Seeds of Life 3
Baseline Survey

Main Report

Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
Seeds of Life / Fini ba Moris

Dili, October 2012



This report summarizes the findings of the 2011dSex Life baseline

survey carried out by the Ministry of AgriculturadaFisheries / Seeds
of Life program, with the assistance of the Natldstatistics Directorate

of the Ministry of Finance.

The report of the survey consists of three parts:

1. The Main Report
2. Volume 2: Data Tables
3. Volume 3: Annexes

The report can be downloaded in PDF format from
www.seedsoflifetimor.org

Suggested citation:

Seeds of Life. 201%5eeds of Life 3 Baseline SurvBinistry of
Agriculture and Fisheries, Dili, Timor-Leste

Seeds of Life (Fini ba Moris) is a program withiretTimor-Leste (East
Timor) Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAFJ.he Governments
of Timor-Leste and Australia collaboratively fundet program.
Australian funding is through the Australian Agenfoy International

Development (AusAID) plus the Australian Centre fmternational

Agricultural Research (ACIAR) and is managed by ARl The Centre
for Legumes in Mediterranean Agriculture (CLIMA) thin The

University of Western Australia (UWA) coordinateket Australian
funded activities.



Foreword

The Timor-Leste 2011-2030 Strategic Developmentn Raits much store on the
development of the agricultural sector as key te tievelopment of Timor-Leste.
Agriculture is not only the source of food consuniedhe country, it is also how the
majority of people make their living. Just over 70%he people of Timor-Leste live in
rural areas, and 63% of all households engageom mroduction. For most rural people,
improvement in their livelihood and living conditie is dependent on the success of
their agricultural activities, be they cultivatiosf food crops, raising livestock or
producing export crops.

The Seeds of Life (SoL) program focuses on an itaporagricultural sub-sector: the
production and distribution of more productive seead cuttings of the major food
crops cultivated by farming families in Timor-Lest€he program’s objective is to
improve food security through increasing the produaty of staple cropgcorn, rice,
peanut, sweet potato and cassava)

A crucial part of such efforts is the collaboratiohthe Ministry of Agriculture and
Fisheries and SoL Phase 3 which aims to ensurefahatrs have access at planting
time to quality planting materials of the rangefedd crop varieties proven to be 25-
100% higher-yielding than local varieties undermal farmers’ practice-ood security
begins with seed security.

Informed policy-making for a program like SoL anther smallholder agriculture

development programs depends on a sound undenstpofithe basic conditions faced
by farming families, and the various situationsahich they must make their farming
decisions. Without such understanding any suppmomians and actions will be based
on how others perceive or imagine conditions taréher than as they really are.

This baseline survey helps to fill some of thesevkdedge gaps and provides an
opportunity to review planned activities and adaptevise them to be more appropriate
and effective. The challenge now — for the Seedsfefprogram, the Ministry, and its
other Development Partners — is to use this inftionato truly benefit the farming
families of Timor-Leste.

,.n-

Lourenco Borges ng,tes"'”w

Director-General Australian Team Leader
ure and Fisheries Seeds of Life Program
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Executive Summary

The Seeds of Life (SoL) program in Timor-Leste tet@diin 2001, with support from the
Australian Centre for International Agriculture Rasch (ACIAR), by introducing and

testing new genetic stocks of food staples in mebestations. In 2005, the Australian
Agency for International Development (AusAID) andCIAR jointly supported a

second phase of the program, in which the emphasis on identifying more

productive food crop varieties through participgttesting of crops with farmers, and
on starting production of formal seed of the redehwvarieties for distribution to

farmers. The third phase of SoL (2011-2016) comtindhe activities of variety

selection and testing, and production of formaldsdeit expands on it through large-
scale informal seed production and distributionfésyner groups, and by support for
the establishment of a national seed system.

To gain a better understanding of the status addomp seed management and practices
at the start of the third phase of the program,aseline survey was conducted in
October 2011 in 100 sucos selected from all 13Jidistin Timor-Leste. A total of
1,800 households were visited and interviewed, i&adch suco, by 11 four person
teams that were contracted through the Nationais8ts Directorate.

This report covers the analysis of the baselina,datd the discussion of the findings.
In presenting the results of the survey, it is gisvdifficult to decide how much data to

report, especially if data has been collected dowthe suco level. To avoid making

this main report longer than it already is, mosthef tables with the more detailed data
per district has been placed in a separate volvioleyme 2: Data Tables.

The key findings from the baseline survey are #e\is :

* Outofevery 100 farmersin Timor-Leste,
84 grow cassava
83 grown corn
54 grow sweet potato
38 grow rice
23 grow peanut

e In 2011, overall 18% of the farmers cultivated athg one or more MAF/SoL
varieties. The adoption rates of the specific MAf/Sarieties were:
16% of the peanut farmers grew Utamua
13% of the corn farmers grew Sele
11% of the rice farmers grew Nakroma
7% of the sweet potato farmers grew a Hohrae tyarie
3% of the cassava farmers grew a Ai-luka variety

SoL 3 Baseline Survey — Main Report vi



* The most commonly grown varieties for the five maiops are:

o Corn: Batar bo’ot (grown by 67% of the corn farmers) abdtar lais
(46%). A total of 69% of the corn farmers only grone variety.

o Rice: IR-64, Mamberamoand Dinas each grown by 13% of the rice
farmers. Rice farmers usually only grow one riceietst (90%); only
8% of rice farmers grow two varieities.

0 Peanut: Utamua seems already to be the most popular vasfgiganut
being grown in Timor-Leste, with 16% of the peafautmers growing it.

o Cassava Manteiga bo’ot (grown by 55% of the cassava farmers),
Manteiga kiik(38%) andNona Metan(31%). About half of the cassava
farmers grow only one variety, 40% cultivate twaieties, and 10%
grow three varieities. Ai-luka 2 is three times mgropular than Ai-
luka 4.

0 Sweet potato The Lokal meanandlokal mutinvarieties are grown by
respectively 69% and 67% of the sweet potato fasm@if the three
Hohrae varieties, Hohrae 1 is about three timegogsilar as Hohrae 2
or Hohrae 3. Half of the sweet potato farmers caté one variety, and
47% cultivate two varieties.

» Free distribution of seed or cuttings was the nsaurce of the planting material
for all main five crops. Buying of seed or plantintaterial in the market, or
from an acquaintance, is still rather low.

* Nearly 60% of the corn farmers store corn for eitte®d or seed only in one
way, and just over 40% store corn in two ways. Wegority of corn farmers
(54%) store corn for food and seed together, afdd gtbre it separately.

* The two most popular ways of storing corn are stpit in sacks, or hanging it
above the fireplace in the kitchen (both practibgdd5% of the corn farmers).
Storage in plastic containers (20%) is more comti@m storing it in drums
(14%).

* The reported percentage losses for stored corn were
17% when hung up in a tree
16% when stored in an oil drum (held by a singiadehold)
15% when stored in a sack
14% when hung up in the house above the fireplace
14% when stored in a traditional elevated ho&srileten)
5% when stored in a plastic container (held bingls household)
The loss estimate for storage in drums seems abtelisince the reported loss
in an oil drum shared between households was ditfy, 1

« Both men and women are active in corn variety $elecand corn seed
selection; 52% of the men and 48% of the womencséfe corn variety that
will be planted, and 55% of the men vs. 45% ofvloenen select the corn seed.
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» For corn seed, the extent of application of différeeed selection techniques by
the corn farmers is:
61% save seed from the total harvest
49% select corn cobs for seed after they are btatte
20% select specific plants from the standing énahe field for seeds
10% select seeds from a specific section of tie co

» Seed selling by farmer groups is still a rare evemtly 6% of the respondents
knew a farmer group in the suco selling seed. Leed trade is however
already more established; 28% of the farmers kneseeal trader in the local
market. Seed fairs were only known to 7% of thenfans.

* The name “Seeds of Life” was only familiar to 13%dtwe farmers, but 34% of
the farmers know one or more people who grew onemore MAF/SoL
varieties.

* In the month prior to the baseline survey (betwearly September and late
October 2011, depending on when the data was ¢tetlec the district), 88% of
the households had not or hardly experienced hur@fér had experienced
moderate hunger, and 3% had experienced severehung

» Basically all farm households (99.6%) bought onrage 39 Kg of rice per
month. Of the households buying rice, 62 % bouigiet every month.

 The Suco Extension Officer is known to 43% of tlaenfers. The level of
service provided by the Suco Extension Officersassidered “satisfactory” by
17% of the farmers, and “good” by 72% of the farser

* Many households own one or more communication tddie survey found that
49% of the households have a handphone, 22% haadi@ and 10% have a
TV. Handphones in particular will increasingly bew an important channel
for contacting farmers, to disseminate agricultunérmation, and to receive
information from the farmers, and those who sertesn.

There is much valuable information in the baselgwgvey data, and much more
analysis can be done with this data than is predemt this Main Report, or in the
accompanying Volume 2 (Data Tables). Some of thislwe done in smaller, more
targeted studies.
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1. Survey Design

1.1  Background

The Seeds of Life (SoL) program is an agricultuegedopment program of the Timor-Leste
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAF), supped by the Australian Government
through the Australian Centre for International idgltural Research (ACIAR) and the
Australian Agency for International Development 6AUD). The goal of the SoL program is
to improve food security through increased proditgtiof major food crops, such as: corn,
rice, peanut, sweet potato and cassava. The fdctee grogram is to improve, throughout
the country, the availability of seeds and cuttiogsmproved varieties with higher yield
potentials compared to the local varieties of theees.

As part of the startup of activities in the thirdase of the SoL program (2011-2016), SoL
undertook a baseline survey to obtain a referegegnat which to assess the achievements
and effectiveness of the program. The baselineesuwill enable benchmarking of changes
in distribution patterns of MAF/SoL varieties, amlp to inform general agricultural
development planning by MAF as well as SoL progrplanning. The baseline survey
assesses what crops are grown by households engaggdwing foodcrops, what seed
varieties farmers use, and their practices in gwiaf corn for seed and food. The baseline
also collected some general information on the amsitipn of the household, household
amenities and housing conditions

1.2  Survey Locations

During the third phase of the Seeds of Life prog(afi1-2016), the program will expand to

all districts of Timor-Leste. It was therefore ddil that the baseline survey should cover all
districts, so that it will be possible to assesswmpacts the program will have achieved in
all districts at the end of the third phase.

1.2.1 Sampling and Sample Size Determination

The purpose of the baseline survey is to obtaiarmétion on access and use of seeds for
foodcrops, the growing of such crops, and the g the harvest. It therefore makes sense
to seek such information from that part of the pafjan most involved in agriculture
activities, i.e. the rural population. The targepplation for the baseline survey was therefore
not be the total population of Timor-Leste (1,068 4¢eople, as per the 2010 Population and
Housing Census), but those living in areas classifis “rural” (750,323 people, in 136,929
households).

The calculation of the sample followed a ‘probabifiroportional to size’ approach, based on

the proportion of rural households in each distfsgte Table 1). Am value was calculated
for each district using the following formula.

SoL 3 Baseline Survey — Main Report 1



Z pi(1-p)
d2

in which
n; desired sample size of households in district

z normal standard deviation, which is 1.96 for a &&%fidence interval

pi proportion of the target population in districtestimated to have the
characteristic. In this case, this is the propartd rural households in the
district compared to the total number of rural lehedds in Timor-Leste

d degree of accuracy required. For the baseline guwe opted for 5%
accuracy, thud is 0.05

The calculated sample sizes of the districts wiees tmultiplied with a correction factor to
take account of the design effect, because ofwhbestage sampling, and of the non-sampling
errors. The design effect takes into account thatfirst stage of sampling involved the
selection of 100 sucos from the 400 rural sucod,tae second stage involved the random
selection of the aldeias within the sample sucexaBse the sampling methods of the two
stages are different, the sample size is increlgedcorrection factor. For this survey a 10%
increase of the calculated sample size was seléztadcount for contingencies such as non-
response or recording errbr¥he second component of the correction facteegaiccount of
non-sampling errors, which are often larger tham sampling errors. Examples of non-
sampling errors are: biased sampling, question®@iog understood correctly, records being
lost, errors in data input, etc. For this surveys iestimated that this may affect 10% of the
sample, and a denominator of (100-10)% = 90% eslder adjustment. The correctedhus
becomes:

1.1
Correctech; = n; X
0.9
in which
n; sample size for distrigt

1.1  design effect. 100% sample size + 10% incréas@on-response and
recording errors

0.9 90%, to account for non-sampling errors.

It was decided, mainly for logistical reasons, timateach suco 18 households would be
visited. The number of sample sucos was thus addany dividing the calculated sample size
of each district by 18, and rounding off the resyivards.

! In the literature, a design effect correction daaif 2 is often mentioned, thus doubling the sagite. In this
survey, because the sample size was not calcutaitélae total rural population of Timor-Leste, mample
sizes were calculated by district and then added gmaller design effect correction factor ofis.&cceptable.
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Table 1. Calculation of Sample Size based on th®R&Rural Households to Total Households

Rural Proportion s | Corrected Number of Number of Number of
District h ura ., ofrural gmp.e sample sample sample sample
ouseholds sizen, - J
households size sucos aldeias households
Ainaro 7,819 0.057 83 101 6 18 108
Aileu 6,521 0.048 70 85 5 14 90
Baucau 18,148 0.133 177 216 13 38 234
Bobonaro 14,162 0.103 142 174 10 28 180
Covalima 9,870 0.072 103 126 7 21 126
Dili 6,330 0.046 68 83 5 15 90
Ermera 18,132 0.132 177 216 13 39 234
Liquica 9,596 0.070 100 122 7 21 126
Lautem 9,403 0.069 98 120 7 21 126
Manufahi 6,087 0.044 65 80 5 15 90
Manatuto 5,689 0.042 61 75 4 11 72
Oecussi 12,310 0.090 126 154 9 26 162
Viqueque 12,862 0.094 131 160 9 27 162
Total 136,929 1.000 1,400 1,711 100 294 1,800
Total for “rural” in Timor-Leste 400 1,902 136,939
Percentage 25% 15% 1.31%

*from 2010 Population and Housing Census of Thbeste, Vol. 2

As indicated in Table 1, the 100 sucos of the basedurvey add up to 25% of the total
number of rural sucos. The baseline survey colledsga from 15% of the aldeias in the rural
sucos, and of 1.31% of the rural households in Theste.

The location of the sample sucos is shown in Figur@he list of the sucos and aldeias
visited during the baseline survey is provided 01.\3, Annex 1.

Figure 1. Location of Sample Sucos of the bas&ineey
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The selection of the sucos and aldeias was doftdlaws:

» For each district, the number of rural sucos in district was divided by the
number of sample sucos for that district, as listedable 1. This determined
the interval for selection of sucos from the list.

e Using the standard list of rural sucos, as usedth#y National Statistics
Directorate (DNE), a first suco was randomly se&dctand the subsequent
sucos were determined using the interval for tisitidt.

» The process for the selection of the aldeias degmbiosh the number of aldeias
in the suco. In sucos with only two or three aldgeiall of these were
automatically selected. If there were more thardtaldeias in the district, then
the aldeias were selected with a simple random Bagppusing computer
generated random numbers.

1.3  Questionnaire

The Seeds of Life baseline survey questionnaire deagloped based on the questionnaires
of the Population and Housing Census of Timor-Le&Pd0, the National Agricultural
Sample Survey Timor-Leste (2007-2008) and the Hwmaldequestionnaires of food security
baseline surveys that have been conducted in Tireste by such agencies as CARE and
Oxfam.

The draft questionnaire was developed simultangansEnglish and Indonesian, and after
finalization translated into Tetun. A tryout of tlyeiestionnaire was conducted with DNE
staff in mid-September 2011 in a non-sample rutalosof the Dili district. The English
version of the questionnaire is given in Vol.3, Arr8, and the Tetun version in Annex 4.

The Seeds of Life baseline survey questionnaireahasitroduction and 11 parts. The focus
and purpose of each section of the questionnaiseawdollows.

Introduction

When the interviewer arrives at the household, @hke introduces her- or himself
and explains the purpose of the survey. If theaedpnt agrees to be interviewed, the
eligibility of the household is checked. Only ruramluseholds that grow at least one or
more of the foodcrops corn, rice, peanut, cassavd/oa sweet potato were
interviewed. If the household did not engage indfmop farming (e.g. only livestock
or treecrop cultivation, only fishing), it was noterviewed.

1. Household identification

Data on the district, sub-district, suco and aldefere the interviewed household
lives. Such data is important to compare the redtiocality.

2. Interview particulars

The names of the interviewer, field supervisorjceffeditor and data entry staff who
handled the questionnaires, the dates they pertbth@dr actions, and the language in
which the interview was conducted. Even though Km®wledge of Tetun is
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increasing, some respondents prefered to be ieteed in a language they were more
familiar with?.

3. Information on the farm household

This section holds data on the head of househalohén age, sex, marital status, level
of education) and basic data on the compositiothefhousehold (number of male
and female members). If the respondent was ndtele of household, the name, age
and sex of the respondent was noted, togetherhistlor her relationship to the head
of household. This data on the household, togettitr data on the location, is
important for subsequent rounds of survey, if désided that the same households —
or a subsample of them — should be revisited er kgtars.

4. Land parcels and their usage last year (October 2@1- September 2011)

The respondents were asked how many plots they insen last year for foodcrop
cultivation, what sizes these plots were, how faytwere located from the home (in
travel time), what crops were grown on the plots] svhether or not the plots were
irrigated.

The baseline survey did not attempt to documenttla agricultural land the
household has access to (e.g. land used for lidlesiptreecrops), or the ownership
status of the plots that are cultivated.

This data provides information on multi-croppingércropping on both rainfed and
irrigated land.

5. Foodcrop production in the last year

In this section, the respondents were asked howhrhacvest they had for the five
above mentioned foodcrops, if they cultivated thevhether they had experienced
damages or losses to these crops between plamithijaavesting, and if yes, what the
reasons for such losses were.

The data on production can be used to calculatena&sts of yield, but the

interpretation of such information is difficult, pecially if intercropping is practised,
and if the crop was not planted over the wholehef plot reported in the previous
section. The data on causes of crop damages aseklds important to help explore
ways of reducing such losses, especially if theysaibstantial.

6. Seeds and seeds storage

The part on seeds and seeds storage was the cdrefpthhe questionnaire, and
consisted of several sub-sections.

First, the farmers were asked about sberce of seedshey had planted in the last
year for any of the five major foodcrops. For eathhese, the varieties that have
been introduced through the SoL program were lisésdwell as the most common
varieties of those crops that farmers plant in Thineste. Apart from the source of
the seeds or the cuttings, the farmers were algedasow long they have been using
the seed, why they selected the variety, and i theend to plant the same variety

2 In 88% of the cases, the interviews were conductda:tun. In Oecussi, 90% of the interviews were
conducted in Baiqueno; 25% of the interviews inteauwere done using Fataluku; and 16% of the irters
in Baucau were conducted using Macasae.
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again. If not, for what reasons would they not do Specifically for the MAF/SoL
varieties, the respondents were also asked to aempie productivity of the
MAF/SoL variety with a local variety.

This data provides important information on theeextto which MAF/SoL varieties
are already used by farmers throughout the couhtryw the farmers had obtained
such seeds or cuttings, and the extent to whichlike or dislike growing them.

The next sub-section asked if there wkredcrop varieties the household used to

grow in the last two years which they no longer growndf yes, what were these
varieties and why did they discontinue their usé® main reason for this question
was to assess if there were farmers who had ctdtivlAF/SoL varieties previously,

and what the reasons were for not replanting them.

