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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 About the project ‘Adding Value to the Arc: Forests and Livelihoods in the South Nguru
Mountains’

The Tanzania Forest Conservation Group (TFCG) in partnership with the Community Forestry Network of
Tanzania commonly known by its Swabhili acronym as MJUMITA (Mtandao wa Jamii wa Usimamizi Misitu
Tanzania), Mvomero District Council (MVDC) and the Tanzania Forest Services Agency (TFS) were awarded
a grant from the European Union (EU) to implement a project known as “Adding Value to the Arc: Forests and
Livelihoods in the South Nguru Mountains” (AVA). The primary objective of the project was to alleviate poverty
and improve economic resilience among marginalized rural, natural resource-dependent communities living in
Mvomero District in Tanzania. The project aimed to achieve its goal by supporting more sustainable, forest
management through Community Based Forest Management (CBFM) and Joint Forest Management (JFM).
This report documents the endline household information in March 2018, after 63 months of the project.

1.2 Objective of this report

The objective of this report is to describe the livelihood status of households in project villages at the close of
the Adding Value to the Arc Project, and to identify how livelihoods have changed since the beginning of the
project. The report also investigates the degree to which changes are attributable to project interventions.

The endline household report is compared with the baseline household livelihood report as documented in
Lyimo, 2014, in order to determine changes and progress of achievements and results based on the project’s
indicators as presented in the logical framework.

The project follows the analytical framework proposed by Speranza et al. 2014 for monitoring livelihoods
resilience to climate change. The model has been adopted for its relevance to the rural, agricultural context
that the project is operating in and has been adapted to reflect the project’s interest in the role of forests and
woodlands in climate change resilience.

Figure 1. A conceptual and analytical framework for characterising livelihood resilience.
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This model distinguishes between three major attributes of livelihood resilience: buffer capacity, self
organisation and capacity for learning.

Buffer capacity is defined as ‘the capacity to cushion change and to use the emerging opportunities to
achieve better livelihood outcomes such as reduced poverty.” (Speranza et al. 2014). The project included
interventions targeting each of these types of capital.

In the context of this survey we have included variables relating to these key assets.

Human capital — relevant variables include education of the head of household, % of school age children in
school, and knowledge of improved agricultural techngiues.

Project interventions aimed at enhancing human capital: environmental education including the establishment
of eco-schools with a focus on reducing school drop-out rates and enhancing education outcomes; training on
agricultural skills including conservation agriculture and livestock (poultry).

Natural capital — relevant variables include land ownership and access to forest resources

Project interventions aimed at enhancing natural capital include the establishment of community-based forest
management as a means to safeguard access to forest resources.

Financial capital — relevant variables include incomes, dependency ratio, asset ownership including livestock
and other productive assets (phones, bicycles, radio, solar energy systems, ploughs).

Physical capital — relevant variables include housing condition and access to water supplies.

Project interventions aimed at enhancing financial and physical capital included support for the village savings
and loans associations and training on income-generating activities such as Allanblackia, sustainable charcoal
and timber production, and agriculture.

Self-organisation is viewed in terms of general self-organisation and autonomous self-organisation.
Speranza defines these terms as follows:

General self-organisation in social systems refers to the spontaneous emergence / re-creation of society
(rules, norms, values, and organisation) through a dialectic of social structures (top-down processes) and
human actions (bottom-up processes), without explicit control or constraints from outside the system.

Autonomous self-organisation refers to a state where actors determine their own rules. Under conditions of
crisis and instability, social self-organisation “denotes that the individuals affected by the emerging structures
determine and design, the occurrence, form, course and result of this process all by themselves.

Capacity for learning connotes adaptive management, implying that a resilient SES is a learning system that
incorporates previous experiences into current action and thus has

The survey included variables to assess this including those relating to governance of land as well as
membership of village savings and loans associations. The project included interventions to support both of
these areas of self-organisation, as well as other forms of organistaion including support for the MJUMITA
networks.

Capacity to learn is broadly defined by Speranza et al. (2014) in terms of adaptive management. In the
context of this survey, we considered changes in knowledge and behavior, particularly those linked to climate
change. Project interventions linked to this include awareness raising and training on issues around
participatory forest management, climate change and climate change adaptation.

