomings in understanding indicators. All regions scored an average of 3. Experts
at the regional level have knowledge of CSA practices as well as monitoring and reporting
skills; however, they lack understanding of CSA indicators. Despite having an
understanding of CSA activities as well as the ability to plan, experts at the Woreda and
Kebele levels scored 2 as most of them have limited knowledge on indicators of CSA and
monitoring and reporting.
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Figure 4: Level of CSA Knowledge
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In 2016, the national CRGE Strategy was integrated into the second Growth and
Transformation Plan (GTP II). However, both MoANR and MoLF have not fully integrated
CRGE in the overall institutional planning and in their respective planning units. This is
reflected in planning formats of both ministries, which lack CSA indicators and targets. The
CRGE Directorate within MoLF is new and the staff lack experience in CSA implementation
and resource mobilization. While the CRGE Unit at MoANR does have a well-articulated
plan to implement CRGE-related activities (mainly short-and mid-term projects), the plan
has not been developed in coordination with other units, directorates, programs and/or
projects of MoANR.
There are several activities that are being undertaken by MoANR and MoLF with traces of
CSA. These activities are similar to the CSA interventions proposed in the CRGE and CR
strategies. These activities (particularly in crop, livestock and NR sectors) are implemented
and reported with the aim of meeting productivity objectives, and not explicitly as
adaptation or mitigation measures.
Looking at planning, it was evident that plans developed by regions are largely blends of
aggregated Woreda-level plans. However, regions also have distinct plans crafted at the
regional level. These aggregations are made with GTP II targets in focus. As the CRGE and
GTP II are currently integrated, it has become apparent that once GTP II activities are
planned, CRGE or CSA practices are incorporated into the plan. Regional bureaus create a
linkage between federal and Woreda bureaus in translating national level plans to
implementation. In addition, the major role regional bureaus play in implementation is the
provision of budget and support to Woreda bureaus. The implementation of activities by
regional bureaus is largely limited to capacity building since they do not implement any
activity on the ground.
Woreda bureaus do prepare plans and it is largely aligned with GTP II objectives. Woredas
develop plans to implement CSA-related activities from among those that are set out within
the GTP but barely with clear understanding and decision about CSA targets. Some CSA
| P a g e 11

activities implemented at the Woreda level, particularly when they match those listed in
GTP II.
Both MoANR and MoLF have M&E systems at the institutional and project levels. However,
CSA practices are not integrated within the M&E system and CSA indicators and targets are
not specified in the M&E system. On the other hand, the CRGE Facility has developed an
M&E framework that aims to capture resilience building and GHG reductions. Despite the
implementation of some CSA-related activities through large programs and projects, a gap
is observable in the reports prepared by the programs. The lack of reporting format makes
the ability to report progress toward meeting the adaptation and mitigation goals difficult.
As a result, CSA targets and indicators are missed in the overall planning and reporting
formats.2 Thus, it is possible to conclude that the M&E system suffers from limitations in
tracking resilience or GHG reduction.
At regional level, reports are prepared with the very objective of tracking GTP II
implementation and achievements. As a result, the indicators and targets are derived from
GTP II. Regions do not specifically track CSA practices in their respective territories or
report progress towards meeting resilience or GHG reductions. Although the experts
understand that they have to report achievements in terms of these indicators, they have
shortcomings in accurately capturing and reporting the numbers. This is due to the absence
of data from Woreda as well as varying degrees of capacity limitations. There is very
limited planning done at the zonal level. Zones get Woreda level report and aggregate them
for submission to regions. They also support Woredas and regional offices in coordination
but do not engage directly in implementating activities. The reporting used at the Woreda
level only shows targets against GTP II indicators.
Mainstreaming of CSA is not a one-time action nor can it be analyzed with a simple yes or
no approach. With this understanding, the level of CSA implementation has been ranked
under six categories. There were 137 CSA activities included in the assessment. Scores
were given across administrative structures. Most activities are either not implemented at
all or fully implemented with specifically allocated budget and reporting indicators.
However, some activities lie in the middle having been partially implemented. For instance,
at the federal level MoANR has fully implemented 58% of CSA activities, followed by
regions, Woredas and Kebeles. Zones have the lowest score in the level of CSA
implementation. This can be ascribed due to the exclusion of implementation from their
structure and mandate.

2There

is also an effort underway led by the Agricultural Transformation Agency (ATA) to develop a robust M&E
system for the Ministry of Agriculture and Natural Resources. This M&E system has adaptation and mitigation
indicators and once finalized and implemented, it should be able to address this limitation.
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Figure 5: Current level of CSA Implementation
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Task Structure Recommendations
Establishment of CRGE Directorate at the Federal Level and Core Processes at Regional
and Woreda levels
MEFCC, upon the mandate conferred on it by the Office of the Prime Minister, has
requested all sector ministries in writing to establish a Directorate dedicated to sectorlevel CRGE coordination. So far, the ministries that have established CRGE Directorate are
MEFCC and MoLF. The circular issued by MEFCC to put this into effect across sectors
requires the following three actions to be taken and implemented by all sector ministries.
1) Establish a CRGE Directorate reporting directly to the minister of the
particular ministry;
2) Establish CRGE steering committees in all sector ministries to monitor all
CRGE-related implementation; and
3) The development of a working relationship between the federal level
structures and steering committee with their respective structures at the
regional level.
The establishment of the CRGE Directorate is expected to materialize across sector
ministries, including MoANR. The task structure recommendation for the CRGE Directorate
is shown in Figure 6 and it applies to both MoANR and MoLF. The recommended action
foresees that two case teams be formed under the CRGE Directorate. The proposed case
teams shall focus on two areas of mitigation and adaptation.
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Minister of MoANR or
Minister of MoLF
Director, CRGE
MoANR or MOLF

Mitigration
Case Team

Adapation Case Team

Figure 6: Organogram of the CRGE Directorate
A Director reporting directly to the Minister will lead the CRGE Directorate and oversee the
two case teams. The main task of CRGE Directorates will be to mainstream CRGE across the
sector, facilitate the integration of CSA practices in programs and projects, review their
ministries planning and reporting format in order to incorporate CSA indicators and
targets and serve as the first entry point for establishing a working relationship with the
Planning and M&E Directorate. The Planning Directorate is a critical entry point for all
coordination as it centrally coordinates annual plans and monitoring reports of the
ministry. The Planning and M&E Directorate therefore will follow up and enforce the use of
the new format by all functioning directorates in the annual planning and monitoring
sessions
At the regional level, it is recommended that the CRGE task structure be placed as a Core
Process Unit within the Bureau of Agriculture and Natural Resources or Livestock and
Fisheries. This arrangement is suggested to match the recommendation at the federal level.
The core process should be established with the main purpose of facilitating CRGE
mainstreaming across the sector at the regional level. At the zonal level, having a focal
person assigned in both agriculture and livestock offices would be enough. The focal
person will have a working relationship with the regional CRGE Core Process and local
CRGE structures at the Woreda level. The focal person s main responsibility should be to
facilitate and monitor the CRGE mainstreaming. Plans and reports (annual, semi-annual &
quarterly) should be relayed from Woreda to region/federal through Zonal Agriculture or
Livestock Offices after verification and endorsement by the CRGE focal points.
Woredas are critical institutions for CRGE implementation. The recommendation for the
task structure is to establish a CRGE Core Process under the Agriculture and Natural
Resources and Livestock and Fisheries Offices. The CRGE Core Process will report directly
to the Woreda office head that sends the report either to zonal or regional office. The Core
Process Unit is expected to work mainly on CSA mainstreaming and implementation at
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Woreda level. It should build the technical capacities of the Development Agents (DAs)
operating at the Kebele level.
It is recommended that the task structure be built incrementally over a period of one and
half years, aligned with GTP II. The road map is divided into three terms: short term,
midterm & long term and provides information on what the activities & deliverables are
against the timelines. The first six months should focus on building the structure at federal
level, putting in place the right human capacity and infrastructure. This period will also be
used for capacity building at federal level, strengthen horizontal linkage within the
ministries with other directorates as well as partner institutions. Once the federal structure
is in place, the staff at the federal level can assist regional offices in setting up the core
process units at regional level. As regions have their own mandate, the role of federal
entities will be providing guidance and technical assistance as well as organize crossregional learning and collaboration. This could happen within a period of six months. The
last one-year will focus on setting up the structure at Zone, Woreda and Kebele level. This
can also be done incrementally focusing on selected Woredas before full-scale
implementation is done all Woredas.
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. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Global Overview of Climate Change
Global warming and climate change refer to an increase in average global temperatures.
Natural events and human activities are believed to be contributing to an increase in
average global temperatures. This is caused primarily by increases in greenhouse gases
such as Carbon Dioxide (CO2). There are six main greenhouse gases and they are carbon
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4) (which is 20 times as potent a greenhouse gas as carbon
dioxide) and nitrous oxide (N2O), plus three fluorinated industrial gases:
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and sulphur hexafluoride (SF6).
Increased greenhouse gases and the greenhouse effect have contributed to an overall
warming of the Earth s climate, leading to a global warming. It is believed that in the
coming 30 to 50 years , the Earth s weather generating system will be entirely different.
GHG increases in the atmosphere have brought about several changes in the global
environment, creating negative outcomes. These impacts include extreme weather
patterns, super storms, destruction of ecosystems, and rising sea level. Warming of the
climate will lead to more extreme weather patterns such as more hurricanes and drought;
longer spells of dry heat or intense rain. Most emissions come from a relatively small
number of countries. An effective global strategy to avert dangerous climate change
requires commitments and action by all the world s major economies. The United States,
with 5 percent of the world s population, is responsible for 14% of global GHG emissions.
On an intensity basis (emissions per gross domestic product or GDP), U.S. emissions are
significantly higher than the EU s and Japan s. On a per capita basis, U.S. emissions are more
than twice as high as those of the EU and Japan (and three and a half times the world
average). However, China is currently the major GHG emitter, contributing about 24% of
total world s GHG emissions.3
Climate change requires a global response and in 1992, countries signed the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) with the objective of avoiding
dangerous human interference in the climate system (194 countries, including the United
States, have ratified the agreement). In the Convention, developed countries agreed to take
the lead in addressing climate change and to the voluntary aim of reducing their
emissions to 1990 levels by 2000. The resulting agreement, the Kyoto Protocol, requires
industrialized countries to reduce emissions on average 5.2 percent below 1990 levels by
2008–2012. The Paris Agreement of 2015 has since becomea major UNFCCC global
agreement to address climate change. The agreement has beensigned by 195 countries and
it expects to hold the increase in the global average temperature to well below 2 °C above

3World Resources

Institute (WRI). Infographic: What Do Your Country's Emissions Look
Like?by Johannes Friedrich, Mengpin Ge and Thomas Damassa - June 23, 2015
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pre-industrial levels and to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5 °C above
pre-industrial levels, recognizing that this would significantly reduce the risks and impacts
of climate change. As part of the agreement, countries have submitted their domestic
contribution to GHG reduction through the document titled Nationally Determined
Contribution (NDC). Ethiopia s NCD is aligned with the CRGE.

