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BASIC INFORMATION 
 
 
 
 

Project Name:                              Sidam Zone Fall Armyworm Infestation - 
START Response (6983)  
 

Implementing Organizaiton:      Dorcas Aid Ethiopia International   

 

Country   Ethiopia  

 

Specific area of the project  Boricha and Hawassa Zuria Districts, 
Sidama Zone, SNNPRS around 305 km 
South of Addis Ababa 
 

Project start date:   July 6, 2017 

 

Project end data:  August 20, 2017 

 

No. of beneficiary Peasant Associations:             58 Peasant Association (PAs) 

 

No. of target beneficiaries  22,222 households  

 

Brief description of the beneficiary:                 Households who were affected by the 

recent fall armyworm outbreak 

 

Contact Person:                                 Fikru Tarekegn  

Tel:+2519202199 

f.tarekegn@ethiopia.dorcas.org 
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I: Executive summary  
 
The recent armyworm outbreak has affected significant hectare of maize field across the 

country. Boricha and Hwassa Zuria woredas were among the districts affected by the 

armyworm infestation. In these district, maize is a staple food and the main source of 

income for over 97% of the population. To this effect during the period of low maize 

production the income of the communities is highly deteriorated, making them more 

vulnerable to malnutrition and food insecurity. And owing to the fact that the areas 

farmer resilience to withstand any shocks has been eroded through frequent drought, 

Dorcas has implemented an armyworm rapid response project in the two districts. The 

project aimed at mitigating the devastating effects of the infestation through 

distributing chemicals and raising the targeted household awareness on biological 

armyworm protection mechanisms. 

 

 
Picture: maize affected by armyworms  

 

Hence, this evaluation was conducted to assess the impact of the project and draw 

lesson from the process. The assessment was conducted between August 22 and 26, 

2017 and data were collected form a total of 150 households living in 30 Peasant 

Association. The results of the assessment reveals that, degree of infestation was 

reduced from 26-50 % to 0-25% in 75.3% maize fields and in 6% of the maize field, the 

infestation went down form 51-75% to 0-25%. And 95.3% of households reported that 

they saved 75-100% of their maize harvest. In terms of the timing of the response, 

98.2% of the respondent have confirmed that the support provided was timely enough 

to mitigate the effects of the armyworm. According to the two districts Agriculture 

Office experts, the infestation could have caused a loss of about 80% maize production. 

All the respondent have believed that the support provided was the most appropriate 
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response against the infestation and the support they received exactly correspond with 

the support that was communicated to them. Despite all these positive outcomes, the 

problem of in re-infestation occurred in 2.7% maize fields and 5.3% of the household 

reported they experience some problems while receiving the support.  

 

In general, given food insecurity have had a chronic nature in the two district, the 

project has played significant role in preventing the targeted households form hunger 

and malnutrition. From the survey results, one can conclude that the project has 

minimized out-migrations and protected the community from social unsteadiness. In 

particular, women have been protected against the effects of out-migration, as they are 

the ones primarily facing the burden of food shortage. Moreover, the intervention has 

protected farmers from selling their important assets, i.e., their livestock in exchange for 

food.  

 

To decrease future armyworm infestation impact, networking platforms among 

research centers, metrology stations, zone and district level Agriculture Offices, grass 

root community structures and pesticide suppliers must be established, as they are all 

playing a crucial role in protecting and mobilizing community during pre/post 

infestation. The existing government early warning system must include strong 

monitoring system to detect presence of armyworms and other notorious pests as early 

as possible. In connection, capacity building on early warning systems of armyworm 

detection to grass root community structures, woreda and zone level Agriculture Offices 

and metrological station must be underlined.  

 

II. Problem the project tried to address  
 
In Ethiopia, the armyworm was first reported in Yeki woreda of  Sheka zone, SNNP 

region in the third week of February – Sheka zone is one of the surplus producing areas 

in the region along with Bench Maji and Keffa zones. Since then,  the infestation has 

since spread to Amhara, Benishangul Gumuz, Gambella, Oromia and Tigray regions. 

More than 145,000 hectares of maize crop in 233 woredas were infested by the 

armyworm.  

 

This projects targets Boricha and Hawassa Zuria districts of Sidama Zone, SNNRS. 

