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 Executive Summary 

This report concerns a CSO-CGIAR project grant dealing with specific options of Mobilizing Innovation Platforms for greater impact from agricultural research that reaches a larger population in the post-conflict context within the Great lakes region. It appeals to close collaboration between The Platform Diobass Kivu ( CSO)  and  CIAT (CGIAR centre). The Project targets to add value to, and enhance impacts of CIALCA at scale, through institutional innovations in partnership modes. Local stakeholders are empowered so that they can participate in dynamic processes of innovation systems. The purpose is to validate and promote the potential of Innovation Platform as a more coordinated and cohesive approach to improve delivery and impact of agricultural research, and assisting in the recovery and rehabilitation of agricultural systems in post-conflict contexts of the Central African Great lakes Region.

Activities were to achieve following: 

· Build strategic partnerships between research and development organizations, farmers’ organizations, the public and private sectors, and build their capacity to carry out large-scale impacts

· Identify and promote innovative approaches to an orientation towards market opportunities and enhancing the participation of the rural poor in the construction of more profitable markets 

· Support community–level research and popularize adaptive productivity boosting technologies that effectively meet at the request of stakeholders and market opportunities in selected value chains

· Encourage institutional commitments and policy options in order to expand the scale of spread of “pockets of success” and to provide better quality benefits to a greater number of farmers, more quickly and in a wider geographical area.

The project has been run in the context of CGIAR Initiatives in the Great Lakes Region to: 
· Promote and establish CGIAR technologies: bio-fortified varieties of beans, sweet potatoes; improved cassava varieties resistant to mosaic diseases and other viruses, potato varieties and management practices for controlling bacterial wilt and late blight, improved highland banana varieties, and a range of integrated soil fertility management options. 
· Offer opportunities for greater synergies and coordination among Individual CGIAR centres activities (CIAT, IITA, CIP, etc.). 
In the executive phases of the project, beside administration obligations, The Platform Diobass Kivu is committed to:

· Select relevant farmers organizations as partners in the project

· Organize training with representatives of selected farmer organisations on the platforms for innovation

· Conduct a SEPO analysis of grassroots organization as well as of a framework of players

· Produce an annual program  of activities, with the responsibilities of players outlined

· Develop approaches to  the functioning of Innovations Platforms

· Develop a participatory process for the selection of research priorities

· Identify training needs

· Make a follow-up assessment of innovation platforms

· Develop dissemination methods for popular innovations for linking farmers to markets, as well as  for other types of innovations

· Develop communication and dissemination  materials  for the project’s outputs

1.  INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background Information

Like most of Sub-Saharan Africa, DRC heavily depends to a great extent on the growth of the agricultural sector, from which over 60% of the population derives its livelihood. In fact, the millennium development goal number one of poverty reduction forms an integral part of agricultural dependence in Sub-Saharan Africa and DRC in particular.  Efforts, therefore, to improve and sustain the sector's productivity would be crucial to the nation’s economic development and the welfare of her people.

For a long time, intervention measures to overcome poverty among smallholder farmers in Africa, has been focusing on individual farmers all through the 21st century. However, these have not yielded much success, forcing research organization and development organization focusing their efforts on technological innovations and other interventions through groups or community based approaches. Thus the potential gain in productivity through community approaches in interventions is a major factor underlying the need for developing countries’ to promote groups. Group actions are analyzed within the concept of collective action. This concept is well developed under the theory of the New Institutional Economics. It is based on institutional approach to solution of societal problems, and focuses on the conditions under which groups of people with common interests choose and act to achieve that respective interest ( Clague, 1997).  

Group networks are important because they create long-lasting relationships between individual farmers and expand the opportunity for the development partners to relax current liability limits (Ray and Sengupta, 1989). Among the most notable theories of moral hazard are models by Stiglitz (1990), Ghatak, and Guinane (1999). Stiglitz shows how peer monitoring under joint liability mitigate moral hazard behaviour. He observes that group members under joint liability reduce the cost of monitoring.

In spite of the efforts made by development agencies to use groups and the uprising of numerous group/community based initiatives, particularly in agriculture, little is known on the impacts of such initiatives to the rural community as a whole. The question that remains un-answered is whether the technological approaches that have been implemented through such forums have had any impact to final beneficiaries.

