Sustainable intensification assessment
framework
Key messages
•

This tool was designed for sustainable intensification projects
to assess the impact of technologies or interventions across 5
domains of SI (productivity, economic, environmental, human
condition and social), which span the array of objectives
associated with sustainable intensification.

•

The tool provides metrics at 4 scales (plot, farm, household,
and landscape) and a detailed description of “gold standard”
measurement methods as well as feasible alternatives and
proxy indicators.

•

The indicators and methods aim to enable research for
development projects to assess the relative sustainability and
productivity of technologies or interventions, especially at
the pre-adoption stage.

Figure 2: Comparison of residue use options by resource poor
farmers in Burkina Faso
(data from Andrieu et al. 2015 From farm scale synergies to village scale trade-offs: Cereal crop residues use in an agro-pastoral
system of the Sudanian zone of Burkina Faso. Agricultural Systems)
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Livestock-based solutions
•

This tool aims to facilitate holistic analysis of the complex tradeoffs
and synergies associated with changes in production technologies or
livestock management, especially in mixed crop-livestock systems.

•

The tool explicitly considers how the new technology compares to
the conventional in terms of productivity (livestock and crop),
profitability, ecosystem services, food security, nutrition, equity and
gender.

Table 1. Commonly measured indicators used by 44 researchers
involved in SI who participated in an on-line survey
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Figure 1: Indicators of sustainable intensification, ranked by average
level of agreement (maximum, 3 = strongly agree and minimum, -3 =
strongly disagree).
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Equity in grain self-sufficiency (poor/rich)
min=0.5 max=0.7

On-farm cattle carrying capacity (TLU/ha)
min=0 max=2.54

Human Condition

Economic

Cereal grain self-sufficiency (%) min=100
max=226

Farm fodder self-sufficiency (%) min=0
max=140

Current practice (10% residues collected)

Environment

Savannah Rangeland N-balance (%) min=-25
max=25

Scale of the tool
• Household
• Landscape
• Value chain
• Farming system

Compost 75% residues
Collect 75% residues for fodder

Status of the tool
• Testing at wide scale

Next steps
The major limitations for using the SI indicators that researchers
identified were concerns with obtaining quality data, especially
given their resources (time, funds, expertise). The methods manual
that is being developed aims to aid in overcoming these limitations
by describing an array of methods, including participatory methods
that can provide complementary perspectives from farmers.
The framework of indicators and the methods manual are being
developed through intensive interaction with researchers involved
in SI through the Africa RISING in Mali, Ethiopia, Tanzania, and
Malawi) and through the Sustainable Intensification Innovation Lab
(Cambodia, Senegal and Burkina Faso).
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