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LIFT and second level land certification (SLLC) in Ethiopia  

Secure access to land is fundamental to the livelihoods of rural households. It provides a source of 

food and income through agricultural production, as well as shelter and protection from vulnerability, 

hunger, and poverty. Competition for land often inflames tensions between different landholders. 

This, coupled with unreliable information on a household’s land holding, can result in conflict and a 

lack of incentive to invest in land holdings. Stronger and more secure land tenure can be achieved 

by clarifying and formalising land rights. Increased security of tenure and the associated feeling of 

permanence can encourage longer-term investments in land and improve environmental practices 

consistent with longer-term decision processes. 

During the 1990s the Government of Ethiopia (GoE) launched a large-scale land demarcation 

programme now known as first level land certification (FLLC). Although a success in terms of its 

scale and reach, FLLC had its deficiencies (Deininger et al, 2008) including the absence of a spatial 

record of parcel boundaries. Furthermore, with little focus given to establishing a land administration 

system to record subsequent land transactions, many certificates became out of date after the 

initiative. This, coupled with the fact that households were unable to prove their boundaries, meant 

that a high incidence of boundary conflicts and land tenure insecurity still remained. 

To increase tenure security and motivate farmers to invest in their land, the Foreign, Commonwealth 

& Development Office (FCDO), through the Land Investment for Transformation (LIFT) programme 

(£72.7m), has supported the Government of Ethiopia (GoE) in the provision of Second-level land 

certificates (SLLC) to rural landholders. SLLC adds an additional spatial component to first level 

certification. This is in the form of a parcel map, verified by the local community and supplied to the 

landholder in hard copy and then maintained in a digital cadastre at the district land administration 

office. Alongside SLLC, LIFT works with the Government to make the rural land administration 

system more sustainable and introduces complementary market-system innovations in the access 

to credit, land rental, and agricultural inputs markets through its Economic Empowerment Unit (EEU). 

LIFT’s design is unique, and the complementary interventions set incentives to sustain tenure 

security over time and increase investment, productivity, and incomes for landholders. 

From 2014 to 2021, the LIFT programme has provided 14.3 million SLLCs in 175 woredas (districts) 

across the Amhara, Oromia, SNNP and Tigray regions, benefitting over 5 million households. This 

makes LIFT not only the largest land certification development programme in Ethiopia but also world-

wide.  

Research on the impact of LIFT and SLLC 

While there is substantial academic research on the impacts of certification, in Ethiopia this mostly 

focussed on FLLC and evidence on the impact of the more recent SLLC is sparse. With LIFT being 

the largest programme to provide SLLC alongside the Government, it was a priority to provide robust 

evidence on the impact on rural farmers. Several household surveys were carried-out to investigate 

how LIFT improved tenure security, and how this leads to increased investment, productivity, and 

incomes. A rich account of evidence was created and through a mix of quantitative and qualitative 

methods, a strong degree of triangulation and credibility of findings can be claimed, with similar 

findings being confirmed throughout different studies, samples, and methods. Annex 2 summarises 

findings from LIFT’s household surveys conducted from 2018 to 2021. 

To strengthen previous quantitative findings on how tenure security translates into increased 

investments, productivity, and incomes, LIFT conducted a mixed methods study with a strong 

qualitative component in March 2021. As part of LIFT’s income study (2021), 669 households were 

interviewed across 12 Woredas in Amhara, Oromia, and SNNPR (see Annex 3 for a map of study 

locations).1 Findings add to existing quantitative research by bringing in deeper qualitative 

beneficiary testimonies, applying an innovative methodology guided by the Qualitative Impact 

 
1 Due to the ongoing conflict in Tigray beginning of 2021, the research team could not visit the region. 
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Assessment Protocol (QuIP).2 The methodology aims to bring-out the voices of farmers through an 

open-ended and free-flowing conversation with an emphasis to avoid leading questions. As a result, 

farmers were not prompted to link statements to SLLC or LIFT (through “blindfolding”), which 

increases the credibility of causal statements made. Both positive, negative, and unexpected 

testimonies paint a detailed picture of rural lives and show where SLLC and its impacts fit in. In other 

words, a strong and unbiased story around attribution evolves and the most important aspects of 

SLLC that matter for farmers’ lives – which can more easily be missed through a purely quantitative 

approach. Please see Annex 4 below or the full paper for more detail on the methodology.  