Besides, little information exists on the differentials in incomes, and general household welfare from the time the interventions were initiated and the present time.  Such information would be expected to assist in bridging the information gap on whether need to upscale the efforts exists or none at all. More so need to link with other institutions depends on the success of the existing group based efforts. Therefore the objective of this project will be to document through a survey the production systems, improved input utilization levels, socio-economic status, productivity levels and institutional frameworks/ linkages that existed prior to the project interventions and the current position.

A stratified multi-stage random sampling technique was used to arrive at a sample of 350 smallholder farmers in the project area. Given that Bukavu is surrounded by a number of regions, the project was assessed in 6 of the regions where it was active. In each region, a systematic random sampling methodology was used to arrive at the desired sample size. This constituted individual farm households. A brief evaluation was also carried out on the associations participating in the project. There were 66 associations participating in the project. Part 4 discusses the results on the associations. 
In trying to improve agricultural productivity technological interventions have been introduced and adopted by farmers. This has been through individual efforts and collective efforts. However, the impacts of such efforts are lacking to help drive policy improvement or abandonment of the strategies. Many farmers have been involved in group based production, marketing and social activities all of which are welfare oriented, but such efforts would only be sustainable if they have real positive impacts on the overall livelihoods of the communities concerned. Without impact assessment it would be impossible to advocate for up scaling the efforts even to other areas of the region.

General Objective: To examine the project agricultural innovations on smallholders’ productivity & economic welfare. 

1.3 Specific Objectives:

1. To document changes in production systems such as variety, chemical use  and fertilizer adoption rates and variety area shares resulting from group based agricultural innovations among smallholders

2. To Determine changes in the institutional frameworks/ linkages as a result of group based agricultural innovations 
2. METHODOLOGY

Sampling and sample design

A stratified multi-stage random sampling technique will be used to arrive at a sample of 353 smallholders following Groebner and Shannon, (2005). Given that Bukavu is surrounded by a cluster of regions and sub-regions. The regions and the sub-regions were purposively selected. Upon arriving at the divisions a systematic random sampling methodology was used to arrive at the desired sample size. This will constitute individual farm households. In addition to the farm households, each division were used as sampling points for the community based groups.
3. RESULTS OF THE SURVEY: Household level data
3.1 General Characteristics of Households in the Regions
The overall mean age of the head of household was 45 years. The mean number of schooling years for the head of households is about 5 years. This implies that most household heads did not go beyond primary school education level. The mean number of children per household was 5.6. The lowest number of children is in Mudaka (4.9). This is a relatively high number that may impact on nutritional and general wellbeing of the families.  

Table 3.1. Household characteristics of the sampled households
	Region
	Age of respondent, yrs
	Educational level, years of schooling 
	Number of children

	Bugorhe
	45.7
	3.6
	5.7

	Mudaka
	48.7
	4.7
	4.9

	Mushinga
	49.1
	5.6
	5.4

	Burhinyi
	44.0
	4.2
	5.8

	Nyangezi
	43.9
	5.5
	5.7

	Kamanyola
	39.6
	4.8
	6.0

	South Kivu
	45.4
	4.8
	5.6


3.2 Gender and Marital Status 

In the sampled households, women represented   47  % while males head of households were 53 %.  A higher proportion of women are represented by Burhinyi (73%) and Mushinga (figure 3.1 below). Lower proportions of women are found in Bugorhe at 27%. Most of the respondents were married with relatively higher numbers being in Mushinga while lower proportion of married were in Bugorhe. Other categories of marital status such as widows (23% in Nyangezi and single (10%) in Bugorhe.  Thus most respondents consisted if family units, which represented over 90% of the respondents (table 3.2 below).  
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Figure 3.1. Distribution of gender among the sampled respondents
Table 3.2. Marital status of the respondents in percentages