1.2 Impact of Climate Change in Ethiopia
Climate changes are already being seen in Ethiopia and it represents a key threat to
Ethiopia s sustained growth and development. Impacts such as environmental degradation
and natural disasters could result in annual GDP losses of 2 to 5 percent per year, with
some models predicting annual losses as large as 10% for drier scenarios4. In the last
decade, the country has been subjected to drought, floods, new insect pests, new vectorborne diseases and other problems made worse by climate change. According to the UNDP
Climate Change Profile for Ethiopia, the mean annual temperature in Ethiopia has
increased by 1.3°C between 1960 and 2006, at an average rate of 0.28°C per decade. The
temperature increase has been most rapid from July to September (0.32°C per decade). It is
reported that the average number of hot days per year has increased by 73 (additional
20% of days) and the number of hot nights has increased by 137 (additional 37.5% of
nights) between 1960 and 2006. The rate of increase is seen most strongly in June, July and
August. Over the same period, the average number of cold days and nights decreased by 21
(5.8% of days) and by 41 (11.2% of nights), respectively. These reductions have mainly
occurred in the months of September to November.At the national level, temperatures have
increased by an average of around 1°C since the 1960s. The changing climate may have
increased weather variability and incidence of droughts and floods in the last 10 years
relative to the decade before.5
Future climate change in Ethiopia is uncertain, although scenarios of change show the
range of possible outcomes, and climate variability is likely to increase across all of them.
The most recent climate projections support the conclusion that future temperatures will
rise in Ethiopia within a range of 0.5 °C to 1.5 °C by the 2020s, and 1.5° to 3° by the 2050s
relative to the period 1961-1990. Climate projections based on Global Climate Models
(GCMs) indicate that the rainfall variability in Ethiopia will increase, with a rising
frequency of both severe flooding and droughts due to global warming6. Major drought
events are estimated to reduce Ethiopia's GDP by 1% to 4% per year7, causing a drag on
economic growth and reducing the speed with which the poor can be lifted out of poverty,
in turn slowing achievement of the country s intended middle-income aspiration. By midcentury, climate change might lead to a 20 percent increase in the extent of Ethiopia s dry
lands (driest scenario), which would bring more people into environments where the range
of resilience options is limited8.

4World

Bank (2011).
FDR Ethiopia, (2014). Climate Resilience Strategy Agriculture and Forestry.
6World Bank (2011) op cit.
7OECD (2014).
8Cervigni and Morris (eds.) (2015).
5
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Figure 7: °C per decade relative to 1960s average. Trends
for March – June, reproduced from FDR Ethiopia, (2014).

Figure: 9 mm per decade relative to 1960s average. Trends
for March – June, reproduced from FDR Ethiopia, (2014).

Figure 8: °C per decade relative to 1960s average. Trends
for June – Sept, reproduced from FDR Ethiopia, (2014).

Figure 10: mm per decade relative to 1960s average.
Trends for June - Sept, reproduced from FDR Ethiopia,
(2014).

Figure 11: Frequency of floods by Woreda for 1990 to 1999 (left map) and 2000 to 2009, reproduced from FDR
Ethiopia, (2014)

1.3 Agriculture Sector and Climate Change in Ethiopia
Agriculture is the backbone of the Ethiopian economy. The sector determines the growth of
all other sectors and consequently, the whole national economy. On average, crop
production makes up 60 percent of the sector s outputs, whereas livestock accounts for 27
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percent and other areas contribute 13 percent of the total agricultural value added. Smallscale farmers, who practice rain-fed mixed farming by employing traditional technology,
adopting low inputs and low output production systems, dominate the sector.
Ethiopia is one of the countries more vulnerable to climate related hazards, which include
drought, floods, heavy rains, strong winds, frost, heat waves (high temperatures), etc. The
impacts of hazards related to current weather variability and extremes has already
prevailed in the country, and by 2050, the negative impacts of climate change, under an
extreme scenario of higher temperatures and increased intensity and frequency of extreme
events, could cost Ethiopia 10% or more of its GDP. The key hazards brought on by this
potential extreme volatility are droughts, floods and soil erosion. The worst impacts are
caused by droughts, with recent droughts negatively impacting GDP by between 1% and
4%.
Historic weather variability, extreme events and hazards result in lost agricultural output,
lower export earnings and reduced foreign direct investment, which have a substantial
negative impact on economic growth, particularly for agriculture and forestry, and poverty.
Severe losses in agricultural crops, livestock, and rural infrastructures resulting from
drought and floods have also food security implications. Climate risks in Ethiopia are linked
to high rainfall variability between years, seasons and regions. Yearly variation around
mean rainfall levels of 25% is normal, and can increase to 50% in some regions. Weather
variability leads to extreme events and hazards, especially droughts and floods, and
associated soil erosion. Drought frequently occurs: 60% of the country is dry land. Major
floods have occurred in 1988, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 2006. Forest fires and pests and
diseases have also been linked to increase of temperature, and humidity and moisture
available.
The Government of Ethiopia is making efforts to address these adverse conditions and has
designed coping mechanisms. This initiative focuses on the sectors of responsibility
covered by the Ministry of Agriculture (including crops, livestock and forestry). Hence,
Ethiopia s Green economy strategy identified options for low-carbon growth in agricultural
crop, livestock and forestry sectors. Of the four main pillars of the strategy, two are related
to the sectors in the Climate resilient Strategy; (1) improving crop and livestock production
practices for higher food security and farmer income while reducing emissions
(agricultural and land use efficiency measures) and (2) protecting and re-establishing
forests for their economic and ecosystem services, including as carbon stocks (increased
GHG sequestration in forestry).

1.4 GoE Response: Climate Resilient Green Economy
Ethiopia is recognized as a global leader on climate action with one of the first country to
product a green economy strategy with the preparation of CRGE in 2011. Ethiopia has
prioritized the role of natural capital to help drive and protect growth and prosperity, and
help manage climate risks for greater resilience. However, Ethiopia s strategic response
had started much earlier with the preparation of National Adaptation Programmes of
Action (NAPA). The Ethiopian Environmental Protection Authority (now the Ministry of
Environment Forestry and climate change) issued the Climate Change National Adaptation
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Programmes of Action (NAPA) in 2007. The NAPA identified priorityactions that integrate
climate change adaptation actions with national development policies. The NAPA process
in Ethiopia identified arid and dry sub-humid areas of the country as being most vulnerable
to drought; in addition, agriculture was identified as the most vulnerable sector where
small-scale rain-fed subsistence farmers and pastoralists are identified as the most at risk.
From 2007-2011 the country has progressed significantly in articulating its climate change
policy objectives with the aim of keeping development objectives on track. Starting with
the identification of 10 priority adaptation projects under its National Adaptation Plan for
Action (NAPA) in 2007 - to the preparation of the of the Ethiopian Programmed of
Adaptation to Climate Change (EPA-CC) in 2010, which deals with 25 issues and spells out
the need to mainstream climate change into all spheres of development planning and
implementation, and the submission of 75 Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions
(NAMA) in 2010 to the UNFCCC.
Since then, the Government of Ethiopia has initiated the Climate Resilient Green Economy
(CRGE) strategy to protect the country from the adverse effects of climate change and to
build a green economy that will help realize its ambition of reaching middle income status
before 2025. Following the conventional development path would, among other adverse
effects, result in a sharp increase in GHG emissions and unsustainable use of natural
resources. Hence addressing the issue climate change would be vital if Ethiopia is to break
out of the poverty trap and achieve its national ambition to become a middle-income
country by 2025.
The CRGE Strategy presents an overarching framework to marshal a coherent response to
climate change, to generate both innovative thinking and a course of actions to meet the
challenges associated with the transfer of climate-friendly technologies and finance for the
construction of a climate resilient green economy in Ethiopia. The CRGE strategy clearly
presents and elaborates climate change adaption and mitigation actions across several
sectors that will enable Ethiopia realize a low emission, fast and sustainable economic
growth.
According to Ethiopia s CRGE strategy (2011) the country s contribution to GHG emissions
is very low on a global scale. Ethiopia s 2010 total emissions were around 150 Mt CO2e that
is less than 0.3% of global emissions. However, the agriculture sector represents the largest
source GHG emissions in country. In 2011, the Government of Ethiopia launched the
Climate-Resilient Green Economy (CRGE) initiative to protect the country from the adverse
effects of climate change and to build a green economy that will help realize its ambition of
reaching middle-income status before 2025. According to the strategy, under Business as
Usual practices, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would more than double from 150 Mt
CO2e in 2010 to 400 Mt CO2e in 2030.
The CRGE initiative follows a sectoral approach and has so far identified and prioritized
more than 60 initiatives, which could help the country achieve its development goals while
limiting 2030 GHG emissions to around today s 150 Mt CO2e. Of the 150 Mt CO2e in 2010,
more than 85% of GHG emissions come from the agricultural and forestry sectors. In
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agriculture, GHG emissions are attributable to livestock and crops. Livestock emissions are
estimated to amount to 65 Mt CO2e in 2010 – more than 40% of total emissions today. The
cultivation of crops contributes to the concentration of greenhouse gases mainly by
requiring the use of fertilizer (~10 Mt CO2e) as well as by emitting N2O from crop residues
reintroduced into the ground (~3 Mt CO2e).
To play its role in building green economy, the agriculture sector is aiming at improving
crop and livestock production practices for higher food security and farmer income while
reducing emissions. The agriculture sector has a total abatement potential for soil- and
livestock related emissions of 90 Mt CO2e, representing around 35% of the total domestic
abatement potential. In the CRGE strategy, Ethiopia chose to follow the green path as
business as usual practice will dramatically increase the GHG emission with the current
rate of economic growth. Moreover, as many of the GHG reduction measures that can be
implemented on small-scale farms have other co-benefits; these co-benefits will also bring
about economic and environmental benefits. Some of the co-benefits include reducing
erosion and land degradation, increasing productivity, improving water quality and
retention, reducing phosphorous (P) and nitrogen (N) runoff and increasing soil fertility.

1.5 Current Status of CRGE
The CRGE initiative follows a sectoral approach and has so far identified and prioritized
more than 60 initiatives, which could help the country achieve its development goals while
limiting 2030 greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to around today s 150 Mt CO2e. Without the
initiative, assuming Business as Usual practices, GHG emissions are projected to more than
double from 150 Mt CO2e in 2010 to 400 Mt CO2ein 2030.In 2010, more than 85% of
Ethiopia s GHG emissions came from the agricultural and forestry sectors. Within the
agricultural sector, livestock production is the largest emissions source (65 MtCO2ein 2010,
or 40% of sectoral emissions). Crop production emitted 13Mt CO2e, or 9 % of sectoral
emissions (see Figure below).
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Figure 12: Ethiopiaǯs GHG emissions profile in 2010 (Figures in Mt CO2e)

MoANR is pioneer and moderately structured with regard to CRGE. A unit inside the
Natural Resources Directorate leads CRGE. The unit was established in 2013 and currently
has five employees working exclusively on CRGE, but unit has twelve positions and thus
seven are unfilled. The CRGE Unit has also played a leading role in the development of CR
Strategy for the agriculture sector. The CR strategy, which is the first among the CRGE
ministries, was finalized in 2015. The CRGE unit has been getting direct funds from CRGE
Facility, UNDP, DANIDA and others.In 2014, the CRGE Facility has designed and started
implementing Fast Track projects (both for mitigation and adaptation interventions),
which were in line with the CRGE strategy priorities. MoANR received USD 6.4 million from
the CRGE Facility to pilot Fast Track initiatives throughout Ethiopia. The following were
core activities of the project:







Increasing livestock and crops productivity through low emitting techniques
Watershed management including sustainable management and water harvesting
Community mobilization
Institutional partnership
Capacity building
Knowledge management

The livestock sector was inside MoANR before the Ethiopian government reorganized the
livestock sector as an independent ministry named Ministry of Livestock and Fishery
(MoLF). For many years the livestock a Directorate under the Ministry of Agriculture led
sector then it was merged with the Extension Department. This structural arrangement
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came with minimal focus in provision of resources and operationalization of strategies. The
mandate of the new ministry now is to contribute towards the realization of the wider
vision of the ministry of agriculture, which is to create market–led modern agriculture and
a society free from poverty by contributing to the creation of a modern and a highly
productive agricultural system that uses more advanced technologies.
CRGE is structured as a team in MoLF, which reports to the Policy, Plan & Program
Director. According to the task structure arrangement, the Policy, Plan & Program
Directorate reports to directly to the Minister through the Office of the Minister, which is
tasked to coordinate special assignments. The CRGE Team is currently made of three junior
experts and one of them serving as a coordinator.