Testimonies are rich and detailed, which can be attributed to high-quality enumeration and skilled 

researchers leading field work. An extract of some qualitative statements can be found in Annex 1, 

and a much more comprehensive account organised by thematic areas can be found in the full 

paper.  

Summary of key findings from LIFT’s income study (2021) 

We found strong evidence for tenure security effects resulting from SLLC, with significant reductions 

in disputes, improvements in perceived tenure security, and around one-fifth of households saying 

they had made additional investments because of SLLC. In line with existing academic literature, the 

most cited specific investments were in planting trees and longer-term crops.3 This included a mixture 

of trees for wood and for fruit and was motivated by increasing income as well as reducing erosion. 

A major unexpected but concerning finding was the severe and adverse impact of climate change 

on productivity and incomes. While our research was not intended to investigate climate change 

effects, statements linking low productivity to unexpected weather events came out strongly in the 

qualitative part of the survey. The diagram below maps key findings onto LIFT’s Theory of Change. 

Findings are elaborated on in more detail below. 

Summary of findings of LIFT’s income study (2021) 

 

 
2 See: https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/plan/approach/QUIP  
3 See Holden et al. (2009), Deininger et al. (2011) and Fenske (2011). 
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SLLC leads to increased perceptions of tenure security and reduces disputes, as evidenced 

through a significant amount of strong qualitative beneficiary testimonies  

Evidence from our qualitative open-ended discussions show that the vast number of landholders 

perceived positive benefits of SLLC on tenure security. Tenure security was reported via three main 

types of response. The benefit of clearer demarcation of the land was cited by 24% of the total 

sample, the sense of security, ownership, and confidence was cited by over half of households 

(57%), and the legality of the land or its recognition by the authorities was cited by 21% of 

respondents. With some statements overlapping, 72% of the overall sample reported at least one of 

the three types of effect (23% cited at least two out of the three and 2% cited all three). The results 

are shown in the chart below. 

Qualitative testimonies on the effect of SLLC on tenure security 

 

Over half of households (65%) also cited a benefit of a reduction of disputes. Responses varied from 

those that made a general statement that SLLC certification “avoids disputes” to those that were 

explicit that disputes had reduced since certification. In total, 7% of respondents said they 

themselves had previously experienced disputes and this had now reduced or been resolved. This 

finding tallies with the LIFT SLLC Outcome survey (2019), which found that disputes had dropped 

by more than half from around 9.6% at Baseline, to just 4.1% post-SLLC. Therefore, a very similar 

percentage of 5.5% of farmers stated to have their disputes resolved as a result of SLLC. 

SLLC has incentivised investments, with a strongly pronounced effect on long-term 
investments, such as planting trees and other long-term crops  

The survey’s methodology allowed a nuanced understanding of different short-term and long-term 

investments, based on questions asked in the qualitative section of the survey with the ‘blindfolding’ 

principle used (i.e. there was no leading discussion regarding tenure security when investment 

questions were asked). 33% of respondents commented that SLLC either motivates to invest more 

or mentioned specific investments that were made as a result of SLLC. The diagram below 

summarises some of the different types of statements made that attribute investments to SLLC. 

Percentage of farmers that attribute additional investments to SLLC 

 

By far the biggest specific effect that was directly linked to tenure security were longer-term 

investments, most notably trees and longer-term crops, with 15% of respondents mentioning these. 

21%
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Total percentage of farmers that perceived increased
tenure security - either (1), (2) or (3)

2%

6%

7%

14%

15%

33%

Tackle soil erosion

SLLC allows us to invest how we want

We invest more due to SLLC
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Many households reported planting trees, driven by motivations to improve soil fertility and reduce 

erosion, for food consumption, for additional income, or for wood for building a house or for fuel. 

Investments in trees and long-term crops due to SLLC 

 

 

The main types of trees and longer-term crops cited are shown in the pie chart to the right and 

included i) fruit trees such as mango, avocado and banana (around 23%); ii) long-term tree crops 

such as chat, coffee and enset (around 39%); and iii) ‘wood trees’ such as eucalyptus, barzaf and 

wanza (around 38%). The qualitative beneficiary testimonies suggest a strong contribution of SLLC. 

The following quote is an example of similar quotes counted under the 15% of farmers that attribute 

planting trees to SLLC. More quotes can be found in the full research paper in Section 6 and in 

Annex 1 below. 