	 
	Marital status
	N

	Region
	Married 
	Widow/er
	Divorced 
	Single
	

	Bugorhe
	61.0
	16.9
	11.9
	10.2
	59

	Mudaka
	74.1
	12.1
	10.3
	3.4
	58

	Mushinga
	85.5
	9.7
	3.2
	1.6
	62

	Burhinyi
	78.7
	9.8
	8.2
	3.3
	61

	Nyangezi
	62.5
	23.2
	7.1
	7.1
	56

	Kamanyola
	77.4
	11.3
	7.5
	3.8
	53


3.3. Value of farm production and off farm income

The table below shows total value of farm production and off farm income. Value of production is represented by production and price. The value of farm production constitutes a major source of income for farm households and may be supplemented by off farm incomes.  The mean farm value of production ranged from USD 182 in Mudaka to 1132 in Nyangezi for 2007. The value of production for 2009 ranges from USD 205 for Bugorhe to USD 1092 for Kamanyola. The variation in value of production is drastic between the six regions assessed with the two regions in the northern axis (Bugorhe and Mudaka) reported relatively lower values.  The regions in the south west (Nyangezi and Kamanyola reported higher production values. With regard to the year 2009, variation in production values was lower than in 2007. However, the mean value of production was lower in 2009 relative to 2007. Other than Mudaka and Kamanyola, all regions recorded decreased production values.  It can be noted that harvest for 2009 long rain season is usually expected the following year, which could be explaining the consistently lower values for the production.  
Figures for the off farm income households received a mean income of USD 56. Burhinyi had higher amounts of off farm income while Mudaka had the lowest amount of off farm income. Regions that had lower on farm incomes also have lower off farm incomes (figure 3.2 and table 3.3 below).
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Figure 3.2. Comparison of the value of farm production between 2007 and 2009

Table 3.4. Value of production and off farm income for households

	 
	Total value of farm production  in 2007
	Total value of farm production in 2009
	Off farm income in 2009
	

	Region
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean

	Bugorhe
	375.4
	109.2
	205.1
	32.3
	20.3
	8.5
	

	Mudaka
	182.7
	23.6
	284.8
	64.0
	6.7
	3.1
	

	Mushinga
	852.9
	352.0
	531.6
	115.5
	99.0
	17.3
	

	Burhinyi
	860.4
	268.8
	787.8
	294.3
	138.3
	31.3
	

	Nyangezi
	1132.7
	762.2
	445.7
	107.7
	41.0
	10.1
	

	Kamanyola
	1000.4
	263.2
	1092.0
	347.4
	29.6
	7.5
	

	South Kivu
	730.6
	152.4
	550.2
	79.8
	55.8
	12.9
	


3.5. Household expenditure

Figure 3.3 below shows the mean agricultural expenditures for all the regions under consideration.  The mean expenditure on agriculture in 2007 ranged between USD 21 to USD 67. The mean agricultural expenditure in 2007 was USD 39. In 2009, the mean expenditure on agriculture was higher than in 2007across all regions. The mean expenditure in 2009 was USD 59. With regard to non-agricultural expenditure, expenditure in 2007 was relatively higher than in 2009. Figure 3.4 below shows the mean non-agricultural expenditures were USD 213 and USD 166 for the years 2007 and 2009, respectively. The higher expenditure in 2007 may a reflection of the higher production values witnessed in table above.  In addition, proceeds of sales for rainy season of 2009 are not yet realized by end of 2009. The information is further presented in table  3.5 below.    
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Figure 3.3. Comparative expenditure on agricultural activities
Table 3.5. Mean agricultural and non agricultural expenditure by households

	 
	Agricultural expenditure in 2007
	Agricultural expenditure in 2009
	Non agricultural expenditure
	Non agricultural expenditure in 2009

	Region
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean

	Bugorhe
	42.7
	10.6
	46.4
	10.8
	253.8
	49.8
	223.1
	51.3

	Mudaka
	46.3
	8.9
	57.0
	9.9
	229.6
	26.2
	168.4
	27.7

	Mushinga
	66.8
	28.0
	115.9
	35.8
	195.9
	23.6
	111.9
	22.6

	Burhinyi
	21.2
	4.3
	42.3
	7.3
	341.2
	71.6
	186.7
	59.3

	Nyangezi
	28.2
	9.2
	37.5
	10.4
	128.6
	21.4
	140.5
	21.1

	Kamanyola
	31.3
	12.6
	59.7
	26.1
	129.0
	18.3
	165.0
	16.8

	
	39.4
	12.3
	59.8
	16.7
	213.0
	35.2
	165.9
	33.1
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Figure 3.4. Expenditure on non-agricultural activities
3.6. Household wealth