These attributes were integrated into the design of the survey.



1.3 Methodology applied

The end-line evaluation applied a quasi-experimental sample design. The same survey questions that were
asked during the baseline survey were repeated in the same nine villages at the endline. An additional three
villages were included in the endline to reflect the increase in the total project villages from 34 at the baseline
to 38 at the endline. Therefore, the sample size increased from 9 to 12 villages.

1.3.1 Sampling design

Nine of the 12 villages included in the endline survey were the same nine villages as were included in the
baseline survey. An additional three villages were added. The baseline selected 9 villages from the 34 villages
initially involved in the project. This was equivalent to 30 % of the project villages. The villages were selected
through stratified random sampling. Stratification was based on the proposed participatory forest management
regime. In this selection the names of all the project villages implementing both CBFM and JFM were written
in different pieces of paper and placed on the container. Villages implementing only JFM and CBFM
separately were also written on small pieces of paper and placed in separate containers as well. The
containers were shaken and the enumerator selected three villages implementing JFM only, four villages
implementing both CBFM and JFM and two villages implementing CBFM only. The additional villages were
selected based on the same pocedures of which all JFM villages are now included in the baseline, then
simple random was used as in the previous villages to select one village. This procedure applied both for the
villages which practice both CBFM and JFM and the villages which practice CBFM only, so in each category
one additional village was selected.

1.3.2 Determination of the number of respondents to be sampled

Numbers of households for inclusion in the survey were selected by using simple random sample techniques
as applied in the baseline. At each selected village 5% of the households were randomly selected to conduct
interviews. A total of 264 households were selected for interviews during the endline survey while 200
households were interviewed in the baseline survey (Table 1).

1.3.3 Determination of the key informant respondents

Purposive sampling was used to select Key informants for interviews which included the Village Chair and
Village Executive Officers, Beekeepers group leader, Masambu group leader, Conservation Agriculture (CA)
group leaders, Village Natural Resource Committee (VNRC) leaders and Village Council (VC) members.

1.3.4. Review of the project documents
The project database, activity reports and village records were reviewed and included in the report as part of
findings.

Table 1: Village surveyed and number of households surveyed per village

Baseline Villages Endline Villages
S/ | Village No. of HH | Type of Nearby Village No. of HH | Type of Nearby
N surveyed | PFM forest surveyed | PFEM forest
1 Bwage 20 CBFM Kanga FR Bwage 20 CBFM Kanga FR
and JFM and JFM
2 Difinga 30 CBFM Kanga FR Difinga 30 CBFM Kanga FR
and JFM and JFM
3 Kanga 28 CBFM Kanga FR Kanga 28 CBFM Kanga FR
and JFM and JFM
4 Kinda 15 JFM Mkingu NR Kinda 15 JFM Mkingu
NR
5 Masimba | 28 CBFM Not bordered | Masimba | 28 CBFM Not
with forest bordered
with forest
6 Maskati 22 JFM Mkingu NR Maskati 22 JFM Mkingu




Baseline Villages Endline Villages
S/ | Village No. of HH | Type of Nearby Village No. of HH | Type of Nearby
N surveyed | PFM forest surveyed | PFM forest
NR
7 Mndela 10 JFM Mkingu NR Mndela 10 JFM Mkingu
NR
8 Msolokelo | 21 CBFM Mkingu NR Msolokelo | 21 CBFM Mkingu
and JFM and JFM | NR
9 Ndole 26 CBFM Not bordered | Ndole 26 CBFM Not
with forest bordered
with forest
Kibatula 20 CBFM Kanga FR
andJFM
Mafuta 21 JFM Mkingu
NR
Diburuma | 23 CBFM Not
bordered
with forest
Total 200 264

Source: Field survey, 2013 and 2018

1.3.4 Data collection methods

Structured interviews with heads of households

The baseline survey employed a mixture of qualitative and quantitative methods for data collection. A
structured questionnaire comprised of open and closed questions was used to collect both quantitative and
qualitative data from the selected households, and the same were employed for the endline survey. The
heads of households were the targeted population for interviews (Annex 2).

Key informant interviews

The Key Informant Interviews (KllIs) were employed also in the survey. Klls provided qualitative data to
provide insights that the people had about the local issues. The interviews under this method were guided by
a checklist (Annex 3).