The questionnaire also included a sectiorassessment of the rainfall pattern and
corn growth during the last season. The section was intendeth& corn farmers
who reported that they did not intend to replanben variety because production was
too low, but the field interviewers ended up askimg question to other corn farmers
as well. This data can be used to assess to whpeal¢he reported drought and
stunted growth of maize can be corroborated withwkmrainfall data.

There was also a set adlditional questions for corn growers touching upon who in
the household decides on the choice of the corieties to plant and the selection of
the seed; how many corn seed grains are placed plarding hole; whether the
household belongs to a farmers’ group, and if tloelg engages in the selling of seed;
and if they are familiar with seed fairs. Such mfation is important to assess to
what extent corn farmers are familiar with cert@rming techniques, and who should
be targeted for extension related to corn varietgction and corn seed selection.

The next sub-section asked farmémsyv much seedmaterial or cuttings they had
used in the last planting season. This data camsbd to assess the reliability of the
data reported on production.

The final sub-section of this part relates to sherage of corn for food and seed
The farmers were asked how they stored corn fod fowd seed, what the reasons for
the choice were, and how much the losses of stadwere with these methods. To
assist the respondents in estimating the losseg were shown 20 grains of corn and
asked ff this represents the total amount you stored, hauch of it was lost storing
the corn with this method?

7. Familiarity with Seeds of Life

The respondents were asked if they had ever hdsmat 4Seeds of Life”, and if yes
how long ago they first heard of it, and how. Thegre also asked if they, or another
household member, had ever been involved in a Sulvity, or if they knew
someone who grows a Seeds of Life foodcrop variety.

8. Household food self-sufficiency

Many farmers in Timor-Leste are not capable to poadsufficient food to meet their
households’ food need for the full year. To gainetter understanding of the current
status of food self-sufficiency, the farmers weskeal several food related questions.
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First of all, they were asked during which monthghe last year they had been able
to consume food from the corn, rice, peanut, cassand/or sweet potato they had
cultivated themselves.

Secondly, they were asked during which months tethered and consumed wild
foods such as wild yank@mbil)), elephant foot’s yanimaeR, wild bean koto fuik,
arrowroot {kontag, etc.

Since rice is increasingly becoming a preferredifdgem, the respondents were also
asked in which months of the last year the houskhall bought rice for food, and
how much rice had been bought on such occasions.

A related question was how much — if any — ricencdeans, cassava and/or sweet
potato the household had bought for food in theiptes 30 days.

A final set of questions in this part on food salfficiency were the nine questions of
the household food insecurity access scale (HFI#Sassess to what extent the
household was concerned about food availabilityhadt to take recourse to one or
more coping mechanisms to address food shortages.

9. Farming tools and farm equipment

The farmers were asked whether or not they possess#ain types of agricultural
tools, and if yes, how many. The possession, orpassession, of agricultural tools,
together with information on the housing conditmd the ownership of household
amenities provides information on the socio-ecomostatus of the household.

10. Housing and household amenities

The field interviewers were asked to observe whatrmain materials of construction
of the external walls, the roof and the floor oé thouses were. They also asked the
respondents whether or not they owned certain tygfegommon, and not-so-
common, household items.

11. Agricultural extension and participation in community activities

The final part of the questionnaire asked the redpots on their knowledge of, and
interaction with, the agricultural extension seedcand the type of services they had
received — if any — during the past six months.

The respondents were also asked if they, or mendidheir household, participated
in one or more types of groups (and, if yes, whatigs), and if they, or member of
the household, had participated in training adésit(and, if yes, what types of
training).

1.4  Data Collection and Field Monitoring

The data collection in the 100 sucos was done bigdihs who were selected and contracted
by the National Directorate of Statistics (DNE).ckaeam consisted of a field supervisor,
three field interviewers and a driver. During thestf week of October 2011, all field
interviewers and supervisors received orientation the questionnaire, and conducted
practice interviews in sucos in Liquica that weo# part of the sample. On 10 October, all
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teams departed for their respective districts, da collection started the following day
The data collected was completed by 28 October {$ele 3, Annex 2 for detailed
information on the data collection in the sucos$)e Tata collection took on average two days
per suco, but in several sucos — especially ifrihieses were located close together, and the
farmers only cultivated one or two crops — datdection could be completed in one day.

The choice of using temporary survey staff congddty DNE, instead of MAF staff, for the
baseline survey was influenced by the followingsidarations:

» Experience Nearly all the field interviewers and field supieors contracted by
DNE had previous experience with census or sunatg dollection. Even so,
during monitoring of the data collection, it wasif that some questionnaires
were incomplete or incorrectly filled-in (especyalh the sections on areas of
cultivated plots, production and use of seeds).

* Timeliness of completion of data collectionWith 11 teams in the field, it was
possible to complete the data collection in a thweek period. There was thus
little difference in the recall periods from thespendents in the 13 districts.

* Cost The government regulations on per diem allowarfoe<ivil servants
would have made it impossible to complete the suwighin the same period,
or for the same cdstBecause the field interviewers, field supervisargl
drivers were not civil servants, they were willing accept a lump sum
compensation which was about a third of what onentmoof per diem
allowances would have amounted to.

» Objectivity. The field interviewers and field supervisors didt have an
institutional link with MAF. They may therefore hawecorded answers of
respondents more objectively than a staff of ancaljure office would have
done if he thought that a less positive responsaldvbave reflected badly on
his, or his agency's performance. The drawback W&t some field
interviewers and supervisors were perhaps notfématliar with the subject of
agriculture, and therefore were less capable toedisbetween plausible and
inplausible answers.

When a team arrived in a suco, it first made cdniaih the Chefe de Suco and handed over
a letter from MAF regarding the purpose of the sytvPossible difficulties to implement the
survey (e.g. inaccessibility due to flooding riveusavailability of respondents due to local
ceremonies) were also discussed at that time. @miy of the original 100 sucos were
replaced with another suco:

* In Baucau, sub-district Baguia, suco Lari-Sula weslaced by suco Haeconi,
because the first one was too difficult to reactelose of the rains.

3 For follow-up surveys, it may be better to haveedms working together in one district first.that way,
weaknesses or mistakes in interview techniques ooinpleting the questionnaires can be identified a
addressed early on. It will help to improve thelgu®f the data collection in the other districts.

* In December 2010, the government increased theiper allowance of a mid-level civil servant frons$ 25
per day to US $ 40 per day. The number of consezdthys in which a civil servant may receive suehdiem
payments is limited to 14 days.

® The Ministry of State Administration and Terri@riOrganization (MAEOT) had been contacted pricth
survey and had apparently issued a letter to tteiats, sub-districts and sucos, informing therawhhe
baseline survey. MAF/SoL did unfortunately not abia copy of that letter.
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* In Covalima, sub-district Fohorem, suco Lactos vegdaced by suco Dato Rua.
The Chefe de Suco of Lactos did not want the suteelye conducted in the
suco because there wasn’'t an authorization letben MAEOT, and the MAF
extensionist allegedly did not work well in thatsu

In the selected aldeias, the team met with the €Hef

Aldeia and explained the purpose of the surveythat

time the to-be-interviewed households were selected

In the center of the aldeia, a disk with three wmo

(Figure 2) was thrown up, and the way it landed

indicated the three directions in which the field

interviewers would set off to locate respondent

households. To determine which house they shoafdl st

at, a dice was thrown. This method introduced aeakeg

of randomness in the selection of the householdseto Figure 2. Disk to select Sample
interviewed. Households

The interviews were conducted by the three fielteriiewers, and the field supervisor
checked if the questionnaires were correctly anohpgtetely filled in. If mistakes were
noticed, the field interviewers corrected them ldame their recollection, and sometimes even
went back to the households to obtain additiontd.da

The Seeds of Life Social Science and M&E team, ttugewith the Baseline Survey
Assistant, monitored data collection by the DNEmteaand checked already completed
guestionnaires. The field supervisors of the 1ingkehad been asked to send a daily SMS to
the Baseline Survey Assistant to keep her inforofeprogress and possible difficulties with
the survey implementation. Ten staff from three M@ifectorates joined the monitoring
teams for one week, to observe how the data calleetas being done.

1.5 Data Entry, Cleaning and Analysis

A team of 11 data entry officers, supervised by tlaba editors, entered the questionnaire
data into electronic format. This was done at ti¢EDoffice in Dili. To make data entry
easier, a MS Access application was developed whidtored the questionnaires.

The data entry team mobilized one week after tineesuteams started the data collection in
the sucos, and they entered the completed and etieplestionnaires as they were received
in Dili. At the end of the field survey, the fietdams also spent some time at the DNE office
in Dili, to assist in checking the questionnaired & clarify unclear entries.

After data entry was completed, the data entry iegipbn developer converted the MS
Access data into spreadsheets, and performedt aiiesk of the raw data. This identified a
range of potentially incomplete or incorrect recrd small team of data entry officers was
therefore contracted for an additional week to eeklthese questionnaires.

Descriptive data analysis, producing summary stegisand correlation analysis was done
with MS Excel and GenStat Discovery (Edition 4).ribg the data analysis, more mistakes
in data entry and missing data records were idedtifThe original questionnaires were
checked if they had more complete or different daal if so, the data file was corrected.
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2. Survey Findings

2.1 Household Demographic and Socio-Economic Charactestics

2.1.1 Sample Households

The baseline data was obtained from 1,799 housshold00 sucos in the 13 distritts
A total of 1,660 (92%) of the households were hddoe a male, and 139 households (8%)
were female-headéd The percentage of female-headed households inSdie baseline

survey sample was lower than in the 2010 populatersus (8% vs. 16%). The information
on these households were obtained from 1,129 reafndents and 670 female respondents.

Table 2gives some summary characteristics of the survpped|ation.

Table 2. Characteristics of the Surveyed Population

Characteristic Number %
Number of visited households 1,799 100%
« Male-headed households 1,660 92%
* Female-headed households 139 8%
* Male respondents 1,129 63%
* Female respondents 670 37%
Age of head of household (year)
e Minimum 20
« 25" percentile 38
* Median age a7
« 75" percentile 60
e Maximum 87
Number of household members
e Minimum 1
« 25" percentile 5
¢ Median number of household members 6
« 75" percentile 8
¢ Maximum 24

Regarding the age of the head of household, 22%efample was aged between 30-39
years, and 28% was aged between 40-49 years.

Most of the sample households had between fivertartembers; 805 (45%) had between 5-7
persons, and 472 (26%) had between 8-10 persomsferhale-headed households (FHH)
were commonly smaller than the male-headed houdel{pHH); on average FHHs had 5.5
members whereas MHHs had 6.8 members. The avemgeelmold size of the households

® A total of 1,800 interviews were conducted, bué gestionnaire (from suco Laisorolai de Cima, &u@au
district) was subsequently lost.

" The identification of male and female headed hbasts was made on the basis of the informationigdeal/
by the respondent. If she or he said that the “leédmbusehold” was a man, the household was idedtids
“male headed”. Conversely, if the respondent stdtatla woman headed the household, the houselasd w
identified as “female headed”. No specific quesiarere asked to verify the provided informationbl€a with
more detailed information are provided in Volume 2.
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included in the SoL baseline survey was consistdatber than that of the rural households
in the 2010 census.

The majority of the heads of housesholds (53%) tedonot to have attended school; this
corresponded to 52% of the MHHs and 71% of the FHH& 2010 census found that 50%
of the adults aged 25 and above reported neveave httended school, with the percentage
for males being 42% and for females being &7More detailed information on education

levels of the heads of housesholds (HoHSs) is gin€rable 3 below.

Table 3. Highest Level of Education of Heads of BlantHouseholds, by Gender

iahest level of ed . Male Female Total
Highest level of education Number % Number % Number %
No schooling 861 52% 99 71% 960 53%
Attended Primary 242 15% 17 12% 259 14%
Completed Primary 183 11% 9 6% 192 11%
Attended Junior High School 53 3% 3 2% 56 3%
Completed Junior High School 115 7% 6 4% 121 7%
Attended Senior High School 32 2% 1 1% 33 2%
Completed Senior High School 158 10% 3 2% 161 9%
Higher educationattended/completed) 15 1% 1 1% 16 1%
Total 1,659 139 1,798

2.1.2 Ownership of Amenities, Farming Tools and Farm Equnent

The surveyed households were asked what type cfeinmld amenities iworkable/usable

condition they had. For some of these items thaltsesan be compared with those of the
2010 census (see Table 4).

Table 4. Ownership of Household Amenities

Total Q =
n ©
Household item(s) in o - Q u =)
workable/usable 3 S 533
condition £ o ggl
Z a = O
Table 1499 83% —_—
Chairs (plastic, wood) 1450 81% —_
Telephone / mobile 887 49% 43.2%
Radio 400 22% 28.5%
Television 174 10% 10.9%
Motorcycle 130 7% 7.4%
Bicycle 94 5% 7.3%
Boat 33 2% 2.5%
Sewing machine 30 2% —_—
Refrigerator / freezer 19 1.1% 3.2%
Car / van / angguna 9 0.5% 2.1%

8 Based on Table 2 (Population five years and oyeselx, schooling status, district and age) in Tibeste
Census 2010, Volume 3
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It is noticeable that the ownership of mobile télepes reported in the baseline survey is
markedly higher than that reported in the censusgwwas conducted a year earlier). For
some of the other household amenities, ownershithenbaseline survey is less than that
reported in the 2010 census. This may in part etddormulation of the question; the SoL
baseline asked specifically for amenitiesMorkable/usableondition, whereas this qualifier
was not included in the censsus.

As the surveyed households engage in agricultbheetajority of them own some farming
tools or farming equipment. Table 5 below showsrnbhmber and percentage of households
that had certain farming tools and farm equipmenwvorkable condition, thenachetebeing

the most commonly owned farming tool.

Table 5. Ownership of Farming Tools and Farm Eqeipim

Total

) )
Farming tool(s) in °Z g
workable condition L5 S

E 3 o

ze &
Big knife / machete 1,741 97%
Pick 1,622 90%
Planting stick 1,437 80%
Hoe 1,068 59%
Shovel 931 52%
Axe 775 43%
Crop drying area 647 36%
Tarpaulin/canvass 556 31%
Sickle / reaping hook 483 27%
Drum / bidon 433 24%
Water can 251 14%
Ox-cart 126 7%
Wheelbarrow 98 5%
Hand-operated sprayer 43 2%
Silo 31 2%
Hand tractor 21 1%
Corn sheller 7 0.4%

Of the 433 households that reported owning a di@@@, were corn growers. Of these 397,
only 146 (37%) mentioned “saving corn in a drum’aasay to store corn. It may thus be that
most of the drums were used for other storage @ Owith drums being used to store water
probably being a frequent occurrerice)

® There were also 58 corn growers who reported gaséed and/or food in a drum, but who did not
acknowledge owning a drum in a later section ofitierview.

SoL 3 Baseline Survey — Main Report 12



2.1.3 Housing Condition

During the visits to the sample households, theremators also made observations on the
housing condition. Table 6 shows the conditionshef roof, the external walls and the floor

of the sample households. The column to the rightgares the results of the Seeds of Life
baseline survey with the housing condition of theak households, as reported in the 2010
census.

Table 6. Housing Condition

Total 5
(%)
_ N 53 28
Housing condition 55 = S o0g
£¢ 8§ szg
=) o Ea™—
Z c o = O
Roof # of records 1,785
Corrugated iron 1,109 62% 58.5%
Palm leaves / Talitahan / Thatch / Grass 632 35% 7.998
Bamboo 31 2% 1.5%
Concrete 5 0.3% 0.2%
Asbestos 4  0.2% 1.2%
Tiles 3 0.2% 0.5%
Tarpaulin / plastic 1 0.1%
External walls # of records 1,758
Palm trunk (bebak) 735  42% 31.0%
Bamboo 625 36% 40.3%
Concrete / brick 276 16% 17.4%
Wood 38 2% 4.2%
Corrugated iron 34 2% 3.0%
Rock 28 2% 1.5%
Clay / soil 20 1% 1.6%
No walls 2 0.1%
Floor # of records 1,790
Soil / clay / mud 1379 7% 71.8%
Concrete 328 18% 17.3%
Wood 64 4% 1.6%
Tile / stone 19 1% 2.7%

Judging from the conditions of floors and walls lflea6), the sample households in the SoL
baseline survey may on average have been poorerttieaaverage rural household of the
2010 census, but a higher percentage had bettktyqoafing.

For floors, the percentage of wooden floors in3o& baseline survey was larger than in the
2010 census. The census did however distinguistveeet “wood” and “bamboo” (with
respectively 1.6% and 3.5% of the rural househollfsfthe SoL baseline survey, bamboo
flooring was counted as “wood”.
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2.2 Crops cultivated and Land Usage

2.2.1 Cultivation of Five Foodcrops

At the start of the interview, each respondent asleed if the household had cultivated one
or more of the following crops between October 2@t@ September 2011: corn, rice,
peanut, cassava and sweet potato. If the answadrléast one of these crops was ‘yes’, the
interview with the household was continued; if robut this was hardly ever the case —
another household was selected. Table 7 showsetltemtage of households in each district
that cultivated one or more of the five crops.

Table 7. Cultivation of Five Foodcrops by Surveynpée Households

Percentage of respondents cultivating this crop

District Number of Sweet

respondents Corn Rice Peanut Cassava

Potato

Ainaro 108 69% 6% 13% 82% 68%
Aileu 90 57% 24% 1% 41% 79%
Baucau 233 48% 64% 11% 64% 71%
Bobonaro 180 98% 39% 39% 36% 92%
Covalima 126 89% 26% 8% 21% 83%
Dili 90 60% 13% 74%
Ermera 234 90% 17% 10% 59% 89%
Liquica 126 87% 32% 44% 96%
Lautem 126 97% 32% 23% 67% 90%
Manufahi 90 100% 20% 33% 89% 94%
Manatuto 72 100% 79% 47% 65% 90%
Oecussi 162 100% 90% 47% 53% 83%
Viqueque 162 86% 65% 33% 66% 84%
Total #and 1,799 1,485 687 406 977 1,51C
% of farmers 83% 38% 23% 54% 84%

The percentages of households growing corn, ricecamsava are comparable with the
findings of the 2010 census. According to the centhe percentages of households engaged
in the cultivation of corn, rice and cassava coragato the total humber of households
engaged in crop production are respectively 88%% 3ad 81%. The baseline survey has a
somewhat lower percentage of corn growers (83%gichHy the same percentage of rice
growers, and a slightly higher percentage (84%}adsava growers. The percentages of
respondents who grow corn in Aileu (57%) and Baud®%6) are lower than expected.

For the rice farmers, it is also worthwhile to chdwow many grew irrigated rice and how
many non-irrigated rice. Of the 676 rice farmersidiom the data is available, 59% only
grew irrigated rice, 39% grew non-irrigated ricada&3% cultivated plots with irrigated and
non-irrigated rice (see Table 8).

Table 8. Number of Farmers growing Irrigated anchloigated Rice

Number Irrigated Non Irrigated and
of rice rice irrigated  non-irrigated
farmers only rice only rice
676 397 261 18
59% 39% 3%
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Of the 1,440 corn farmers for whom the data islatée, 98% only grew non-irrigated corn,
2% grew corn with irrigation, and only five farmegsltivated plots with irrigated and non-
irrigated corn (see Table 9).

Table 9. Number of Farmers growing Irrigated anchiloigated Corn

Corn grown on

Number  Corn grown on  Corn grown on irigated and

of corn irrigated plots non irrigated o
non-irrigated
farmers only plots only
plots
1,440 25 1,410 5
2% 98% 0.3%

The combination of crops cultivated by the respomd®useholds for the five foodcrops is
shown in Figure 3. Each segment in the graph reptesa single crop, or a combination of
two, three, four or the five crops (the intersectio the middle of the graph).

Corn

Legend

The information
on combination
of crops for each
of the five crops
is represented by two areas in|
the graph: a full circle, and the|
segment opposite it.