Wealth status of households was computed by estimating the monetary value of various assets owned by the households for an earlier period of 2007 and a later period of 2009. During the 2007 period, the mean wealth level of the households was USD 209. In the regions this ranged from a mean low of USD 100 in Nyangezi to a mean high of USD 308 in Mushinga.  In the year 2009, the mean wealth level was USD 247, an increase of about 20%. The lowest mean wealth level was realized in Mudaka and the highest in Nyangezi.  Mushinga and Burhinyi show declines in wealth levels while the rest of the regions show increases in wealth levels s(figure 3.5 below).    
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Figure 3.5. Household wealth in the regions
3.7. Housing situation

The wellbeing of a household can also be shown by the type of housing the household owns or resides in. The nature or housing was captured by the type of wall, type of floor and type of roof of the house.  These typologies are shown in the figures 3.6 to 3.8 below.  The table shows the proportion of households reporting having the particular type of housing. With regard to the type of wall for the house in 2007, most households had mud and wattle walls except in Kamanyola where only 30% had this kind of wall. Wooden walls were to a large extent found in Bugorhe and Mudaka . Taking the proportion of households that reported improvement in the permanent wall type(bricks or stone) between the period, there was a marginal improvement of less than 2% across the regions . a substantial improvement to permanent walls was observed in Burhinyi  (6%) and Nyangezi (20%).     
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Figure 3.6. Proportion of households having a permanent walll for houses

With regard to the type of roof, households either used grass thatch or iron sheets or tiles for roofing. Bugorhe had the highest proportion of households with iron sheet roof while Mushings had the lowest proportion of households with permanent roof in 2007. In 2009, there was some increase in the proportion of households having iron sheet roofing. In Bugorhe and Mushinga there was an increase in the proportion of households with iron  sheet roofing of about 6%. The rest of the regions did not record much change.  
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Figure 3.7: Proportion of household using iron sheets or other durable roofing materials

Two types of floor were investigated for the households: earthen and cemented or improved floor.  Generally, less than 17% of the households had improved floors in 2007. The lowest incident if improved floors was in Mudaka and highest incident on Burhinyi. In 2009, only Burhinyi recorded an increase in the proportion of households with improved floors (about 5%) (figure 3.8 below). 
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Figure 3.8. Proportion of households having a cemented or durable floor in their  houses
3.8. Land ownership

Wealth is also represented by the size of land owned by the households.  The land size in 2007 was 2.1 are, which ranged from 1.1 in Bugorhe  to 5.5 in Burhinyi. The mean land size in 2009 was lower at 1.6 ha. The decline was attributed to Burhinyi where the mean land size reduced from 5.5 to 2.9. The rest of the regions recorded marginal increases in land sizes.  In terms of land bought by households, the mean land size bought in 2008 was 0.8 ha, larger land sizes having been bought in Burhinyi. On the other hand, the mean land bought in 2009 was 0.2 ha, a marginal change from 2007 (table 3.6 below).    
Table 3.6. Land ownership by the households

	
	 
	Total land in 2007
	Total land in 2009
	Land bought in 2007 in ha
	Land bought in 2009 in ha

	
	Region
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean

	
	Bugorhe
	1.1
	0.2
	1.2
	0.2
	0.1
	0.0
	0.1
	0.1

	
	Mudaka
	1.1
	0.1
	1.3
	0.2
	0.5
	0.1
	0.3
	0.1

	
	Mushinga
	1.7
	0.3
	2.4
	0.7
	0.4
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1