1.6 Purpose and Objectives of the Study
Over the past few years, there had been attempts to establish institutional set-ups (CRGE
units) that are meant to integrate CRGE objectives with sector development. The rationale
for establishing these units within the relevant sector ministry is to build a sustainable
institutional entity, with a strong technical expertise base that has the capacity to design,
develop and implement CRGE initiatives geared at the realization of Ethiopia s CRGE
vision. Ideally, the CRGE units are composed of experts drawn from the different
departments/directorates and sub-sectors of the sector Ministry in question.
The CRGE unit within each ministry has somehow been engaged through a multi‐
institutional sub‐technical committee, during the CRGE strategy development process.
There have been lax moments where either these units are lost or overtaken by the
routines of the sector institution. In some instances, they have remained strong carrying
over a sector mission to the overall CRGE process. In some cases, the unit remained
unmanned and when there are experts assigned to it, it operates with diluted mandates
and without a clear vision. Overall, there is a need to assess where sector Ministries stand
in terms of their capacities to mainstream climate change objectives and direct proper
functioning of the units. It is when this objective is met that the momentum for supporting
the implementation of climate-focused initiatives of a given sector could be sustained.
This would require the establishment a stronger CRGE unit that has the required resource
base and technical competence for coordination and monitoring achievements.
The Ministry of Agriculture and Natural Resources (MoANR) has been lagging behind in
strengthen its institutional capacity as well as mainstreaming climate change into other
areas within the Ministry. There are a many of projects under implementation by MoANR,
which are highly related to the climate change but not well mainstreamed and integrated to
CRGE initiatives. The study was initiated to assess the current structuring of the CRGE in
the MoANR and MoLF as well as other partnering institutions, to provide recommendation
for institutional restricting as well as prepare guideline for mainstreaming CRGE/CSA in
the agriculture sector.
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. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Understanding mainstreaming
Mainstreaming climate change issue is viewed as a practice whereby adaptation and
mitigation objectives are integrated within development agendas. In other words, climate
change risks are not addressed through separate initiatives but through ongoing
development policy-making, planning and activities across all sectors9.Mainstreaming
emerged as a tactical response because it was believed that these crosscutting issues
should influence the mainstream activities of development, rather than being addressed in
separate initiatives. In order for climate smart agriculture to be sustainable and applicable
on a wide scale, it must be incorporated, integrated or mainstreamed into the policy and
program apparatus of governments.
In the climate change context, mainstreaming refers to the incorporation of climate change
considerations into established or on-going development programs, policies or
management strategies, rather than developing adaptation and mitigation initiatives
separately. Though there is no common definition of what mainstreaming is in the field of
climate change, there is a common understanding that it is a concept that moves climate
change from marginal discourse and puts it in the center of a discussion to redesign
policies, legal frameworks and to re-think the operation of institutions, investments and all
the relevant processes for climate action across the sectors, including governmental and
non-governmental actors (Guzman, S. (2016). Some of the definitions of climate change
mainstreaming are:


ǲMainstreaming means integrating climate concerns and adaptation responses into relevant
policies, plans, programs, and projects at the national, sub-national, and local scales.ǳ (USAID).



ǲIncorporating climate change risks and adaptation into: (1) National policies, programs and
priorities: ensuring that information about climate-related risk, vulnerability, and options for
adaptation are incorporated into planning and decision-making in key sectors, such as
agriculture, water, health, disaster risk management and coastal development, as well as into
existing national assessments and action plans, including Poverty Reduction Strategies and
Priorities. (2) Development agency programs and policies: ensuring that plans and priorities
identified in development cooperation frameworks incorporate climate change impacts and
vulnerability information to support development outcomes...ǯ



According to United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP), mainstreaming is ǲthe iterative process of integrating
considerations of climate change [mitigation and] adaptation into policy-making, budgeting,
implementation and monitoring processes at national, sector and sub-national levelsǳ (UNDP
and UNEP).

9The

mainstreaming approach to climate change adaptation: insights from Ethiopia s water sector By Naomi
Oates, Declan Conway and Roger CalowODI Background Note April 2011
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ǲMainstreaming by definition implies a shift from financing climate activities in incremental
ways, to making climate change both in terms of opportunities and risk a core consideration
and Ǯlensǯ through which institutions deploy capitalǳ (MBD, 2015: viii).



ǲMainstreaming is the process by which actions to address the causes and consequences of
climate change are implemented as part of a broader suite of measures within existing
development processes and decision cyclesǳ (UNDG, 2010).

There are two mainstreaming levels: strategic and organizational (CARE,2009). Strategic
level of mainstreaming addresses the organizational environment or structure in which
policies and programmes are developed and implemented. Operational level involves
integrating climate risk assessment into plans and actions. This involves undertaking an
evaluation of climate risks assessment and identifying effective, efficient and equitable
adaptation measures to build adaptive capacity of communities and households 10.

2.2 Mainstreaming climate change in the agriculture sector
Mainstreaming climate change is vital in agriculture where the sector is significantly
influenced by climate change. In developing countries, the sector is also a major
contributor to the economic development and also influences mitigation options. Reliance
on agriculture for livelihoods under increasingly erratic seasons and extreme weather
events such as drought and floods, may lead to crop failure threatening food security, and
livelihoods. The resilience of the agricultural systems to climate risks will depend on the
extent to which agricultural practices incorporate flexible adaptive and mitigation
measures into their plan. However, it is also important to indicate that in the context of
developing nations, climate change adaptation and mitigation actions relate closely to, or
directly overlap with, existing development strategies, policies and programs.
The need to mainstream climate change considerations into agricultural investment
projects and programmes is increasingly apparent with the general recognition of the close
linkage among food security, rural livelihoods and climate change. Climate Smart
Agriculture (CSA) meets these linkages results by improving productivity, enhancing
resilience and reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Therefore, for sustainable and
effective result it is essential to mainstream CSA in to in the programs and projects
planning, implementing and monitoring and evaluation process.
The National Adaptation Plans (NAP) and Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions
(NAMAs) are good examples of ongoing climate change planning processes. However, in
the medium and long term, standalone projects like NAPAs and NAMAs are unlikely to
meet all adaptation and mitigation requirements in a cost-effective and scalable manner.
Therefore, nations need to develop local programs, plans and actions that have integrated
climate change. It is necessary to mainstream climate change into all development policy
and planning in addition to program/project level.

10The

mainstreaming approach to climate change adaptation: insights from Ethiopia s water sector By
Naomi Oates, Declan Conway and Roger Calow. ODI Background Note April 2011

| P a g e 25

When developing adaptation responses to climate change, immediate short-term responses
may not be the ones that could protect communities from progressive changes in climate.
There are trade-offs between short- and long-term adaptation measures, between choices
to put resources into adaptation, mitigation or other development priorities. The ultimate
goal of the adaptation actions is not only to respond to changes in climatic variables, but
also to move towards a resilient community and ecosystems. Using principles of
sustainable development could help in identifying those adaptation responses, creating
auxiliary benefits or co-benefits between climate and development goals. For example,
extensively using air conditioning to respond to heat waves, shifting to monocultures of
heat resistant crops or building large dykes without resources for maintenance could be
considered unsustainable and maladaptive responses.There are long records of practices to
adapt to the impacts of climate change as well as natural climate variability. These include
proactive measures such as crop and livelihood diversification, community-based disaster
risk reduction, water storage, supplementary irrigation and so on.

2.3 Case studies: Lessons from successful mainstreaming experiences
Here under are brief descriptions of best practices on mainstreaming drawn from local and
international experiences. The best practices are presented into three different case studies
namely:
Case Study 1: Lesson on effective mainstreaming
Case Study 2: Lesson on mainstreaming guideline from other country
Case Study 3: Lesson on mainstreaming guideline for gender
a. Case Study 1: Lesson on effective mainstreaming
Sector: Climate Change and Agriculture & Livestock
Institution and Country: Agricultural Transformation Agency (ATA), Ethiopia
Best Practice: Mainstreaming Climate Change (CRGE) in Agriculture and Livestock
Programs
The Agricultural Transformation Agency (ATA) is a strategy and delivery oriented
government agency created to help accelerate the growth and transformation of Ethiopia s
agriculture sector. The Agency s mandate is focused solely on improving the livelihoods of
smallholder farmers across the country.
ATA, among programs it runs, climate related activities are coordinated under the Climate
Change Adaptation & Mitigation Program (CCAMP) unit. The CCAMP reports to the one of
the Senior Directors post titled Sustainability and Inclusive Growth, which is under the
CEO. In ATA, CRGE related activities are all mainstreamed across the programs. For this to
happen, M&E Program plays the key role. The M&E is a program in ATA, but unlike the
other programs, it reports directly to the CEO.
There are 32 active programs in ATA and all of their plans and reports go through the M&E.
These programs are expected to include their particular CRGE indicators and targets in
their annual plans and reports; if not, the M&E will return it back requesting the Climate
Change Adaptation and Mitigation Program for review and endorsement. The ATA planning
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process has eight segments. At every segment, the planning components are put in detail to
show clear and precise CRGE indicators and targets. The main entry point for the effective
mainstreaming to happen in ATA is the development of a planning and reporting template.
All programs use the same template that would ease the task for Climate Change
Adaptation and Mitigation Program to monitor the CRGE planning, implementation and
reporting throughout the year.
b. Case Study 2: Lesson on mainstreaming guideline from other country
Sector: Climate Change, Agriculture & other sectors
Institution and Country: Environment Management Authority, Rwanda
Best Practice: Guidelines for Mainstreaming Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation in
Agriculture Sector and other sectors
In recent years, Rwanda has made significant progress in both economic and broader
development terms. The last decade has seen GDP average growth of 6.5 percent per
annum, per capita income increasing to $540 and national poverty level standing at 60
percent. Rwanda has made good progress in achieving a number of the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs). Despite these achievements there is increasing concern that
climate change and its associated impacts are likely to worsen poverty situation causing
economic and human costs that slow or even reverse future growth and development in
Rwanda.
Rwanda Environment Management Authority (REMA) has been leading the national
response to climate change, working with stakeholders to build adaptive capacity at all
levels. Indeed, these guidelines are part of on-going efforts to build national resilience and
capacity to mitigate and adapt to climate change. The guidelines complement existing tools,
and are informed by recent work on climate change, environmental mainstreaming and
preventive health care. These guidelines are intended for use by policy makers, planners,
technocrats and analysts in the public health sector, especially those involved in the
conception, formulation, financing, implementation, monitoring, evaluation and reporting
of policies, strategies, plans, projects, budget, and activities for service delivery in the
agricultural sector. While REMA continues to play its statutory role of coordination,
regulation and support, the Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources (MINAGRI) will
be the lead agency in the integration of climate change concerns in all agricultural policy
processes, working with Local Governments, other relevant state and non-state
institutions. This is why REMA has prepared sector-specific guidelines to facilitate the
process.
These guidelines are designed to provide basic and flexible guidance on how to:
(i) Conduct impact and vulnerability assessments in the agricultural sector;
(ii) Identify opportunities and entry points for integration of climate change mitigation and
adaptation (CCMA) measures;
(iii) Identify, analyze and integrate options for CCMA into the agricultural policy
formulation, financing, implementation and evaluation at national, local and community
levels.
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c. Case Study 3: Lesson on project mainstreaming guideline for gender
Sector: Agriculture and Gender
Institution and Country: Rural Capacity Building Project, MoANR, Ethiopia
Best Practice: Rural Capacity Building Project, Gender Mainstreaming Guideline
In Ethiopia, women constitute over half of the total population. In addition to their number,
as it is indicated above the role of women is critical within the household and outside of the
household and in the development context. They also play a critical role in the smallholder
agricultural production.
This gender mainstreaming guideline is developed at first by considering the various
aspects of challenges faced by women, especially those residing in the rural areas. The
guideline narrates that women suffer from socio-cultural discrimination and have fewer
opportunities compared to men for personal growth, education, employment etc. It
continues stating that there is no equity in the distribution of power and decision-making
between men and women at all levels of the government structure and local institutions.
High illiteracy rates (50% for men and 75% for women) limit economic activities to
primary production activities according to the document. The low level of literacy
compounded by lack of awareness about family planning is instrumental in having a large
number of dependents, which directly affects the quantity and quality of food, which at
certain times of the year translates to one meal per day. In addition, the guideline also
mentions that women are also the main victims of HIV/AIDS.
The project gender mainstreaming guideline is designed with the objective of:
 Assist project implementers to identify gender gaps, particularly in Agriculture
Technical Vocational Education and Training (ATVET), extension and research;
 Give directions to implementers in identifying mechanisms to address and equally
consider the concerns of women and men in a given component.
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. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Assessment overview and process
To carry out the assessment, at first 137 interventions were identified from Agriculture CR
Strategy. These interventions were listed out under CR Themes on the strategy document.
Following that list agricultural interventions commonly practiced and recommended prior
to 2014 were identified. Two different data collection tools were developed combining the
two sets of indicators. After the tools were developed, they were tested at Berek Woreda in
Oromia Regional State. A team of experts conducted the pilot test on March 2017. The
assessment was done both on the CSA practices and the institutional structure. Based on
the pilot test and feedback from ATA, final revisions of the tools were made before fullscale data collection. A more detail information on the steps followed in the assessment is
found in the annex section.