Survey dates and team

Data collection in the field was carried out for three weeks from 20" February to 11" March 2018 (Table 2). A
total of 5 field staff were involved, comprised of 3 enumerators, 1 field assistant and 1 supervisor (Monitoring
and Evaluation officer). Prior to data collection, experienced enumerators were recruited and trained for one
day on data collection particularly on how to administer the field instruments. Testing of questionnaire was
also done at Dihinda village by interviewing 10 respondents. This was very important as it helped to improve
the interview techniques and make more clarification to some questions.

Table 2: Survey dates

SIN Village Name Date of data collection
1 Kibatula 20/2/2018

2 Bwage 21/2/2018

3 Kanga 22/2/2018

4 Ndole 23-24/2/2018

5 Kinda 24-26/2/2018

6 Maskati 27/2/2018

7 Msolokelo 1/03/2018

8 Masimba 2/03/2018

9 Diburuma 3-4/03/2018

10



S/N Village Name Date of data collection
10 Mafuta 5-6/03/2018

11 Mdela 8-10/03/2018

12 Difinga 11/03/2018

Source: Field survey, 2018

1.4 Data management and analysis

Qualitative data (FGDs and KlIs) were summarized around themes. Quantitative data were coded and
entered into computer spreadsheet of excel. Analysis involved generation of descriptive statistics such as
percentages, multiple responses and cross-tabulation.

1.5 Limitation of the survey

In carrying out this survey, the team faced some challenges. Firstly, the team failed to obtain all the required
information from the household such as amount of harvesting of some crops, amount of crop consumed or
sold. This is because the villagers did not keep records. To overcome this, we asked the villagers to estimate
of what they harvest per crop in one acre per season. Secondly, some of the selected households during
sampling were not in their original premises as they were shifted to other sub villages. In these situations, the
enumerator chose the nearest households to be interviewed. Thirdly, the selected households were very
scattered in the studied villages as such it was very difficult to move from one household to the other and in
some cases it was difficult to find the household (10 households were not found and the team decided to
choose another household). In this case the enumerators moved for long distances until they found the
household and for those households which were not found, we selected the households which were within the
area.

11



2.0 Survey findings and discussion

2.1 Demographic information

2.1.1 Gender

During the baseline survey for the first project, the survey interviewed 25 women (13%) out of 200. This
survey for the endline, the survey interviewed 56 women out of 264 (21%). This was attributed to the culture
whereby the spokesperson for households is often a man (Table 3). Furthermore, it was noted that 80% of the
households interviewed are headed by men and 20% by women. This showed a difference when comparing
with baseline as 85% of the household interviewed were headed by men and 15% were headed by women.
In both surveys, households headed by women are due to either their husbands have passed away, they are
divorced or they were not married. This pattern is common in Tanzania and other studies have reported
similar trends (Kasamila and Marusuli, 2004; Nonga, 2010).

Table 3: Respondents by gender per village

S/N | Village Male Female Total % of HH headed % of HH headed
by Male by female

1 Bwage 14 6 20 70 30

2 Diburuma 22 1 23 96 4

3 Difinga 21 9 30 70 30

4 Kanga 18 10 28 64 36

5 Kibatula 18 2 20 90 10

6 Kinda 13 2 15 87 13

7 Mafuta 16 5 21 76 24

8 Masimba 26 2 28 93 7

9 Maskati 16 6 22 73 27

10 Mndela 10 0 10 100 0

11 Msolokelo 16 5 21 76 24

12 Ndole 18 8 26 69 31
Total 208 56 264

Source: Field survey, 2018

2.1.2. Age distributions

During the baseline survey, ages of household members were in the age category of 0-5 years (20%), 6-10
years (20%), 11-17 years (20%), 18-49 years (23%), 50-60 (13%) and over >60 (4%). It was also realized that
non-working group (those younger than 18 years or older than 60 years) were 44% of the household
members while the working age group (those 18 years and above up to 60) were 56% of the household
members. During this survey distribution of age of the household were 0-5 (17%), 6-17 (37%), 18-35 (22%),
36-55 (18%), 56-65 (2%) and above 65 (3%). This information shows that 57% of household members are
dependents (aged 0-17 and > 65 years) giving a total dependency ratio of 112.