	
	Burhinyi
	5.5
	1.1
	2.9
	0.5
	3.2
	0.9
	0.1
	0.0

	
	Nyangezi
	1.3
	0.3
	1.3
	0.3
	0.1
	0.0
	0.4
	0.2

	
	Kamanyola
	1.6
	0.2
	1.7
	0.3
	0.2
	0.1
	0.2
	0.1

	Group Total
	2.1
	0.2
	1.6
	0.1
	0.8
	0.2
	0.2
	0.0


3.9. Productivity enhancement
Use of inorganic fertilizer: fertilizer use includes planting fertilizer and top dress fertilizer that farm households used in their production activities. The value of the fertilizer was computed for each crops that the household applied the fertilizer per year. Organic fertilizers were also evaluated for their usage by the households. Organic fertilizers include farm yard manure and compost manure. The table below presents the findings on fertilizer use in the regions and over the two year period (table 3.7 below).
In the earlier period of 2007, the mean quantity of inorganic fertilizer used by the households was 115 kg. The amounts varied from USD 6 in Kamanyola to 196 kg in Mushinga in 2007. For the current period, the mean value of fertilizer used was 122 kg, ranging from USD 10 in Kamanyola to 183 kg in Nyangezi. This shows a marked increase in the value of fertilizer used between the two periods except for Mudaka and Mushinga which showed declines. 
With regard to organic manure, the mean quantities of the manure used in 2007 was 1400 kg. Once more Kamayola had the lowest use of the organic manure while Bugorhe  had the highest usage at about 4.6 tons. In 2009, there was an increase in the organic manure used in the regions to about 1.9 tons. Higher usage was reported in Bugorhe and Mudaka.    
Table 3.7. Inorganic and  organic fertilizer usage in the regions
	 
	Inorganic fertilizer earlier period
	Inorganic fertilizer current period
	organic manure earlier period
	Organic manure current period

	Groupement
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean

	Bugorhe
	85.2
	28.6
	103.0
	51.9
	2355.0
	532.3
	5636.0
	1634.9

	Mudaka
	120.8
	80.1
	66.3
	33.3
	4678.1
	976.3
	4423.9
	1329.8

	Mushinga
	196.2
	50.9
	170.5
	44.5
	297.2
	43.7
	324.4
	50.1

	Burhinyi
	133.3
	37.5
	176.2
	79.7
	643.3
	295.2
	546.3
	270.6

	Nyangezi
	131.5
	85.4
	183.3
	113.5
	118.4
	43.9
	70.7
	25.9

	Kamanyola
	6.2
	3.4
	10.7
	4.7
	5.3
	3.2
	10.2
	5.1

	Group Total
	115.8
	23.5
	122.0
	26.9
	1402.7
	222.7
	1977.2
	582.6


3.9. Market access

Input markets

Market access is captured by distance and time to various facilities such as major roads, markets or urban centers.  The markets were evaluated both for inputs and outputs. With regard to input markets, the mean distance to the nearest market for inputs 9.5 km. this ranged from a low of 1.2 km for Bugorhe to a high of 15km for Nyangezi. The mean distance to input market remained the same in 2009, however, there changes among the regions; the distance decreased for Bugorhe and Mushinga but increased for Mudaka, Burhinyi, Nyangezi  and Kamanyola. With regard to time to reach the input markets, the mean time in minutes to reach the input market remained the same at about 32 km. The average time to reach the input markets ranged from a low of 17 minutes in Mushinga to a high of 48 minutes in 2007. Table 3.8 below summarizes these observations 
	
	distance to nearest input market 2007
	distance to nearest input market 2009
	time to nearest input market 2007
	time to nearest input market 2009

	Groupement
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean

	Bugorhe
	1.2
	0.5
	0.7
	0.3
	38.9
	5.9
	38.9
	5.9

	Mudaka
	1.4
	0.4
	5.3
	3.1
	48.0
	8.0
	47.4
	8.0

	Mushinga
	30.9
	21.1
	4.3
	0.8
	17.3
	6.1
	11.1
	2.5

	Burhinyi
	4.4
	1.4
	24.5
	16.8
	25.5
	5.5
	24.9
	5.6

	Nyangezi
	15.1
	5.1
	19.0
	5.9
	44.4
	8.3
	49.6
	8.8

	Kamanyola
	1.7
	0.3
	2.4
	0.6
	19.8
	2.7
	20.8
	2.7

	Group Total
	9.5
	4.0
	9.4
	3.1
	32.2
	2.7
	31.9
	2.6


With regard to distance to the most important outlets for inputs, the mean number of km was 7.4 in 2007 and 6.7 in 2009 (table 3.9 below). The time to these most important input outlets in 2007 was 58 minutes in 2007 and 57 minutes in 2009. On average both the distance and time to the most important input markets did not much change significantly. A major difference between the nearest input outlet and most important input market outlet is it is takes longer on average to reach the most important input outlet. This difference is noticeable for Nyangezi and Kamanyola regions that took almost 90 minutes to the most important input outlet.  
Table 3.9: Time and distance to the most important input markets
	 Region
	distance to most important input market 2007
	distance to most important input market 2009
	time to most important input market 2007
	time to most important input market 2009