Cassavi Sweet potatc

Crop combinations of Corn (Co)
with Cassava (Ca), Peanut (P),
Rice (R) and Sweet Potato (SP)

68 Co
4 Co+P
125 Co+Ca+R
3 Co+P+SP
274 Co+ Ca
345 Co+ Ca+SP
29 Co+SP
55 Co+Ca+P
Peanuf 150 Co+Ca+P +SP
174 Co+Ca+R+SP
1 Co+R+SP
141 Co+Ca+P+R+SP
Figure 3. Cultivation of five foodcrops by surveangple households 37 Co+Ca+P+R
1 Co+P+R+SP
10 Co+P+R
68 Co+R

Figure 3 shows that the crop combinations whichuihe corn
are the most popular. The combination of corn, azssand
sweet potato was encountered with 345 househoRf)1and
the combination of corn and cassava was grown b% 27
households (15%). Only 255 households (14%) gresingle
crop, with none growing only peanut.

1,485 Corn growers
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Box 1: Checking within-questionnaire data consistery on the five main crops

In the questionnaire, there are five occurrencesrgvinformation is sought from the respondents whic
of the five main crops they cultivate:

1. Atthe start of the interview, to assess the eliigybof the respondent (only respondents who
cultivated at least one of the five main crops weterviewed);

2. In the section asking what crops were grown dutfireglast year on the plots of land the
household cultivated,;

3. In the section on the crops harvested in the least;y

4. In the section on the amount of seed used in Stey&ar;

5. In the section on food sufficiency of the self-groerops.

Ideally, the answers on crops grown should be stersi between the different parts of the same
guestionnaire. This was however not the case.Heol {799 questionnaires, the consistency of the
answers on the five major crops was as follows:

All five occurences the same 1,061 HHs 59%
Four the same; one differ¢ 627 HHs 35%
Three the same; two the same 9 HHs 1%
Three the same; two differe 88 HHs 5%
Two x two the same; one different 6 HHs 0.3%
Two the same; three differe 8 HHs 0.4%

For 59% of the questionnaires (1,061 respondetims)answers on crops grown were consistent.

For another 35% of the questionnaires, only onhefive mentioned crop combinations was different
from the other four. For 5% of the questionnaitesge of the crop combinations were the same,Heaut t
other two were different, both from the other thraed between the two of them (missing answers were
counted as being different from the other answers).

The inconsistencies can be due to errors of notatioing the field survey (i.e. the interviewers no
checking on the consistency of the answers givenrie section with the answer given previously for
another section), or to errors during data entey the data entry staff not entering all, or miegng
correctly, the data from the questionnaires inwdtectronic record).

To determine the crop combinations of Table 7 aigdré 3, the most likely combination was selected a
the correct answer.

2.2.2 Main Crops Cultivated and Production

Most of the farmers grow more than one foodcropfaeming plot, and up to four crops per
plot is quite common. Table 10 shows the numbemain crops cultivated per plot by
percentage of plots cultivated in each district. Diti, more than three-quarters of the
cultivated plots only have one or two crops pett.plo several districts (Baucau, Lautem,
Manufahi, Manatuto, Viqueque) the percentage ofsplohere two crops are grown is less
than the number of plots with one crop, or thathoée or more crops per plot.
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Table 10. Number of Main Crops Cultivated per FaugriPlot

Number Number of main crops cultivated per farming plot
District of plots (% of plots cultivated in the district with this méber of crops)
cultivated  One Two  Three  Four Five Six Seven  Eight
Ainaro 126 10% 21% 16% 18% 13% 15% 6% 2%
Aileu 109 39% 15% 10% 9% 9% 8% 6% 4%
Baucau 331 50% 14% 20% 9% 4% 2% 0.6% 0.6%
Bobonaro 277 39% 29% 19% 13%
Covalima 139 27% 50% 19% 3%
Dili 105 56% 26% 16% 2%
Ermera 270 17% 29% 34% 13% 5% 0.7% 0.4%
Liquica 126 13% 33% 37% 17%
Lautem 159 27% 14% 39% 17% 3%
Manufahi 108 19% 6% 39% 25% 9% 0.9%
Manatuto 127 46% 9% 17% 18% 7% 4%
Oecussi 275 25% 21% 20% 20% 13% 1.5%
Viqueque 254 46% 9% 24% 17% 5%
Total 2,406 794 508 572 339 122 47 16 8
33% 21% 24% 14% 5% 2% 0.7% 0.3%
Male-headed HHs 2,214 728 464 518 319 117 46 14 8
33% 21% 23% 14% 5% 2% 0.6% 0.4%
Female-headed HHs 192 66 44 54 20 5 1 2
34% 23% 28% 10% 3%  0.5% 1.0%

The pattern in number of main crops grown per fagmlot by male-headed households or
female-headed households is fairly similar.

The respondents were asked how much productionabtyned in the last year from each of
the five main foodcrops, and whether this was frongated or non-irrigated plots. The
farmers mentioned the size of the harvest in thts dhey normally use (e.g. 25, 35, 50 kg
sacks; 200g, 5 |, 12 | cans; various sizes of toggether corn cobs), and this data was later
converted in kg equivalents using a conversioretédte Vol. 3, Annex 5).

Table 11 shows what production the surveyed farnmad for each of the five major

foodcrops, the average size of the crop and theirmmem crop obtained. The amounts
reported for cassava and sweet potato by the farmér in many cases only have been
estimations; these crops are normally not harvesteal short time span (a few days to a
week), but are ocassionally dug up, when they@l®tconsumed or sold.
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Table 11. Production of Main Crops

Crop production during October 2010 — Septembed 201 g
(Number and % of respondents growing the crop) % £ _@
7 c 0 o o c c_. 2z
Crop S fo U 0 9% o2 9% o5 22 8@ £3%
S S 02 o2 58 ©8 ©08 o8 w8 &7 3=
= ne £xX &88x Q9 &8 o©18 ©°9 29 o =@
o o S o o = « hd 89 = <
> ] 9 a Y] \Y; Vv v S T
Corn 6 28 104 181 279 310 347 141 71 287 6,300
0.4% 2% 7% 12% 19% 21% 24% 10% 5%
Irrigated rice 3 1 10 26 56 112 93 132 821 8,000
0.7% 0.2% 2% 6% 13% 26% 21% 30%
Upland rice 8 33 43 54 67 31 22 34C  2,70C
3% 13% 17% 21% 26% 12% 9%
Peanu 3 7 10z 14C 95 42 18 8 2 75 2,66(
0.7% 2% 24% 34% 23% 10% 4% 2% 0.5%
Cassava 10 16 14 14 263 339 508 209 114 370 5,360
0.7% 1% 09% 09% 18% 23% 34% 14% 8%
Sweet potato 6 26 14 235 259 244 144 32 9 149 3,000
0.6% 3% 1% 24% 27% 25% 15% 3% 0.9%

2.2.3 Crop Damages and Losses, and their Causes

Crop damages and losses are a frequent occurrendgef majority of the farmers. Table 12
shows that more than 80% of all farmers experierered damage. The damages were the
highest for corn (88% of corn farmers), rice (87&ayJl cassava (87%). For all crops, damages
by animals — either domestic livestock and dogdgents or wild animals — are the most
important sources of losses. Locusts, and pestiseeses, are most important for rice, both
irrigated and non-irrigated. In the reported peri@ttober 2010 — September 2011) the
losses due to excess of rain were also largerttizae due to a lack of rain.
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Table 12. Crop Damages and Losses

Corn Rice Peanut Sweet Cassava
Potato
Irrigated . Non- Irrigated . Non-  — Non- — Non- — Non-
irrigated irrigated irrigated irrigated irrigated
# of farmers reporting losses 21 1,277 387 215 340 817 1,296
% of farmers growing the crop
(irrigated + non-irrigated) 1% 87% 56% 31% 82% 84% 87%

reporting losses or damages

Most important causes of damage or loss to cropsf(Péported cases of losses or damages)

Total # of causes mentioned by 33 1,910 621 374 454 1,151 1,865
respondents

Domestic livestock and dogs 39% 15% 14% 7% 14% 1%1 13%
Rodents (rats and mice) 30% 31% 36% 38% 7% 3 32% 30%
Other wild animals 15% 31% 8% 10% 30% 36% 42%
Locusts 1% 11% 9% 1% 1% 1%
Other pests & diseases 3% 2% 14% 7% 1% 4% 2%
Fire 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3%
Too much rain 9% 16% 14% 21% 12% 13% 10%
Too little rain 3% 3% 2% 6% 4% 1% 2%
Theft 0.1% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3%
Other cause of damage 1% 2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2%

2.2.4 Farming Plots Sizes and Number of Crops Grown

The sizes of the cultivated farming plots fall imto clusters (see Table 13). Close to 60%
are relatively small sized plots with an average sif 0.3 ha, and 40% are plots that are on
average larger than 1 ha.

Table 13. Size of Farming Plots used for Cultivatdd Foodcrops

Size of farming plots used for cultivation of foodps, Oct '10 — Sep '11
(% of plots cultivated by the respondents)

© ©
< © < ©
District © o < o ] =
° < <t (o)) < ()]
0 o ™~ o o @ ©
N o) Q@ To) < - <
Vv o o o - - A
Total 370 800 258 58 766 26 128
15% 33% 11% 2% 32% 1% 5%
Male-headed HHs 332 729 233 52 719 23 123
15% 33% 11% 2% 33% 1% 6%
Female-headed HHs 37 70 25 6 47 3 5
19% 36% 13% 3% 24% 2% 3%

When looking specifically at corn growers, 62% lérn grew corn on plots that were less
than 0.8 ha, which is considered the area necessgnpw sufficient corn to feed an average
household of six persons during one year (as quiotgdixfam, 2007:22). The majority of
these households also grew other crops, but mostheffields were cultivated with
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intercropping or relay cropping, and the net egentarea for corn would thus be smaller
than the plot area.

The majority of the farmers (70%) cultivate onlyegplot for foodcrops, and less than 3% of
the farmers cultivate more than two plots for faogks (see Table 14).

Table 14. Number of Farming Plots cultivated pemnt& for Foodcrops

Number of farming plots cultivated per farmer fooficrops
(Number and % of respondents)

One Two Three Four Five
1,254 499 31 14 1
70% 28% 2% 0.8% 0.1%

Table 15 shows the average number of plots cuitd/aer farmer in each of the districts, and
gives the correlation coefficient between the nundferops and plot sizes, and between the
number of crops and the number of plots.

Table 15. Correlation Analysis between Number aigSrCultivated, Plot Sizes and Numbers of Plots

Correlation between number of
Number of ~ Number of plots Average # of

District : plots cultivated crops and ...
respondents cultivated by af -
y atarmer Plot size # of plots

Ainaro 108 126 1.17 0.0951 - 0.2052
Aileu 90 109 121 - 0.0031 - 0.3505
Baucau 233 331 1.42 -0.1285 - 0.3700
Bobonaro 180 277 1.54 - 0.0015 - 0.2658
Covalima 126 139 1.10 -0.0233 - 0.3347
Dili 90 105 1.17 -0.1729 - 0.2187
Ermera 234 270 1.15 -0.0133 -0.1348
Liquica 126 126 1.00 0.2565 0
Lautem 126 159 1.26 - 0.0323 - 0.6848
Manufahi 90 108 1.20 - 0.0819 - 0.6984
Manatuto 72 127 1.76 - 0.0302 -0.1303
Oecussi 162 275 1.70 0.2266 - 0.5280
Vigueque 162 254 1.57 -0.0150 - 0.6805
Total 1,799 2,406 1.34

There is no pattern in the correlation, as the sgnot consistent within the districts. Plot

sizes are not related to the number of cropsitii® not strictly so that on larger plots farmers
plant more crops. There is however a significargatiee correlation between number of

plots and number of crops in Lautem, Manufahi, G@scand Viqueque, which indicates that,

as the number of plots managed by a farmer incseéseer types of crops will be planted.

As all respondents in Liquica owned only one plobr—rather, reported as such —, a zero
correlation was obtained.
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2.2.5 Irrigated and Non-irrigated Plots and Crops

The respondents were asked if the plots they usedltivate foodcrops had been irrigated —
either in part or in full — during the previous plimg season. Of the 2,406 plots, 1,931 (80%)
were non-irrigated and 437 (18%) were irrigatedr e other 38 plots (2%), either no

information, or incorrect information, had beenpded on whether or not the plot was

irrigated. For the 2,368 plots for which the irtiga status is known, Table 16 shows which
of the five main crops were cultivated on these.

Table 16. Irrigated and Non-Irrigated Plots, by Cro

Corn Rice Peanut Sweet potato Cassava
. Non . Non . Non . Non . Non
Irri- irri- Irri- irri- Irri- irri- Irri- irri- Irri- irri-
gated gated gated gated gated gated gated gated gated gated
Total # of plots 32 1,504 421 308 7 393 17 951 24,489
% of irrigated plots 7% 96% 2% 4% 5%
% of non-irr. plots 78% 16% 20% 49% 7%

The irrigated plots are primarily used to cultivatee, as 96% of such plots are planted with
this crop. This does however not mean that in Tixeste rice is predominantly cultivated

on irrigated land; only 58% of the plots cultivateidh rice were irrigated, 42% of the plots

with rice were not irrigated.

The four other main crops (corn, peanut, sweettpaad cassava) are predominantly, but
not exclusively, grown on non-irrigated land. Tlaetfthat, for those four crops, there are
plots in the columns “irrigated” does not necedgamiean that these crops were grown under
irrigation on those plots. The question asked t fdrmers was: Was part or all of the
parcel[on which foodcrops were growmjrigated during the last cropping seasin It may
well be that any of the four crops were grown onoa-irrigated part of the plot, or were
grown on the same plot but not simultaneously whenirrigated crop. This is supported by
the fact that 18 of the 32 irrigated plots withrc@lso were used to grow irrigated rice. For
the other crops, this was 5 of the 7 plots for peg@1%), 11 of the 17 plots with sweet
potato (65%), and 15 of the 24 plots with cass&384).

It is also interesting to look at the following ¢ler categories of farmers: those that only
cultivated irrigated plots, those with only nonigated plots, and those that grew foodcrops
on a combination of both. Table 17 shows that 5%hef farmers only grew foodcrops
(predominantly paddy rice) on irrigated plots, 74%y on non-irrigated plots, and 18% of
the farmers had both irrigated and non-irrigatedspl

Table 17. Number of Farmers growing Irrigated, Nioigated and Mixed Crops

Total Growing crops onGrowing crops on Growing crops
number of ~rowing crop g crop on irrigated and
f ) irrigated plots non-irrigated 0 Unknown
armers in onl lots onl non-irrigated
sample y P y plots
1,799 92 1,334 329 44
5% 74% 18% 2%
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2.2.6 Travel Time from Homestead to Farming Plots

There is wide variation in the time needed to ttdwem the home to the farming plots.
Overall some 17% of the farmers have one or maves @t, or very near to the house, and
nearly 60% of the plots are less than an hour fiterhouse (see Table 18). Percentage-wise,
female-headed households have more farming plaisecto the house than male-headed
households (20% vs. 16%), but a substantial pexgentf female-headed households also
have farming plots at considerable distances fitmgrhbuse.

Table 18. Travel Time from Homestead to Farming<lo

Travel times from the homestead to farming plot
(% of plots cultivated in the district)

, _ _ o _
District o = Q0 3 8 Y v S]

c N Y% Y% Y% Y% Y% o 4]

IS v o o o o o = =2

= = ey = Y Ay oo Qe =

Lo = 7o) o 7o) o o N £ 2

\% o - ™ < © > — - m €
Total 398 134 249 524 86 629 60 283 45

17% 6% 10% 22% 4% 26% 2% 12% 2%
Male-headed HHs 360 116 227 485 79 583 58 264 43

16% 5% 10% 22% 4% 26% 3% 12% 2%
Female-headed HHs 38 18 22 39 7 46 2 19 2

20% 9% 11% 20% 4% 24% 1% 10% 1%

2.3  Seeds and Cuttings
2.3.1 MAF/SoL Varieties

All respondents were asked what varieties of seedsittings they had planted for the corn,
rice, peanut, sweet potato and cassava they hadngin the previous year. In the
questionnaire, and for each crop, the data foMA&/SoL released varieties appeared first,
with other common varieties being listed below.

During data analysis, it appeared that there wasmnamaly with the data from Viqueque, and
to a lesser extent with the data from Lautem. Td4Bleshows that, in Viqueque, for each of
the five crops, every farmer who reported growiigs tcrop was already growing the
MAF/SoL variety. This is highly implausible. We asse that the information on the farmers
growing the crop is correct, but that the datarenuse of the MAF/SoL variety is incorr&ct
Similarly for Lautem. This is a district where Seedf Life does not have any field activities
yet!, and where any uptake of MAF/SoL varieties woultéh happened automatically, by
interested farmers. Yet Lautem shows much highecegmages of MAF/SolL variety
adoption for the five crops than reported for theeo districts, including districts where SoL
has been active for more than five years.

2 The check on varieties of seeds planted, usirg fiam another section of the baseline survey iprasaire,
did not provide different information; only the xon seeds and cuttings related to MAF/SoL vasddtad
entries.

" The Seeds of Life presence in Lautem started ir2 2@ith the expansion of support for communitycsee
production groups in this district.
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To avoid that the implausible data from Viquequd hautem distorts the information for the

country as a whole, the tables in this section talVe two rows for totals; one row which

gives the totals for all 13 districts, includingutam and Viqueque, and one row with totals
for 11 districts, excluding these two.

Table 19. MAF/SoL Varieties Adoption Rates, by Crop

Corn Rice Peanut Cassava Sweet potato
—~ ~ —~ © —~~ g_ (7] —~
" g g 3 g 3 g zg &
District £ o o 9o E£o S0 go Bo go L5 o
S e ¢ 23 5S¢ 83 2g Sg =8 5 g
2 ©2 <2 2 <S2 E=z2 £2 32 25 £32
° 2 o 2 ° 2o < 2 © 9 &0 = = 2 O = o 2
#>D O O ZO H*O O O <o 1T IS
Ainaro 76 25% 6 0% 14 0% 73 1% 89 3%
Aileu 52 52% 22 18% 1 0% 70 0% 37 11%
Baucau 112 25% 148 24% 25 52% 165 8% 148 18%
Bobonaro 176 18% 72 15% 71 20% 162 8% 64 3%
Covalima 108 2% 33 3% 10 0% 101 4% 25 4%
Dili 54 19% 0 0% 0 0% 67 0% 12 0%
Ermera 210 9% 40 0% 23 0% 209 1% 134 0%
Liquica 107 11% 0 0% 40 35% 121 2% 55 11%
Lautem 119 61% 39 33% 28 75% 98 19% 73 19%
Manufahi 90 7% 18 6% 30 23% 85 5% 79 8%
Manatuto 72 8% 57 5% 32 6% 62 0% 44 5%
Oecussi 162 0% 146 2% 73 1% 133 1% 81 0%
Viqueque 140 100% 104 100% 54  100% 136 100% 107 %100
Total for

13 districts 1.478 25% 685 26% 401 31% 1,482 13% 948 18%
11 districts 1.219 13% 542 11% 319 16% 1,248 3% 768 7%

*

The number of crop farmers listed in the talslesmaller than the numbers reported in Table 7.r&€heon is that some crop grower
records had inconclusive data. The respondent raay mentioned a source of seed, or a productivityparison with other varieties,
or a reason to select the variety, but none obther requested data was provided, thus makingciettain whether the crop was really
planted by that farmer. Such farmers were not el the above table.

** The “11 districts” total does not include Viggee and Lautem

Box 2: The names of the MAF/SoL varieties

The MAF/SoL varieties that have been approvedd@@ase by the government have been given East
Timorese names. Some of the chosen names, hovewer a generic meaning in some local languages,
and the questionDo you grow [variety]? could be understood by some respondents to mearybu

grow [crop]?".

