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Introduction

Sub-Saharan Africa suffer malnutrition and food
insecurity

Vulnerable food systems — droughts, epidemics,
instabilities

Use of synthetic pesticides detrimental to soils, plants,
animals

Cannibalizing indigenous plant species
Market distortions continue limit farmers

FCP Goal: sustainably improve the health and prosperity
of people in Africa while conserving the environment
with agroecology as a basis for all life.



FCP Core Activities

CONTENT KNOWLEDGE FCP Projects
PACKAGING PRODUCTS .. TOF Radio

5 4 +- TOF Magazine
L - Mkulima Mbunifu
«o Infonet-Biovision
‘ «o FC Outreach

DISSEMINATION oo Digitalization
FEEDBACK &

‘ TRAINING
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Evaluation Methodolgy

Quantitative & qualitative data collection
Random & purposive sampling

Sample size of |,1 14 randomly selected
respondents & purposively selected |13 FGDs

Two data sets: FCP target beneficiaries & non-
target



Extent of reach

% of farmers who received information on environmentallyfriendly agriculture from Biovision Africa Trust
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92% enrolled beneficiary farmers
reached through FCP activities

40% farmers of non-target groups
reached (Radio?, Magazine? Farmer-to-
farmer?)




Level of knowledge
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% of farmers on different levels of knowledge on environmentally friendly agriculture
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88% of farmers reported
moderate to high knowledge on
AE practices

Compares with 51% of farmers
from non-target farmers



% of farmers practicing/adopting any of ESA technologies and/or practices
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Practicing/adopting?

90% farmers practice at least
one of the key ESA practice or
technology

/3% of farmers who are non-
target beneficiaries




Use of synthetic
chemicals

% of farmers on the level of use of synthetic chemicals on farm
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/7% of beneficiary farmers use low to
none synthetic chemicals. Notable 48%
use no synthetic chemicals

41% farmers (control)reported low to
not using synthetic chemicals
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+o84% farmers reported their

crop yields had increased
compared to 67% of non-
target farmers who reported
increased crop yields.

Decreasing

Crop yields
after adoption




% of farmers whose livestock productivity has changed

Livestock o2
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68% target farmers reported
livestock production had
increased compared to 53% of
non-target farmers.




Increasing Incomes

% of farmers whose income from crop yields changed
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+082% of target farmers reported incomes
from crop increased compared to 66%
of non-target farmers.




Income from
livestock
production
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67% farmer beneficiaries
reported level of income

1%

Decreasing

increased compared to 52% of

non-target the farmers



Production costs

% of farmers reporting on their level of production costs

100%
90%
80% 67%
70% 61%
60%
50%
40%
27%
0% 17%
20% l 11% - 16%
o
o [ 1
Decreasing No change Increasing Decreasing Increasing No change
Control Treatment

*06/% of farmers reported production costs had
decreased compared to 6% non-target farmers.



Awareness and knowledge levels on
agroecology

Equipping farmers with knowledge a strong
determinant of adoption

Integrated approach of delivery significantly raised
level of awareness and knowledge among its target
farmer beneficiaries (score more by 37%).

Farmers are open to learn directly; need to bring
current practices to scale (partnerships, innovative
channels of communication, etc.)



Adoption of agroecological practices among
smallholder farmers

90% - 73% - | 7% difference represents the value
added by FCP channels in promoting AE.

Integrated approach of delivery significantly raised
level of awareness and knowledge among its target
farmer beneficiaries (score more by 37%).

Farmers are open to learn directly; need to bring
current practices to scale (partnerships, innovative
channels of communication, etc.)



Production levels among the smallholder
farmers

84% - 67% - 4% difference represents the value
added by FCP channels in promoting AE.

The findings seem to allay the notion that
agroecology leads to a drop in production.

From FGDs, farmers attribute increased production
to use of compost manure, skills, soil & water
conservation technologies, skills in pests & diseases
management.



Economic impact among smallholder

farmers

82% - 667% - |6% difference represents the value
added by FCP channels in promoting AE.

Increased incomes achieved from reduced cost of
production, increased production hence more
available for market and better prices.

From FGDs, farmers say:
Mindset of consumers changing, willing to pay for
value
Save money as they grow on food
Savings made on reduce medical expenditure
Diverse sources of incomes



CONCLUSION

MASS MEDIA . INFORMAL GROUPS
* Spark big conversa- :  Foster discussions on
tions and broad issues - trends
around Agroecology - e Build knowledge

OUTREACH

* Support trials & scaling
of innovations

* Deepen adoption

TOF RADIO & TV

TRAINING MODULES

-

*-o Efficacy of any extension
initiative requires thorough
understanding of audience
landscape

*-0 Integrated communication
(awareness, creating knowledge,
deepening adoption -

*-o Awareness, knowledge on AE
critical, - innovative ways needed
for growing dynamism audience.

*-o Bringing all to scale
o-¢ Partnerships & co-creating

*-0 |n-depth studies needed



ANY QUESTIONS?

You can find me at

*-o fochieng@biovisionafrica.org
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