3.2 Objective and Scope of the study
The main objective of this consultancy service is to put in place inclusive CRGE
mainstreaming guideline that will consider different institutions and conduct CRGE
structure assessment study and look into the implementation gaps that emanates from
lack of proper institutional structure arrangements, and propose high-level ideas that
promote the CRGE implementation.
The specific objective of this assignment includes:
 To Study and analyze applicable CRGE mainstreaming options and develop
implementable guideline
 To asses and identify institutional structure that enhance CRGE mainstreaming
 To study and document the existing CRGE institutional gaps if any
 To substantiate and avail high level improvement ideas for the CRGE structure
The project conducted a study on the current structuring of the CRGE in the MoANR &
MoLF CRGE unit and tries to find the appropriate and sustainable structure that can best
supports mainstreaming of this sector based program. It looked in detail to the
implementing entities in focus of four regions including the importance of having structure
that support cross-sectorial institution that can make sustainable CRGE interventions. It
assessed and studied different sector specific approaches to help develop comprehensive
CRGE mainstreaming guideline/approach.
The project further refined and developed the methodology for both mainstreaming
guideline study and structure assessment. It also closely assessed the current working
condition of CRGE unit at federal level and within in the regions, down to the local levels
and provided recommendations required to improve the CRGE implementation.
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3.3 Development of the tools
There are two different tools used in the assessment: CSA mainstreaming assessment tool
and CRGE task structure assessment tool.
i. CSA Mainstreaming Assessment Tool/ Checklist to assess implementation of CSA
activities and knowledge: One of the tools developed and used in the assessment is a
checklist to assess the level of CSA mainstreaming in those 137 interventions listed out in
the Agriculture CR Strategy.
ii. CRGE Task Structure Assessment Tool/ Questionnaire to assess CSA institutional
arrangement: This tool was used to assess the current CRGE task structure as well as
review mandate and directives given to CRGE at federal and regional level.
A more detail information on the tools is found in the annex section.

3.4 Sampling and data collection
The assessment used randomization methodology to select sample zones and woredas
from the four regional states where ATA is currently operating. Two zones from each
region, four woredas from the two zones and two kebeles from the two zones were
selected for the assessment. The rationales behind using qualitative approach for local level
data gathering, rather than quantitative are listed below. Nevertheless, some level of
statistical analysis has been conducted on information gathered.
1. This was a qualitative study and thus the purpose of the study was to acquire an
understanding of the current institutional arrangement, working structure
underlying activities and capacities at woreda, zonal, regional and federal level.
Thus, large statistical data was not necessary.
2. As most of the rural woredas have similar characteristics, it is assumed that the
results won t have much variance and thus outcomes from four or forty woredas
won t have major variation.
3. As the woredas are considered homogenous, purposive sampling was deemed to be
scientific as results from small or large number of sample size most likely show
similar result.
Accordingly, two zones and in each region were identified randomly using Research
Randomizer tool. Following the identification of the sample zones, four woredas in each
zone were also identified using Randomizer tool. One kebele from each woreda was
selected in consultation with the woreda administration. Zone and Woreda selection was
done using Research Randomizer Tool (https://www.randomizer.org/). One woreda from
CRGE Fast Track pilot woredas was chosen in the study to purposively assess the extent
CRGE has been mainstreamed and review level of support received from federal office.
The target institutions and directorates/departments assessed at the federal level for the
task structure study are shown in the annex section.
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. FINDING
The findings are presented in two different categories: CRGE task structure and CSA
mainstreaming. The findings are analyzed and discussed at all government levels. Here
under they are discussed in detail.