“We become confident about our land. It assured me of no border conflict in the future. It motivated 

me to think about the future. It gave me a responsibility to protect the land. I now think about my 

children, who I am sure will use the land in the future, and I'm investing on things that they may use 

in future like planting an oak tree.” (53-year old married male, Kacha Bira, SNNP) 

Relatively little direct references to shorter-term investments in inputs came out of the study. Shorter-

term investments were more likely to be motivated by kebele extension officers, development 

agents, the experience of neighbours, and farmer’s knowledge that inputs were required to improve 

productivity. LIFT’s EEU impact study (2020) however found that complementary market 

innovations, such as the SLLC-linked loan or the standard land rental contract, incentivise an 

increase in short-term investments, such as fertilisers, seeds, and herbicides/pesticides. This had a 

significant positive impact on productivity and incomes for farmers already in the first 1-2 years after 

accessing the innovation. 
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Satellite imagery supports evidence of investments in planting trees and housing  

 

Responses from our survey could be further triangulated and visualised using Google Earth time-

lapse satellite imagery and the GPS data taken during interviews in the field. While this is only 

supportive evidence, it allowed us to provide some powerful illustrations of a subset of causal 

statements linking SLLC to investments. The figure below shows some time-lapse imagery that was 

found for a household interviewed in SNNPR (see also Annex 5 for larger images). A visible increase 

in metal roofs and additional tree cover can be identified. The respondent’s household is marked 

with a yellow pin and can be linked to the following statement: “We are happy to receive a land 

ownership map. This is our land, we own it. Because of this we built a new house. We know that we 

can do whatever we want on our land. We can inherit, give gifts, and rent in. Eucalyptus is planted 

and we plant enset trees every year. We also planted mangoes and avocado. We built the house, 

and as a fence we planted bananas.” (39-year old married female, Kacha Bira, SNNP). 

Climate change and COVID-19 negatively impacted on production an income, leading 
households to apply different coping mechanism 

The farmers we spoke to had a very difficult year in 2020, with both the COVID-19 pandemic and 

climate change adversely impacting on production levels and incomes. COVID-19 impacted on 

production and incomes primarily through an increase in input prices and in the cost of living. A much 

stronger impact on households, however, was from climate change, which respondents raised as 

their biggest challenge throughout the qualitative discussions, with 62% raising bad weather as a 

key reason for lower production.  

Weather events were extreme, with variable rainfall including some heavy precipitation events, as  

well as very high average temperatures in the crucial growing period. Data from the US National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) show the critical period of November 2020 to 

January 2021 was 2-3°C above the average for the previous decade in our study area, and 

significant deviations from rainfall averages (see Annex 6). Others experienced low rainfall and 

drought, heavy hail, unseasonal frost in some areas, and interlinked pests and crop diseases. A 

number of respondents noted the presence of both too much rain and too little rain, i.e. excessive 

variability and issues with the timeliness of rainfall compared to the usual agricultural calendar of the 

country. 

Most households saw declines in production as a result (68%). Productivity estimates using data 

from the quantitative section of the income study on households’ three main crops find that they are 

very low and lower in those woredas with many citations to very bad weather and to crop failure in 

the qualitative conversations. Qualitative research also found instances of farmers explicitly outlining 

the scale of the decline, and these often tallied with national averages4 in that they had previously 

been close to national averages but seen reductions in yields in 2020. Tables with production 

 
4 See data from Ethiopia’s Central Statistical Agency (CSA), Agricultural Sample Survey 2020/21 (2013 E.C.) Volume I Report On Area And Production Of 
Major Crops (Private Peasant Holdings, Meher Season). Statistical Bulletin 590, Central Statistical Agency (CSA), The Federal  Democratic Republic Of 
Ethiopia, April 2021 

October 2014 – 1 metal roof top visible
November 2017 – 7 metal roof structures visible; 

evidence of extra tree cover

January 2021– 13 metal roof structures visible; further 

evidence of extra tree cover; 

Satellite imagery of land parcels within the sample: Kacha Bira, SNNP, SLLC roll-out in mid-2016
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estimates of household’s three main crops and income estimates in USD disaggregated by woreda 

and region are available in Sections 8 and 9 of the full paper. 