	
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean

	Bugorhe
	1.2
	0.5
	1.2
	0.4
	59.9
	12.5
	48.7
	7.1

	Mudaka
	1.0
	0.3
	4.3
	2.2
	49.0
	8.2
	47.2
	8.1

	Mushinga
	9.4
	5.7
	2.3
	0.5
	16.6
	4.2
	21.5
	4.4

	Burhinyi
	7.8
	2.4
	4.3
	1.1
	66.3
	21.9
	48.1
	11.2

	Nyangezi
	15.9
	1.9
	18.7
	5.4
	82.9
	13.6
	100.5
	16.2

	Kamanyola
	9.8
	1.7
	10.8
	2.0
	81.1
	13.8
	82.8
	13.6

	Overall total              7.4
	1.2
	6.7
	1.1
	58.1
	5.6
	56.8
	4.5


Access to output markets
The mean distance to nearest output market in 2007 was 5.4 km while this distance was 7.2 km in 2009. The time to reach the output market was 32 minutes and 47 minutes in 2007 and 2009, respectively.  With regard to the most important output market, the distance was about 18 km in 2007 and 12 km in 2009. The mean time to the most important market was about 55 minutes for both 2007 and 2009. In addition, the distance to the main road was about 9 km while the time to reach the main road was 18 minutes for the regions.   

Table 3.10  Time distance to nearest output markets 
	 
	distance to nearest output market 2007
	distance to nearest output market 2009
	time to nearest output market 2007
	time to nearest output market 2009

	Region
	Mean
	SEM
	Mean
	SEM
	Mean
	SEM
	Mean
	S E  M

	Bugorhe
	3.1
	1.4
	3.8
	3.1
	35.8
	5.4
	32.4
	5.5

	Mudaka
	4.3
	2.3
	6.8
	3.1
	38.9
	7.3
	42.7
	7.4

	Mushinga
	2.6
	0.8
	7.3
	3.6
	13.9
	2.9
	50.2
	29.7

	Burhinyi
	9.1
	3.8
	10.5
	5.8
	43.0
	11.9
	62.5
	20.1

	Nyangezi
	11.7
	4.5
	12.6
	4.5
	41.7
	8.1
	67.5
	23.8

	Kamanyola
	1.6
	0.2
	1.9
	0.4
	21.1
	2.9
	25.5
	3.5

	Group Total
	5.4
	1.1
	7.2
	1.6
	32.4
	3.0
	47.2
	


Table 3.11. Time and distance to most important output markets and main road
	
	distance to most important output market 2007
	distance to most important output market 2009
	time to most important output market 2007
	time to most important output market 2009
	distance to main road
	
	time to main road

	Region
	Mean
	S E  M
	Mean
	S E  M
	Mean
	S E  M
	Mean
	S E  M
	Mean 
	S E  M
	Mean 
	S E  M