4.1 CRGE Task Structure
The CRGE task structure assessment looked at federal, regional, zonal, woreda and kebele
levels of the MoANR and the MoLF. The study examined human, organizational and
systemic dimensions across each administrative level.
4.1.1. Federal
Organization: At the MoANR, CRGE coordination work is carried out within the Natural
Resources Management Directorate led by a unit. The Unit currently has five full time staff
where one is a team leader. Experts have background of M&E, MRV, NRM and crop subdisciplines. Most of the staffs are involved in implementation of CRGE related projects and
have limited interaction with other directorates or programs. However, they have an
active engagement or relationship with other CRGE coordinators at regional level as well as
Directors and experts at regional and woreda levels of the MoA.
At the MoLF, a team within the Planning Directorate leads the CRGE coordination activity.
The Ministry is relatively new and its activity has been very limited. The MoLF commences
discussions to restructure the CRGE as a Directorate (though this did not yet come out as
an official communication).
There is no CRGE unit or any other functional process catering for sectoral CRGE
coordination at EIAR, NMA& ATA. These organizations are key institutions when it comes
to undertaking CSA interventions and implementing the CRGE strategy or the sectorspecific CR Strategies.
The Prime Minister s office through the MEFCC, had issued a letter to all sector ministries
to establish/restructure CRGE into a Directorate level. So far the only institution to
establish the CRGE Directorate is the MEFCC itself. This ministry has also established a
CRGE Planning & Mainstreaming Directorate, which is tasked to implement mainstreaming
activities.
Structure/ System: Both CRGE teams at the MoANR & MoLF have limited working
relationships with other relevant directorates in their respective ministries.
Communication and coordination is not structured. Neither the CRGE Unit nor the Natural
Resources Management Directorate have established a communication protocol and
channels to link and coordinate work with other directorates. The only exception to this
was the time-bound sets of activities carried out during the preparation of a funding
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proposal for submission to the Green Climate Fund. The CRGE unit at MoANR coordinated
the proposal preparation and worked with experts from other directorates (i.e.
departments overseeing Extension, Crop and DRM activities). Formal letters were written
to these directorates to assign an expert and the assigned personnel participated in
meetings as well as provided inputs during the proposal preparation stages.
Horizontal Coordination
The horizontal coordination of CRGE among actors at all level of administration was also
assessed and scored 0 to 5. The assessment was done only for the Ministry of Agriculture
and Natural Resources. Ministry of Livestock and Fishery has structure in place but not yet
fully staffed. Furthermore, only four directorates were interviewed for the study. A score of
5 was given to level of administration that has written guideline for coordination and all
actors are knowledgeable of the guideline as well as use the guidelines. A score of 0 was
given for level of administration with no coordination. Regional entities were analyzed
separately. Lower level entities, woreda and kebele, though do not have written guideline,
scored better in coordination among themselves, i.e., crop/soil, livestock, NRM expert work
together and coordinate activities better. This is largely due to the fact that these experts
are stationed in the same office and there is only one expert assigned in each field.
However, coordination at federal level is scored lower as there is no written guideline for
coordination among the different directorates and knowledge about activities and task of
other directorates is limited. Furthermore, it was indicated that when MoANR write letters
to other directorates for meeting or collaboration, it is frequently disregarded which is
caused by absence of written guideline and mandate for communication as well as the
current structure of CRGE unit.
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Figure 13: Horizontal Coordination
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Vertical Coordination
Vertical coordination of entities from federal to woreda level was also assessed. The
assessment was done only for the Ministry of Agriculture and Natural Resources. Ministry
of Livestock and Fishery has limited structure at lower level and full data was not available
for assessment. Other institutions function largely at federal level. A score of 0 to 5 was
given based on the level of structure in place for coordination, current coordination, and
effectiveness. There is no written guideline in place for coordination among all level of
entities. The overall assumption and currently held practice is to communicate and
coordinate work along the same institutional structure. Thus, CRGE at federal level
communicates with either Natural Resources Office at Bureau of Agriculture or
communicate with CRGE focal person at regional level. Coordination between federal and
regional level as well as woreda and kebele level scored relatively well or 4. However,
coordination between region and zone as well as zone and woreda was weaker. This is
largely due to the structure and mandates of zones as well as human capacity. Zone in
Tigray Region doesn t exist and are understaffed in some others. However, in regions such
as SNNPR, they are relativity stronger and well organized.
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Figure 14: Vertical Coordination
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Human: The level of awareness on CRGE/CSA at the federal level, in both institutions, is
relatively high. This was also similar across other supporting institutions at the federal
level. Many experts have well developed knowledge of climate change and CSA practices.
However, the knowledge about CRGE among other experts (none CRGE Unit staff) in both
institutions is weak. Yet, some experts, particularly at CRGE units and those that have
worked with them understand that CRGE is a national strategy; most others outside the
Unit consider it is as one of the mega projects in the likes of SLM and PSNP.
The level of knowledge about CRGE was assessed among those interviewed at federal,
regional, zonal, woreda and kebele level. Their level of knowledge was ranked from 0 to 5
and the average was used to calculate the institutional score. The highest score or 5 were
given for those who have full knowledge, including the CR strategy as well as
understanding the need for mainstreaming. No institution had scored 5 but federal level
institutions have the highest score of 4. While MoANR scored highest score, scores from
other institutions at federal level dragged the scoring into 4. Oromia scored the highest on
knowledge about CRGE at regional level. Tigray scored the lowest at regional and woreda
level. There is no score given to Tigray at zone level. The lower score of Tigray is also due to
change of staff and frequent turnover. Oromia and SNNPR staffs have been then the longest
and have participated in numerous trainings and awareness workshops.
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Figure 15: Level of CRGE Knowledge
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4.1.2 Regional
Organization: At the regional level, focal persons at the Natural Resources units within
Bureaus of Agriculture lead the CRGE implementation process. Some regions, such as
SNNPR, have taskforce that embrace other experts, mostly from Crop, NRM, Soil and M&E
units. However, the level of involvement from these units or experts is quite limited.
Oromia Regional Bureau recently established a CRGE Directorate. While there is a clear
signal from the Prime Minister s Office mandating all sector ministries to establish CRGE
Directorate at federal level, the letter doesn t give any direction for regions. The gap is
manifest as there is no guideline according to which regional entities coordinate CRGE
mainstreaming across their respective sectoral and administrative lines.
Human: Knowledge about CSA at regional level, among different experts, is relatively
higher when compared to experts at woreda or kebele level, but lower than federal level
(Figure 4). Experts know what climate smart agricultural practices are and why they are
doing them. The experts know the impact of climate change in the agriculture sector and
that new approaches need to be taken to address the impact of climate change. However,
some of the major skill gaps are in the implementation of CSA. Experts lack knowledge on
planning and monitoring. Contrarily, the knowledge of CRGE among experts is very limited.
Other than the focal persons at the regional level, many experts lack comprehensive
understanding of CRGE. It was also noticed that most of the senior administrators at the
regional level see CRGE as a project rather than a national strategy. There is also a
frequent personnel turnover at regional level in Tigray and Amhara. The focal persons in
SNNPR and Oromia had been in the position for more than three years while the experts in
Tigray and Amhara regions assumed their responsibility as recently as four months. When
undertaking this study, it was noted that Oromia Regional focal person has resigned from
the CRGE coordination role.
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Structure/ system: Regional level CRGE focal persons don't have structured working
arrangement with other directorates or woredas. This is largely due to the absence of a
clear set of guidelines aimed at this as well as mandates. Regional CRGE pertinent
personnel are also overburdened as they perform tasks outside of the CRGE mandate, and
in some regions, the CRGE assignment was assigned to the focal person in addition to other
responsibilities.
4.1.3 Zonal
There is currently no CRGE structure at the zonal level.
4.1.4 Woreda
Organization: There is no CRGE structure at woreda levels in any of the assessed woredas.
Most woredas have Crop/ Soil, Livestock and NRM experts that implement CSA practices.
The experts implement CSA practices as part of their regular program or projects such as
SLM.
System: CSA practices are implemented at woreda levels as part of their regular activity
rather than any systematic way of implanting resilience or GHG emission reduction across
activities. The main gap or lack is proper planning and monitoring and reporting
mechanism with clearly identified resilience and GHG indicators. CSA practices are
integrated with the regularly implemented activities. For example, woredas plan natural
resource management, watershed rehabilitation, composting etc. as part of their annual
program. On the other hand, they also implement environmentally harmful practices such
as distribution of chemical fertilizers. These contradictory practices are a reflection of the
absence of a systemic level understanding at the woreda level to enable clear identification
of chosen CSA practices. Woreda s don t have manuals or guidelines that give them
direction on planning, implementation and monitoring of CSA practices. These findings are
similar across both CRGE implementing woredas and non-CRGE woredas.
Human: Though very limited, woreda experts have some knowledge of CSA practices.
Some experts under this survey indicated that they have awareness trainings on CSA
practices. They have planning skills but limited monitoring and reporting skill. Almost all
the woreda experts had no knowledge of CRGE, except the woredas where CRGE has been
implemented.
CSA knowledge and understanding looked at the extent experts know CSA activities,
planning, implementation, indicators as well as monitoring and reporting. Score of 0 to 5
was given and the highest score of 5 was given to individuals who had training and full
knowledge of CSA while 0 was given to those with no knowledge. Federal level scored the
highest with 5, as there are experts at MoA and other institutions who had short-term
training on CSA practices as well as planning knowledge. The short fall is in understanding
of indicators. All regions averaged 3. Experts at regional level have knowledge of CSA
practices as well as monitoring and reporting skills; however, they lack in understanding of
CSA indicators. Experts at woreda and kebele level also scored 2 as most of them have
understanding of CSA activities as well as ability to plan but have limited knowledge on
indicators of CSA and monitoring and reporting.
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Figure 16: CSA Level of Knowledge
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4.1.5 Kebele
Organization: Most kebeles have a well-established institution to implement CSA
practices. They have three DAs, in crop/ soil management, livestock development and NRM.
If these experts are well equipped, trained and given clear instruction on CSA practices,
they can implement CSA at kebele level. Moreover, kebele experts have good linkage with
woreda DAs but with almost no working relationship with regional or federal entities.
System: Though the systematic linkage between kebeles and woredas is strong, there is
currently no other vertical linkage between kebeles and regions. The focus in many kebeles
is the implementation of activities towards GTP targets. Kebele level experts, during the
survey, indicated that they are discouraged from implementing activities outside GTP.
Human: Human capacity at the kebele level is comparable to that of experts knowledge at
woreda level. Experts have limited knowledge of CSAs but their knowledge is not built from
organized and systematic training but sporadic course and practical experience. Most of the
DAs have two years of training but are poorly equipped and there is frequent turnover of
staff. Almost all of them have no knowledge of CRGE, except the areas were CRGE has been
piloted.
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4.2 CSA Mainstreaming
Overall finding
As indicated earlier, mainstreaming of CSA is not a one-time action nor can it be analyzed
with as simple yes or no approach. With this assumption, the tool used to assess the
level of CSA implementation ranked the level of current CSA implementation in six
categories (Figure 5). There were 137 CSA activities included in the assessment. Scores
were assessed across administrative structure. Most activities are either not implemented
at all or fully implemented with budget and reporting. However, there are few activities
that are in the middle with some planning and partial implementation. The MoANR at
federal level has 58% of CSA activities being fully implemented, followed by region, woreda
and kebele. Zones have the lowest score in level of CSA implementation. This is also due to
their structure and mandate, which doesn t include implementation. Most of the CSA
activities currently being implemented are from the Crop and Water Management On-Farm
Crop and Water Management On-Farm as well as livestock themes of the agriculture CR
Strategy. Those that are not being implemented are in largely in Capacity Building &
Institutional Coordination and Information and Awareness themes. The assessment tool
used is attached in Annex I. Those that marked in red are CSA activities that are not being
implemented.
Figure 17: Current level of CSA implementation
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4.2.1 Federal
Understanding the Context: Since 2016, the national CRGE Strategy has been integrated
with the second Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP II). This mainly indicates that
whenever line ministries, including MoANR and MoLF are planning & reporting their
annual activities, it is assumed that CRGE interventions are also included in their plans and
reports. Though, CRGE and GTP II have been aligned and CRGE has been mainstreamed in
GTPII, it has only happened at policy level. CRGE is still not mainstreamed in the programs
and projects in both Ministries. The planning and reporting formats in both Ministries still

| P a g e 38

lack to incorporate CRGE indicators and targets, which made it difficult to track results on
mitigation and adaptation across the sectors.
Planning: Both the MoANR and MoLF have not yet integrated CRGE in the overall
institutional planning activities. Neither have the planning units at both institutions have
incorporated CSA practices into their activity planning. Despite this general feature, the
CRGE unit at MoLF is currently in the Planning Directorate and has developed planning &
reporting formats, but it isn t fully functional. The CRGE unit within the MoLF is a new set
up and the staff lack experience in CSA implementation and resource mobilization. While
the CRGE unit at MoANR does have well-articulated plan to implement CRGE related
activities (mainly short & midterm projects), the plan is however independent from other
units, directorates, programs and/or projects at the ministry. Besides, the planning formats
in both ministries lack CSA indicators and targets; which makes it difficult to report targets
towards adaptation and mitigation efforts.
Implementation: There are several activities currently underway by both ministries with
traces of CSA elements. These activities are similar to that of the CSA interventions listed
out in the CRGE and CR Strategies. These activities (particularly in Crop, Livestock and NR
sectors) are implemented and reported with the very aim of meeting productivity
objectives, and not explicitly as adaptation or mitigation measures. This is a positive
indication that CRGE and GTP are aligned.
The assessment on coordination capacity of CRGE Unit reveals limitations in
communication and coordinating CSA activities related to other directorates within the
Ministry. One of the responsibilities of the CRGE Unit is to coordinate and provide technical
support to other directorates and programs in designing and implementing CSA practices.
However, it isn t currently doing so. This is due, mainly, to three key factors listed below.
4) Current structure of the CRGE unit: The CRGE Unit is currently under the
oversight of the State Minister for Natural Resources and is placed inside the
Natural Resources Management Directorate. This structure limits the mandates
of the Unit to go beyond its current position to enable it liaise with directorates
across other state ministers.
5) Absence of clear guidance and mandates: The CRGE Unit currently lacks clear
guidance and mandates that enables the unit nurture working relationships with
other directorates and programs. For example, it doesn t have a mechanism to
support programs such as the AGP to integrate CSA into its activities.
6) Lack of awareness: Other directorates and programs within the Ministry also
lack awareness about CRGE and look at it as a standalone program rather than a
climate change strategy that needs to be mainstreamed.
Implementation also requires the provision of dedicated budget line for CSA related
activities. While there were limited funding that specifically addresses CSA at the MoANR,
there are initiatives that dedicate budget for climate smart agriculture. Some programs and
projects such as Sustainable Land Management Program (SLMP), Regional Pastoral
Livelihoods Resilience Project (RPLRP), Drought Resilience and Sustainable Livelihood
Program, and Pastoral Community Development Program (PCDP) have clearly earmarked
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budget for climate resilience or adaptation activities. However, these programs have very
limited or no working relationship with the CRGE Unit and hence the difficulty of
coordinating CSA at the unit dedicated for the purpose still remains.
M&E: Both MoANR and MoLF have well-established M&E systems at the institutional level
and projects also have their own M&E systems. However, CSA practices are not integrated
in the M&E system. CSA indicators and targets have not been clearly specified in the M&E
system. On the other hand, the CRGE Facility has developed an M&E framework that aims
to capture resilience building and GHG reduction. This M&E Framework seems to be
detached, as this has not been integrated with any of the M&E system at the two ministries
under the study. Despite the implementation of some CSA related activities through large
programs and projects, the shortfall manifests in reporting. The limitation in reporting
format makes the ability to report progress toward meeting the adaptation and mitigation
goals apparent. As a result, CSA targets and indicators are missing in the overall planning
and reporting formats.11
4.2.2 Regional
Understanding the Context: At the regional level, agriculture and livestock sectors are restructured as bureaus or agency. Within each bureau or agency, there are subdivisions,
which are tasked to implement, sector specific programs & projects. Inside the agriculture
bureau, there are core processes such as agronomy, natural resources, M&E and others.
The same context applies for the livestock sector.
Planning: Plans developed by regions are largely blends of aggregated woreda plans as
well as distinct plans made at regional levels. These aggregations are basically made with
GTP targets in focus. As the CRGE and GTP are currently integrated, it become apparent
that once GTP activities are planned, CRGE or CSA practices are inherently embedded in
them. However, it is important to note that while some activities that are categorized as
CSA are planned, they are not made with specific indicators and with the target of meeting
CSA objectives. There are also activities that are contrary to the objectives of the CRGE that
are planned and implemented. This includes distribution of chemical fertilizers. This
contradiction is a reflection of the limited understanding of the planners at regional level.
Implementation: Regional bureaus create a linkage between federal and woreda bureaus
in translating national level plans to implementation. In addition to that, the major role
regional bureaus play in implementation is the provision of budget and support to woreda
bureaus. The implementation of activities by regional bureaus is largely limited to capacity
building, as they don t implement any activity on the ground.
M&E: One of the major roles that regional bureaus play is aggregating woreda level reports
and submit them to federal Ministry. Regional level reporting focuses on GTP II targets; and
11There