According to the information obtained from Sidama Zone Agriculture Office, the 

armyworm infestation was seen on 8074.45 hectares of maize grown in 15 districts of 

the zone. Nevertheless, the outbreak was very severe in Borcha, Loka Abaya, Aleta 

Chuko and Hawassa Zuria districts of zone. Maize produced in these districts accounts 
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for 80% of the total maize production of the zone. Hence, the project was primarily 

aimed at benefiting a total of 22,222 households who grow maize on 4570 hectares of 

land. However, due to the spread of the infestation to additional maize fields, the 

beneficiaries number increased to 31,958 and 6400 hectare of maize field covered by 

the support. 

 
 
III. Objective and scope of the evaluation  
 

The objective of this evaluation is to assess the impact of the rapid armyworm response 

project in addressing urgent needs of poor households and minimizing their risks related 

to the infestation.   

 
IV. Evaluation Methodology 
 
4.1. Study area and duration: Of the total 58 PAs supported by the project, 30 PAs were 

selected for the study (15 PAs form each district). Five household from each PA were 

selected randomly and interviewed with the assistance of district level Agriculture Office 

experts. The study was conducted for three days (August 23 to 25, 2017). For more 

details, please refer to annex 1. 

 
4.2. Study method  
 
4.2.1. Individual interview and focus group discussion: Semi-structured questionnaire 

were developed and orientation training on the questionnaire was given for six 

enumerators (two Dorcas and four government staff). The enumerators were trained 

well on the meaning and idea of every question and how to translate into local 

language. The Focus Group Discussions were conducted in Dore (Hawassa Zuria) and 

Fulasa Aldada (Boricha) PAs. Youth and adult beneficiaries and development agents 

participated in the focus group discussions. Moreover, discussions with district level 

government office experts were conducted.  

 
4.2.2. Site Visit: To cross check the qualities of physical out puts generated, sample 
beneficiary households maize field were visited.  
 

4.3. Study population and sample size: The questionnaire was administered to a total of 

150 beneficiaries living in 30 PAs; 75 people from each district. And 15 in Hawassa Zuria 

and 20 people in Boricha districts participated in the Focus Group Discussions.  

 
V. Findings  
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1. Demographic  
 
1.1. Family size  
 
Of the interviewee, the proportion of households that have 2-4 family members account 

for 23%. Whereas 11 % of the household have a large family that consists between 7 

and 9 family members more. However, most (65%) of the household have 5-7 family 

members. For the question asked whether there is any vulnerable household members 

in their household, majority (69%) said No. However, elderly, pregnant, and chronically 

ill household members  respectively are found in 16%, % 11% and 3 %  of the 

households.  

 

Table 1: Respondent household family size and household level vulnerability  

 
1.2. Land holding  
 
With regard to household landholding, 27 % of the household grow maize on than 0.25 

hectare land. 44% of the household own 0.26-0.50 hectares of maize field and 26% of 

the household own 0.51-1.00 hectares of maize field. Only 3% of the household own a 

maize field ranges 1.01 to 1.50 hectares. This clearly shows land is a very scarce 

resource in the targeted districts.  Regarding household income, 22% of the respondent 

household said that they generate 100% of their income from maize production. While 

the livelihood of 73% of the household depend on mixed farming (maize/ other 

crop/animal), but they still covered 60-95% their household income form maize. This 

indicates that maize is the main income source for most households living in the two 

districts  

 
         Table 2: Respondent household maize field size and source of income 

         Maize field (ha) Source of income 

Size No % Income No % 

<0.25 40 27 100% maize 33 22 

  
S/N 

Family size Vulnerable household member 

Family size No % Type No % 

1 2-4 34 23 No vulnerable  member 104 69 

2 5-7 97 65 Elderly 24 16 

3 7-9 17 11 pregnant 16 11 

4 10-12 1 1 chronically ill 4 3 

5 >12 1 1 Other  2 1 

  Total 150 100 Total 150 100 
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0.26-0.50 66 44 mixed maize/other 
crops/animals 

110 73 

0.51-1.00 39 26 mixed 
maize/employment 

3 2 

1.01-1.50 5 3 other 4 3 

Total 150 100 Total 150 100 

 
 
1.2. Degree of infestation  

 
Regarding degree of pre/post infestation, 75.3% of the household said that 26-50% of 

their maize field was infested by the armyworm before the intervention and 10.7% 

indicated 51-75% of their maize field was affected. With reference to current infestation 

level, majority of the respondent (95.3%) said the current armyworm infestation level is 

either 0 or less than 25%. Only 4.7% the interviewed households reported 26-50% of 

their maize field currently infested.  Participant of the Focus Group discussion also 

confirmed that the armyworm infestation in most maize field has decreased to zero. 