The MAF/SoL varieties for which such confusion @acur are:

Sele In the Makasae language (spoken in Baucaliauntém) and in the Fataluka
language (spoken in Lautentg)i means cornleli and Sele differ little in
pronunciation.

Utamua Means “peanut” in Makasae.
Ai-Luka Means “cassava” in Tetun Terik, which ismon in the Southern part of Timor-
Leste (Covalima, Manufahi, Manatuto, Viqueque).

For Nakroma and Hohrae, confusion is not likelykidana was given the name of the newly acquired
vessel which provides shipping services betweenadd Oecussi, and Dili and Atauro. Hohrae was
named after an aldeia in Maubisse where the swetatgphad been trialled.
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It is however likely that the figures for corn amck in Table 19 are underestimations. During
the latter part of SoL 2, and especially in 2008 2010, the seed grown by contract farmers
was distributed by MAF to the farmers. Some of Hanple survey farmers may have
received and grown MAF/SoL varieties without beirmyvare of it, and without
acknowledging themselves as MAF/SoL variety growers

Table 20. MAF/SoL Varieties Adoption Rates, Combkiine
MAF/SoL

District Crop variety % of crop
growers growers growers
Ainaro 108 20 18.5%
Aileu 90 30 33.3%
Baucau 233 88 37.8%
Bobonaro 180 42 23.3%
Covalima 125 6 4.8%
Dili 90 10 11.1%
Ermera 234 20 8.5%
Liquica 126 29 23.0%
Manufahi 90 14 15.6%
Manatuto 72 8 11.1%
Oecussi 162 3 1.9%
Total 1,510 270 17.9%

for 11 districts

If one looks at the adoption of MAF/SoL varieties@ss the board — there are farmers who
grow more than one MAF/SoL variety — then for treumtry overall, the adoption rate is
18%. As shown in Table 20, the four districts wheissemination of MAF/SoL variety has
progressed the most are: Baucau (38%), Aileu (38onaro (23%) and Liquica (23%). In
three districts, the uptake of MAF/SoL varietieddss than 10% (Oecusssi, Covalima and
Ermera).

The uptake of MAF/SoL varieties by farmers is gafigrbetter with farmers who cultivate
crops under irrigation than by those who practioa-irigated foodcrop agriculture. As can
be seen in Table 21, 34% of the farmers who gravddoops on irrigated plots only already
used MAF/SoL varieties. For farmers who had botlgated and non-irrigated plots, the
uptake was 26%, and for farmers who grew foodcapsion-irrigated plots, the uptake of
MAF/SoL varieties was 15%.

Table 21. MAF/SoL Varieties Adoption Rates, bydaiion Status of Farmers

. Farmers with Farmers with
Farmers with . -
o non-irrigated irrigated & non-
irrigated plots S
plots irrigated plots
# of farmers in 11 districts* 74 1,170 232
# of farmers growing
MAF/SoL varieties 25 181 60
Adoption rate by farmers with 34% 15% 26%

that irrigation status

*  Without Viqueque and Lautem
Note: The table does not include farmers or MAF/Satiety adopters of whom the irrigations status waclear.
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Figure 4 shows the uptake of MAF/SoL crop variebgssub-district. If a farmer grows one
or more MAF/SoL crop variety, she or he got countédhows that the five sub-districts
with the highest uptake of such varieties wereedVila (72%), Laga (67%), Baguia (64%),
Vemase (56%) and Atabae (44%).

0-5%
5-10%
10-15%
15-20%
20-25%
30-35%
0 35-40%
P 40-45%
P s5-60%
B 60-65%
B s5-70%
B 0-75%

Figure 4. Sub-district uptake of MAF/SoL crop véies

Apart from the sub-districts in Viqueque and Lautemmich were not included because of
unreliability of the MAF/SoL variety uptake datdiete are also some other sub-districts
marked in grey. This is because no sucos of thasealistricts were included in the baseline
survey sample.
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232 Corn

Corn is a key staple crop for most farmers in Tihbeste, grown by 83% of the farmers. and
69% of them only grow one variety (see Table 22)e Two most popular varieties dvatar
bo’ot (grown by 67% of the corn farmers) abdtar lais (46%)°. The Sele variety is
currently grown by 13% of the farmers.

Table 22. Corn Varieties Planted

Number of farmers
planting corn, and

Corn variety planted
(# of farmers in district)

Number of varieties planted
(# of farmers in district)

District % of farmers in the 'c_% '-g <
[} © © O = = ] s c = = o

Number 9% (7] (an] m o (9] < X (@] O ol - LL
Ainaro 76 70% 19 43 33 9 49 26 1
Aileu 52 580 27 18 38 2 2 19 31 2
Baucau 112 489 28 24 51 36 1 13 72 39 1
Bobonaro 176 989 32 96 124 2 1 107 60 8
Covalima 108 86% 2 16 94 2 102 6
Dili 54 60% 10 36 34 1 ! 29 21 4
Ermera 210 909 18 127 102 2 2 171 37 2
Liquica 107 85% 12 87 69 4 1 44 60 3
Lautem 119 94% 73 42 38 3 31 55 60 4
Manufahi 90  100% 6 50 60 1 63 27
Manatuto 72 1009 6 46 49 1 1 43 27 2
Oecussi 162 1009 18 160 6 140 22
Vigueque 140 869 140 140
Total 1.478 82% 373 603 852 5 81 8 29 1034 416 27
(13 Dist.)
Total 1.219 81% 160 561 814 2 50 8 29 839 35 23
(11 Dist) * 13% 46% 67% 02% 4% 1% 2% 69% 29% 2% 0.1%

*  The category “Other” also includes varietiesadfich the respondent did not remember the name.

** Without Viqueque and Lautem

It is also interesting to check how thatar bo’ot batar laisand Sele corn growers relate to
each otherBatar bo’otandbatar lais are often grown togetheBatar laisis a short season
corn that can be grown in three months; it is ofjeown close to the house and is the first
cereal to be harvested during the wet sead®atar bo’ot takes normally four months from
planting to harvest. Of the 1,219 corn growershie 11 districts, 1,184 were growibgtar
bo’ot, batar lais Sele, or a combination of the three. Figure Saghtihve percentages of those
1,184 farmers by crop combination grown.

12 Batar bo’otandbatar laisare not single varieties; they are generic nametfg corn” and “quick [growing]

corn”
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Sele

Batar bo’ot Batar lais

Figure 5.Batar bo’ot batar laisand Sele growers (11 districts)

About one third of the farmers who grdvatar bo’otalso growbatar lais The number of
farmers that grow Sele in combination withtar bo’otis similar to the number of farmers
who grow Sele wittbatar lais

a) Sele

In 2011, Sele was grown by 13% of the corn farmieus,— as shown in Figure 6 — there were
big differences between the districts. If one ig®oNiqueque and Lautem for the reason
mentioned above, Sele is already well establisimediieu (grown by 52% of the corn
farmers there), and by 25% of corn farmers in Agnand Baucau. The two districts where
Sele is grown the least are Oecussi (0%) and Guaa|2%).

' % of corn farmers in the districts growing Sele

B 2ieu 52%
I Ainaro 25%
- Baucau 25%

Dili 19%
Bobonaro 18%
Liquiga 11%
Ermera 9%
Manatuto 8%
Manufahi 7%
Covalima 2%
Oecussi 0%

Figure 6. Uptake of Sele, by district
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Two-thirds (67%) of the farmers planting Sele aitbbtained it as a free gift from either an
NGO, the Government, a relative, neighbor or frieodfrom the Church. Only 12% of the

farmers had bought the seed in the market, and fnoneeither a seed bank or a community
seed group (see Table 23).

Table 23. Sources of Seed — S€le

0
Number of times % of respondents

Source of seed . mentioning source
mentioned of Sele seed
Given for free by an NGO 63 39%
Given for free by the Government 41 25%
Own seed, saved from a previous harvest 34 21%
Bought in market 19 12%
Given for free by relative / neighbor / friend 3 2%
Given for free by the Church 3 2%
Bought from relative / neighbor / friend 1 1%

[164 sources mentioned by 163 respondents in Ifiotd

A total of 74% of the Sele farmers who expressedgnion on how the productivity of Sele
compared to local varieties said that it was “mbelter”, with another 6% who said it was
“better”. The productivity was rated the same aat tbf local varieties by 18% of the
respondents.

Table 24 gives the reasons mentioned by the comefis growing Sele for selecting the
variety. Leaving aside the first reason (“have asvgrown this” which cannot be the case
since the variety was only released in 2007), ténmeason was the higher productivity of
the variety (48%), followed closely by having re@a it for free (45%) and its better taste
(45%).

Table 24. Reasons for Selecting Sele

% of respondents

Number of e
Reason . . providing reasons for
times mentioned - -

selecting the variety
Have always grown this 45 28%
Only choice available 11 7%
Received for free 72 45%
More productive 78 48%
Better taste 73 45%
Preferred colour 12 7%
Easier to store after harvest 8 5%
Better suited to local climate 44 27%
Resistant to wind (short height) 2 1%

[345 reasons mentioned by 161 respondents in 1rictk$

Of a total of 159 Sele farmers in 11 districts, 788d they would replant the variety in the
next season (which in some districts started avieeks after the survey), and 25% said they
would not replant Sele (see Table 25). The mosbmapt reason for not replanting Sele was

13 The data on the source of seed from Viqueque aniein has also been discarded for this table, dhdev
for all following tables that relate to MAF/SoL veties. The reason for this is that the data frbasé two
districts substantially distorts the results of tla¢a from the other 11 districts.
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the unavailability of the seed, or the inabilitydbtain it, even though the farmers wanted to
replant it (95%).

Table 25. Reasons for Not Intending to Replant Belbe Next Season

% of respondents
Number of ot resp
Reason . . providing reasons for
times mentioned .
not replanting

Farmers — replanting 119 (75%)
Farmers — not replanting 40 (25%)

Would like to replant, but don’t have / cannot get 38 95%
the seed

Production too low 1 3%
Not suitable for the local soil 1 3%
Too difficult to store / post-harvest loss too high 3 8%

[43 reasons mentioned by 40 respondents in 1lafétr

b) Other Corn Varieties than Sele

The most popular corn varieties dr&ar bo’otandbatar lais but there is a decreasing trend
in the number of farmers who start growing it. Soatlker varieties that the corn farmers
mentioned they grew wereatar escudpbatar kinur bo’of batar mutin batar meanand
batar ra nain

For these corn varieties, the main source of seedad that the farmers have saved from the
previous year’s harvest. A substantial part ofg¢bed is also bought in the market (18% for
batar lais 11% forbatar bo’o).

For the non-Sele varieties, the main reasons meedidy the farmers for selecting the
variety was that they had always grown it, or beeait was the only choice available to
them. Forbatar laisandbatar bo’ot suitability to the local climate, productivity @maste are
also important considerations. Foatar bo’ot ease of storage after the harvest is also a
factor.

The overwhelming majority of farmers growing thénext corn varieties intend to replant
them in the next season (97% foatar bo’ot 99% for batar lai9, and the main reason
mentioned by those who won't replant is becausg theuld like to replant the variety, but
don’t have the seed, or cannot get it.

2.3.3 Rice

Rice is another key staple crop for farmers in Tibeste, even though it is only grown by
38% of the farmers. The three most popular vasetiee IR 64 Mamberamoand Dinas
which are grown by 13% of the rice farmers (Seeld&6). The Nakroma variety is
currently grown by 11% of the farmers. The majofythose who grow rice (90%) only
grow one variety (see Table 27).
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Table 26. Rice Varieties Planted

Rice variety planted

Number of
farmers (number of farmers in district)
planting rice, g -
District and % of « 8 5 Q
farmersinthe § « < o g c 2 v o -
sample < D s o @ 0 E 3 S s g 2
“No. % =2 ¥ & & o x = §H z & 28 &
Ainaro 6 6% 1 5
Aileu 22 24% 4 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 16
Baucau 148 63% 35 15 2 7 7 16 42 1 28 17
Bobonaro 72 40% 11 4 2 1 4 1 3 52 3 9
Covalima 33  26% 1 17 4 1 2 8 1
Dili 0%
Ermera 40 17% 11 2 4 16 5 2
Liquica 0%
Lautem 39 31% 13 5 1 1 10 7 2 2
Manufahi 18  20% 1 2 14 1
Manatuto 57 79% 3 12 3 3 5 1 17 2 1 13
Oecussi 146  90% 3 8 36 2 2 81 24
Vigueque 104 64% 104

Total (13 Dist.) 685 38% 175 76 7 20 39 5 71 54 27 70 120 86
Total (11 Dist.)* 542  36% 58 71 6 19 29 5 71 47 25 70 118 86
11% 13% 1% 4% 5% 1% 13% 9% 5% 13% 22% 16%

* Without Viqueque and Lautem

Table 27. Number of Rice Varieties Planted by Hoot

Number of rice varieties planted

. Number (number of farmers in district)
District of farmers
plantingrice  One Two Three Four or
more

Ainaro 6 6

Aileu 22 15 6 1

Baucau 148 131 12 5

Bobonaro 72 57 14 1

Covalima 33 32 1

Dili

Ermera 40 40

Liquica

Lautem 39 37 2

Manufahi 18 18

Manatuto 57 54 3

Oecussi 146 136 10

Viqueque 104 104

Total (13 Districts) 685 630 48 5 2

Total (11 Districts)* 542 489 46 5 2
90% 8% 0.9% 0.4%

* Without Viqueque and Lautem

SoL 3 Baseline Survey — Main Report 30



a) Nakroma

In 2011, Nakroma was grown by 11% of the rice fasné&gnoring Viqueque and Lautem,
Nakroma is best established in Baucau (grown by 24%he rice growers in the district),

followed by Aileu (18%) and Bobonaro (11%). In fodistricts (Ainaro, Dili, Ermera and

Liquica) there were no rice farmers in the sampdeseholds which grew Nakroma, and
Oecussi and Covalima also have low percentagesceffarmers growing the MAF/Sol

variety** (see Figure 7).

4 % of rice farmers in the districts growing Nakroma

- Baucau 24%
Aileu 18%
Bobonaro 15%
Manufahi 6%

Manatuto 5%
Covalima 3%
Oecussi 2%
Ainaro 0%
Dili 0%
Ermera 0%
Liquica 0%

Figure 7. Uptake of Nakroma, by district

Free handouts are an important source of seeddkrdwa rice. A total of 71% of Nakroma

farmers said that they had received it for frearfreither an NGO, the Government, a
relative, neighbor or friend, or from the ChurclegsTable 28). Just over a quarter of the
farmers said that they planted seed they had shweed a previous harvest. Purchase of
Nakroma seed only accounted for 3.4% of seed poovis

Table 28. Sources of Seed - Nakroma

% of respondents

Number of times Y
mentioning source

Source of seed

mentioned of seed
Given for free by an NGO 26 45%
Own seed, saved from a previous harvest 15 26%
Given for free by the Government 13 22%
Given for free by the Church 1 2%
Given for free by relative/neighbor / friend 1 2%
Bought in market 1 2%
Bought from relative / neighbor / friend 1 2%

[58 sources mentioned by 58 respondents in 1liattr

11t is worthwhile to point out that Oecussi is tttistrict where, according to the 2010 Census, 24#Iagice
growing households in Timor-Leste live.

SoL 3 Baseline Survey — Main Report 31



The farmers who grow Nakroma are strongly beliehag it is more productive than local
varieties: 56% say it is much more productive, a6 say it is more productive.

The reasons mentioned by the rice farmers growiagrdina for selecting the variety are
given in Table 29. Leaving aside the first reastya\e always grown this” which cannot be
the case since the variety was only released i®)2@Be main reason was its better taste
(56%). The high productivity of the variety is alsell appreciated (47% of the farmers
selected it for that reason), and 42% of the fasnmad grown it because they had obtained
the seed for free.

Table 29. Reasons for Selecting Nakroma

% of respondents

Reason tim':lsm%t:eenrticc))fne d providing reasons for
selecting the variety

Have always grown this 11 19%

Only choice available 4 7%

Received for free 24 42%

More productive 27 47%

Better taste 32 56%

Preferred colour 11 19%

Easier to store after harvest 6 11%

Better suited to local climate 7 12%

[122 reasons mentioned by 57 respondents in 1dotkdt

Basically all farmers growing Nakroma intend toleep it in the next season. There were
only four farmers who indicated they would not seqi| and the reason for not replanting was
that they did not have, or could not get the seed.

b) Other Rice Varieties than Nakroma

The other rice varieties than Nakroma currentlyngecultivated by the rice farmers are
mostly varieties that they have been growing fonyngears. The most popular, as indicated
in Table 26, are IR-64Mamberamoand Dinas (mostly in Bobonaro and Ermera). Some
other rice varieties being mentioned by the farnveese: Baijama (Oecussi),Bubur Musan
(Aileu), Hare Kinur (Oecussi),Hare Marito (Manatuto),Hare Mean 330(Baucau),Java
(Manatuto)andinsus(Baucau).

More than 70% of the seed for the varieties IRMBd&mberamo Dinas Silaun and IR-8
comes from the farmers’ previous harvests, but 80%e IR-64 growers had received it for
free, and 28% of th&lamberamogrowers had bought it, either from an acquaintancen
the market.

For the non-Nakroma varieties, the main reason ioeed by the farmers for selecting the
variety was that they had always grown it. For tlamberamoand Dinas varieties,
suitability to the local climate, and taste areatsportant considerations.

Basically all rice farmers growing these other gt@s intend to replant the variety they have

planted before. The two farmers for which the rea&o not replanting was noted in the
guestionnaire, it was because they could not gesdled.
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2.3.4 Peanut

Peanut is grown by 21% of the foodcrop growing letwadds. For peanut, there are no
varieties that are widespread, but that may in Ipardue to the fact that more than half of the
peanut growers could not remember the name of #iety (see Table 30). Utamua is
currently already grown by 16% of the peanut grewer

Table 30. Peanut Varieties Planted

Number of Peanut variety planted Number of
farmers planting (number of farmers in district) varieties planted
District peanut, and % of . g
farmers in the g _ - - % ® .
sample 3 g S = g’ S 2 o 9
No. % D - = = LS O @] =
Ainaro 14 13% 9 5 14
Aileu 1 1% 1 1
Baucau 25 119 13 1 12 24 1
Bobonaro 71 399 14 1 58 68
Covalima 10 8% 1 9 10
Dili 0%
Ermera 23 10% 1 18 23
Liquica 40 32% 14 10 12 39
Lautem 28 22% 21 7 28
Manufahi 30 33% 7 7 9 5 29
Manatuto 32 44%; 2 10 11 31 1
Oecussi 73 459 1 7 5 52 72
Vigueque 54 33% 54 54
Total (13 Dist.) 401 22% 126 30 23 20 178 393
Total (11 Dist.)* 319 21% 51 30 23 20 171 311 8
16% 9% 7% 6% 54% 97% 3%

* Without Viqueque and Lautem
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a) Utamua

The peanut variety Utamua was officially releasgdh® ministry in 2008. The two districts
where Utamua is the best established already ameaBa(where it is grown by 52% of the
peanut growers) and Liquica (35%) (see Figure Bgrd are also six districts where basically

no surveyed farmer yet grows it (Ainaro, Aileu, @bmna, Dili, Ermera and Oecussi).

g % of peanut farmers in the districts growing Utamua

- Manufahi

Bobonaro
Manatuto
Oeccussi
Ainaro
Aileu
Covalima
Dili
Ermera

52%
35%
23%
20%
6%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Figure 8. Uptake of Utamua, by district

The main source of the Utamua seed for the survégmders during the 2010/2011 season
was free seed (55% of the responding Utamua grgwEne main channel for the free seed
were the NGOs (39%), with gifts from acquaintanicesecond place (8%), followed by free
seed from the Government (6%) or the Church (2%Y)otal, 20% of the Utamua growers
bought their seed (either in the market, from aguamtance, or from a community seed

group or bank), and 25% had saved seed from aiercharvest (see Table 31).