is also an effort underway led by the Agricultural Transformation Agency (ATA) to develop a robust
M&E system for the Ministry of Agriculture and Natural Resources. This M&E system has adaptation and
mitigation indicators embedded in it, and once finalized and implemented, it should be able to address this
limitation.
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hence indicators reflect only GTP II outputs and achievements. Regions don t specifically
track CSA practices in their respective region or report progress towards meeting
resilience or emission reduction of GHGs. However, there are few indicators in GTPII that
aim to capture implementation of CSA. For example under Goal 2.4 Promoting climateresilience agriculture through implementation of best agricultural practices : some of the
indicators mentioned are as follows.
 Reduced amount of carbon emissions from small scale mechanized farming (in
million metric tons)
 Crop land covered by compost (in thousand hectares)
The experts understand that they have to report the achievements for these indicators.
However, they have limitations in accurately capturing and reporting the numbers. This is
due to absence of data from woredas and the accompanying capacity limitation of
personnel handing the issues.
4.2.3 Zonal
Understanding the Context: The role and the capacity of zonal agriculture and livestock
offices differ from region to region. For example, in Tigray region the zonal office plays a
minimal role and the human resources available are largely nominal. On the contrary, in
Amhara and SNNPR, the zonal administration plays a much bigger role. In Amhara region,
the zonal administration monitors activities and also bridges coordination between woreda
and regional structures. Annual, semi-annual and quarter plans and reports pass from
woreda offices to regional governments through the zonal offices in Amhara and SNNPR. In
some instances the zonal administrations are responsible to distribute budget and collect
reports.
Planning: There is very limited planning done at the zonal level. Zones get woreda level
report and aggregate them for submission to the regions. Thus, it was difficult to assess the
extent CSA activities are planned at the zonal level, as there is no direct planning.
Implementation: Zones also support woredas and regional offices in coordination and
don t engage in direct activity implementation.
M&E: The reporting at zonal level also comes from woreda and zonal offices. This is later
aggregated and compiled in reports for submission to regions. Regional offices do the
reporting formats used at zone level.
4.2.4 Woreda
Planning: Woreda bureaus do prepare plans and it is largely aligned with GTP II objectives.
Woredas develop plans to implement CSA related activities from those that are listed
within the GTP but barely with ample understanding and decision about CSA targets. Most
woreda experts indicate that they do make plans to implement the activities because they
are part of GTP II targets. This is largely due to limited capacity and knowledge of CSA at
woreda level.
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Implementation: There are some CSA activities implemented at woreda levels. However,
the aim of the CSA activities is to meet productivity rather than building resilience or
reduction of GHG emission. At the woreda level, there is no separate budget for CSA
activities.
M&E: The reporting used at woreda level only show achieved targets against the GTP II
indicators. The M&E has limitation in tracking resilience or GHG reduction. This is largely
due to absence of indicators in the M&E system.
4.2.5 Kebele
Planning: There is very limited independent planning done at kebele level. Kebele level
offices are there to implement woreda level plans in very few sectors and/or sub-sectors.
Implementation: Kebele offices do most of on the ground CSA activities and
implementations. Kebele DAs play a major role in implementation of activities. While most
DAs know the CSA activities they are implementing and the benefits they bring in terms of
resilience building, they have limited knowledge about the direct linkage between climate
change and the actions. For example, they know that traditional seeds have limited capacity
in resisting the ever-worsening climate change. And they know that drought resistant
increase productivity. At the kebele level, there is no budget for CSA planning/
implementation/ reporting except for staff salary cost.
M&E: At kebele level, reports are generated based on the activities planned at the woreda
level. In most cases, reports are provided orally to woreda experts. In some cases, the
woreda experts make direct visit to collect activity reports.
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. RECOMMENDATION
The recommendations are given at different levels starting from federal to regional local
and levels. Here under they are discussed separately.

5.1 Federal Level
MEFCC, based on an order from the Prime Minister Office, had issued a letter to all sector
ministries urging them to establish a Directorate dedicated for CRGE. The first ministry to
establish a CRGE Directorate was MEFCC. Few ministries have been in the process to
establish a CRGE Directorate. In most other ministries, CRGE is either organized as task
force, a unit or led by a focal person.
Looking at the current set up of CRGE at MoANR, it is under the Natural Resources
Directorate. CRGE is lead by a team inside the Policy, Plan & Program Directorate in MoLF.
The new directive targets the federal institutions and doesn t address on how regions
should go about in structuring CRGE.
The letter issued by MECCC requires the all sector ministries to implement the following
three actions.
i. Establish CRGE Directorate reporting direct to the minister of that particular
ministry
ii. Establish CRGE steering committee within all sector ministries that monitors
all CRGE related implementations
iii. The established directorate and steering committee should establish
working relationship with their respective structures at the regional levels
The following sections discuss the details regarding the recommendation for the two
different ministries.
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5.1.1 Recommendation for MoANR
Establish CRGE Directorate Reporting to the Minister
The task structure recommendation under this option is to establish CREG Directorate
reporting directly to the Minister. It is recommended that the Directorate have two case
teams (Adaptation and Mitigation) to be formed and hosted under this new CRGE
Directorate. The recommended case teams are expected to spearhead the task of
mainstreaming CSA practices. Taking into consideration of the CRGE and Agriculture Sector
CR Strategies makes the design of the case teams.
A CRGE Directorate Director reporting directly to the Minister leads the mainstreaming
task. Accordingly, the Director, among others his/her responsibilities, will be accountable
to oversee and run the two case teams.
The two proposed case teams, of the CRGE Directorate, are as follows:
a) Adaptation Case team: this case team is advised to have the following experts:
 CSA Mainstreaming Expert (Crop)
 CSA Mainstreaming Expert (NRM)
 Early Warning Mainstreaming Expert
b) Mitigation Case Team: this case team is advised to have the following experts:
 MRV Expert (Tracking GHG Reduction)
 M&E Expert (Tracking Resilience)
 Institutional Linkage and Capacity Building Coordinator
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Figure 18: Organogram of the CRGE structure in MoANR
The Mainstreaming Task of the new CRGE Directorate
The key task of the newly to-be established CRGE Directorate is to mainstream CRGE
strategy into the agriculture sector. The Directorate will facilitate the integration of CSA
practices into programs and projects of the ministry.
Here are the steps to be taken by the directorate in order to effectively mainstream CRGE in
the sector.
1) The first task will be establishing a working relationship with Planning and M&E
Directorate. The Planning Directorate is critical because it is where the annual plans &
monitoring reports of the Ministries are centrally coordinated.
2) Start the discussion based on the MEFCC mainstreaming checklist. Accordingly,
prioritize the programs and projects in the ministry that require are eligible for CRGE
mainstreaming. This has to be presented to the pertinent directorates and project offices
for discussion and consensus.
3) Following that the CRGE Directorate is expected to revisit the ministry s planning and
reporting format and prepare a new template that incorporates CSA indicators and targets.
4) The Planning and M&E Directorate then follows up on that to enforce the use the new
format by all functioning directorates in their annual planning and monitoring.
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5) Plans and Reports from all directorates must pass through the CRGE Directorate. The
CRGE Directorate checks the inclusion of CRGE indicators and targets in the plans and
reports and endorses before they reach to the M&E Directorate.
6) The M&E Directorate accepts only plans and reports checked and approved by the CRGE
Directorate.

5.1.2 Recommendation for MoLF
The task structure recommendation for MoLF is to establish CREG Directorate reporting
directly to the Minister. It is recommended that the Directorate have two case teams
(Adaptation and Mitigation) to be formed and hosted under this new CRGE Directorate (see
figure 14). The recommended case teams are expected to spearhead the task of
mainstreaming CSA practices. The design of the case teams is done taking into
consideration of the CRGE and Agriculture Sector CR Strategies with a particular focus on
livestock.
The CRGE Directorate Director will report directly to the Minister. The Director, among
others his/her responsibilities, will be accountable to oversee and run the two case teams.
The two proposed case teams, of the CRGE Directorate, are as follows:
a) Adaptation Case team: this case team is advised to have the following experts:
 CSA Mainstreaming Expert (Livestock)
 CSA Mainstreaming Expert (Rangeland Management)
 Early Warning Mainstreaming Expert
b) Mitigation Case Team: this case team is advised to have the following experts:
 MRV Expert (Tracking GHG Reduction)
 M&E Expert (Tracking Resilience)
 Institutional Linkage and Capacity Building Coordinator
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Minster (MoLF)

Plan, Policy &
Program
Directorate

State Minister

Directorates

CRGE Directorate
(Case Teams)

State Minister

Directorates

State Minister

Directorates

Figure 19: Organogram of the CRGE structure in MoLF
The Mainstreaming Task of the new CRGE Directorate
The key task of the CRGE Directorates in the ministry will be mainstreaming livestock
focused CRGE strategy into overall sector wide interventions. The Directorate will facilitate
the integration of CSA practices in programs and projects in the ministry. Here are the
steps to be taken by the directorate in order to effectively mainstream CRGE in the sector.
1) The first task will be establishing a working relationship with Planning and M&E
Directorate. The Planning Directorate is critical because it is where the annual plans &
monitoring reports of the Ministries are centrally coordinated.
2) Start the discussion based on the MEFCC mainstreaming checklist. Accordingly,
prioritize the programs and projects in the ministry that require are eligible for CRGE
mainstreaming. This has to be presented to the pertinent directorates and project offices
for discussion and consensus.
3) Following that the CRGE Directorate is expected to revisit the ministry s planning and
reporting format and prepare a new template that incorporates CSA indicators and targets.
4) The Planning and M&E Directorate then follows up on that to enforce the use the new
format by all functioning directorates in their annual planning and monitoring.
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5) Plans and Reports from all directorates must pass through the CRGE Directorate. The
CRGE Directorate checks the inclusion of CRGE indicators and targets in the plans and
reports and endorses before they reach to the M&E Directorate.
6) The M&E Directorate accepts only plans and reports checked and approved by the CRGE
Directorate.

5.1.3 Roles and Responsibilities
While a full set of roles and responsibilities of the director and case teams will further be
defined at the at the start of the implementation stage, here under is a general information
on how it looks like. :
i. Director of the CRGE Directorate
The Director will be responsible to oversee the two case teams as well as other experts
within the Directorate and report to the Minister. His/her other responsibilities are listed
below.
 Establishing and ensuring effective relationships and strategic integration between
the case teams
 Establish working relationship with Planning Directorate in order to mainstream
CSA in the ministry
 Leading a coordinating and consistent approach to other similar initiative in the
other directorate in the ministries and other ministries
 Identifying governmental issues, opportunities and trends related to the long-term
direction, priorities and strategic options for advancing CRGE objective
 Coordinating the development of appropriate briefing materials for the ministry
 Developing and providing strategic advice and information to both federal and
regional actors in the sector to achieve CRGE goal & objectives
 Ensuring appropriate and effective mainstreaming of CRGE/CSA across all the
program areas in the ministry
 Building relationships with key partners, foundations, and multilateral aid agencies
in the country as part of resource mobilization effort
ii. Adaptation Case Team
This case team will follow up the prioritized adaption focused CSA interventions that are
identified CR Strategy. The following are some of the main roles of the Adaptation Case
Team:
 Developing adaptation M&E framework (aligned with CRGE Facility M&E
framework as well as each ministries M&E) that enable the ministry to measure,
account & report resilience
 Promoting adaption focused CSA across the board using various means and
mediums
 Providing capacity building on adaption focused CSA
 Preparing adaptation report for the sector that will be endorsed by the high officials
and submitted to MEFCC
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iii. Migration Case Team
This case team will follow up the prioritized mitigation options in the CRGE. The following
are some of the main roles of the Adaptation Case Team:
 Developing GHG MRV framework, integrated with the M&E system
 Work with other directorates in promoting and integration of mitigation options in
programs and projects
 Providing capacity building on GHG accounting and MRV system
 Preparing mitigation report for the sector that will be endorsed by the high officials
and submitted to MEFCC
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5.2 Regional Level (Agriculture and Livestock)
At regional level, focal persons at the natural resources units within Bureaus of Agriculture
lead the CRGE implementations. Oromia region has established CRGE Directorate while the
SNNP region has established taskforce that include experts from crop, NRM, soil, livestock
and M&E. However, the level of engagement in the day-to-day CRGE tasks is quite limited.
In Tigray and Amhara regions, focal persons represent CRGE.
The regional level recommendation for the CRGE task structure is to establish CRGE Core
Process under the bureaus (agriculture and livestock). This recommendation is purposely
made to match the recommendation at the federal level. The Core Process Unit should be
established with the main purpose of facilitating the mainstreaming of CRGE in the
respective region.
The established CREG Core Process Unit is expected to have the necessary material, human
and financial resources needed to run the business. The regional CRGE Core Process is
recommended to have two case teams (the same as the federal level recommendation) and
they are Adaptation Case Team & Mitigation Case Team.