Table 4: Age distributions per village

Village 0-5 6 17 18 35 36 45 46 55 56 65 Above 65 | Total

Bwage 22 51 14 11 0 2 6 106
Diburuma 23 51 24 20 18 3 0 139
Difinga 16 67 48 25 7 4 2 169
Kanga 17 57 19 18 10 6 10 137
Kibatula 45 69 24 17 10 3 4 172
Kinda 19 26 20 8 6 2 86
Mafuta 17 46 34 27 9 1 135

12



Village 0-5 6 17 18 35 36 45 46 55 56 65 Above 65 | Total
Masimba 39 45 41 14 4 1 3 147
Maskati 22 47 36 8 9 1 4 127
Mndela 8 26 16 14 3 2 0 69
Msolokelo 17 36 27 10 7 6 6 109
Ndole 24 36 35 8 1 1 0 105
Total 259 557 338 183 95 32 44 1508
Percentage 17% 37% 22% 12% 6% 2% 3%

Source: Field survey, 2018

Education level is a vital factor affecting the rate and scale to which new technologies can be copied. In terms
of climate change resilience, education is also an important factor in determining the capacity to learn
adaptive measures (see Figure 1). For this reason, education assessment is an important aspect before
implementation of project activities that will need introduction of new skills and knowledge. The highest level
of education attained by the majority of the household heads in the baseline survey was primary education
(80%), 17% had no formal education and 2% had secondary education. In this survey the highest level of
education attained by the majority of households remained primary education (87%), whilst 2% had secondary
education and 9% of them have not attended any formal education. Bwage village was leading in having more
educated participants as 16% of the respondents in Bwage had secondary education. Levels of education
need to be considered when planning project activities. Table 5 below shows the education level of the
respondents at the village level.

Table 5: Education level of respondents at the village level

Village None Incomplete primary Primary Secondary College
Bwage 0 1 16 3 0
Diburuma 1 1 21 0 0
Difinga 3 2 24 1 0
Kanga 4 0 24 0 0
Kibatula 5 0 14 1 0
Kinda 1 14 0 0
Mafuta 0 0 21 0 0
Masimba 3 0 25 0 0
Maskati 0 0 20 1 0
Mndela 0 0 10 0 0
Msolokelo 4 0 17 0 0
Ndole 4 0 22 0

Total 25 4 229 6 0
% Endline 9 2 87 2 0
% Baseline 17 80* 2 0

*The baseline survey did not distinguish between incomplete and complete primary education.
Source: Field survey, 2018

The baseline survey reported that there were 306 children within the 6-17 age groups in the visited
households, of which 172 were attending school (95 boys and 77 girls) indicating 56% of the children in the
surveyed households were attending school and 44% were not attending school. There were some changes
in this survey where 369 (66%) pupils out of 557, attended schools of which 185 were boys and 184 were
girls. Through the eco-schools component, the project has been working with schools to reduce school drop-
out rates and to promote girls’ education.

13




2.1.3. Ethnic composition

Regarding ethnic composition, during the baseline survey, the main tribes of the head of household interviwed
were Nguu (46%) followed by Zigua (38%). Other tribes include Chagga (5%), Kaguru (3%) and Hehe (3%),
whilst Nyakyusa, Pare and Masai, Barabaig and Sukuma comprise 1 % each (It was realised during Klls that
Nguu and Zigua people are similar in terms of language and customs). The results of this survey revealed the
same as baseline where Nguu is still seen to be the main tribe of the project villages covering 53% of the
respondents, followed by Zigua (29%). Other tribes like chagga (5%), Hehe (2%), Kaguru (2%) and other
tribes such as Kuria, Pare, Byakusa, Bena, Kinga, Kwere contributes to the remaining percentage.

The baseline report showed that 59% of the respondents were born in the surveyed villages, and about 41%
migrated in the village while this report indicated that 75% of the respondent were born in the village and 25
were migrants from other Tanzania region. Further analysis indicated that most of the people migrated into
the village following villagilazation programme (Ujamaa programme) in 1970°s while others migrated in recent
years in order to obtain farming and grazing lands. Table 6 shows distribution of tribes per village.