	Bugorhe
	9.6
	3.2
	4.6
	2.3
	50.6
	7.7
	49.1
	8.0
	1.1
	0.6
	19.7
	3.3

	Mudaka
	4.7
	4.2
	1.4
	3.5
	54.2
	8.2
	52.4
	8.1
	0.3
	2.8
	28.2
	4.6

	Mushinga
	10.9
	3.2
	16.3
	6.1
	26.3
	5.6
	20.3
	4.2
	23.0
	11.8
	11.3
	2.7

	Burhinyi
	60.6
	49.1
	23.2
	7.5
	80.3
	22.8
	58.1
	11.2
	21.8
	9.6
	22.5
	4.4

	Nyangezi
	10.9
	1.5
	14.0
	5.4
	58.7
	10.2
	78.2
	20.7
	2.7
	0.5
	18.1
	2.6

	Kamanyola
	9.0
	1.6
	9.8
	1.9
	76.9
	12.5
	79.6
	12.3
	0.7
	0.2
	8.1
	1.5

	17.9
	8.6
	11.7
	2.1
	57.2
	5.2
	55.2
	4.8
	8.6
	2.8
	18.0
	1.4


3.11. Institutional support to farm households

Institutional supported is represented by number of training, extension contacts and meetings conducted by the associations.  These were compared between the two periods of 2007 and 2009. The mean number of times that households attended training sessions in 2007 was 4 times. Mushinga had a higher frequency of these trainings with about 6 while Bugorhe had a low of 2 times. The number of extension contacts in 2007 was 4 times a year. Mudaka had a higher frequency of 6.7 times but Bugorhe had only 2. The mean number of times households listened to agricultural programs on radio was about 6 times per month. Higher frequencies are recorded in Mudaka. Finally the number of farmer group meetings attended was about 7 times per year. While Mudaka had households attending about 14 meetings a year, Mushinga had only less than 3 times a year (table 3.12 below).   
Table 3.12.  Frequency of extension services and group meetings in 2007
	
	 
	Number of times attended training 2007
	Number of extension contacts in 2007
	Number of times listened to agric programs on radio 2007
	Number of farmer group meetings attended in 2007

	Region
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean

	Bugorhe
	1.9
	0.5
	2.1
	0.7
	3.7
	1.3
	4.7
	1.1

	Mudaka
	6.5
	2.3
	5.0
	1.9
	11.1
	3.5
	13.8
	4.8

	Mushinga
	5.9
	1.6
	3.1
	1.1
	7.8
	3.2
	2.7
	0.8

	Burhinyi
	2.7
	1.2
	5.0
	2.4
	2.5
	0.6
	4.9
	1.9

	Nyangezi
	3.6
	0.8
	2.3
	0.8
	7.6
	5.3
	4.1
	0.9

	Kamanyola
	3.2
	0.8
	6.7
	2.7
	3.4
	2.0
	11.9
	3.3

	Group Total
	4.0
	0.6
	4.0
	0.7
	5.8
	1.2
	6.9
	1.0


In the period of 2009, institutional set did not differ significantly from the 2007 situation. For example, the number of times the households attended training meetings remained the same at 4, the extension contacts also remained at 4 times per year, agricultural programs on radio  marginally increased to 7 times per month, and the number of farmer group meetings reduced to 6 (year had not ended at time of survey). However, there are differences among the regions between 2007 and 2009 (table 3.13 below).
Table 3.13.  Frequency of extension services and group meetings in 2009
	 
	Number of times attended training in 2009
	Number of extension contacts in 2009
	Number of times listened to agric programs on radio in 2009
	Number of farmer group meetings attended in 2009

	Region
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean

	Bugorhe
	5.5
	2.1
	1.7
	0.5
	4.3
	1.5
	4.2
	1.1

	Mudaka
	2.0
	0.5
	4.0
	1.2
	8.8
	2.8
	8.6
	2.0

	Mushinga
	3.4
	1.3
	8.4
	5.4
	12.4
	5.3
	4.6
	1.2

	Burhinyi
	6.2
	2.4
	4.9
	1.3
	6.9
	3.4
	5.2
	1.2

	Nyangezi
	3.2
	0.7
	2.8
	0.9
	2.6
	0.5
	5.1
	1.2

	Kamanyola
	3.0
	0.6
	3.4
	0.7
	5.4
	2.7
	9.3
	1.4

	Group Total
	3.9
	0.6
	4.2
	1.0
	6.7
	1.3
	6.1
	0.6


Access to credit
The mean amount of funds borrowed in 2007 USD 2.00. Mushinga recorded a higher figure of USD 7. In the year 2009, the mean amount borrowed increased to about USD 29. Mushinga and Burhinyi recorded higher amounts of USD 45 and USD 117, respectively. Table 3.14 below summarizes these findings (table 3.14 below). 
Table 3.14: Amounts borrowed in USD
	 
	Borrowed funds in 2007
	Borrowed funds in 2009

	Region
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean
	Mean
	Standard Error of Mean

	Bugorhe
	0.3
	0.1
	0.2
	0.1

	Mudaka
	4.4
	4.2
	0.3
	0.1

	Mushinga
	6.8
	6.2
	45.1
	18.4

	Burhinyi
	0.4
	0.2
	116.7
	70.3

	Nyangezi
	0.1
	0.0
	2.6
	1.9

	Kamanyola
	0.4
	0.2
	0.1
	0.0

	Group Total
	2.2
	1.3
	28.9
	12.8


4. Summary on Associations in the Project
In total, there were 66 associations participating in the project activities. The associations were fairly distributed across the 6 regions, with an average of 11 per region. Within the project, associations were considered as vehicles through smallholder farmers could empower themselves through collective action such as bulking and collective selling to achieve economies of scale. A review of the performance of these associations is discussed below. 