While income change is strongly correlated with production change, households were more 

protected where income sources were diversified. Still many households faced a very difficult year 

and reduced food consumption. Extreme coping mechanisms were mentioned, including using 

savings, and selling assets and livestock. Migration was the most extreme response that some 

households faced. Around 1.3% of the original target sample had migrated and could not be found 

(and this may be an underestimate) and 22% of households noted that at least one member had 

moved, with “seeking work” being the most common reason. 

SLLC increases access to credit and expands the land rental market  

SLLC can be used as a form of guarantee to access credit and therefore allows farmers to unlock 

“dead capital” to increase their productivity.5 Around one-sixth of respondents (16%) noted that 

certification allows a household to take credit and 3.1% of the sample reported they themselves had 

taken out credit using SLLC as a guarantee. It can be noted that the woredas with EEU credit 

interventions taking place were more likely to have farmers that were aware that SLLC can be used 

to access credit (21% in EEU intervention woredas compared to 10% in non-intervention woredas), 

as well as rates of gaining credit via SLLC (4% in EEU intervention woredas, 2% in non-EEU 

intervention woredas). More findings on how SLLC increases access to credit can be found in LIFT’s 

EEU impact panel survey (2020), which found that LIFT’s SLLC-linked loan allows farmers to invest 

in more productive agriculture.  

The findings on credit mirrored the picture with rental, with households noting that certification gave 

more confidence or less fear in renting out land (16%), and a smaller proportion noting they 

themselves had rented in or out more land as a result of SLLC process (2.5%). Analysis of the cohort 

responses from the LIFT 2019 outcomes survey mirror these findings and found that similarly 5% 

indicated they had rented out more land, with 2.5% of households attributing this at least in part to 

SLLC.  

Reflections on findings 

Findings are in line with academic literature and previous LIFT research 

Findings from LIFT’s income panel study (2021) are in line with the academic literature and in 

particular draw parallels in finding a very pronounced effect of SLLC on incentivising longer-term 

investments and more specifically, investments in trees. Strong results on this link were found by 

Holden et al. (2009), Deininger et al. (2011) and Fenske (2011). In the most recent quantitative 

analysis of SLLC roll-out, Ghebru and Girmachew (2020) find that investment as defined by ‘Soil 

and water conservation investment/maintenance’ to be 12.8 percentage points higher for those who 

received SLLCs compared to those without SLLC. The same study found an impact on the 

propensity to rent land (‘to become a landlord’), at 5.3 percentage points. Annex 2 illustrates parallels 

to findings from other LIFT surveys. 

LIFT’s findings therefore build on previous findings in the literature and add more recent evidence 

and nuance on the impacts of SLLC, using the largest certification programme delivering SLLC in 

Ethiopia as a basis. Findings can therefore to a certain degree be extrapolated and have relevance 

to inform programme design of existing and future land certification programmes. 

Tenure security is a necessary but secondary driver of productivity and income, with other 
factors such as weather playing a more direct role. SLLC can however play an important role 
in diversifying and protecting income through incentivising planting of trees and longer-term 
cash crops. 

The 2021 income survey has indicated that the tenure security effect from roll-out of SLLC is a 

necessary but insufficient driver of productivity improvements for smallholder farmers. That is, it is a 

 
5 See LIFT’s case study on the SLLC-linked loan here. 
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secondary driver of productivity and income, with other variables, such as weather and input-use, 

playing a larger, primary, or direct role in determining agricultural productivity.  

SLLC can however play an important role in diversifying and increasing incomes through 

investments in planting trees and other long-term crops, with most tree varieties being cash crops. 

For example, eucalyptus can be a highly profitable crop to grow for rural households in Ethiopia 

(Holden et al. 2003; Jagger and Pender 2000). There is said to be a growing market in terms of wood 

product utilisation from eucalyptus, with extensive use as poles for power and telecommunication 

lines, for scaffold and for a range of other uses (Abebe and Tadesse, 2014). In many cases however 

it may take more time before benefits on incomes will materialise due to the nature of the investment 

(time for trees to carry grow and/or carry fruits). The likelihood of significant income benefits however 

is high for these farmers, with a strong causal pathway linking these investments to SLLC. 

SLLC investments can play a central role in reducing soil erosion and other climate change 
effects, thereby reducing drastic coping mechanism such as migration  

Important strategies to mitigate the effects of soil degradation and climate change will be required to 

protect Ethiopian agriculture in future years, and to slow an ever-increasing rate of rural to urban 

migration. Strategies required will include crop diversification (particularly given that climate change 

will render traditionally staple crops as unsuitable for certain areas), soil conservation, tree planting, 

and irrigation. Gezie (2019) has found awareness for these strategies is already present, but 

households often have more drastic coping strategies, including the need for food aid, selling assets, 

and in the extreme temporary or permanent migration. The evidence from the 2021 LIFT income 

survey tallies with this experience: in a very difficult year households have clearly attempted many 

different coping strategies. 