Table 31. Sources of Seed - Utamua

0
Number of times % of respondents

Source of seed . mentioning source
mentioned

of seed
Own seed, saved from a previous harvest 13 25%
Bought in market 6 12%
Bought from community seed bank / 1 2%
community seed group
Bought from relative / neighbor / friend 3 6%
Given for free by relative/neighbor / friend 4 8%
Given for free by the Government 3 6%
Given for free by an NGO 20 39%
Given for free by the Church 1 2%

[51 sources mentioned by 51 respondents in 1liat§tr

The majority of the Utamua growers (69%) is of tmnion that the variety is much more

productive than local varieties, and another 2296 $laat it is more productive.
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The main reason for selecting the variety, as dtye42% of the Utamua growers, is its high
productivity (see Table 32). Taste (31%) is alsalaed characteristic.

Table 32. Reasons for Selecting Utamua

0,
Number of % of respondents

Reason . . providing reasons for
times mentioned selecting the variety

Have always grown this 19 37%

Only choice available 7 13%

Received for free 10 19%

More productive 22 42%

Better taste 16 31%

Preferred colour 4 8%

Easier to store after harvest 4 8%

Better suited to local climate 6 12%

[88 reasons mentioned by 52 respondents in 1liaf#tr

Out of 51 Utamua farmers in 11 districts, only tetated they would not replant it in the
coming season, and even these two would plantainagonly they did have, or could get the
seed.

b) Other Peanut Varieties than Utamua

As more than 50% of the farmers could not rementbhemame of the peanut variety they
had planted, and as many of these most certainlyjdMoave beerocal, meanand mutin
varieties — because these are generic descrigtioriscal, red and white varieties — there is
little value in checking for the starting year whibe farmers started to grow these; it would
be grossly underreported.

Of the 282 peanut farmers who grew another vatley Utamua, 87% used seed saved from
a previous harvest. Some 14% of the growers hadretought seed in the market, or from a
relative, neighbor or friend. Free handout of peéaeed was not common.

For the peanut growers who did not grow Utamuahttgt of having grown that variety was
the main reason for 90% of the respondents, and@@fted it because they did not have the
choice of another variety. Suitability to the loclimate (22%), productivity (20%) and taste
(15%) are also important considerations.

Of the 282 peanut farmers who had planted anotheety than Utamua, 99% stated that

they would replant, and those that would not rejplaould not do so because they did not
have the seed.
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2.35 Cassava

Cassava is the foodcrop that is planted by thedsighercentage of farmers (84%). The three
most popular varieties arganteiga bo’o(grown by 55% of the cassava growersgnteiga
kiik (38%),nona metar{31%) (see Table 33). The percentage of cassaveegs that planted
an Ai-luka variety is less than 5%.

Table 33. Cassava Varieties Planted

Cassava variety planted

Number of (number of farmers in district)
farmers =
planting 2 x -

District cassava, and % Q < S o

of farmers in ~ Y f_—;‘ < g ) f_—;‘ ) g s

the district 5 5 ;.‘_:5 -g E % ;.‘_:5 % = g s ﬂé, g E

No. % < Z <8 <& z&g S pd » 28 &
Ainaro 73 68% 1 1 1 21 35 37 2 6
Aileu 70 78% 4 15 23 11 27 17 11
Baucau 165 71% 13 11 24 103 56 52 28 8 11 1
Bobonaro 162 90% 13 3 23 119 19 24 151 1 4
Covalima 101 80% 4 1 67 13 2 29
Dili 67 74% 12 26 47 1 2 17
Ermera 209 89% 3 38 60 61 21 122 8 3 8
Liquica 121 96% 3 11 63 83 51 18 2 1
Lautem 98 78% 15 11 23 90 58 1
Manufahi 85 94% 4 1 7 48 62 12 1
Manatuto 62 86% 3 43 45 2 6 1 1
Oecussi 133 82% 1 122 27 1 2 1 35
Viqueque 136 84% 136
Total 1,482 82% 193 27 147 777 529 215 388 53 16
(13 Dist.) 67
Total 1,248  83% 42 16 124 687 471 214 388 53 16 67
(11 Dist)* 3% 1% 10% 55% 38% 17% 31% 4% 1% 5%

* Without Viqueque and Lautem

Compared to the other foodcrops, cassava growées clltivate more than one variety of
the crop (see Table 33). In the districts Baucamhddaro, Liquica and Lautem, there are
more growers that have planted two cassava vagitian there are single variety growers in
those districts.
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Table 34. Number of Cassava Varieties Planted

Number of varieties planted

Number of (number of farmers in district)
District farmgrs
planting ©
cassava = g 2 E g X
- o LL L. (99}
Ainaro 73 44 27 2
Aileu 70 37 28 5
Baucau 165 63 74 19 7 1 1
Bobonaro 162 22 91 43 6
Covalima 101 87 13 1
Dili 67 36 24 7
Ermera 209 124 61 18 6
Liquica 121 40 58 19 1 3
Lautem 98 12 74 10 2
Manufahi 85 40 40 5
Manatuto 62 26 33 3
Oecussi 133 83 44 6
Viqueque 136 136
Total (13 Districts) 1,482 750 567 138 22 4 1
Total (11 Districts) 1,248 602 493 128 20 4 1

48%  40%  10% 2% 03% 0.1%

* Without Viqueque and Lautem

a) Arluka

MAF/SoL released two cassava varieties in 2009ulk& 2 and Ai-luka 4. According to the
survey data, Ai-luka 2 would be far more populamtii-luka 4: 97% of the Ai-luka farmers
grow Ai-luka 2 versus 14% for Ai-luka 4. The fatiat the Ai-luka 2 variety has a higher
yield advantage over local varieties than Ai-lukél22% vs. 81%) may be the main reason
for this. But there is likely an overestimationAifluka 2 growers and an underestimation of
Ai-luka 4 growers in the survey data: all cassan@mgrs in Viqueque were reported as Ai-
luka 2 growers. If one discards the data of Vigeequd Lautem, then in the 11 districts,
there were 43 Ai-luka growers; 42 grew the Ai-lukavariety, and 16 grew the Ai-luka 4
variety (15 farmers grew both varieties).

Figure 9 shows that there is no district where 1di%he farmers already grow an Ai-luka
variety. The two districts where the Ai-luka vaigst are best established — ignoring the
misleading data from Vigueque and Lautem — are Bay8% of the cassava growers) and
Bobonaro (8%).

Table 35 shows that, for both Ai-luka 2 and Ai-lukaree distribution of cuttings is the most
important source of the planting material, and i@st important distribution channel were
the NGOs.
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% of cassava farmers in the districts growing Ai-luka

Baucau 8%
Bobonaro 8%
Manufahi 5%
Covalima 4%
Liquica 2%
Ermera 1%
Ainaro 1%
Oecussi 1%
Aileu 0%
Dili 0%
Manatuto 0%
Figure 9. Uptake of Ai-luka, by district
Table 35. Sources of Cuttings — Ai-luka
. % of respondents
Source of cuttings Numgﬁ:ig:‘]ggw * mentionin_g source of
cuttings
Ai-Luka 2 Ai-Luka 4  Ai-Luka 2  Ai-Luka 4
Own cuttings, saved from a previous harvest 12 1 % 29 6%
Bought in market 1 2%
Bought from community seed bank /
: 1 2%
community seed group
Bought from relative / neighbor / friend 1 1 2% 6%
Given for free by relative/neighbor / friend 6 2 %4 13%
Given for free by the Government 6 4 14% 25%
Given for free by an NGO 15 8 36% 50%

[58 sources mentioned by 43 respondents in 1liattr

Both the Ai-luka 2 and the Ai-luka 4 varieties arensidered much more productive than
local varieties: for both varieties, 60% of the igar growers in the 11 districts considered

these much more productive.

The main reasons for selecting

the Ai-luka vargetere the good taste, and the high

productivity (see Table 36). Close to 30% of thevggrs also said that they grew the varieties
because they had received them for free.
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Table 36. Reasons for Selecting Ai-luka

% of respondents
providing reasons for
selecting the variety

Ai-Luka 2 Ai-Luka 4 Ai-Luka 2 Ai-Luka 4

Number of times
Reason mentioned

Have always grown this 15 1 37% 6%
Only choice available 3 1 7% 6%
Received for free 11 5 27% 31%
More productive 17 10 41% 63%
Better taste 18 11 44% 69%
Preferred colour 8 2 20% 13%
Easier to store after harvest 2 1 5% 6%
Better suited to local climate 3 1 7% 6%

Resistant to wind (short height) 1 2%
[Ai-luka 2: 78 reasons mentioned by 41 respondienid districts; Ai-luka 4: 32 reasons mentionedLByrespondents
in 11 districts]

All the Ai-luka 2 and Ai-luka 4 farmers intend tedp on growing the variety in the coming
season.

b) Other Cassava Varieties than Ai-luka

The most popular cassava varieties ananteiga bo’ot(55%), manteiga kiik(38%), nona
metan(31%) andesu(17%) (see Table 33).

The source of cuttings of the traditional cassaaaeties are overwhelmingly cuttings saved
on the farm from a previous crop (91% foanteiga bo’ot,85% for manteiga kiilk, with
farmers also getting cuttings for free from relasiyneighbours or friends. Few farmers (less
than 1%) buy cuttings in the market.

For more than 80% of the farmers, the main readonthey grow the traditional varieties of
cassava is that they have always grown them. Foyrfeamers (varying between 14 — 33%,
depending on the variety) they did not have theaehof another variety. Suitability to the
local climate is also often a reason for growing trariety (varying between 9 — 22%,
depending on the variety.

More than 98% of cassava farmers intend to reptankeep, their traditional varieties, and
most of those who say that they will not replant sa because they don’t have the planting
material anymore, or can't get the cuttings.

2.3.6 Sweet Potato

The two sweet potato varieties — and they may belgroups of varieties rather than single,
pure varieties — most popular with East Timoresenéas ardokal mean(69%) andlokal
mutin (67%). The Hohrae varieties 1, 2 and 3 also becontieeable, and seem already well
established in Baucau (see Table 37), and therela@st as many sweet potato farmers who
grow two varieties as there are that only cultivate (see Table 38).
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Table 37. Sweet Potato Varieties Planted

Number of Sweet potato variety planted (number of farmerdistrict)
farmers °
planting sweet £ = s ©
District potato, and % < N ™ S ) [ o <
of farmersin & & o £ £ < g8 g o =
the sample £ = £ < < L 2 P2t £
No. % T T T | | | = L O
Ainaro 89 82% 3 3 2 36 52 1 12 2 6
Aileu 37 41% 4 1 1 12 17 13 2
Baucau 148 64% 23 13 12 108 102 2 4
Bobonaro 64 36% 2 56 41 1 1 1
Covalima 25 20% 1 18 12
Dili 12 13% 7 9
Ermera 134 57% 108 103 2
Liquica 55 44% 6 33 39 2 1
Lautem 73 58% 12 5 2 62 59
Manufahi 79 88% 6 48 54 1 3
Manatuto 44  61% 2 34 34 1
Oecussi 81 50% 53 67
Viqueque 107 66% 107
Total (13 Dist.) 948 53% 165 22 18 575 589 9 25 7 14
Total (11 Dist.)* 768 51% 46 17 16 513 530 9 25 7 14
6% 2% 2% 67% 69% 1% 3% 1% 2%
* Without Viqueque and Lautem
Table 38. Number of Sweet Potato Varieties Planted
Number of Number of varieties planted
District [f)?arlrr?t?rg @ ° g = @
sweet potato O E = e iC
Ainaro 89 64 22 3
Aileu 37 26 10 1
Baucau 148 50 86 8 2 2
Bobonaro 64 28 34 2
Covalima 25 19 6
Dili 12 8 4
Ermera 134 55 79
Liquica 55 30 24 1
Lautem 73 9 61 3
Manufahi 79 47 31 1
Manatuto 44 17 27
Oecussi 81 42 39
Viqueque 107 107
Total (13 Districts) 948 502 423 18 3 2
Total (11 Districts) 768 386 362 15 3 2
50% 47% 2% 0.4% 0.3%
* Without Viqueque and Lautem
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a) Hohrae

The three Hohrae sweet potato varieties were retehg MAF in 2009. The survey seems to
suggest that, of those three, and leaving asidddtefrom Viqueque and Lautem, Hohrae 1
is by far the most popular of the three variéfiett is cultivated by 90% of the Hohrae
growers, either as the only variety (57%), or a®mbination of Hohrae 1 and 2, Hohrae 1
and 3, or all three together (33%).

Figure 10 shows that there are three districts &hmore than 10% of the sweet potato
farmers grow Hohrae: Baucau (18%), Aileu (11%) highica (11%).

4 % of sweet potato farmers in the districts growing Hohrae

Baucau 18%

Liquiga 11%
Aileu 11%
Manufahi 8%
Manatuto 5%
Covalima 4%
Ainaro 3%
Bobonaro 3%
Dili 0%
Ermera 0%
Oecussi 0%

Figure 10. Uptake of Hohrae, by district
Table 38 shows that the most important source dfréo cuttings is free distribution by the
NGOs, the Government, or gifts from acquaintan&sne farmers also buy cuttings in the
market, or from an acquaintance.

Table 39. Sources of Cuttings — Hohrae

% of respondents mentioning
source of cuttings

Hohrae Hohrae Hohrae Hohrae Hohrae Hohrae

Number of times mentioned

Source of cuttings

1 2 3 1 2 3
Own cuttings, saved from a previous harvest 10 2 3 22% 12% 19%
Bought in market 5 1 1 11% 6% 6%
Bought from relative / neighbor / friend 6 1 13% 6%
Given for free by relative / neighbor / friend 4 2 3 9% 12% 19%
Given for free by the Government 5 2 1 11% 12% 6%
Given for free by an NGO 16 9 8 35% 53% 50%

[79 sources mentioned by 51 respondents in 1liat&tr

15 It may however be that there is also a “rank dreéfect. If the respondent did not know whethee sin he
cultivated Hohrae 1, 2 or 3, it may have been ndtgn as Hohrae 1.
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Nearly all farmers who grow Hohrae consider thgaraduces much better or better than the
local varieties.

The main reasons why Hohrae growers selected ttietiea are the taste and productivity of
the variety, and for having received it for frealjle 40).

Table 40. Reasons for Selecting Hohrae

0 —
Number of times mentioned % of respondents providing

Reason reasons for selecting the variety
Hohrae 1l Hohrae2 Hohrae3 Hohrael Hohrae?2 Hdhrae
Have always grown this 6 2 2 13% 12% 13%
Only choice available 2 4%
Received for free 19 8 10 41% 47% 63%
More productive 19 8 9 41% 47% 56%
Better taste 19 8 8 41% 47% 50%
Preferred colour 5 4 4 11% 24% 25%
Easier to store after harvest 1 1 2% 6%
Better suited to local climate 7 3 2 15% 18% 13%
Resistant to wind (short height) 1 6%
Other 1 1 1 2% 6% 6%

[Hohrae 1: 79 reasons mentioned by 46 respondentd idistricts; Hohrae 2: 35 reasons mentioned byekpondents in 11 districts;
Hohrae 3: 37 reasons mentioned by 16 respondefifs districts]

All Hohrae farmers stated that they intend to nefpthe varieties.

b) Other Sweet Potato Varieties than Hohrae

The local varietiesneanand mutin are the most popular. They are grown by respdygtive
69% and 67% of the sweet potato farmers (Table 37).

For both themean and mutin varieties, 90% of the cuttings come from the fasme
themselves. Some 10% of the farmers have receivtidgs for free from an acquaintance.

The main reason for selecting the local sweet potarieties, apart from having always
grown it and it being the only choice availablethis good suitability with the local climate.

Nearly all the sweet potato farmers who grow tlalitronal varieties intent to continue to

grow them, and the few that stated they wouldn’sddhe reason was that they did not have,
or could not get the cuttings, or that they lacite®imoney to buy them.
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2.4  Food and Seed Storage
2.4.1 Storage of Corn

The farmers growing corn were asked in what wagy #tored corn for food and for seed.
Table 41 shows that overall 58% of the farmersestarn only in one way, and 42% store it
in two ways. Corn for food and corn for seed aogest together by 54 % of the farmers, and
41% store food and seed separately (with an additi®% of the farmers who store corn only
for seed or for food§. Only one corn grower mentioned that he soldhaldorn he grew and
did not store any.

Table 41. Number of Ways Farmers Store Corn foidRoal Seed

Number of ways corn is Method of storing corn for food and seed
District stored by a farmer (Number of corn farmers in the district)

One Two Three Only for Only for Food & seed Food & seed

food seed separate together
Ainaro 70 5 39 1 4 31
Aileu 39 10 17 1 10 21
Baucau 50 61 2 1 57 51
Bobonaro 20 151 5 2 2 151 21
Covalima 30 80 2 81 31
Dili 33 21 1 1 20 32
Ermera 110 91 3 1 91 106
Liquica 109 109
Lautem 45 77 1 75 46
Manufahi 64 26 1 24 65
Manatuto 57 15 13 59
Oecussi 85 76 2 1 74 84
Viqueque 136 3 2 3 134
Total 848 616 7 70 8 603 790
58% 42% 0.5% 5% 1% 41% 54%

Male-
headed HHs 784 568 5 63 7 553 734
Female-
headed HHs 64 48 2 7 1 50 56

The most popular ways in which corn is stored atieee by keeping the cobs in a sack
(practiced by 45% of the corn farmers), or hangimegcobs above the fireplace in the kitchen
(45%). Plastic containers used by a single house{20%), metal drums used by a single
household (14%) and hanging corn in a tree (11%gls® common practice (Table 42).

Shared storage between several households, eaitlzeplastic container (1.4%) or in a metal
drum (0.5%) is not very common. Methods of savinghanentioned under “other” included

saving it in a jerrycan, or in metal cans of vasosizes (ranging from small cans of
condensed milk to 5 | cans, or larger).

18 |t should be noted that in the traditional eleddteuse ifouleten the corn for food and corn for seed are
stored “together but apart”; the seed and the fyedboth stored in theouleten but they are put in different
sacks or containers. They are not mixed togethieth€25 corn farmers who stored corn inauleten there
were 14 farmers who stored both corn for food amd €or seed in this way. They were counted asrjor
“food and seed together”.
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Table 42. Number of Farmers saving Corn for Foatl@nSeed in Different Ways

Manner of storing corn for food and/or seed
(Number of farmers storing corn in this manner)

— e 2 —
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c <= T =8 =2 al ne =& =2 w® o
Ainaro 39 16 8 14 1 1 1
Aileu 14 32 3 1 7 2
Baucau 57 55 25 6 1 3 1 24
Bobonaro 112 62 14 47 2 95 5
Covalima 86 28 2 13 3 55 6 3
Dili 11 33 8 1 14 3 4 1
Ermera 91 109 2 3 71 3 13
Liquica 65 37 7
Lautem 29 32 29 94 14 1
Manufahi 68 22 14 12
Manatuto 26 37 21 3
Oecussi 41 116 3 2 42 1 20 12
Vigueque 25 82 33 2
Total 664 661 162 204 8 301 21 1 0 25 54

45% 45% 11% 14% 0.5% 20% 1.4% 0.1% 0% 2% 4%
Male-
headed HHs 617 605 148 185 7 279 20 1 23 50
Female-
headed HHs 47 56 14 19 1 22 1 2 4

Table 43 shows the reasons mentioned by the cawwegs for using a particular storage
method. For the traditional methods of storing c@ra. in a sack; above the fireplace;
hanging in a tree; in 8ouleten, the habit of doing it like this is the main reasfor
continuing doing so. This reason also scores tighdst for the long practiced, but less
traditional ways of storing corn in metal drumsptastic containers.