Regional Bureau Head
(Agriculture/Livestock)
CRGE Core Process
(Case Teams)

M&E Core
Process
Deputy Head

Core Process

Core Process

Core Process

Figure 20: Organogram of the CRGE Core Process at regional level
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The Mainstreaming Task of the Regional CRGE Core Process
The main task of the newly to-be established CRGE Core Process in the bureau is
mainstreaming CRGE strategy into the GTP II interventions. The Core Process facilitates the
integration of CSA practices in programs and projects of the bureau.
Here are the steps to be taken by the Core Process in order to effectively mainstream CRGE
in the region and in the sector.
1) The first task will be establishing a working relationship with Planning and M&E Core
Process. The Planning Core Process is critical because it is where the annual plans &
monitoring reports of the bureau are centrally coordinated.
2) Start the discussion based on the MEFCC mainstreaming checklist and the sector
ministry (MoANR or MoLF) reporting format. Accordingly, prioritize the programs and
projects in the ministry that require are eligible for CRGE mainstreaming. This has to be
presented to the pertinent bureaus and project offices for discussion and consensus.
3) Following that the CRGE Core Process is expected to revisit the bureau s planning and
reporting format and prepare a new template that incorporates CSA indicators and targets.
4) The Planning and M&E Core Process then follows up on that to enforce the use the new
format by all functioning Core Processes in their annual planning and monitoring.
5) Plans and Reports from all Core Processes must pass through the CRGE Core Process.
The CRGE Core Process checks the inclusion of CRGE indicators and targets in the plans and
reports and endorses before they reach to the M&E Core Process.
6) The M&E Core Process accepts only plans and reports checked and approved by the
CRGE Core Process.
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5.3 Zonal Level (Agriculture and Livestock)
Zonal administrations have different structural arrangements. For example zonal offices
(for program) do not exist in Tigray Regional State. In other regions, they are found to be
understaffed and passive even though the program structures are available. In contrary, in
SNNP region, zone offices are relativity stronger and well organized.
At the zonal level, having a focal person assigned in both agriculture and livestock offices is
enough to help the CRGE mainstreaming effort. Therefore, a focal person is recommended
to be assigned reporting directly to the Office Head i.e. Agriculture or Livestock (see figure
16). The focal person should mainly be facilitating and monitoring the mainstreaming of
CRGE. The task mainly is managing plans and reports (annual, semiannual & quarter) as
they pass from woreda to region/federal through the zone offices.

Zonal Office Head
(Agriculture/Livestock)
Plan and M&E
Core Process

CRGE Focal Person
Deputy Head

Core Process

Core Process

Core Process

Figure 21: Organogram of the Zonal CRGE Core Process
The Mainstreaming Task of the Zonal CRGE Focal Person
The Zonal CRGE Focal Person mainly serves as the bridge between the regional and woreda
level CRGE structures. Here are the main tasks expected to be undertaken.
1) Receive Woreda annual plans from Zone M&E Core Process and check the inclusion of
CRGE indicators and targets before sending them to regions.
2) Receive Woreda quarterly/semi-annual/annual plans from Zone M&E Core Process and
check the inclusion of CRGE indicators and targets before sending them to regions.
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5.4 Woreda Level (Agriculture and Livestock)
Woredas are critical institutions for CRGE implementation as they are the entities that have
close for the implementation at the ground. The recommendation for the task structure at
woreda level is to establish CRGE Core Process Unit under the agriculture and livestock
offices. The CRGE Core Process reports directly to the Office Head i.e. Agriculture or
Livestock (see figure 17). The Core Process Unit is expected to work mainly on
mainstreaming CRGE.

Woreda Office Head
(Agriculture/Livestock)
CRGE Core Process
(Experts)

Plan and M&E
Core Process
Deputy Head

Core Process

Core Process

Core Process

Figure 22: Organogram of the Woreda CRGE Core Process
The Mainstreaming Task of the Woreda CRGE Core Process
The following are the mainstreaming tasks expected to be undertaken by the Woreda CRGE
Core Process.
1) Establish working relationships with the M&E Core Process of the Office
2) Assess the sector office templates for annual GTP II planning and reporting and make
revision by incorporating the CRGE indicators and targets
3) Reports from all Core Processes must pass through the CRGE Core Process. The CRGE
Core Process checks the inclusion of CRGE indicators and targets in reports before reaching
the M&E Core Process.
4) The reports after approval are the transferred to the zonal level for check up before
going to the region
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5.5 Kebele Level (Agriculture and Livestock)
The recommendation for kebele level CRGE task structure is a appoint CRGE focal person.
There are two options for the focal person appointment.
Option 1: Hire new expert (extension worker) as CRGE Focal Person
Option 2: Pick one of the already active DAs (such as Crop or NRM or Livestock extension
workers) and assign the individual as CRGE Focal Person (as an additional responsibility)
The Mainstreaming Task of the Kebele CRGE Focal Person
The main role of this CRGE focal person is to assist the CRGE Core Process at woreda level
through the following two main activities.
1) Monitoring the day to day ground implementation of GTP II with the primary
consideration of CRGE and CR Strategies targets
2) Reporting the GTP II progress with the inclusion of CRGE indicators and targets
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. ROADMAP FOR IMPLEMENTATION
Following the development of the draft report, a stakeholder workshop was organized to
discuss and fine-tune the recommendations given at different government levels.
Participants of the workshop were drawn federal and regional institutions. The federal
representatives came from MoANR, MoLF, EIAR, ATA and MEFCC. The regional participants
came from Amhara Regional State, Tigray Regional State, Oromia Regional State and SNNP
Regional State. The plenary discussion was moderated by H.E. Dr Kaba Urgessa, NR State
Minister, MoANR.
One of the action points given as part of the way forward plenary discussion of the
workshop was the development of a Road Map for CRGE Mainstreaming in Agriculture &
Livestock Sectors.
The roadmap is a graphical, high-level overview of a project or activity goals and
deliverables presented on a timeline. The recommended timeline is one and half years,
which is aligned with GTP II period. The roadmap is simple with minimum detail that
contains goals & objectives, timeline indicating the schedule, and important milestones &
deliverables.
Taking these points into account here under is the Road Map to Mainstream CRGE into
Agriculture & Livestock Sectors. See figure 23.
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Road Map to Mainstream CRGE into Agriculture & Livestock Sectors
Goal: Become carbon neutral in 2030 while achieving middle income country status in 2025 by following the green growth
development path.
Objective: Put in place the right instructional structure in the agriculture sector to support the realization of CRGE goal.

Timeline

Shor term: 6 months

Activities

Deliverables
Figure 23: Implementation Roadmap

Activities:
1. Submitt the finale study
result & the workshop
recommendation for the NR
sector state minister &
follow the TC
endorsment/go ahead
2. Finalize mandate and task
for directorate and units
3. Obtain Ministerial
endorsement for task
structure
4. Get civil service approval
for structure
5. Hire personnel and put in
place other infrastructure
6. Conduct capacity building
for federal level
7. Establish horizontal
linkage with other
directorates and institutions

Deliverable: Federal
level structure with
clearly defined role

Mid- term: 6 to 12 months

Activities:
1. Develop job requirement for
regional experts
2. Prepare guideline for
working arrangement with
zones and woredas
3. Obtain regional
administration endorsement
for task structure
4. Hire personnel and put in
place other infrastructure
5.Conduct capacity building for
regional employees
6.Establish horizontal linkage
with other directorates and
institutions
7.Establish vertical linkage
with zones and woredas

Deliverable: Regional
level structures with
clearly defined role

Long term: 12 to 24 months

Activities:
1. Prepare zonal, woreda and Kebele
level structure
2. Consultation and endorsement
from regional administrations
3. Implementation on selected
woredas and draw lesson learn
4. Hire personnel and put in place the
necessary infrastructure
5. Conduct capacity building for
experts
6. Scale up for full implementation

Deliverable: Zonal,
woreda and Kebele level
structures with clearly
defined role
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Annex 1: CSA mainstreaming assessment tool (since 2014)
Date:
Data collected by:
Institution (Federal):
Region:
Zone:
Woreda:
Kebele:
Name of
Respondent/s

Institution and Title

Telephone/Email
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Scoring Criteria
Score
0
1
2
3
4

5

Score Definition
Not implemented at all – business as usual
Has only been doing planning and no implementation
Has done planning and partial implement, no budget
allocated and implemented along previous activity
Has planned and started partial implementation with
direct budget allocated
Has started implementation with budget, have
understanding of the change but no reporting
Fully implemented and started 2014/15with clear budget
allocation, reporting with climate change indicators and
have stopped previous activity

Abbreviation
NI
PNI
PPINB
PPPB
PIBNR
FI

Definition of New Column Titles (After Pilot Test)
Systemic: Refers to a particular intervention that is executed systemically (as part of
government program)
Project: Refers to a particular intervention that is executed on a project basis
Newly Established: Refers toa particular structure/department/unit that is newly
established or under establishment
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1
(PNI)

2
(PPI
NB)

3
(PP
PB)

4
(PIB
NR)

5
(FI)

If it
requires
additional
clarificatio
n

A. CR Theme 1: Capacity Building & Institutional
Coordination
A1. Climate information
Have you published periodic Amharic bulletins on CSAs
practices?
Have you published periodic sensitization posters on CSA to
the internal staffs?
Is there any experience has been conducted to promote
CRGE Strategy; CR Strategy & CSA practices using TV and
radio?
A2. Climate Research
Is there any research being undertaken related to Climate
Smart Agriculture?
Research on contributions of CSA for vulnerability
reduction/ adaptation
Research on contributions of CSA for Green Economy/
mitigation
Research on contributions of CSA for productivity
enhancement (ex: through technology deployment)
Climate science research and change projections as
pertinent to CSA implementation
Research on contributions of CSA on accessing climate
finance
Research on heat and drought tolerance crop seed
Research on early maturing crops variety
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New Set-Up

0
(NI)

Remark

Project

CR Themes
and
Activities

Evidence
Plan,
Budget,
Report,
sight visit
evidence,
farmers or
other
beneficiarie
s testimony

Systemic

Level of Implementation

Research on drought tolerant vegetables
Research on application of inputs (organic fertilizer,
liming…)
Develop an M&E framework to monitor changes