Increased tenure security and improved incentives to invest in longer-term crops and planting trees 

can play an important role at the front line of the climate crisis. Since farmers are incentivised to 

make more long-term investments, including trees, this can help to diversify income and can help to 

prevent soil erosion and the effects of extreme weather events. Future interventions could combine 

the effects of SLLC with interventions in trees and long-term crops to maximise these benefits. This 

can in return reduce or replace more drastic coping mechanism and the linkage between SLLC, 

long-term investments and potential coping mechanisms such as migration should be further 

explored. 

SLLC contributes to an expanding land rental market, which increases the overall 
productivity of land in Ethiopia 

Analysis of rental experience also shows some significant differences between tenants and 

landlords. In line with previous findings (for example in Deininger et al. (2009) and LIFT’s EEU Impact 

surveys (2020)), the overall rental market picture is one in which poorer households were more likely 

to be renting or sharecropping out their land, while richer households were more likely to be renting 

in.  Those renting-out compared to those renting-in (as well as those not involved in rental markets) 

were likely to be older, invest less in their land, and were poorer on all major available wealth and 

income indicators from the survey. This also aligns findings from LIFT’s EEU impact surveys (2020) 

and confirms that expanding the rural land rental market in Ethiopia increases allocative efficiency, 

which in turn increases productivity of the land overall. Complementary interventions, such as LIFT’s 

interventions to introduce a standard land rental contract (SLRC) through Land Rental Service 

Providers (LRSPs) should be further explored and continued to maximise and leverage the benefits 

of an expanding land rental market. 

Complementary market interventions impact on incomes in the short-term   

LIFT’s income study (2021) found that the effect of SLLC on incomes takes time to develop and 

mainly materialises through planting trees and other long-term crops. LIFT’s EEU Impact surveys 

(2020) found that complementary interventions that leverage the SLLC, such as LIFT’s SLLC-linked 

loan or LIFT’s interventions to formalise land rental agreements through LRSPs, incentivise 

investments with positive income effects in the short-term and effects already show after 1-2 years 
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of accessing the intervention. The impact of SLLC on investments and incomes was found to be 

magnified, leading to even higher investment, with 76.1% of EEU beneficiaries increasing 

investment, and an average income increase of 25-33% per year (depending on which EEU 

innovation was accessed). Complementary market interventions can therefore increase the overall 

economic benefit achieved through land certification, with impacts on investments and incomes in 

the short-term.   

Avenues for future research 

A list of potential avenues for future research is outlined below and the authors would be happy to 

elaborate further upon request. 

▪ The incentives set by SLLC to invest in longer-term crops and planting trees can play an 

important role to help diversify income sources and prevent soil degradation, overall making 

farmers more resilient to future shocks. Trees as an income stream and ways of preventing soil 

erosion and depletion should be further looked into and future programming could combine 

interventions on trees/long-term crops with SLLC.  

▪ The link between climate change, migration, and casual labour (off-farm work) should be 

further explored and the role that incentives to invest through SLLC could play in this. 

▪ Some of the responses show other complexities with inheritance, including disputes between 

family members. As a continuation of LIFT’s work on dispute resolution - future interventions 

and research could focus on inheritance; how to improve the process, make it easier and more 

accessible and increasing awareness of the benefits of the formal process. 

▪ The rich data of the Government’s National Rural Land Administration Information System 

(NRLAIS) could be further leveraged to confirm the exact parcel size of respondents 

interviewed for LIFT’s income study. This would provide reliable information on exact parcel 

size and thereby enable additional analysis and improved data quality. 

▪ No clear definition of “tenure security” could be found by the authors. An attempt to harmonise 

definitions and measurements would make a valuable contribution, including an outline of 

approaches to measure “perceptions” of tenure security. 