It is somewhat surprising that, for the storaga metal drum by a single household, only 29
of the 189 respondents (15%) mentioned reducedafskeevil damage as a reason for
choosing this method.

The corn farmers were also asked to estimate hoehmtithe corn they stored was lost or

unusable. Instead of asking for a percentage, wivahld have been a bit too abstract for

many farmers, the respondents were shown a sntallopi20 corn kernels, and they were

asked how big they estimated their loss if the 2th&ls represented the amount they had
stored. The results of the estimated storage |@ssegiven in Table 44

7t is possible that some respondents understaodukstion on assessment of corn losses wrondnsiegd
of picking kernels to represent the amount losttorage, they picked kernels to represent the atibahwas
usable after storage. This could be the case foesaf the reported losses in the range 60-75%.
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Table 43. Reason for Storing Corn with a ParticiMathod

Reason
4 of (% of respondents giving reasons for this methocbof storage)
of rea-

No.of s given Custom/  Cheap Easyto Easyto Safe/little Little risk Little risk

respon- for this have check move risk of of weevil  of damage

dents | tof  stored theft  d by rats /

method always amount o store e amage or by rats
used this maize left loss rodents
method

Storage in sack 643 939 73% 13% 24% 14% 5% 10% 5% .2%0
Storage above the fire place 653 955 7% 9% 18% 11% 2% 23% 6% 0.2%
Hanging in trees 153 257 82% 25% 22% 12% 1% 13% 12%
Storage in metal drum — 189 257 80% 6% 10% 8% 8% 15% 7% 2%
This household only
Storage in metal drum — 7 10 57% 14% 43% 29%
Shared between households
Storage in plastic container(s) — 291 512 7% 1% 11% 8% 8% 44% 28% 0.3%
This household only
Storage in plastic container(s) — 19 26 53% 5% 11% 47% 21%
Shared between households
Storage in metal silo — 1 2 100% 100%
This household only
Storage in metal silo — 0
Shared between households
Storage in elevated house 24 68 92% 67% 33% 67% 25%
(Bouleten)
Other 48 63 71% 4% 2% 35% 19%
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Table 44. Estimate of Percentage Storage Lossdon C

# Percentage estimate of corn storage losses

Average
report- Iossg (Number and percentage of farmers reporting lo&setis storage methos)
ing
losses (%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60%% 670% 75%
Storage in sack 656 14.8 34205 146 80 51 62 16 13 5 3 29 3 4 1 1 3
5% 31% 22% 12% 8% 9% 2% 2% 0.8% 05% 4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5%
Storage above the fire place 658 13.9 1983 203 90 56 54 7 11 8 1 21 1 1 3
3% 28% 31% 14% 9% 8% 11% 2% 12% 0.2% 3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5%
Hanging in trees 161 17.0 4 20 40 43 20 16 4 1 3 9 1
2% 12% 25% 27% 12% 10% 2% 0.6% 2% 6% 0.6%
Storage in metal drum — 203 16.1 22 34 37 47 8 28 5 5 5 4 4 3 1
This household only 11% 17% 18% 23% 4% 14% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1.5% 0.5%
Storage in metal drum — 8 12.5 1 4 1 1 1
Shared between households 13% 50% 13% 13% 13%
Storage in plastic container(s) — 299 5.2 85 163 34 8 2 4 1 2
This household only 28% 55% 11% 3% 0.7% 1% 0.3% 0.7%
Storage in plastic container(s) — 21 6.0 5 10 5 1
Shared between households 24% 48% 24% 5%
Storage in metal silo — 1 25.0 1
This household only 100%
Storage in elevated house 25 13.8 1 3 6 11 3 1
(Bouleten) 4% 12% 24% 44% 12% 4%
Other 54 18.5 7 15 6 2 15 1 7 1
13% 28% 11% 4% 28% 2% 13% 2%
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For the traditional storage methods, the averaggdstimations were:
13.8% when the corn was stored in a traditionalagksd houseBouleten
13.9% when corn was hung up in the house abovirépace
14.8% when stored in a sack
17.0% when hung up in a tree outside the house

The figure reported for the storage loss in methdums kept by individual households
(16.1%) seems somewhat exaggerated, especially giecreported average loss for storage
in oil drums by several households together is 42ly%.

Storage in plastic containers gives the lowestanetoss estimates: it is reportedly 5.2% for
plastic containers kept by individual householdsd &.0% for plastic containers shared
between households.

2.4.2 Estimate of Storage Loss for Rice

Using the same method of 20 corn kernels, the fesmho grew rice were also asked what
percentage of the rice they had stored had beénTlloe method in which the rice was stored
was not asked.

Loss estimates were obtained from 691 farmers.eTdbl shows the frequency distribution
for the reported percentage storage losses. Itséemever odd that a distinct group of 6%
of the respondents report losses that are muclerldhgn those reported by the other rice
farmers. If we discard the answers for 75% and &¥4es, then the average rice storage loss
is 15.0%.

Table 45. Estimate of Percentage Storage Lossitar R

Percentage estimate of rice storage losses
(Number of farmers reporting losses)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 75% 80%

34 126 219 96 55 56 6 6 5 1 44 3 39 1

2.5 Corn Farmers and Farmer Groups
2.5.1 Decision-making on Corn Variety and Seed Selection

The corn farmers were asked who in the househaldleleé what varieties to plant, and who
selected the seed to plant. Table 46 shows thatabymen make 52% of the choices of what
corn variety to plant, and women make 48% of theiads. For seed selection, overall men
decide in 55% of the cases, and women in 45%. Taerédnowever pronounced differences
between the districts. Corn variety selection iseneomen-determined than men-determined
in Manatuto, Bobonaro, Manufahi and especially @sc(see Figure 11). Seed selection is
more women-determined than men-determined in Cuaadind especially Oecussi.
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Table 46. Decision-making on Corn Variety to Plantl Seed Selection for the Next Season

Variety selection made by Seed selection made by
Men Women Unspecified Men Women Unspecified
763 709 15 810 652 21
52% 48% 55% 45%
100% DeC|S|0|:|-mak|ng 9n corn 100%
women variety selection men
100%
men
AIN |
- AL 4@ BAU
Timor-Leste - A 4 - -
viQ
Decision- S - &ERM—
making on T A MﬁT\ bIL so%
corn seed MNF LAU
selection 4 COV
100% W QEC
women 50%

Figure 11. Gender Differentiation in Corn Varietgi&ction and Corn Seed Selection

Figure 11 and Table 47 shows that corn variety selection seeld selection is not an
overwhelmingly male activity. Of the 1,458 cornrfaars for which there was data on who
selected the variety and the seed, in 50% of tee o@en selected both of these, but in 42 %
of the cases both these choices are made by wamntka household.

Table 47. Selection of Corn Variety and Seed Sielect

Choice of corn variety to plant

Man Woman
©
3
» < 5 723 85 808
= = 50% 6% 55%
o Qo
5 o
S5 | g 35 615 650
< o 0 0 0
$ = 2% 42% 45%

758 700

52% 48%
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2.5.2 Number of Corn Seeds planted and Seed Selectiomngnies

The respondents were asked how many corn graiggthee in each planting hole. Table 48
shows that 66% of the farmers already follow theoremended practice of three grains per
hole. In Covalima, and to a lesser extent in Dilin-the main land, not on Atauro —, most of
the corn farmers place however four grains in atpig hole. It also seems a bit odd that in
Viqueque all corn farmers place three grains inhibie.

Table 48. Number of Corn Seed Grains per Plantiolg H

Number of corn seed grains

Number of :
er planting hole
respondents per planfing
One Two Three Four
Total 1,487 2 125 988 372
0.1% 8% 66% 25%
Male respondents 915 1 97 599 218
Female respondents 572 1 28 389 154

The corn farmers were asked what technique(s) tieed to select the corn seed. Four
techniques were listed, and the farmers could giu#tiple answers. The four techniques are:
1. Saving seed from the total harvest
2. Selecting specific plant from the standing cropdeeds
3. Selecting cobs after they have been harvested
4. Selecting seeds from a specific section of the cob

As shown in Table 49, 61% of the farmers mentiothed saving seed from the total harvest
was the main technique they practiced. One-fifttheffarmers select specific plants from the
standing crop before harvest, and nearly half & thrmers select cobs after they are
harvested. Selecting the seed from a specific sedf the cob (i.e. the middle section) is
only practiced by 10% of the corn growers.

Table 49. Corn Seed Selection Techniques

Corn seed selection techniques Number of Percentage
respondents

Save seeds from the total harvest 908 61%

Select specific plants from the standing crop &@ds 290 20%

Select cobs after they are harvested 728 49%

Select seeds from a specific section of the cob 149 10%

[2,075 answers from 1,478 farmers]

2.5.3 Corn Growers and Farmer Groups

Out of a total of 1,499 corn farmers, 17% belong@ farmer group (see Table 50). There are
however substantial differences between the diftedéstricts: in Ermera, Liquica, Oecussi

and Viqueque less than 10% of the corn farmersnigeto a group, whereas is six districts

(Ainaro, Aileu, Baucau, Bobonaro, Covalima and Mai@ more than a quarter of the corn

farmers belong to a group, even reaching more H@a in Covalima. On average, 36% of

the farmer groups also produce seed for its membetsagain with substantial differences

between districts.
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Table 50. Corn Growers who are Members of Farmeus

Number of Farmer % of Grogp % of
respondents group respondents growing farmer
members seed groups
Total 1,499 259 17% 93 36%
Male respondents 921 178 19% 70 39%
Female respondents 578 81 14% 23 28%

2.5.4 Seed sold by Farmer Groups, Local Seed Traders Seeéd Fairs

In the questionnaire, the corn farmers who mentotiat they were members of farmer
groups were asked if they also had sold seed af, cae or peanut. Only nine of the 259
farmers belonging to a farmer group had sold ceadsand seven farmers had sold rice seed

Seed selling by farmer groups is not a frequentweace yet. Table 51 shows that overall
6% of the respondents knew of the existence ofrmda group in the suco selling seed.
Knowledge of seed traders in local markets was madespread: on average 28% of the
farmers knew that there was a trader in the locatket who sold or bought seéd
The knowledge of men or women of farmer groupsirgglseed, or of local market seed
traders, is the same.

Table 51. Seed Selling Farmer Groups and Local $emtkrs

Know farmer Know that there is

District group in Suco % of a seed trader in % of
selling seed respondents the local market respondents
Ainaro 7 9% 38 49%
Aileu 10 20% 21 41%
Baucau 4 3% 30 24%
Bobonaro 12 7% 109 62%
Covalima 14 13% 12 11%
Dili 0% 14 23%
Ermera 2 1% 15 7%
Liquica 6 6% 43 40%
Lautem 3 2% 23 19%
Manufahi 10 11% 15 17%
Manatuto 5 7% 25 35%
Oecussi 6 4% 42 26%
Viqueque 12 8% 32 22%
Total 91 6% 419 28%
Male respondents 58 6% 254 27%
Female respondents 33 6% 165 28%

The corn farmers were asked if they were familidhwthe name “Seed fair”. Only 7% of the
farmers were familiar with the term, with male resgents being twice as familiar with it
than the female respondents (Table 52). Seed &a@sreasonably well known in Ainaro

18 In most cases this will probably be a trader wltsgyrain that can either be used for food orsked; there
are hardly any, if any at all, specific seed tradgperating in the local markets.
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(36%) and Aileu (22%), but not at all in Oecusshol0 and very little in Bobonaro, Dili,
Liquica and Viqueque (2-3%).

In terms of locations where seed fairs are hel@p Bbe familiar with seed fairs held in the
sucos. Seed fairs are mostly associated with MAB46 followed by NGOs (36%).

Table 52. Seed Fairs

3 o Locations Seed Fair organizers
o g B -
=2 58 o § B & E g2 &
cEf2 2 6 3 5§ 5 & 2 g %5 2
8 & 2 2 A 2 = ) pd a © ®)
X 0
Total 113 7% 59 16 19 6 17 72 15 39 3 2
55% 15% 18% 6% 16% 67% 14% 36% 3% 2%
Male 9 10% 48 13 15 5 15 58 15 34 3 2
respondents
Female 23 4% 11 3 4 4 4 14 4 1
respondents

2.6 Familiarity with Seeds of Life
2.6.1 Familiarity of Respondents with the Seeds of Lifeagram

The respondents were asked if they had alreadydh#ahe Seeds of Life program. Overall
197 (11%) of the respondents had heard about Sdébreheranging from a low 2% in
Bobonaro and Viqueque to 33% in Ainaro. The mapoadents generally had more often
heard of SoL than the female respondents (13% fem ws 7% for women), but in some
districts it was the opposite.

Of the 168 respondents who remembered when theyhbadd about the Seeds of Life
program, one third had heard about the progranhénlast six months, and another third
within the last year.

Table 53 shows that the most important channeutitrovhich the respondents had learned
about SoL were MAF staff and/or extension work&3%), followed by SoL staff (22%),
NGOs/organizations (19%), media or relatives (1&g neighbours (15%). There were no
major differences between channels for male andalemespondents, except where the
information came through SoL staff; male responslemre two times more likely to have
learned about the program through SolL staff thamafe respondents. The majority of the
respondents (77%) listed only one channel for iegrabout SoL, 16% listed two channels,
6% three channels and 1% four channels.
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Table 53. Channel of Familiarity with the Seed&.iédé Program
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Male 50 37 30 25 27 23 3 4 150
33%  25%  20% @ 17% = 18%  15% 2% 3%
Female 15 6 7 8 7 6 2 3 47
32%  13%  15%  17% = 15%  13% 4% 6%
Total 65 43 37 33 34 29 5 7 197
33%  22% @ 19% @ 17% = 17%  15% 3% 4%

Of the 79 respondents who stated that they, orrabee of their household, were involved in
SoL program activities, 20% were involved as Onafrddemonstration Trials (OFDT)
farmers, 16% as contract seed growers, and 78%eawars of a seed production group. The
latter does, however, include respondents who demsidl themselves involved in SoL
program activities in districts where SoL doesnitrently operate yet.

2.6.2 Knowledge of other Farmers growing MAF/SoL variefe

After having enquired about the name recognitio®oif, the respondents were asked if they
knew anyone who already grows, or has grown, a NBAE/variety of a crop. The Field
Interviewers carried copies of the crop informatleaflets so that the respondents did not
only hear the name of the crop and the varietyalsg saw some pictures of it.

Originally it was thought that some 798 farmers%34«new someone who is growing, or has
grown in the past, a MAF/SoL variety. However, wheadculating the percentages per
district, the data obtained from Lautem and Vigueggain appeared to be rather suspicious
(with variety recognition of more than 90% in Lamteand 100% in Viqueque). It was
therefore decided to calculate this only for thieeotll1 districts. Table 54 shows that in the
11 districts overall 13% of the farmers have heafrdSoL, and 34% know someone who
grows, or has grown, one or more MAF/SoL varietden are better acquainted with SolL,
and know more MAF/SoL variety growers, than women.

Table 54. No. of farmers recognizing the name Sul lknowing farmers growing MAF/SoL varieties

Know MAF/SoL variety

Know SoL
grower
0, 0,
Number 6 of Number % of

respondents respondents
Total (13 Districts) 197 11% 798 44%
Total (11 Districts)* 189 13% 518 34%
Male respondentg1 Districts)* 144 15% 369 38%
Female respondengsl Districts)* 45 9% 149 28%

* Without Viqueque and Lautem

SoL 3 Baseline Survey — Main Report 52



More detailed analysis how the farmers who are lfamwith the name “SoL” relate to the
farmers who know someone who grows, or has growMdA&/SoL variety shows that the
two do not necessarily go together (see TableGball the farmers who know SoL, 41% do
not know another farmer who grows the varigty

Table 55. Knowledge of “Seeds of Life” vs knowingAM/SoL variety growers

Knows “Seeds of Life”

Yes No
4
e
% 2 @ 111 407 518
o2 > 7% 27% 34%
S g
S >
=
L
o % o 78 915 993
s z 0 0 0
< 5% 61% 66%
4

189 1,322

13% 87%

[1,511 respondents in 11 districts]

Table 56 shows that overall 34% of the farmers ksemeone who is growing, or has grown
in the past, a MAF/SoL variety. For the differend varieties, the percentages are: 22% for
Sele, 20% for Nakroma, 15% for Utamua, 10% for #kd an 10% for Hohrae. The
acquaintance is for all varieties, except Ai-lukarél Hohrae 2 and 3, primarily a relative.

9 The actual percentage is most likely less thas f the 485 farmers who cultivated MAF/SoL vaest 45
respondents (9%) said they did not know someonegue a MAF/SoL variety. There was however some
scope of confusion in the formulation of the quassince it was not specified whether the respoincieuid

include him- or herself, or not.
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Table 56. Familiarity of Respondents with MAF/Sohrigties

No. and % of farmers Relationship to known MAF/SoL variety grower

Crop variety who know someone (No. and % of known MAF/SoLvariety growers)
growing the crop *  Relative ~ Neighbour Friend Other
Corn Sele 326 226 144 107 23
22% 69% 44% 33% 7%
Rice Nakroma 298 181 144 163 37
20% 61% 48% 55% 12%
Peanut Utamua 231 158 135 129 23
15% 68% 58% 56% 10%
Cassava Ai-luka 2 151 86 78 75 10
10% 57% 52% 50% 7%
Ai-luka 4 119 60 59 65 8
8% 50% 50% 55% 7%
Ai-Luka 2 & 4 156
combined 10%
Sweet Hohrae 1 139 83 75 74 6
potato 9% 60% 54% 53% 4%
Hohrae 2 103 54 49 58 4
7% 52% 48% 56% 4%
Hohrae 3 94 49 40 53 4
6% 52% 43% 56% 4%
Hohrae 1, 2 & 147
3 combined 10%
All five crops combined 518
34%

* Based on data from 1,510 respondents in 11 distri

2.7  Food Security
2.7.1 Food Self-Sufficiency

The farmers were asked during what months of tleeipus 12 months they were able to
consume food from the crops they had grown. Thi geercentages that were in the order of
33-71% for corn, 39-72% for rice, 26-54% for peariit-77% for cassava, and 39-65% for
sweet potato. However, when looking at the dataeBurh of these crops on the number of
months each household could consume self-cultivategs, it became clear that the number
of households that reported to be able to consumbk srops during 12 months was highy
inflated, and thus unreliable (see Box 3).

Table 57 shows the adjusted data for each of the dirops. For corn, October 2010 was
reportedly the month with the lowest overall availity of self-grown corn for consumption
(25%). The prolonged wet season of 2010-'11 mapddy the reason for this. The months
with the highest percentages for self-sufficientgorn were April and May (67%), which is
after the harvest (see Figure 13).
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Table 57. Number and Percentage of Crop Growers tsbConsume Self-Grown Crops
[Adjusted figures]

Calcula- Month in which food from self-grown crops was aghike
ted # of
Crop HHs
with 2%?0 Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Augzsoelp1
harvest
Com 1,340 339 379 410 505 584 785 904 896 801 704 58P9 4
25% 28% 31% 38% 44% 59% 67% 67% 60% 53% 44% 37%
Rice 547 138 134 143 131 136 146 197 290 354 343 319 233
25% 24% 26% 24% 25% 27% 36% 53% 65% 63% 58% 43%
Peanut 394 79 102 98 85 97 143 169 197 189 152 126 120
20% 26% 25% 22% 25% 36% 43% 50% 48% 39% 32% 30%
Cassava 1,002 285 326 370 331 349 379 433 476 573 584 6582 5
28% 33% 37% 33% 35% 38% 43% 48% 57% 58% 65% 58%
Sweet 747 155 214 235 209 204 253 267 330 405 391 369 304
potato 21% 29% 31% 28% 27% 34% 36% 44% 54% 52% 49% 41%

Note: The number of farmers mentioned in the marglumns are “corrected” numbers of farmers. The
overestimated number of farmers reportedly consgrttie crop in every one of the 12 months have been
omitted, and instead the number of farmers consgrmining 11 months have been counted for each of
the months. The total number of farmers mentiometthé second column has been adjusted in the same

manner.