4.1 Association incomes from farming activities
Associations in different regions were compared for their farm and off farm income levels in the periods of 2007 and 2007. The mean farm income in 2007 for the associations was about USD 64 while the farm income in 2009 was USD 109. Off farm income was USD 175 in 2007 but this increase to USD 1142 in 2009. Both farm and off farm income recorded substantial increases in incomes in the associations especially in Karhongo and Kamayola. 

Table 4.1. Farm and off farm income in associations in the regions  
	
	Mean on-farm income in USD
	Mean off-farm income in USD

	Region
	2007
	2009
	2007
	2009

	Mudaka
	36.36
	22.25
	2.4
	51.36

	Bugorhe
	2.27
	0
	41.27
	360.09

	Mushinga
	8
	12
	30
	38.1

	Luhuku
	0
	0
	1560
	5600

	Karhongo
	226.99
	522.82
	480
	607.5

	Birhala
	225
	375.63
	0
	0

	Mulambi
	105
	24.5
	33.33
	51.67

	Lubona
	79.5
	81.25
	7.5
	103

	Bugobe
	150
	198.65
	220
	197.5

	Budaha
	12
	50
	0
	0

	Kamanyola
	64.58
	109
	175.5
	1142.08

	Nyangezi
	1.25
	1.25
	60
	100

	South Kivu total
	75.9
	116.4
	217.5
	687.6


4.2. Farm and non-farm expenditure
The mean farm income in  2007 was less than USD 24. In 2009, the mean farm expenditure was  USD 361. On the part of mean off-farm expenditure, the mean amount in 2007 was USD 116. The expenditure did not a change in 2009 for off farm expenditures. 
Table 4.2. Mean farm and non farm expenditure

	Location
	Mean on-farm expenditure
	Mean off-farm expenditure

	
	2007
	2009
	2007
	2009

	Kamanyola
	29.46
	78.96
	149.21
	149.21

	Mushinga
	18
	118.8
	90.06
	90.06

	Luhuku
	87.5
	90
	225
	225

	Karhongo
	38.15
	1.97
	155.31
	155.31

	Birhala
	1.35
	3816.05
	196.65
	196.65

	Mulambi
	7.67
	0
	169.83
	169.83

	Lubona
	14.5
	14.5
	125
	125

	Mudaka
	7.31
	58.71
	80.26
	80.26

	Bugorhe
	58.27
	133.27
	135.55
	135.55

	Bugobe
	21
	21
	30
	30

	Budaha
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Nyangezi
	4
	0
	37.5
	37.5

	South Kivu total
	23.9
	361.1
	116.2
	116.2


4.3. Mean wealth level for the association

The mean wealth level of the associations in 2007 is USD 659. The wealth level increased to USD 1373. Thus there was a substantial increase in the amount of wealth in the association in 2009.  The results are summarized in table 4.3 below.
Table 4.3. wealth levels in 2007 and 2009

	Location
	Mean wealth

	
	earlier
	After

	Kamanyola
	1025.67
	2741.83

	Mushinga
	1768.8
	2881.5

	Luhuku
	177
	3249

	Karhongo
	1426.52
	1101.3

	Birhala
	243.73
	139.81

	Mulambi
	291.72
	974.5

	Lubona
	198.98
	1402.5

	Mudaka
	117.63
	246.75

	Bugorhe
	1564.54
	1981.66

	Bugobe
	451.5
	1004.5

	Budaha
	250
	140

	Nyangezi
	397.5
	616

	South Kivu total
	659.5
	1373.3


Summary
The report has provided indications of impacts of the project in the south Kivu province in the Democratic Republic of Congo. These impact results show that there was some positive change in the livelihood of the households associated with the project. In some incidences, no effect is discernible. However, at the association level, there are major changes that can be observed between 2007 and 2009. This could be attributed to the project interventions, especially through collective action in marketing and decision making.
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