Table 6: Distribution of tribes per village

Tribe | < =l S = ®1Q 3 /g |a@|®|a|c|2]| & 3|8 ) ®
g3 SIBIER] (S lE| 8] 5]
Village N
Bwage 1 0 O[3 (112 |0]|0]|0]O0 310 010 0 1 1 0 8
Diburuma 13 |0 O|l/0|O(1 |2 |00 |0 |0 ]O 1]/0 |0 0 0 0 6
Difinga 14 (0O 0|00 |0 |2 |0 ]|0O0]O 0 1|0 0 |1 0 1 0 0 13
Kanga 0 119 (0 (0|0 |0 |1 |2 0|0 110 1 0 0 0 12
Kibatula 2 o/0}|0O|O0O}|2 /0|00 |O0O]|O |O|O |O 0 0 0 16
Kinda 13 {0 0|0 |0 |0 |0 |0 ]|O]O 0|0 0|0 0 0 0 0 2
Mafuta 21 |0 o|/0}|O0O|O}|O|O]|]O|O |O]|O |O|O |O 0 0 0 0
Masimba 15 {0 0|0 |0 |0 |O0O]|O0O]|O]O 0|0 0|0 0 0 0 0 13
Maskati 21 |0 o/0}|O0O|O}|O|O]|]O|O |O]|O |O|O |O 0 0 0 1
Mndela 10 | O o|/0|O0O|O}|O|O]|]O|O |O]|O |O|O |O 0 0 0 0
Msolokelo 8 0 1/0 (0|0 (3 |1 |00 0|0 110 0 1 0 1 5
Ndole 21 |0 o/0}|0|3|2|0]|2 |0 (O]|]O |O|O |O 0 0 0 0
Total 13 | 2 2 1116 (8 |1 |2 |2 310 3 |1 1 3 1 1 76
9 2

% 53 |1 1 /5|0 (2 (3 |0 |1 |1 110 110 0 1 0 0 29

Source: Field survey, 2018

2.2. Land tenure

Land ownership in most rural areas is through inheritance, few people buy or rent land. Land tenure affects
households’ ‘buffer capacity’ in the context of climate change resilience. The 2014 baseline survey recorded
that 95% of the respondents owned land as their own property. This survey found that 97% own land as their
own property and 79% of the owners of the land were male while only 20 % were female and that 3% of
households depend on rented land (although 11% of households rent land overall i.e. for 8% of households
farm rented land in addition to farmland that they own). During the baseline report, it was reported that of
those who owned land, nearly half (45%) had acquired it through inheritance from parents, 24% had
purchased the land; 12% obtained their land from the village government and 19% obtained it freely from
public land. While this survey revealed that 63% of the respondents had acquired their main land area through
inheritance, 18% purchased it, 8% were granted it by villages, 6% free land acquisition and 5% rented. Table
7 shows the land ownership and Table 8 shows land acquisition per village. The Kll revealed that the number
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of people who acquired land through clearing the forested areas in the villages has been reduced because of
the Village Land Use Plans and Village Forest management regulations. For example, in Kibatula village just
a few years ago, people were able to clear forest to obtain new agricultural land but now they can not even
sell the land without consulting village leaders. In contrast, in Difinga Village the land that was allocated for the
Village Forest Reserve (Kibaka), has been encroached which is illegal because the land was allocated for
other land uses and not for farming. Also, the KIl revealed that villagers in only one village, Ndole had
Certificates of Customary Right of Occupancy (CCRO). During the baseline none of the villages owned land
based on that system. This has been facilitated by project through land use plan as an example for other
villagers to use the same procedures to make sure that they all acquire CCROs. Despite the village having a
system of acquiring land, none of the villages managed to show the land registration book at the village. The
essence of this book is to help the village to know which piece of land is owned by whom.

Table 7: Land ownership per village

Village Land owned as their properties Rented
Bwage 19 1
Diburuma 23 0
Difinga 29 1
Kanga 26 2
Kibatula 20 0
Kinda 14 1
Mafuta 21 0
Masimba 28 0
Maskati 21 1
Mndela 10 0
Msolokelo 19 2
Ndole 25 1
Total 255 9

Sourc