▪ The SLLC effects appear to be stronger in Oromia and SNNP than in the Amhara region, and 

the diversity and variation between regions and woredas in Ethiopia is likely to be a fruitful 

avenue for future research. 
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Annex 1: Extract of representative qualitative quotes 

Qualitative responses on questions relating to tenure security 

Representative positive responses 

“Land ownership certification increased my family security and sustainability.  I got a stress-free mind. We started to live 

stable life. We started to use agricultural inputs without doubt. We started to implement our choices on our farm.” 42-

year old married male, Deksisi, Oromia  

“We identified fertile and infertile land, on infertile one I planted trees. We planted enset, other trees and I applied 

compost and did terracing to protect soil. I have been trying to do irrigation, since there is rain variation. I have planted 

long lasting cabbage to be used for more than a year. I have seen the benefit of planting trees, learned that infertile land 

can be used for them, and saw my neighbour benefiting from such activities. SLLC has increased our confidence over 

our land, it has direction and coordinates on it, so it has resolved conflict related with boundary. Now I am planting trees 

on infertile land since the land is mine.” 21-year old single adult male, Kersana Malima, Oromia  

“SLLC avoids unnecessary taxation and we only pay the tax according to the size of land and proportional to other land 

holders. There will not be any arbitrary tax calculation.” 43-year old married male, Sankura, SNNP  

“Yes, it impacted our activities, since we feel confidence we are using it for any purpose. We are planting trees on our 

land and sometimes if land failed to give crop we left it fallow, but previously if left fallow someone may plough and take 

away from you. Then it will be a source of conflict. Generally, it impacted our activities.” 40-year old married female, 

Kersana Malima, Oromia  

“Since I have collected the certificate, I have built a house which I would fear before. My confidence and ownership 

increased compared to before. Previously there was a rumour that your land will be taken if you construct house on it. 

But that was not true, I do have a certificate.” 70-year old married male, Deksisi, Oromia  

“[SLLC] has affected our land use, it developed our sense of ownership, before two years we have rent out our land 

using this certificate, if we could not have this certificate, someone would taken our land” (56-year old female widow, 

Deksisi, Oromia). 

“No one could touch our land after the certificate was collected. It gave us confidence to rent out our land to unknown 

person/non-family.” (72-year old married male, Deksisi, Oromia) 

“This certificate has both mine and my wife's photo on it. So, both of as own our land, females have equal share. We 

knew our boundaries and land size, so there is no conflict as before related to land boundary. We are living in peace 

with our neighbours. I have developed sense of ownership on my land than before. We are confidently harvesting our 

products.” 52-year old married male, Guna, Oromia  

“We have problem on land border before SLLC, everyone was wanting to take our land. We could not rent out because 

of cheating. But now our lands are registered and we have the certificate. So, after SLLC there are no such problems.” 

27-year old married female, Sire, Oromia  

Representative negative responses 

“We do ripping in a group. We are planting trees on the land. Even with ripping and planting trees on the land we have, 

it is still collapsing. We do not know what to do. There is water and erosion, that is why the land collapses.”  60-year old 

female widow, Baso LIben, Amhara  

 “I don't know its importance. My husband had stored the SLLCs, but after he died his children took away the certificates.”  

51-year old widow, Kersana Malima, Oromia  

“The map is just to show us the boundary and show us who the land belongs to. I do irrigation on the land closer to the 

water. in addition to this, I use fertiliser on my land. Does this have any relation with the map?”  40-year old married 

male, Baso Liben, Amhara  

Unusual responses 
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“it impacted our agricultural activities, even for rented in land we used the certificate as a guarantee, it has been kept in 

kebele, because the certificate is in kebele we abide to the agreement. So, it is very useful.” 27-year old married female, 

Kersana Malima, Oromia  

“If we move, the remaining family members will live a normal life and the land will not be claimed by outsiders.” 63-year 

old male, Sankura, SNNP 

 “Having SLLC have a lot of importance. My own brother took me to court to take my inheritance, but the name on the 

certificate was mine and I provided this as my document and the court immediately decided for me. The SLLC certificate 

saved me and my family. If I had not had the SLLC I would have been kicked out.” 35-year old male, Sankura, SNNP 

“We took a loan from OMO MFI by registering the certificate and we now have a supporting income by selling the wood 

from our farm directly at the market.” 65-year old married male, Kacha Bira, SNNP  

“There is a change now. We used to fear a lot about the land before. because there are industries close by. Now we 

are fine for having a map. If somebody wants to take the parcel we are ready to get compensation.”  50-year old male 

widow, Angolala Tera, Amhara  
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Annex 2: LIFT’s surveys on tenure security, investment, productivity, and incomes 

The SLLC outcome survey (2019) interviewed 

2,800 households and provides evidence on how 

LIFT’s approach to implementing SLLC has 

contributed to increasing tenure security, reducing 

disputes, and empowering women, especially 

married women. It was also found that SLLC has 

played a role in making investment decisions in 

beneficiary households, confirming one of the 

programme’s key theory of change assumptions.  