Research on appropriate CSA tools and equipment to adopt
Research on improved animal feed
Research on proactive measures for crop diseases
Research on proactive measures for animal diseases
Research on agro-forestry
A3. Enhanced Coordination of CRGE & CR
implementation
Is the human and institutional capacity of the CRGE
coordination unit is strong enough to conduct coordination
role to follow-up CRGE mainstreaming among the
directorates in the ministry?
Is there any collaboration in a coordinated manner among
multi-sector institutions in planning and implementation of
CRGE strategies?
Is there coordination existed and experienced between
MoANR and research institutes? (Federal Only)
How does MoANR, MEFCC, MoFEC coordinated to work
together to realize CRGE strategy? (Federal Only)
How does MoANR the regional bureaus and development
partners working together to enhance coordination among
each other? (Federal Only)
A4. Institutional Strengthening and Capacity Building
What looks like the status of CRGE coordination unit in
terms of human and institutional capacity?
Are there any human and financial capacity gaps available to
implement CSA practices?
Are there systemic plan for CSA focused tailored trainings
(for high level officials, mid-career experts, junior experts,
regional, zonal, Woreda, Kebele experts, communities)?
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Are there prepared CSA M&E framework and GHG-MRV
system?
Is there an alignment between CRGE and Livestock Master
Plan as relevant to CSA enhancement?
IS there enough human and financial Capacity to undertake
vulnerability assessment?
How extension services are functional enough to enhance
CSA interventions?
Availability CSA expertise in supporting extension services
Do you conduct mass awareness program for local
communities using local experts and mass media on CSA
Have you developed an M&E framework to monitor changes
on CSA interventions?
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B.CR Theme 2: Information and Awareness
B1. Meteorological and agro-met development
Is there any capacity limitation (gaps) in Agro-met
institutions?
Is there enough budgets allocated for capacity building on
Agro-met?
What kind of support is available to enhance the
establishment of Agro-Met advisory services across the
country?
Is there a promotion on the development agro-met
educational curriculum across the relevant universities?
What effort has been done to sensitize communities towards
the use of agro-met services? And Agro-met promotion made
using communication technology (for example, radio)?
B2. Agricultural research and development relevant for
CSA interventions
This is covered under A2.
B3. Enhanced extension services
What strategies and/or activities do you follow/execute to
enhance the extension services on CSA?
CSA expertise supporting extension services
Mass awareness program for local communities using local
experts on CSA
Mass awareness program for local communities using mass
media on CSA
Develop an M&E framework to monitor changes
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C. CR Theme 3: Crop and Water Management On-Farm
Are the following Climate Smart Agriculture practices planned
and implemented to achieve government CRGE targets? How
planning and implementation checked and which federal and
regional institutions responsible to monitor these initiatives?
What kind of support provided to for CSA interventions at
planning and implementation period? What mode of
implementation is being undertaken (climate focused or
conventional practices)?
C1. Crop switching and new varieties
Heat and drought tolerance crop seed promoted and
distributed
Distributed early maturing crops variety
Distribution of drought tolerant vegetables
Distribution of drought tolerant fruits
C2. Fertilizer Use
Application of organic matter (mulching) and crop residue
(conservation agriculture)
Application of green manure (conservation agriculture)
Application of farmyard manure
Application of liming material
C3. Farm management and technology
Conduct improved farm practice through labor
Application of minimum tillage, zero tillage (Part of
conservation Agriculture)
Conduct crop rotation
Application of intercropping practices
Application of alley cropping with important trees and shrubs
Application of row planting
Application of strip cropping
Introduction of mechanical equipment's (e.g. manual tractors)
to substitute animal draught power
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C4. Pest and disease
Conduct monitoring of crop diseases
Conduct improved storage facilities
C5. Irrigation
Promote use of drip irrigation systems
Promote the excavation of hand dung wells
Promote the use of surface irrigation methods
Promote the use of Water pumps
Promote the use of spate irrigation methods
Promote water harvesting techniques (roof water )
Promote any check dam ponds
C6. Water infrastructure, allocation and transfer
Construction of bund (stone and soil)
Construction of terrace, check dam
Promote biological conservation measures (grass strips,
hedges, tree planting
Area closure, seedling production
Planting of forage legumes into agro-forestry system
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D. CR Theme 4: Livestock
Are the following Climate Smart Agriculture practices
planned and implemented to achieve government CRGE
targets? How planning and implementation checked and
which federal and regional institutions responsible to
monitor these initiatives? What kind of support provided to
for CSA interventions at planning and implementation
period? What mode of implementation is being undertaken
(climate focused or conventional practices)?
D.1 Animal and value chain improvement
Promote animal fattening at household level
Improve animal feeding system
Improve extension system
Improve and strengthen the market outlet for livestock and
the products at local and zonal outlets
Facilitate credit access farmers for CSA
Prepare activities package for fattening
Organize cooperatives and train producers
D.2 Herd diversification
Changing species to more climate change resilient such as
from cattle to sheep, goat and camel
D.3 Breeding programs
Breeding of climate resistant livestock
D.4 Improved animal health
Equipping of animal health posts with basic facilities
Facilitated the distribution of cross breed heifers
Facilitated distribution of improved sheep and goats breeds
D.5 Fodder and feed improvement and resistance
Pasture and forage demonstration sites established
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Improved pasture/fodder seeds & seedlings supplied to
model farmers (Forage Legumes, Vetch, Alpha-alpha, Grass
Species, Elephant Grass (cuttings),
Changing feeding practices; Promote controlled grazing or
stall feeding
D.6 Rangeland rehabilitation and management
Promote closure of communal grazing land
Promote forage development on closed hillside
Promote rotation of grazing
Natural pasture improvement
D.7 Resilient animal housing
Promote construction of shading and cooling
Facilitate the distribution of improved poultry breeds
Construct and equip mini hatchery and brooder houses
Introducing dairy processing equipment
Distribute modern beehive and apiculture equipment
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E. CR Theme 5: Sustainable Agriculture and Land
Management
Are the following Climate Smart Agriculture practices planned
and implemented to achieve government CRGE targets? How
planning and implementation checked and which federal and
regional institutions responsible to monitor these initiatives?
What kind of support provided to for CSA interventions at
planning and implementation period? What mode of
implementation is being undertaken (climate focused or
conventional practices)?
E.1 Conservation agriculture
Promote minimum or no tillage
Promote cover crops
Promote crop residues for mulching
Promote crop residues for soil cover
E.2 Soil and Water Conservation (SWC) structure
Construction of Bund (stone and soil)
Construction of terrace, check dam
Promote biological conservation measures (grass strips,
hedges, tree planting
Area Closure, seedling production
E.3 SWC cover crops and wild plants
Promote planting grasses and legumes
E.4 Soil management
Residue and manure crop fertilization
Efficient use of artificial fertilizer
Planting of forage legumes into agro-forestry system
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F. CR Theme 6: Disaster Risk Reduction
F1. Early warning system
Is there existing early warning system?
How risk scenarios are identified and reviewed?
Is there well-developed technical monitoring and warning
service exist for drought and flood disaster risks?
How do you communicated and disseminate early warning
information for disaster risk?
How communities knowledge and preparedness is built to
enhance their response capabilities?
F2. Disaster risk management planning
Is there human and financial resource available to prepare
disaster and response plan targeted to the individual needs
of vulnerable communities?
How up-to date emergency prepared and response plan
disseminated to the community?
How previous disaster events and responses analyzed, and
lessons learnt incorporated into disaster management
plans?
What strategy is implemented to maintain preparedness for
recurrent hazard events?
What kind of regular tests and drills undertaken to test the
effectiveness of the early warning dissemination processes
and responses?
How Simple information on hazards, vulnerabilities, risks,
and how to reduce disaster impacts disseminated to
vulnerable people, communities and decision-makers?
How relevant sectors are engaged for Joint Dissemination
of Emergency Information?
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Is there a regular collection of information at Output &
Activitylevel?
F3. Insurance
Have you conducted any promotion on Micro insurance
systems?
Have you conducted any promotion on Weather index
insurance?
F4. Structural protection
How enabling infrastructure access is facilitated? (Natural
and manmade approaches)
Is there an improved irrigation and water supply
management system is facilitated for the vulnerable
communities?
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G. CR Theme 7: Social Protection for High Priority Groups
G1. Safety net
How do you ensure progress of household asset building is met?
Have you developed appropriate timely and predictable
transfers (cash and/or food) received by households in
response to chronic requirements?
G2. Asset creation and protection
What do you provide for the communities to enhance the
knowledge, skills and confidence of food insecure people?
G3. Access to credit
What strategies have been used to strengthening the existing
micro finance systems?
What are the keys methods followed to gather and use
information from the communities?
Have you tried to train these micro-finance institution members
on concepts of CSA?
G4. Livelihood diversification
Is there any facilitation provided to access a viable on‐ and off‐
farm income generating opportunities?
What supports do you provide considering CSA practices?

G5. Resettlement/migration
Dose Resettlement/migration planning ensure planned
relocation as a potential policy option to protect affected and
vulnerable communities?
How do you examine and reduce the negative effects of resettling
populations on Environment?
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Annex 2: Institutional Arrangement Study Tool
(Institutional Arrangement; Working Relationship; Capacity)
ASSESSING INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY
1. Is there a dedicated unit within your institution for CRGE? If so please describe briefly
the size and functions of the unit

2. Are there clearly stated duties and responsibilities given for the unit?

3. To which structure (vertically) the CRGE unit reports?

4. Does the unit plan activities to be implemented in the year? Or receive plans from
federal/regional entities.

5. Is the unit equipped with the necessary material resources needed for effective CRGE
implementation? Mention few

6. Is the unit equipped with the necessary human resources needed for effective CRGE
implementation? Mention few

7. Is the unit equipped with the necessary financial resources needed for effective CRGE
implementation?Mention few

8. Is the unit equipped with the necessary technological resources needed for effective
CRGE implementation? Mention few

9. What kind of technical support do you get from MoANR, CRGE Unit?

10. What kind of technical support do you get from MEFCC, CRGE Directorate?

11. What kind of technical support do you get from MoANR, CRGE Unit?
| P a g e 73

12. What kind of technical support do you get from EIAR or other research institutions?

13. What kind of financial support do you get from MoFEC, CRGE Facility?

14. What kind of technical and/or financial support do you get from development
partners/NGOs/CSOs?
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ASSESSING HUMAN RESOURCES CAPACITY
1. How many people are working in the CRGE unit? (full/part time; roles; education level;
experience level)

2. Do staffs know get regular training on CRGE/CSA? If it not a regular, how does staffs get
training?

3. What mechanisms are in place to build and retain technical expertise, knowledge of
institutional processes, and associated human resources for CRGE? For example, are there
trainings available, manuals, and internal online platforms for information sharing or
mentoring relationships?

4. Is there communication with other departments to share knowledge and expertise?With
other regional states?With other countries?

5. Are there incentives in place to retain technical experts over the longer term?

6. What type of training and capacity building is needed for staff? (Be specific)
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ASSESSING TECHHNICAL CAPACITY
What is the technical capacity of the CCRGE unit and the staffs towards the following
technical issues? (low, average, high)
1. The concept of CSA

2. CRGE/CSA investment planning

3. Vulnerability assessment

4. GHG-MRV (Mitigation)

5. M&E (Adaptation)

6. AgroMet

7. CSA reporting
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ASSESSING FINANCIAL CAPACITY
1. What financial resources are dedicated to CRGE unit and the CSA activities?

2. What is the source of this support? How does it compare to previous years?

3. How is the financial availability against the planned activities? Sufficient? Insufficient?

4. Which activitiesdo require financial investment?

5. Does your institution have a separate budget for MRV and/or monitoring and evaluation
activities?
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Agricultural Transformation Agency

Annex 3: MEFCC CRGE Mainstreaming Checklist
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Agricultural Transformation Agency

Annex 4: Letter issues by MEFCC to Line Ministries to establish CRGE Directorate
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Agricultural Transformation Agency

Annex 5: [Sample] MoANR Annual Technical Report for 2009 E.C.
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