According to them it is hardily possible to find any armyworm in most maize fields. This 

may be either the households reduced the efficacy of the chemicals by adding too much 

water or once they spraying the chemicals they didn’t undertake the required 

monitoring necessary to prevent re-infestation. In a nutshell, arising from this 

information, it could be understood that the intervention has significantly reduced the 

impact of the infestation.  

 

Table 3: Degree of infestation before and after the support received 
Degree of infestation before 

the support received 
Current degree of 

Infestation 

Infestation No %  Infestation No % 

0-25% 19 12.7 0-25% 145 95.3 

26-50% 113 75.3 26-50% 7 4.70 

51-75% 16 10.7    

76-100% 2 1.3    

       Total 150 100 Total 150 100 

 
II. Identification of armyworm crisis  
 
2.1. Time in which the infestation began 
 
Asked when they first identified the armyworm infestation, 36.7% of the respondent 

respectively said they identified the problem in first half of June. While, 22% said the 

infestation crisis began in second half of June. Majority of the respondent (41.3%) said 
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that they recognized the infestation in First half of July or later. From this information, it 

can be concluded that the infestation primarily began in June and expanded to the other 

parts of the districts up to first half of July. Participant of the Focus Group Discussions 

indicated that at first they confused the armyworm with the normal worm and they said 

that they didn’t give much attention to the incidence. They added that most of them 

recognized the problem after the infestation passed its threshold level.  

 

Table 4: Time in which households recognized the infestation for the first time 

S/N When identified infestation No % 

1 First half of June 62 41.3 

2 Second half June 55 36.7 

3 First half of July or  later 33 22.0 

  Total 150 100 

 
2.2. Own measure taken to fight the infestation  
Asked what they did when they first observed the infestation, 90.7% of the respondent 

said they did nothing. While 7.3% and 2% respectively said they began handpicking and 

bought chemicals and sprayed it on their maize plant. Arising from this information, it is 

possible to understand that the targeted household awareness about the armyworm 

was said to be very low and that could be why the majority did noting when they first 

observed the problem. Given they have had limited access to chemicals, handpicking 

was the only most important tool/skill they had to fight the infestation. Accordingly, 

those who used chemicals and two individuals who used handpicking said through their 

action they controlled the infestation level ‘to some extent’.  

 

Table 5: own measure taken and effect of the measure  

              Own measure taken               Effect of own measure  

Action taken  No % Level of control  No % 

Nothing 136 90.7 not at all 9  

I began handpicking   11  7.3 some extent 5  

I bought chemicals and sprayed      3  2.0 large extent   

Total 150 100 Total   

 
III. Beneficiary selection  
Asked whether they were aware of the selection criteria on which they were selected to 

receive the support, all the interviewed household said ‘yes’ and all of them indicated 

that they are happy with the selection process. The Focus Group Discussion participant   

confirmed that the intervention benefited all the affected households without 

discrimination equally and without discrimination. 

 



 

8 
 

IV. Project Implementation  
 
4.1. Type of support received  
 
With regard to type of support received, 2.7% of the household said they received 

chemical support, while 97.3% said they received both supports. All the interviewed 

households and participant of the Focus Group Discussions confirmed that the support 

packages given was directly correspond with the support communicated to them. Asked 

whether the instructions and presentations about the chemicals was helpful, 98% said 

yes. But 2% of the respondent believed that the instruction was presented rushed. 

Overall, all the interviewed households, government experts and Focus Group 

Participant have said the project effectively raised the targeted community awareness 

and mobilized the entire farmers in the district to fight the infestation in coordinated 

way.   

 
V. Impact  
 
5.1. Level satisfaction with the intervention  
 
All the interviewed households said that they are fully satisfied with the chemicals and 

handpicking as way to fight the army worm although they have different attitude on the 

effectiveness level. Accordingly, 95.3% of respondent household said that they are able 

to eliminate or suppress the devastating impact of the armyworm infestation. But, 4.7% 

of the household reported that the infestation level on their maize crop is still above the 

threshold level.  On the other side, the focus group discussion participants have 

emphasized that the efforts made by the project has enabled them to fight the 

armyworm in most effective way. According to the discussant, the support provided has 

significantly reduced the armyworm impact on their maize crop. And as a result of which 

they are hopeful that they won’t face any considerable maize yield reduction. This 

assertion is also confirmed by individual interviewee; 95.3% of them said they have 

saved 75-100% of their maize harvest due to the support provided.   