 

The EEU impact panel surveys (2019 and 2020)  

were able to confirm that EEU innovations, 

including the SLLC-linked loan and the formal land 

rental contract, accelerate investment and 

productivity for rural landholders with SLLC and 

that this leads to higher incomes. The SLLC-linked 

loan is the first individual loan for rural landholders 

and significantly increased farmers’ access to  

finance and enabled significant and profitable 

investments. The rental formalisation intervention 

led to an expansion of the rental market and a more 

efficient allocation of land overall, not only through 

drawing in new landlords and tenants but also 

expanding rented land areas and contract 

durations. The complementary EEU component 

therefore increases the overall value-for-money of 

the programme by both increasing economic 

benefits and contributing to the long-term 

sustainability of RLAS. 

 

EEU Impact panel surveys 

(2019-20)

(Quantitative survey + qual 

contribution questions, 

n=1,343, SLLC+EEU bene. 

only)

SLLC Outcome survey 

(2019)

(Quantitative survey with 

contribution questions, 

representative,  n=2,800)

Income panel study (2021)

(Qualitative Impact 

assessment based on QuIP, 

n=669 recontacts from SLLC 

Outcome survey)

SLLC increases 

perceptions of 

tenure security

SLLC reduces 

disputes

SLLC expands 

rental markets

SLLC 

incentivises 

investment

Contributions to 

productivity / 

resilience / income

75.1% 72%

80% 65%

% HHs with 

existing disputes 

resolved due to 

SLLC

5.5% 
(comparing to BL)

7%

2.5% 
additional HHs that rent

2.5% 
additional HHs 

that rent

16% 
More confident 

to rent

30%
of HHs invest more

80%
(specific to EEU rental)

60%
(EEU landlords rent-out more 

land)

33%
of HHs motivated 

to invest

20%
invest more

9%
strongly attribute a 20% yield 

increase or more to SLLC

15%
invest in planting trees or 

other long term cash crops

86%
(of SLLC-link 

loan clients)

76%
(of EEU 

tenants)

60%
(of EEU 

landlords)

25-33%
(avg. annual 

income increase)

27%
(specific to EEU rental)

N/A
(not the focus of the study)

Evaluates EEU’s additional effect on 

investment, productivity and incomes

Mixed methods study with qualitative

deep-dive offering credible evidence 

on causality

Representative quantitative 

survey of landholders with SLLC
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Annex 3: LIFT roll-out and survey sample across Tigray, Amhara, Oromia and SNNP regions 
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Annex 4: Methodology of LIFT’s 2021 panel study 

LIFT’s panel study tests some of the key assumptions of LIFT’s Theory of Change, namely the causal link 

between SLLC and tenure security, the link between tenure security and investment, and how investment links 

to income and well-being of beneficiary farmers. A theory-based contribution analysis approach6 was followed, 

where first a research framework was developed to map and conceptualise the underlying causal pathways, 

including how SLLC contributes to increased incomes. 

The 2021 survey was based on a panel of beneficiary households as the primary data source. A first round of 

data collection was conducted in November 2019, interviewing 2,800 households across 68 Woredas. A sub-

set of the same respondents were interviewed again with a modified tool in March and April 2021, creating a 

panel of 669 recontacted households across 12 Woredas. Findings are broadly representative of LIFT’s 

beneficiary population due to the sampling approach applied in the first wave of data collection in 2019 and 

the approach followed to select the sub-sample in 2021.7 The map on the next page shows the study area 

compared to LIFT’s Woredas. Findings from these household surveys was supplemented with secondary data 

sources, including international data on weather, available academic literature, and data from the Ethiopian 

Central Statistics Agency (CSA) on yields. For the recent data collection in 2021, a mix of qualitative and 

quantitative methods was applied, which not only allowed the approach to triangulate findings but also offered 

rich insights into the context and experiences of the beneficiary population.  