Box 3: Checking the plausibility of data on consumtion of self-grown crops,

and addressing the problem

When plotting the data on consumption of self-gr@nops by the number of months the household
could consume the crop, the graphs showed abnoewmalts for the value of “12 months” (see for
example Figure 12 for the consumption of rice). king at the data for 11 to 0 months, one would
expect that the data for 12 months would followdleeeral pattern, and be fairly similar, or smafier
the data for 11 months.

Percentage of rice growers

25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

121110 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
Number of months

Figure 12. Number of Months Rice Growers consumge®&mwn Rice

The first approach to separate reliable from uabddi data for the households that reported to ketab
consume self-grown crops for the 12 months of #wr yvas to triangulate the data from each household
on crop consumption with:

a) the data on the size of the plots on which the evap grown;
b) the reported data on the amount harvested;

c) the number of people in he household.
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This proved difficult because the reliability oktldata on plot sizes and amounts harvested i§igdber
dubious. It was therefore difficult, based on thiangulation, to decide whether the consumpticia dé
one household was more plausible than that of andtbusehold.

Another approach was used to obtain a more plaus#timate the number of households that could
consume self-grown crops during a whole year. Basetthe above figure, a realistic estimate of the
number of households capable of consuming a seifsgrcrop for the 12 months of the year is to assume
that it is the same as the number of householdséparted to be capable of consuming self-grovapsr
during 11 months of the year. The figure for “11ntits” was therefore taken as the figure for “12
months”.

For the other households, i.e. those that repoade able to consume self-grown crops between 0-11
months, the data as reported by the householdsevessdered sufficiently reliable. No correctionsreve
made to this data.

For rice, the data in Table 57 and Figure 13 shwaw during the six months from October to
March, around a quarter of the respondents coutdwoe self-grown rice. It then increased
to 65% in June before declining again in September.

Peanut follows a similar pattern. In the perioddbetr to February, about a fifth to a quarter
of the households growing it were able to consutnend that increased to half of the
growers in May, before gradually declining to adhof the households in September.

Cassava showed an increasing trend for nearly th@ewyear, from 28& to 65%, with a
small decline in September 2011. The pattern faresypotato was fairly similar, except that
the decreasing trend started two months earlier.

The number of months during which the farmers aamsume self-grown crops is shown in
Table 58 and in Figure 14.

Table 58. Number of Months of Self-Sufficiency wielf-Grown Crops
[Adjusted figures]

Correc-
Crop ted # of
farmers 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Number of months in which food from self-grown csopas available

1,350 19 19 40 63 95 201 208 202 219 158 109 7 10

Corn 14% 1.4% 3% 5% 7% 15% 15% 15% 16% 12% 8% 0.5% 0.7%
Rice 561 6 6 9 16 23 40 58 91 116 109 64 9 14
11% 1.1% 2% 3% 4% 7% 10% 16% 21% 19% 11% 2% 2%
Peanut 412 11 2 7 33 39 56 62 97 80 16 18
0.2% 0.2% 05% 2% 8% 9% 14% 15% 24% 19% 4% 4%
Cassaya 1041 53 53 17 32 44 88 121 113 162 142 164 13 39
5% 5% 2% 3% 4% 8% 12% 11% 16% 14% 16% 1.2% 4%
Sweet 769 13 13 5 12 24 56 89 93 137 160 132 13 22
potato 2% 2% 0.7% 2% 3% 7% 12% 12% 18% 21% 17% 2% 3%

Note: The number of farmers mentioned in the seécoolumn is a “corrected” numbers of farmers.
The overestimated number of farmers reportedly wmirsg the crop in each of the 12 months have been
omitted, and instead the number of farmers consgittia crop during 11 months has been taken as the
number of crop consumers for 12 months.
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Figure 13. Consumption of Self-Grown Crops

by Farmers (Oct 2010 — Sep 2011)

With increases in production of the various cropd anproved ways to store harvests, one
would expect that higher percentages of farmerkbeilable to consume self-grown foods in
the different months.
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Figure 14. Number of Months Self-Grown Crops
are consumed by Farmers
(Oct 2010 — Sep 2011)

Number of months

Figure 14 shows that, for most corn growing houkishoself-sufficiency in corn ranged
between three to seven months. For rice growelgtle over 50% of the farmers could
consume self-grown rice between three to five mssfith

With increases in production of the various cropd anproved ways to store harvests, one
would expect that the patterns of the graphs abmilleshift to the left, i.e. farmers can
consume self-grown food for longer periods.

21t is however important to note that basicallyfatimers (99.6%), including those growing rice, bigg as
well. See Section 2.7.4 of this report.
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2.7.2 Household Food Insecurity”*

The questionnaire included the Household Food um#gcAccess Scale (HFIAS) tool
developed by the Food and Nutrition Technical Aasise (FANTA) project to appraise
access to, and availability of, food in the visitexisehold¥.

The HFIAS tool consists of nine questions that prolnether a household experienced some
forms of food insecurity during the previous monéimd how severe such food insecurity
experiences were, if they occurred. The HFIAS o@nce questions are:

Q1. In the past four weeks, did you worry thatrybausehold would not have
enough food?

Q2. In the past four weeks, were you or any hooiseimember not able to eat
the kinds of foods you preferred because of a ¢declesources?

Q3. In the past four weeks, did you or any houkklneember have to eat a
limited variety of foods due to a lack of resouftes

Q4. In the past four weeks, did you or any houkehwember have to eat some
foods that you really did not want to eat becausa lack of resources to
obtain other types of food?

Q5. In the past four weeks, did you or any houkklneember have to eat a
smaller meal than you felt you needed because thasenot enough food?

Q6. In the past four weeks, did you or any houkehwember have to eat fewer
meals in a day because there was not enough food?

Q7. In the past four weeks, was there ever no tooeat of any kind in your
house because of lack of resources to get food?

Q8. In the past four weeks, did you or any houkkn@ember go to sleep at
night hungry because there was not enough food?

Q9. In the past four weeks, did you or any houkEhmember go a whole day
and night without eating anything because therensagnough food?

If the answer to any of the above questions is “Yasfollow-up frequency-of-occurrence
question is asked.

How often did this happen?
1. Rarely
(once or twice in the past 4 weeks)

2. Sometimes
(three to ten times in the past 4 weeks)

3. Often
(more than ten times in the past 4 weeks)

Figure 15. Frequency-of-Occurrence Question oHREAS Tool

2L A more elaborate discussion of household fooddmsty issues based on the HFIAS data collectetien
baseline survey is given in Volume 3, Annex 6.

22 This section on household food insecurity, the AS-tool and the derived indicators draws heavily on
Coates, Jennifer et. al. (2007), Ballard, Terre€t(2011) and Deitchler, Megan et. al. (2011).
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Using these nine occurrence and frequency-of-oeogsa questions, or a subset of them,
there are five types of indicators that can beuwtated to help understand the characteristics
of, and changes in, household food insecurity efsilrveyed households:

a) Household food insecurity access related conditions
b) Household food insecurity access related domains
c) Household food insecurity access scale score

d) Household food insecurity access prevalence

e) Household hunger scale

In this Main Report, only the HFIAS Score and theusehold Hunger Scale are discussed.

Household Food Insecurity Access Scale Score

Using the data from the nine questions, a HFIASescan be calculated for every household,
which indicate how food insecure the household Wa® score is the sum of the codes for
each frequency-of-occurrence question, i.e. 1, 2 ibthe answer to the question was “Yes”,

and 0 if the answer was “No”. With nine questioasd possible scores ranging between 0
and 3, a household’s HFIAS score will fall withimetrange 0 to 27. A low score indicates
that access to, and availability of food in the agmed household was fairly secure; a high
score indicates a higher level of food insecurity that household. The frequency

distribution of the HFIAS scores of all 1,799 hduslels is given in Figure 16.

300

250 A

200 -~

150 ~

100 -~

Number of Households

50 -+

0 1 23 456 7 8 9 101112 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
HFIAS score
Figure 16. Frequency Distribution of the HouseldlIAS Scores

There were 257 households that did not experiengef@od insecurity during the 30 days
prior to the visit of the baseline survey enumeamaigcore 0), and 16 households that were
extremely food insecure (with the maximum HFIASrscof 27). The frequency distribution
in Figure 16 also suggests that there may be lmtte ©ver-reporting and under-reporting of
food insecurity occurences, resulting in an unragdfequency distribution pattern with
higher-than-expected frequencies for some scoms4(j 12, 14, 21 and 27), and lower-than-
expected frequencies for others (i.e. 3, 5, and 8).
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Based on these household HFIAS scores, average $HBbtares can be calculated for the
districts (see Table 59). The three most food insedistricts in the period September-
October 2011 were Aileu, Dili and Oecussi; the ¢hleast food insecure were Bobonaro,
Liquica and Manufahi. The comparison of HFIAS secoreetween male and female
respondents show that in 10 out of the 13 distrigtanen considered their households to be
more food insecure than men. This can point to wohmeeving a dimmer view of, and being
more concerned than men on the food security im tfteiseholds. But it can of course also
be that it is not a difference in perception of $mhwlds facing similar conditions, but that the
female respondents lived in households that weneigely more food insecure.

Table 59. Household Food Insecurity Access ScabeeSc
HFIAS Scores

Districts Male Female
respondents  respondents Total

Ainaro 8.5 9.9 8.8
Aileu 11.8 15.2 125
Baucau 9.3 10.7 9.7
Bobonaro 2.5 2.1 2.3
Covalima 8.7 8.1 8.4
Dili 12.9 11.9 12.5
Ermera 8.2 10.3 8.9
Liguica 4.2 5.3 4.5
Lautem 7.9 8.1 8.0
Manufahi 4.2 6.6 4.9
Manatuto 54 7.5 6.0
Oecussi 10.9 9.9 10.2
Vigueque 8.6 8.8 8.7
Total 7.7 8.7 8.1

Household Hunger Scale

Based on the results of several studies conductedeoFANTA project to assess the cross-
cultural validity of the HFIAS tool, it was founthdt the questions 7, 8 and 9 of the HFIAS
tool gave a more reliable measure of food depvaiin the visited households than the full
set of nine questions. Another finding was thatuke of three frequency categories (“no or
never” with score 0, “rarely or sometimes” with sed, and “often” with score 2) produced
more robust results than the use of the originat foequency categories. This calculation
gives a household hunger scale (HHS) rating foh émxisehold.

Using the data from the questions 7, 8 and 9 oHREAS tool only, the three districts with
the highest levels of hunger in the households viglie Ainaro and Aileu (see Table 60).
The three districts with the lowest levels of hunigehouseholds were Viqueque, Manatuto
and Manufahi. The female respondents assessedtheseholds to experience higher levels
of hunger than the male respondents.

SoL 3 Baseline Survey — Main Report 61



Table 60. Household Hunger Scale

o Level of hunger in the household Average

Districts HHS of the
Little or no Moderate Severe district

Ainaro 68% 17% 16% 1.31
Aileu 69% 20% 11% 1.24
Baucau 88% 11% 0% 0.52
Bobonaro 97% 3% 0% 0.18
Covalima 96% 4% 0% 0.56
Dili 67% 14% 19% 1.72
Ermera 84% 16% 0% 0.62
Liquica 98% 1% 1% 0.26
Lautem 98% 2% 0% 0.21
Manufahi 99% 1% 0% 0.13
Manatuto 99% 1% 0% 0.11
Oecussi 80% 20% 0% 0.82
Viqueque 100% 0% 0% 0.02
Total 88% 9% 3% 0.55
Male respondents 90% 7% 3% 0.52
Female respondents 86% 12% 2% 0.61

For the total survey, this gives 88% of househaulik little or no level of hunger, 9% with a
moderate level of hunger, and 3% with a severel leéunger. It is important to keep in
mind that the survey was conducted in October, thighHFIAS questions referring largely to
the period from early September to mid-OctobersTinot the peak of the hungry season,
which explains why the percentage of householde®empcing hunger is relatively small.

Using the HHS ratings of the individual householais,average HHS can be calculated for
each of the 100 sucos. Grouping the sucos intoagegories based on their average HHS, the
household hunger situation in Timor-Leste can lesgmted as in Figure 17.
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Figure 17. Household Hunger Conditions of Sucopt&eber 2011)
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2.7.3 Consumption of Wild Food

The respondents were asked in which months of iéxéiqus year they consumed wild foods
(such as wild yamk{mbili), elephant foot's yamnfaeR, wild bean koto fuik), arrowroot
(konta3, etcf>. The question was originally phrased aating wild foods because of lack of
other food% but the latter part of that sentence was subseity) dropped as respondents
explained that they consumed wild foods even ifythad other sources of food. Table 61
shows the number of households in each district wdresumed wild foods in the period
October 2010 to September 2011, and how many cfetlm®nsumed such foods in each
month.

In 10 of the 13 districts, more than 85% of thedeholds consume wild foods during part of
the year. Oecussi, with 36%, is the district whie towest percentage of respondents eating
wild foods. It is also noticeable that, even thowaghigh percentage of the households may
consume wild foods, in most months less than atquaf those respondents eat such foods
(the exceptions are the districts Viqueque and démutwhere wild food consumption is
substantial throughout the year).

% The inclusion of arrowrookpntag in the list of example wild foods is a mistaks,igis not a plant growing
in the wild but one that has been purposely plabiethe farmer.
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Table 61. Consumption of Wild Food

[Percentage of respondents who consume wild food]

# of HHs consu-
ming wild foods,

Month in which wild food was consumed

Districts
and % of respond-
ents in the district Oct ‘10 Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sdp
Ainaro 106 20 16 17 16 16 19 30 81 84 63 57 58
98% 19% 15% 16% 15% 15% 18% 28% 76% 79% 59% 54% % 55
Aileu 89 7 7 7 7 7 8 11 56 62 62 86 84
99% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 9% 12% 63% 70% 70% 97% 94%
Baucal 20¢ 20 16 12 13 12 14 23 39 62 10z 163 12¢
89% 10% 8% 6% 6% 6% 7% 11% 19% 30% 49% 78% 62%
Bobonaro 159 64 48 56 50 44 30 33 39 41 33 58 56
88% 40% 30% 35% 31% 28% 19% 21% 25% 26% 21% 36% % 35
Covalima 122 49 46 31 20 18 16 13 16 19 41 71 65
97% 40% 38% 25% 16% 15% 13% 11% 13% 16% 34% 58% % 53
Dili 71 16 17 18 14 14 18 16 16 24 28 58 55
79% 23% 24% 25% 20% 20% 25% 23% 23% 34% 39% 82% 7%
Ermer: 23z 114 46 37 48 a7 48 86 12t 15k 16€ 167 14¢
99% 49% 20% 16% 21% 20% 21% 37% 54% 67% 72% 72% % 64
Liquica 116 20 14 17 18 25 25 46 59 93 97 95 83
92% 17% 12% 15% 16% 22% 22% 40% 51% 80% 84% 82% % 72
Lautem 123 54 36 41 44 48 58 37 42 48 36 51 38
98% 44% 29% 33% 36% 39% A7% 30% 34% 39% 29% 41% % 31
Manufahi 60 23 16 14 10 9 9 7 9 20 35 42 38
67% 38% 27% 23% 17% 15% 15% 12% 15% 33% 58% 70% 63%
Manatutc 62 38 27 24 16 14 15 15 17 17 31 a7 45
86% 61% 44% 39% 26% 23% 24% 24% 27% 27% 50% 76% % 73
Oecussi 58 20 27 22 21 20 10 3 8 9 11 11 7
36% 34% 47% 38% 36% 34% 17% 5% 14% 16% 19% 19% 12%
Viqueque 137 95 96 91 88 89 91 91 86 93 101 107 107
85% 69% 70% 66% 64% 65% 66% 66% 63% 68% 74% 78% % 78
Total 1,543 540 412 387 365 363 361 411 593 727 806 1013 913
86% 35% 27% 25% 24% 24% 23% 27% 38% A7% 52% 66% 59%
Male 1,002 31€ 241 22¢ 214 20¢ 20z 252 39z 492 547 682 614
Respondents 89% 32% 24% 23% 21% 21% 20% 25% 39% 49% 55% 68% 61%
Female 541 224 171 159 151 155 158 158 201 234 259 331 299
respondents 81% 41% 32% 29% 28% 29% 29% 29% 37% 43% 48% 61% 55%
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2.7.4 Purchase of Rice in the Last Year

The respondents were asked in which months of teeiqus year they had bought rice for
food, and how much. Table 62 shows that nearhhaillseholds in all districts bought rice
during the year, and 62% bought rice every month.

Table 62. Number of Months Rice was bought

o Number of months in which the household bought rice # of HHs

Districts that bought
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 rice

Ainaro 4 11 9 3 4 76 107
Aileu 1 6 5 13 7 58 90
Baucau 1 5 6 8 14 4 7 3 185 233
Bobonaro 1 5 10 21 29 18 18 22 14 18 5 18 179
Covalima 4 4 6 3 4 10 1 94 126
Dili 1 1 4 5 1 2 3 72 89
Ermera 2 16 1 41 3 1 2 2 166 234
Liquica 1 1 3 3 4 1 1 1 111 126
Lautem 2 2 1 4 1 1 114 125
Manufahi 90 90
Manatuto 72 72
Oecussi 1 1 6 5 15 21 35 21 8 1 47 161
Viqueque 1 13 41 29 26 19 14 1 1 1 14 160

Total and % 2 21 59 93 84 142 95 73 56 42 8 1.1171.792
of all HHs 0.1% 1.2% 3.3% 5.2% 4.7% 7.9% 5.3% 4.1% 3.1% 2.3% 0.4% 62.1% 99.6%

The frequencies for 4 and 6 months are higher therfrequencies for the months preceeding
and following them, because some households havkahit of buying rice once a quarter, or
every two months, a pattern which is very noticeablErmera.

Table 63 shows in which months the respondents liotuce. There does not seem to be a
particular pattern in the rice buying, as the petages of rice buying households went down
and up from month to month. It is noticeable tmaany given month at least 75% of the rice
buying households — which are nearly all househelbsught rice. Table 64 shows the total
amounts of rice bought per month, based on the ataaeported by the respondents. On
average, a rice buying household bought 39 Kgoaf per month.