           
Table 6: proportion of maize harvest saved due to the support received 

Part of maize harvest saved No % 

75-100% 143 95.3 

50-74% 7 4.7 

Total 150 100 

 
5.2. Appropriateness of the intervention  
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According to the group discussion participants they it was hardly possible and 
unthinkable to eliminate the armyworm infestation without the support they received 
and they confirmed that the support provided was most effective to fight the 
infestation. Furthermore, all the interviewed households indicated the support provided 
was 100% effective. However,  22% of the respondents have considered chemicals as 
most effective way to eliminate the armyworm infestation, but the remaining (78%) 
believed both supports (chemicals and handpicking) were important.   
 

 

Picture: farmers handpicking armyworms from infested crop 

 
Table 7: effective type of support and effectiveness of the support  

Effective to eliminate 
infestation No % 

support was 
effective to 
fight the worm No % 

chemicals 33 22 yes 150 100 

chemical & handpicking 116 78    

Total 149 100   150 100 

 
 
5.3.Problem of re-infestation 
 
As it was learned from the 150 sample households’ data analysis result, all the 

respondents have indicated that they have gained the necessary awareness and skill 

about fighting the army worm infestation. As a result of this, majority of the 

beneficiaries (89.3) have monitored their maize field constantly and significantly 

reduced the possibility of armyworm re-infestation through handpicking and/or using 

chemicals. Substantial level of re-infestation was seen on 2.7% of the maize fields and 

apparently through using chemicals and handpicking the beneficiaries managed to 

remove  the re-infestation form their fields. 

 

Table 8: the occurrence of re-infestation and measure taken 
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Re-infestation 
happened 

No % Measure taken to avoid 
re-infestation 

No % 

Yes 4 2.7 Handpicking and 
chemicals  

3 75 

No 146 97.3 Chemicals  1 25 

Total 150 100 total 4 

  
VI. Process 
 
6.1. Timeliness of the support 
 
With reference timing of the support, 98.2% of the respondent affirmed that they have 

received the support on time. The Focus Group Participant mentioned that the 

awareness raising and chemical distributions were conducted on time. They said that 

the awareness has created clear understanding on how to use the chemicals and on 

biological armyworm prevention mechanizes.   

 
6.2. Challenges and other NGOs/GO support  
 
For the question asked regarding Dorcas staff, all the interviewed households and 

participants of the Focus Group Discussion indicated that Dorcas staff were very helpful 

to them and none of them complained about them. However, 5.3% of the respondent 

said that they experienced some problems while receiving the support. They mentioned 

shortage of chemicals and chemical sprayers as a challenge. Asked whether they got any 

support from other NGOs and government, the entire interviewee responded that they 

didn’t receive any support from any NGO in relation to the armyworm infestation. 

However, some of them said that they participated in awareness raising meetings 

organized by government Development Agents.  

 
6.3. Awareness about complaints mechanism 
 
With regard to complaint mechanism, 60.7% do have the awareness on the complaints 

mechanism to report problems with the program; whereas the remaining 39.3% not. Of 

those households who knew the complaints mechanism, 2.7% did use the complaint 

mechanism to present their cases to Dorcas and all of them said that they got 

satisfactory response.   

 
VII. Lessons Learned 
 

 We have realized that it is possible to avoid the problem of armyworm 

devastating impact to a greater extent through raising farmers awareness, 
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supporting them to have the necessary knowledge/skill and increasing their 

access to chemicals.  

 

 We have learned that to decrease future armyworm infestation impact, 

networking platforms among research centers, metrology stations, zone and 

district level Agriculture Offices, grass root community structures and pesticide 

suppliers must be established, as they are all playing a crucial role in protecting 

and mobilizing community during pre/post infestation. The existing government 

early warning system must include a strong monitoring system to detect 

presence of armyworms and other notorious pests as early as possible. In 

connection, capacity building on early warning systems of armyworm detection 

to grass root community structures, woreda and zone level Agriculture Offices 

and metrological station must be underlined.  