The qualitative section provides the most novel aspect of the survey design. The Qualitative Impact 

Assessment Protocol (QuIP)8 was used as a guiding set of principles. QuIP is an impact evaluation approach 

that serves to provide an independent reality check of a predetermined theory of change. Project beneficiaries’ 

voices are placed at the centre of the evaluation, enabling them to share and feedback their experiences in an 

open, credible, and respectful way. The QuIP gathers evidence of a project’s impact through narrative causal 

statements collected directly from intended project beneficiaries. Respondents are asked to talk about the 

main changes in their lives over a pre-defined recall period (three years) and are prompted to share what they 

perceive to be the main drivers of these changes (the “why”). Crucially, the QuIP methodology includes the 

important element of blindfolding, which means that the respondent is not informed about the purpose of the 

research or the project underlying it. The strength of this research methodology lies in the fact that statements 

relating to the benefits of LIFT will not be prompted or “put in the respondent’s mouth”. Lastly, the qualitative 

module promoted an open-ended discussion and a free-flowing conversation structured through broad 

questions. Responses were recorded and later coded for analysis. 

 

 

 
6 See Stern et al. (2012)  
7 Woredas were analysed on key characteristics to select those most similar to the overall sample average – based on rental activity, an asset index, and 
investment data from the outcomes survey. 
8 See: https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/plan/approach/QUIP  

Q1a: Changes to overall well-being

Q1b: What are the reasons? Why?

Q2a: Changes to income

Q2b: What are the reasons? Why?

Q3a: Changes to productivity

Q3b: What are the reasons? Why?

Q4/Q5a: Changes to short and long-term investment

Q4/Q5b: What are the reasons? Why?

Q6a: Change because of SLLC (“remove blindfold”)

Q6b: What are the reasons? Why?

Broader concepts

Narrow

“B
lin

d
fo

ld
e
d
”

https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/plan/approach/QUIP
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Annex 5: Google Earth time-lapse satellite imagery of land parcels within the sample: 

Kacha Bira, SNNP as an example of tree planting building houses 

Respondents homestead market by yellow pin. SLLC roll-out happened in mid-2016. Statement made by 

respondent in qualitative part of LIFT’s income study (2021):  “We are happy to receive a land ownership map. 

This is our land, we own it. Because of this we built a new house. We know that we can do whatever we want 

on our land. We can inherit, give gifts, and rent in. Eucalyptus is planted and we plant enset trees every year . 

We also planted mangoes and avocado. We built the house, and as a fence we planted bananas.” (39-year 

old married female, Kacha Bira, SNNP). 

October 2014 November 2017 

  

▪ 1 metal roof structure visible ▪ 7 metal roof structures visible 

▪ Evidence of extra tree cover 

November 2018 January 2021 

  

▪ 10 metal roof structures visible 

▪ Further evidence of extra tree cover 

 

▪ 13 metal roof structures visible 

▪ Further evidence of extra tree cover 

▪ Dry conditions as reported by Kacha Bira 

respondents for 2020-21 Meher 
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Annex 6: Sources on weather data 

Ethiopia, mean temperature from October to February, data from past ten years (GPS: 10°N, 37.5°E)  

 

Source: NOAA Climate data repository air degrees Celsius. Data point is GPS co-ordinates 10°N, 37.5°E. 

Ethiopia, ten years’ precipitation data (mm per day for each month, Jan 2020 – Feb 2021) 

 

Source: NOAA Climate data repository GPCP Version 2.2 Combined Precipitation Dataset (Final), mm per 

day precipitation. Co-ordinates: 11.25°N, 36.25°E for west Amhara; 11.25°N, 38.75°E for Amhara (central); 

6.25°N, 38.75°E for SNNPR-Oromia border; 8.75°N, 38.75°E for Oromia (next to Addis); 6.25°E, 36.25°N for 

SNNPR; and 8.75°N, 36.25°E for Oromia (middle) 

Responses relating to weather in qualitative component of the LIFT income survey 2021 

Woreda 

Bad 

weather / 

climate 

change 

Too little 

rain 

Too 

much 

rain 

Too 

much + 

too little 

Good 

weather / 

enough 

rainfall 

Scorch 
Hail / 

snow 

Oromia 63% 20% 42% 9% 12% 2% 0% 

SNNP 65% 42% 12% 4% 2% 0% 25% 

Amhara 39% 6% 22% 2% 7% 2% 0% 

Overall 

Average 
56% 22% 27% 5% 7% 1% 7% 
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