SoL 3 Baseline Survey — Main Report 65



Table 63. Months when Rice was bought

# of months rice # of HHs that

Months in which households bought rice

was bought boughtrice  Oct'10 Nov‘l0 Dec‘l0 Jan‘ll Feb‘ll Mar‘ll Ajil May'l1l Jun‘ll Jul‘ll Aug‘ll Sep'll
1 2 1 1
2 21 3 3 3 3 2 5 3 4 6 3 7
3 59 34 3 6 12 26 9 11 13 21 10 6 26
4 93 65 4 14 42 33 17 42 24 28 39 12 52
5 84 60 13 24 53 25 22 37 28 28 39 22 69
6 142 117 29 108 48 103 35 91 39 86 41 82 73
7 95 83 34 75 39 68 46 60 32 54 37 52 85
8 73 61 54 62 56 60 51 47 31 32 29 36 65
9 56 47 44 47 51 51 43 38 34 32 32 34 51
10 42 42 41 42 42 42 35 26 17 32 30 31 40
11 8 8 7 8 8 7 7 8 6 8 7 6 8
12 1,117 1,117 1,117 1,117 1,117 1,117 1,117 1,1171,117 1,117 1,117 1,117 1,117
Total 1,792 1,637 1,346 1,506 1,471 1,535 1,384 82,4 1,344 1,443 1,387 1,401 1,594
0,
% of HHs that 91% 75% 84% 82% 86% 77% 83% 75% 81% 77% 78% 89%
bought rice
Table 64. Amounts of Rice bought
Oct‘10 Nov‘l0 Dec‘l0 Jan‘ll Feb‘ll Mar‘ll Adl May‘ll Jun‘ll Jul‘ll Aug'll Sep‘ll
Amount of rice bought by the 66,562 52,642 58,319 57,512 60,160 53,132 57,416 ,18%2 55,828 53,577 52,915 64,065
sample households (kg)
Average amount of rice bought 40.7 39.1 38.7 39.1 39.2 38.4 38.7 38.8 38.7 386 783 40.2

by a rice buying household (kg)
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2.8  Agricultural Extension and Participation in Groups
2.8.1 Interaction of Farmers with Agriculture Extension Wirkers

All respondents were asked if they knew the MAF&HEgtention Offier (SEO) in their suco,
and if yes, how they rated the service providedheySEO. Table 65 shows that, on average,
43% of the respondents know their SEO, but theréigiaries between 73% in Bobonaro to
only 3% in Viqueque — which seems abnormally lowe Tespondents also mostly rate the
services good (72%) and satisfactory (17%), althomgOecussi, Manatuto and to a lesser
extent in Covalimaand in Bobonaro, some SEOs axerated bad and very bad.

Table 65. Farmers who know the MAF Extension Officetheir Suco, and Rating of Services

Number of respondents % of res- Rating of services
Districts ondents is-
Male Female Total if,)] district \ll)zg Bad fggtcﬁy Good z;/gcry)c/i
Ainaro 33 8 41 38% 1 1 3 36
Aileu 47 15 62 69% 1 8 52 1
Baucau 120 43 163 70% 1 8 41 106 7
Bobonaro 89 43 132 73% 5 6 16 103 2
Covalima 46 25 71 56% 4 5 10 51 1
Dili 20 12 32 36% 1 2 29
Ermera 15 8 23 10% 1 6 16
Liquica 8 2 10 8% 1 1 8
Lautem 27 36 63 50% 16 45 2
Manufahi 37 10 47 52% 3 2 11 31
Manatuto 43 8 51 71% 4 6 12 29
Oecussi 28 41 69 43% 9 12 2 46
Viqueque 4 1 5 3% 1 4
Total 517 252 769 28 44 128 556 13
67% 33% 100% 43% 4% 6% 17%  72% 2%
Male respondents 18 30 87 371 11
Female respondents 10 14 41 185 2

Table 66 shows that in the six months prior to llaseline survey 68% of the delivered
services were in the form of visits to the farmdadlpwed by seeds (26%), training (21%)
and chemical fertilizers (15%). If measured agathst total number of households in the
survey, 29% of the farmers were visited by the SEEDd 11% received seed inputs.
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Table 66. Type of Extension Services received énphst Six Months

Number of respondents % of households

Type of extension service Male Female Total thsaérrveiggsve |nSbuz?\s/2I)|/ne
Visits 357 165 522 68% 29%
Seeds 143 54 197 26% 11%
Training 111 49 160 21% 9%
Chemical fertilizer 78 37 115 15% 6%
Participation in exposure visits 64 37 101 13% 6%
Advice 50 28 78 10% 4%
Chemical pesticides 31 28 59 8% 3%
Tools 26 22 48 6% 3%
Total 517 252 769 43%

2.8.2 Participation in Groups

The respondents were asked if they, or someondrethe household, participated in one or
more groups that exist in the community. Table Gdws that, on average, 23% of the
households participated in one or more groupswlitiit a noticeable difference between the
answers obtained from the male respondents (whé¥e Rarticipated in groups) and that
from the female respondents (17%). On average, 6f/%e households participate in one
group, 27% in two groups and 12% in three groups.

Table 67. Participation in Groups

HHs in which the Number of groups in which the respondent or other
respondent or other household members participate
HH members (% of households in district that participate iogps)
participate in groups ;
One Two Three Four Five or
Number % of HHs more
Total 422 23% 57% 27% 12% 3% 0.9%
Male respondents 310 27% 55% 28% 13% 3% 1.3%
Female respondents 112 17% 63% 24% 11% 3%

As for the type of groups in which the respondepasticipate, Table 68 shows that the
highest percentage overall is for farmer groupsassociations (54% of the households that
participated in groups, participated in such a gjdwt with a markedly higher participation
by the households of male respondents (76%) thatroftthe female respondents (24%).
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Table 68. Type of Groups in which Respondents d@hdrdHousehold Members participate

% of corresponding .
group, by gender of % of HHs that % of HHs in

Type of group No. respondent participate in baseline
Male Female groups survey

Farmer groups/association 227 76% 24% 54% 13%
Adat 179 81% 19% 42% 10%
Religious group 98 72% 28% 23% 5%
Youth group 44 89% 11% 10% 2%
Savings & loans / credit groups 38 63% 37% 9% 2%
Coffee group 31 7% 23% 7% 2%
Women association/OMT 29 34% 66% 6% 2%
Farmer cooperative/association 28 86% 14% 6% 2%
Health group 20 65% 35% 5% 1.1%
Other 11 82% 18% 3% 0.6%
HHs that participate in groups 422 73% 27% 23%

Table 69 shows that, overall, some 16% of the Huanlde have participated in training
activities, with 19% participation of the housel®ldith a male respondent and 12%
participation of the households where the respondexs a woman. The majority of the
households (71%) have only participated or attermfegdtraining.

Table 69. Participation in Training

Housholds in which the ~ Number of training events in which the respondent o

respondent or other HH other household members have participated
members have participated (% of households in district that attended traijing
in training
One Two Three Four Five
# % of HHs
0,
Total number 29p 16% of surveyed 71% 20% %  14%  0.7%
households
0,
Male respondents 21619% of male 69% 21% 7% 2%  0.9%
respondents
0,
Female respondents 80l 2% of female 75% 18% 8%
respondents

The most common type of training event in whichveyr households members had
participated (as shown in Table 70) were Farmddfays (47% of the households in which
members had attended training, and 8% of all haldshn the survey). Seed production and
storage, and water and sanitation, were the semotdhird most frequently attended type of
training events.
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Table 70. Type of Training Events in which Resparig@and other Household Members have
participated

% of corre_sponding % of HHs that % of HHs in
type of training, by

Type of training No. gender of respondent atte_nc_ied baseline
xtraining survey
Male Female
Farmer Field Day 140 76% 24% 47% 8%
Seed production and storage 95 74% 26% 32% 5%
Water and sanitation 67 82% 18% 23% 4%
Nutrition 33 70% 30% 11% 2%
Integrated Crop Management 22 82% 18% 7% 1.2%
Marketing 20 70% 30% 7% 1.1%
Gender 15 53% 47% 5% 0.8%
Savings & loans 10 40% 60% 3% 0.6%
Climate change 9 78% 22% 3% 0.5%
System of Rice Intensification 4 100% 1.4% 0.2%
HHs that attended training 296 73% 27% 16%
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3. Discussion and Recommendations

At the end of the current phase of the Seeds o pifogram, the achievements of the
program will be assessed on the basis of improvésmaade during the period 2011-2016. In
this chapter, these basic conditions as they weréate 2011 are discussed, and some
recommendations are made for follow-up and futssEasments.

3.1  Reduction in Experience of Food Shortage

One of the performance indicators to assess theessf the Seeds of Life program is the
extent in reduction of the periods of food shortatfat the farmers experience. The aim is to
achieve a 33% reduction over the period 2011-2016.

The baseline survey questionnaire did not incliigecuestionWere there periods in the last
year when your household did not have enough féfogs, what months were these?

In the baseline survey, the respondents were askedhich months they were able to
consume the food they had grown themselves, thethmdn which they consumed wild
foods, and the months in which they bought ricee Dhseline survey also used the HFIAS
tool to assess food insecurity at household lduall,the problem with this latter indicator is
that the timing of the data collection very mucfiuances the result; if the data is collected
in a month when many families still have self-grofend in storage, or they can obtain food
through purchase in the market, the the HFIAS samile not indicate high levels of
household food insecurity.

The data from Table 58 can however be used to leédcthe average period when food from
self-grown crops can be consumed. Table 71 shomeafth of the five crops the median, the
mean and the standard deviation for the averagedoer months when farmers can consume
self-grown crops.

Table 71. Average Period of Availability for Conspiion in Months of Self-Grown Crops

Crop Median Mean c?é?/ir;(:%rr?
(Months) (Months) (Months)
Corn 5 55 2.3
Rice 4 4.6 2.3
Peanut 3 3.8 2.0
Cassava 5 51 31
Sweet potato 4 4.3 24

For the follow-up surveys in years 3 and 5, itasammended that the question of lack of
food during specific months be included in the goesaire, and preferably with reference to

the period when the interview takes place, and buw compares to two years ago. This

information will provide an additional way — albsitibjective — to assess to what extent food
availability has improved.
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3.2  Number of Farmers Reached by the Seeds of Life Progm
3.2.1 Definition of “Farmers” for SoL. M&E Purposes

How many farmers have access to, and use the ieari@tseeds and cuttings that have been
released by MAF/SoL? A simple question but, unfoately, not one that can be simply
answered. First of all, there has to be agreemerthe definition of a “farmer”. Does a
household in which both the husband and wife warkgriculture count as two farmers? Or
should such a household be counted as one farmmit§ &or M&E purposes of the
MAF/SoL program, a household will be counted as wmié

Secondly, the type of household must be clearlynddf There is a choice between a rural
household, a household involved in agriculturea drousehold involved in crop production.
This distinction is important because the numberstliese types of household is different.
Not all rural households are engaged in agricultamed not all households engaged in
agriculture are engaged in crop production, oroodtrop production more specifically. In
the 2010 census, the “total number of private hioolkks (rural)” in Timor-Leste was
136,929, and the “number of households involvedrap production” was 116,426. It should
be noted that this latter number also includes, rmmather, coffee and coconut treecrop
growers. For M&E purposes, the achievements of M&F/SoL program will be
benchmarked against the number of households iadoin crop production, because this
data is available from the census.

3.2.2 Estimate of Number of Farmers and MAF/SoL VarietyrGwers in 2015

In mid-2010, at the time of the census, there wkl6,426 households engaged in crop
production, and 45,672 were growing rice, 102,34§ewngrowing corn, and 94,833 were
growing cassava. What will those numbers likelyrb2015? And what number of MAF/SoL
variety growers may we expect by that time?

The estimates on growth rates in Timor-Leste vagpificantly. The 2010 census mentions
an annual population growth rate of 2.41%, basetherngrowth in population between the
2004 census and the 2010 census. The UN Data websiimates the average annual
population growth rate over 2010-2015 to be 3.464@ the rural growth rate over the same
period 2.79%". According to World Bank data, the annual rurabplation growth rates over
the period 1990-2012 were as shown in Figuré®18

24 Data.un.org, accessed on 25 August 2012

25 www.tradingeconomics.com/timor-leste/rural-popwatgrowth-annual-percent-wb-data.htmtcessed on
25 August 2012
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Figure 18. Rural population growth rates in Timaste (1990-2012)

Recognizing the variability and uncertainty of fysapulation growth estimates, we assume
an average annual growth rate of 2%. This resaltprojected rural population figures as
shown in Table 72. The total number of househotdgaged in crop production in 2015 can
thus be estimated, rounded off, to be 128,500.

Table 72. Projection of Households engaged in Gmyuluction (2010-2015)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Households engaged in 116,426 118,755 121,130 123,552 126,023 128,544
crop production

(assuming 2% growth)

As mentioned in Table 20, in 2011 17.9% of the femsnin the survey were growing
MAF/SoL varieties. This means that in 2011, for ®mrheste as a whole, an estimated
21,258 farmers were using improved varieties.

If there are no relative changes in crop choicelmoations of the farmers engaged in crop
production — i.e. the percentages of crop cultoratnentioned in Table 7 remain unchanged

over the period 2011-2015 — then the projected rurabcrop growers is expected to evolve
as shown in Table 73.

Table 73. Projected Number of Households growimvg [Foodcrops (2010-2015)

Crop 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Corn 102,346 104,393 106,481 108,610 110,783 982,9
Rice 45,672 46,585 47,517 48,467 49,437 50,426
Peanut 26,778 27,314 27,860 28,417 28,985 29,565
Cassava 94,833 96,730 98,664 100,638 102,650 194,70
Sweet potato 62,870 64,127 65,410 66,718 68,053 4189,

Projections for corn, rice and cassava based ooehgus 2010 data.
Projections for peanut and sweet potato basedeobakeline survey data.
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3.3  Adoption of MAF/SoL Varieties

The second indicator at the purpose level in theBM&amework, states tha®0% of farmers
adopting MAF/SoL released varieties reporting iraged yields During the baseline
survey, in October 2011, the farmers who cultivaaedAF/SoL variety were asked how the
productivity of that variety compared to a localriety. The obtained results of these
assessments are presented in Table 74.

Table 74. Comparison of Productivity of MAF/SoL waies with Local Varieties

# of farmers Much Better Same as Worse Much Don't
. . better than than local local than local worse know/
Crop, variety reporting on . : .
et local variety variety variety than local remember
productivity ; .
variety variety
Maize, Sele 138 102 8 25 2 1
Rice,Nakroma 55 31 20 4
PeanutUtamua 46 31 10 2 2 1
CassavaAi-luka 2 35 21 9 5
CassavaAi-luka 4 15 9 6
Sweet potatoHohrae 1 40 27 11 1 1
Sweet potatoHohrae 2 16 8 7 1
Sweet potatoHohrae 3 15 6 9
MAF/SoL varieties, 360 235 80 37 3 2 3
combined 65.3% 22.2% 10.3% 0.8% 0.6%

Overall, 87.5% of the MAF/SoL variety growers catesied that these varieties yielded better
or much better than the local varieties, and on¥fd of the MAF/SoL variety growers
thought they yielded worse or much worse thandbellvariety.

3.4 Recommendations
3.4.1 Questionnaire

During the analysis of the survey data, it becateardhat better quality data, or more easily
analysable data, might have been obtained if somestipns in the questionnaire had been
formulated differently, or if the questionnaire him¢luded occasional checks. This section
offers a few recommendations for the follow-up sy

» Seed varieties of foodcropsAt this section of the questionnaire there shdwdda
box note for the interviewer drawing his or heeation that it is rather unlikely that a
farmer will only cultivate one variety of a foodgrolf a farmer only reports one
variety for a crop, the interviewer should probeetiter this is indeed the case, or if
other varieties are grown as well. This should Ipefvent a repeat of what happened
in Vigueque where all the interviewed farmers gidWF/SoL varieties of the crops,
and only MAF/SoL varieties.

» Seed varieties of foodcropsThe questionnaire should include the new vasetigat
are released by the Ministry (such as the whitezenaarietyNoi Mutin released in
mid-2012), as well as — space on the questionraira permitting — popular crop
varieties that were not listed in the baseline syyuestionnaire.
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» Adaptation to climate change The baseline survey questionnaire included two
guestion that assessed rainfall patterns durirgestaf corn growth, and conditions of
the corn cobs at the time of harvest. The qualfithe data was however poor, and the
analysis of that data was therefore not includedhia report. Other questions of
farmers’ perceptions of changes in long-term weattenditions, and the coping
mechanisms they use to address these, may perieéghenpre robust information.

» Seed markets and seed fairsAs the MAF/SoL program expands, marketing of
surpluses produced by the Community Seed Produ@ioups, and the distribution
of seeds through seed fairs, voucher for poor Hmlde and district level agriculture
information events, will gain in importance. Theegtions that seek to obtain such
information will have to be elaborated.

* Corn storage This section includes an estimate on how muchn ceas lost in
storage, and several farmers provided answers oessx of 50%. While not
impossible, this is not very likely. It is thereéorecommended that the questionnaire
includes a box note in this section on corn storémeask the interviewers to
specifically check with the farmer that he or simelerstood the question correctly if
the answer to the amount of corn lost is storagedee than 50%. It could be that the
farmer is thinking of the amount that is still ukaafter storage.

» Corn storage In the list of possible answers asking the marev corn is stored,
one answer is “nothing is stored; everything islsoAs local corn markets develop,
and especially if there is demand for more prodecgeed, more farmers may be
inclined to sell part of their corn harvest. Theesfion should be rephrased asking
what part of the harvest, or how much corn the &rhas sold.

» Corn storage As there will be a big increase in the availabilifymetal drums for
corn storage, it is recommended that there are sfiev-up questions for the
farmers that report to store corn in this manner.

* Food security. It is recommended that the section on food sgcepecifically asks
the farmers if the household experienced a hungagan in the last year, and during
what months. Added to this question, if the ansiseyes, the respondent could be
asked what coping strategies were used to dealthgliood shortage.

» Group membership. The respondents were asked what possible groepsbers of
the household belonged to, but the questionnadendi ask whether it was the man,
or the husband, or both that were members of stmlpg. In the follow-up surveys,
clarification whether the husband or wife, or batine members can be part of the
guestion.

* An “end of interview” checklist. At the end of the interview, there should be a
checklist for the interviewer so that s/he can kyiassess the consistency of the
answers given in different sections. One examplecems the number of the five
main crops cultivated; the number of main crops toeed at the start of the
interview should match with the foodcrop productiarthe previous year, the types
of crops mentioned in the seed section, and wighdiops consumed in the food
security section. Another example is the questiomausehold assets and the storage
of corn. If the farmer reports the use or presesfca drum in either the section on
corn storage, or in the section on household asHssinterviewer should check
whether the drum is also reported in the otheli@ect
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3.4.2 Training of Field Interviewers and Field Supervissr

In the preparation for the survey, the field enuatens and field supervisors followed a one
week training to familiarize themselves with theegionnaire, and tried out the questionnaire
with some farmers that were not included in the @amTlo improve the quality of the data

collection process, the training of field interviens and field supervisors should include the
following.

* Review of the data quality of the baseline surveyDuring the training of field
interviewers and field supervisors for the follow-surveys, problems encountered
with the filled-in forms of the baseline survey shbbe discussed. This may help to
increase the awareness of the interviewers and\ggapes to particular sections of the
guestionnaire.

« The HFIAS questions in the section on food securityThe answers to these
guestions can provide valuable information, but theestions have to be asked
correctly, and the interviewers must have a goadetstanding of the questions, and
develop a feeling to assess whether the respocdengictly understands what is being
asked.

» Consistency checks between sections of the questiaite. The interviewers and
supervisors should be aware what data items in whetions should be consistent
with data items in other sections of the questioenge.g. that cultivating only one
variety of a crop is uncommon; that the number afmtrops should be consistent in
different parts of the questionnaire; that it magm odd to have a small harvest of a
crop, but still be able to consume it during mdsthe year; etc). Checking this may
add a few minutes to each interview, but it willheo spot possible mistakes during
data collection, and will result in better data.

3.4.3 Data Analysis and Report Writing

During data analysis, there was often need to clieeloriginal questionnaires because the
electronic data was not complete, or showed unfikgiswers. Data analysis and report
writing took also much longer than anticipated.

Considering that the M&E unit has an ambitious vptak of case studies linked to various
aspects of the program, implementing the followsupveys in the same way as the baseline
survey may not be realistic. It is recommended #raexternal party (e.g. a firm or NGO
experienced with conducting surveys) be contrattechanage the survey, analyse the data
and prepares the report.
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